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Research Summary

Why was the research done?

Immigrant women are doubly disadvantaged in the labor market; both their gender and immigrant
status place them in a poorer labor market position. Across western countries, immigrant women
show worse labor market outcomes relative to immigrant men and native-born women and men.
Family migration decisions may offer an explanation, specifically as immigrant women are less
likely to lead migration and instead follow as spouses or family members. Our study examines
how immigrant couples make decisions about migration and the causal effects of those
decisions on their labor market outcomes. Limited data on decisionmaking and immigrant
couples has hampered efforts to examine immigrants’ intentions for migrating and the

consequences of those decisions.

What were the key findings?

This study finds that immigrant women are the least likely to lead migration but benefit the most
from leading in a skilled immigration policy and achieve greater labor market outcomes than
women who do not lead. Immigrant women who lead benefit tremendously from the immigration
screening process that privileges human capital and occupations in demand, bypassing many of
the broader labor market challenges that hinders immigrant women. In contrast, immigrant men
are the most likely to lead migration although they benefit the least from it. We argue that hybrid
immigration policies that screen on human capital and address occupational skill shortages are
less gender biased. Hybrid policies, in turn, create more equitable opportunities for immigrant
women to lead the migration process and experience improved labor market outcomes, and can

limit the reproduction of gender inequality.

What does this mean for policy and practice?

Our research has policy implications as well. First, reducing gender bias in selection criteria can
generate better outcomes for both individuals in the family. Including occupations with a greater
gender balance may be one way to achieve this. Extending early evidence that considering labor
market demand reduces immigrants’ over-education rates, our study shows that hybrid
immigration policies that are less gender biased can also ensure greater employment and lower
over-education for all family members, not just individuals who are primary applicants. Given that

immigrant men have high rates of labor market participation, regardless of whether they lead or
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follow, increasing incentives and opportunities for immigrant women to lead migration can

provide better opportunities for the entire family. It can also help combat some of the labor

market challenges facing immigrant women who follow.

Our results have implications beyond Australia. As countries become more interested in adopting
skilled immigration policies, how such policies are devised has important implications for the
labor market integration for all family members. Although family members and secondary
applicants are usually treated as an afterthought in skilled immigration policies, careful
consideration about their outcomes can provide greater labor market success not just for those
who lead migration but for their family members who join them and have plans to engage in paid

employment.
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Introduction

Immigrant women are doubly disadvantaged in the labor market; both their gender and
immigrant status place them in a poorer labor market position (Boyd 1984). Across western
countries, immigrant women show worse labor market outcomes relative to immigrant men
and native-born women and men (Donato et al. 2014). Their poorer labor market outcomes
have been attributed to gender differences in accumulated human capital and traditional
gender norms towards labor supply and household division of labor. Yet these factors only
offer a partial explanation. Family migration decisions may offer another explanation,
specifically as immigrant women are less likely to lead migration and instead follow as
spouses or family members (Banerjee 2022; Boucher 2007).

Family migration decisions that preference men’s careers contribute to women’s lower
employment among different sex couples who move internally. From this perspective, men
initiate family migration that benefit their careers though this is not well-understood among
migrant couples moving internationally (Boyle et al. 2009; Sorenson and Dahl 2016). Family
considerations and migration decisions likely look different for international migrants given
the higher costs of international migration, including different languages, cultures, and
institutions (Kreiger 2020). Crucially, decisions to migrate internationally cannot be based
purely on preexisting gender norms and preferences about household divisions of labor
because they must satisfy the requirements of host country immigration application processes
for entry (Bélanger and Candiz 2020; Coustere et al. 2025:1363). Family migration decisions
for international moves, therefore, are determined by both immigration policy requirements
and household preferences, with the potential to improve women’s labor market outcomes.
When immigration requirements for entry do not overtly favor men’s human capital, women

may have more opportunities to lead migration and benefit women’s careers.



Understanding immigrants’ decision making for migration is challenging and
hampered by data limitations. It is uncommon for nationally representative surveys to collect
information on the migration motivations and decision making of immigrant couples.
Previous approaches to understanding immigrants’ migration decisions rely on information
about migration timing /sequencing or retrospective questions about migration intentions (He
and Gerber 2020; Kreiger 2020). These approaches, however, do not allow researchers to
disentangle the role of immigration policy requirements from gender norms and household
preferences in family migration decisions.

In light of these limitations, we recreate the migration screening process and observe
couples’ formal decisions on successful migration applications indicated by whether
individuals lead migration as primary applicants or follow migration as secondary applicants.
Formal decisions on applications can demonstrate the role of immigration policy on family
migration because migrating couples to Australia must satisfy entry requirements and are also
required to designate a primary and a secondary applicant. We can further unpack the family
migration decision making process using detailed information on both spouses. We then
observe the consequences of these decisions by investigating how men-led or women-led
migration affects the labor market outcomes for immigrant men and women.

Drawing on a novel dataset with couple-level information of new immigrants in
Australia linked with international data on gender egalitarianism in origin countries, we
examine the causal effects of immigrant couples’ migration decisions on employment and
occupational matching. We use a three-step methodological approach. First, we estimate the
likelihood that an immigrant leads or follows in the migration process, based on their
observed premigration characteristics, which emulates the immigration policy selection
system. This ‘propensity score’ helps ensure that women who lead and follow (or men who

lead and follow) are more similar in terms of their premigration characteristics. Second, we



observe the labor market consequences of these decisions using matched groups of similar
individuals. We compare employment and occupational outcomes for men and women based
on whether they led or followed in the migration process. Using a counterfactual approach,
we ask, what would immigrant women’s employment and occupational outcomes look like if
they had led the migration process and, conversely, how would immigrant men’s employment
and occupational outcomes differ had they followed in the migration process? This key step
allows us to move beyond what other studies have not done—address issues of self-selection
among successful immigration applications. Third, we go beyond labor market participation
and employment and study how aligned immigrants’ skills are with their occupations.

This study makes several key contributions. Using a representative sample of
immigrant couples with postsecondary education, we find that immigrant men are more likely
to lead migration, especially for those arriving from origin countries with less egalitarian
institutions and traditional family structures. Immigrant women are the least likely to lead but
benefit the most from leading migration. We find some evidence that immigrant couples’
migration decisions are shaped by gender norms as immigrant men from origin countries with
more traditional gender norms and structures are more likely to lead, consistent with previous
literature.

Yet, gender structures tell only a partial story as we also find that host country
immigration policies that consider occupational demand can create more equitable
opportunities for immigrant women to lead the migration process and experience improved
labor market outcomes. Specifically, immigration policies that are oriented toward labor
market demand and address occupational skill shortages prioritize the skills needed in
specific occupations regardless of gender. We find that immigrant women who lead migration
have better labor market outcomes, similar to those of immigrant men who lead. We argue

that by undergoing an immigration screening process that privileges human capital and



occupational demand, immigrant women may bypass many of the labor market challenges
that plague their counterparts who are not screened on their skills. Consequently, the poorer
labor market position of immigrant women who follow is not a result of their immigration
applicant status as secondary applicants, but rather, reflects the broader structural challenges
that immigrant women face in the labor market. Our findings show that secondary women do
not reach their labor market potential not because of differences in observed human capital
but because their skills are not adequately utilized. We only find small differences in the labor
market outcomes for immigrant men whether they lead or not. Our findings reveal
inefficiencies of skilled immigration policies in maximizing immigrants’ labor outcomes and
provide clear policy implications for improvement.

Theoretical Background

We draw together two distinct theoretical perspectives linking gender norms,
employment, and migration to inform our theoretical model. One perspective, family
migration perspective, focuses on the family member leading migration and posits that family
migrations are self-selected on gender norms that exacerbate or widen gender disparities in
employment outcomes. Another perspective, immigrant status stratification, posits that
immigration policies are gendered institutions that disadvantage women in the migration
process and subsequently contribute to gendered labor market outcomes. We draw on both
perspectives—each explaining a different part of the migration process—to generate a
theoretical model that follows the skilled migrant application process for couples.

How does leading or following the migration process affect employment outcomes?

The family migration perspective posits that traditional gender norms negatively
affect women’s employment outcomes through family migration. Men initiate moves whereas
women and family members move to fulfill men’s career or employment goals. Even among

dual-earner couples, Sorenson and Dahl (2016) found that couples were more likely to



consider men’s prospective wages as opposed to women'’s in their location and migration
decisions. Women’s employment subsequently suffers from long-distance moves by reducing
or eliminating their engagement in paid work (Boyle et al. 1999:109; Boyle, Feng, and Gayle
2009; Cooke and Speirs 2005; Phan et al. 2015).

If men-led migration is associated with worse employment for immigrant women,
then women-led migration is associated with greater employment. He and Gerber (2021:237)
and Kreiger (2020:949) found that immigrant women who migrated before their husbands or
initiated the migration had higher employment rates than immigrant women who migrated
with their husbands. One explanation is that in households with more egalitarian gender
norms, women are more likely to work outside the home and may initiate migration
(Hofmann 2014). Women leading the migration process, or immigrant men migrating for
women’s employment transgresses gender boundaries and is contradictory to traditional
gender norms (Hoang and Yeoh 2011). From this perspective, couples’ premigration gender
norms and structures influence their decisions about family migration and who leads
migration. These decisions subsequently affect their employment outcomes and individuals
leading the migration process have the most to gain economically.
How Immigration Status Stratifies Employment

Another perspective, immigrant status stratification perspective, posits that
immigration policies themselves stratify employment outcomes. To illustrate, in the U.S. and
Canada, immigrant spouses of certain skilled visas have restricted or no work rights. This
may explain primary applicants’ favored position in the labor market and for exacerbating
gender inequality among immigrants (Balgamwalla 2014; Elrick and Lightman 2016).
Additionally, primary applicants through skilled streams are evaluated on their human capital
and skills for the migration application process, which is designed to maximize the overall

skill level of the incoming immigrant population (Miller 1999). In some cases, primary



applicants arrive with an employer sponsor, further optimizing their labor market success. In
contrast, secondary applicants are not subject to the same screening for their human capital or
skills nor do they typically arrive with an employer sponsor. In turn, secondary applicants
may be less prepared for the labor market. From this perspective, assignment to primary
status leads to greater occupational status, employment, and wages than secondary status
(Banerjee 2019; Banerjee and Phan 2015:349; Elrick and Lightman 2016:371).

This perspective acknowledges that assignment into immigrant status is gendered and
immigration policy potentially disadvantages immigrant women in two key ways. First,
immigrant men have greater opportunities to lead skilled migration than immigrant women.
Immigrant men are overrepresented as primary applicants because the definition of desired
human capital characteristics in immigrant selection policies (skills and occupation) typically
favors the human capital of men over women (Kofman 2013:580-81; Lim 2019). Thus, even
highly educated or skilled women may encounter challenges when having their skills
recognized under immigrant screening policies, which lowers their opportunities to lead
migration (Aure 2013; Boucher 2007).

Second, secondary status is particularly detrimental for women. Secondary applicant
status is associated with the adoption of a dependent identity for immigrant women. Even
highly educated women undertake the majority of childcare and domestic responsibilities and
reduce or withdraw from the labor market (Ho 2006; Meares 2010; Raghuram and Kofman
2004). However, this is not true for immigrant men who arrive as secondary applicants and
continue to participate in the labor market at high levels (Banerjee and Phan 2015). From this
perspective, immigrant applicant status itself has causal effects and intersects with gender to
create labor market inequalities between immigrant men and women. Yet, because immigrant
applicant status and gender interact in important ways, potential explanations are conflated,

making it challenging to establish a causal relationship between immigration policy and labor



market outcomes. We disentangle these underlying mechanisms by accounting for selection
differences between primary and secondary applicants through a counterfactual matching
approach. This allows us to isolate and identify the causal effects of immigrant applicant
status on labor market outcomes.
Beyond Employment

Much of the work exploring the effects of immigrant categories, gender, and labor
market outcomes have focused on employment and wages, which present only a partial
picture (Barker and Tofts-Len 2024; Guven et al. 2020; Lee 2022). A simple difference in
employment rates between primary and secondary applicants may obscure individual
differences in labor market participation if we do not consider employment conditional on the
desire to work. Additionally, in the context of skilled immigration policies, where immigrants
are chronically over-educated, focusing on employment may mask variation in whether
immigrants’ skills and jobs are well-matched (Kalfa and Piracha 2017; Lu and Hou 2020).
Our study extends existing work by also examining realized match quality, as measured by
the incidence of over-education, across gender and immigrant applicant status.
Economic Migrants and Selection Policies in Australia

We examine the relationship between applicant status and labor market outcomes by
gender in Australia, an ideal case given its immigration policy screening processes, equal
entitlement of rights for primary and secondary applicants, and selection of immigrants using
a skilled occupation list. Over 70 percent of immigrants are admitted to Australia through its
skilled migration program—a hybrid system that screens on human capital and language and
experience and training in an occupation list (Department of Home Affairs 2024). Whereas in
a pure human capital point system, higher education can give you an advantage to lead
migration, when occupations are introduced in the criteria, it makes these relationships less

clear. The program uses a points test to assess individual applicants on observable



characteristics including age, English language ability for non-native speakers, and labor
market qualifications and experience in an occupation listed in the Skilled Occupation List
(hereafter SOL), a list of skilled occupations requiring skilled workers (Hawthorne 2005).!
Applicants receive points for prearranged employment, educational qualifications in
Australia, and work experience in Australia and abroad.

An important aspect of Australia’s skilled immigration policy, which differs from
those of other countries is the preference for applicants with labor market experience in the
occupations on the SOL. Approximately half of these occupations have an Australian-born
female share greater than 30%, indicating relative gender balance on the SOL (Table A1). We
may, in turn, expect less gendered allocations and outcomes between primary and secondary
applicants in Australia.

Men-dominated occupations in the SOL include skilled technicians and trades
whereas women-dominated occupations are largely represented by skilled health and service
professionals (Table A2). Overwhelmingly, women-dominated occupations on the SOL
require university degrees whereas most men-dominated occupations only require an
advanced certificate (e.g., vocational degree) and only a small share require a university
degree. Although the SOL slightly favors men-dominated occupations, a substantial presence
of women-dominated occupations less gender biased than relying solely on educational
credentials (Boucher 2007; Kofman 2013, 2014).

Another important feature of Australia’s skilled policy is that primary and secondary
applicants receive identical employment rights, which differs from several skilled programs
in the U.S. (e.g., H1-B programs) and Canada that only provide employment rights to the

primary applicant. By observing Australia, we control for differences in employment rights as

" SOL is regularly revised following consultation with employers and unions to target current labor market
needs.



a potential factor responsible driving differences in labor market outcomes, especially the
lower employment outcomes of secondary women. Australia represents an ideal laboratory to
disentangle the confounding factors that have plagued previous studies examining
immigration policy and labor market outcomes.

Data and Methods

We analyze the Australian Census and Migrants Integrated Database (ACMID) which links
data from the 2016 Australian Census of Population and Housing with data on permanent
immigrants in Australia. ACMID contains individual data on labor market outcomes,
employment, and demographic data. Crucially, ACMID includes information about
permanent immigrants’ visa class, application location (Australia or abroad), and application
status for permanent residency (primary or secondary applicant). ACMID also provides
detailed spousal characteristics (e.g., spousal education, labor force status, and English
proficiency).

To capture immigrants’ employment and job matching, we restrict the sample to
individuals aged 25 to 64 in 2016, who currently hold a skilled permanent visa®, not currently
enrolled as students, identify as a couple, and hold a postsecondary educational qualification
to measure realized job quality.>. We focus on recent immigrants who entered Australia
between 2013 and 2016 and were granted permanent residency between 2010-2013. Doing
so improves precision in the propensity score matching model that is based on premigration
labor market characteristics. Our sample refinement represents a compromise between
measuring immigrant characteristics close to the time of migration and visa application

submission while utilizing a sufficiently large sample for the analysis. We are confident our

2 We exclude immigrants who received visas through the family class as it is difficult to allocate primary or
secondary status for these immigrants.
3 Postsecondary education qualifications include a certificate, diploma, or university degree.



analysis includes a subset of immigrants who are likely to be admitted via skilled immigrant
screening policies where employment is the main criteria for admission.
Dependent Variables
Our two key outcomes are employment status (a binary indicator of whether the respondent is
employed or not) and job quality (a binary indicator of whether the respondent’s educational
attainment exceeds the educational requirements of their current occupation or not). Our
measure compares immigrant workers’ education levels to that of native-born workers in the
same occupation (Capsada-Munsech 2019). Immigrant workers are classified as over-
educated if their education level exceeds the 75th percentile of native-born workers in the
occupation.
Independent Variables
We include controls to measure the level of egalitarianism of regulatory environments in
immigrants’ origin countries. Using the Women, Business, and Law database (WBL) obtained
from the World Bank, we measure legal differences in access to economic opportunities
across 190 source countries. The WBL contains 36 binary (yes/no) items scored across 8
indicators (mobility, workplace, pay, marriage, parenthood, entrepreneurship, assets, and
pensions), which are detailed in Table A3. We create an index by taking the unweighted
average for each indicator. A larger index value indicates more egalitarian institutions in the
origin country.*

We control for local area employment opportunities using by a detrended

unemployment rate at the sample date (August 2016). Local area unemployment rate by SA4

4 Ideally, the WBL data would be matched to the age at immigration data for individuals in the ACMID data.
Unfortunately for a given year, there is no variation in the WBL by birth cohort. As an approximation, the index
is used to measure differences across origin countries at the time of birth to capture some of the variation
overtime. Consequently, the 1970 WBL data is used for immigrants aged 46 and over in 2016 up to the 1991
data for immigrants age 25 in 2016. In general, the mean value of the WBL index is increasing overtime from a
sample mean of 45.64 in 1970 254.17 in 1991, indicating that institutions in origin countries have become more
egalitarian over time.
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region (approximately 100 local areas) is obtained from ABS Catalogue 6291.0.55.001
Labour Force, Australia detailed. We generate detrended and seasonally adjusted local area
unemployment rates by using a flexible specification with a cubic time trend and a full set of
quarterly indicator variables. We also include measures for whether couples are in a
registered marriage or not’, age at immigration (in years) age of children in household (0 to 4
years, 5 to 9 years, 10 to 12 years, 13 to 14 years, and no children as reference), well/very
well English language proficiency (not well/very well as reference), and country of birth.
Empirical Strategy

We use a linear probability model to capture employment and over-education.

Consider the following econometric specification:

Yig = B, + B,PRIMy, + Xlg¥y + Sig¥, + Gilg¥s + Auryy + X5, B;Rijg + €ig (1)

where Y;, is a binary variable indicating the labor market outcome for individual 7 and gender
g and PRIM is a binary variable indicating whether the immigrant was a primary applicant, X
represents a vector of individual characteristics (age at immigration, visa type, educational
attainment, English proficiency, age of youngest child at immigration, region of residence,
the WBL index interacted with birth cohort, religion, and registered marriage), S represents a
vector of the characteristics of the spouse of individual i (employment status, age at
immigration, educational attainment, proficiency in English), G represents a vector of
indicator variables for state of residence and whether the individual resides in a major city,

ur, represents the detrended local area unemployment rate, R;;, represents a full set of

jg
indicator variables for region of birth of individual i and &;4 is a random error term with an
assumed conditional mean of zero.

Self-Selection

5 Primary applicants are allowed to sponsor common-law spouses as secondary applicants.
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A challenge to identifying the causal effects of primary versus secondary immigrant status on
employment and labor market outcomes is the role of self-selection. Since immigrants are not
randomly assigned to primary or secondary status, individuals have different propensities to
become primary or secondary applicants, which can produce differential treatment bias
(Morgan and Winship 2015). Non-random selection also means that primary applicants likely
have observable and unobservable characteristics that differ systematically from secondary
applicants. Primary applicants generally have higher educational attainment and language
skills than secondary applicants (Banerjee and Phan 2015:346). In turn, primary applicants’
greater observed labor market outcomes may be related to these background characteristics
rather than immigrant status. To address this, we use propensity score matching.

In this case 8, in equation (1) is unlikely to represent the (causal) average treatment
effect of primary applicant status on employment since it will also include a term reflecting
non-random differences between primary and secondary applicants (selection bias). For
example, define the average treatment effect (ATE) as the causal effect of interest then and
the ‘naive’ estimator (simple difference in observed outcomes) is given by:

E|Y;;|PRIM; = 1| — E[Y,)|PRIM; = 0] = ATE

+{E[Y2|PRIM;; = 1] — E[YJ|PRIM; = 0]} + (1 — m){ATT — ATU}

where Yilg represents the (potential) labor market outcome for individual i and gender g in the
treated state (primary applicant), Yig represents the (potential) labor market outcome for
individuals of gender g in the non-treated state (secondary applicant), and PRIM represents
the treatment indicator (primary or secondary applicant status). The second term represents a
‘selection bias’ (the counterfactual difference in the potential outcome for secondary
applicants if they were primary applicants relative to the observed potential outcome for

secondary applicants). The third term represents the heterogenous treatment effect, the
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difference in treatment effect, for the treatment group (primary applicants), relative to the
non-treatment group (secondary applicants).

To compare employment outcomes for observably equivalent individuals, we utilize
several methods which involve representing applicant status as a treatment. Each treated
individual (primary applicant) is compared to an observably equivalent (counterfactual)
secondary applicant. This will identify the treatment effect of interest provided the
conditional independence assumption (CIA) is satistied:

yl

ig Yoy L PRIM,|Z;,

In the case of many control variables in the vector Z, conditional independence to the set of
control variables implies independence relative to the propensity score p(Z), the probability
of being assigned to treatment, conditional on the variables Z. Provided there are no
systematic unobservable differences between primary and secondary applicants, controlling
for Z (selection on observables only), this ‘matching’ procedure will identify the average
treatment effect (ATE) when the conditional independence assumption holds.® To be valid,
the method requires observations in treatment and control groups with similar propensity
scores that are based on similar observed characteristics or covariates.

We first estimate a Probit model separately by gender to calculate the propensity score
p(Z) or the probability of primary applicant status. This model contains individual and
spousal characteristics measured as close as possible to the time of migration application and
are intended to mimic the application process that screens applicants on age, education, and
English proficiency. Unfortunately, there is no information on whether the individual had

premigration labor market experience in an occupation on the SOL.’

¢ Effectively, the identifying assumption is that in the presence of unobserved variables, the vector Z contains
many observable characteristics, potentially correlated with the unobserved characteristics, to sufficiently
mitigate the issue of selection on unobservable characteristics.

7 Caliper (radius) matching with radius parameter of 0.01 is used to match treated individuals (primary
applicants) with observationally equivalent non-treated individuals (secondary applicants). A common support is
imposed by dropping treatment observations with propensity scores greater than the maximum or less than the

13



For the sample of labor force participants, there is strong evidence that the matched
samples achieve improved balancing of covariates relative to the unmatched sample. In the
raw (unweighted) sample, standardized differences between treatment and control for some
covariates are large and exceed the cutoff of +0.05. For all covariates in the matched samples,
the variance ratio is considerably closer to unity, relative to the unweighted sample.®

Second, inverse propensity score weighting with regression adjustments is used to

z,]

The outcome models in Tables 4 through 6 include controls for spousal current

calculate the average treatment eftect (ATE):

[PRIM;;, — p(Z,,)] Yy,
Pr(z,, =1)[1-p(Zy)]

ATE, = E[(Y], — Y),)IPRIMy, = 1,Z;| = E{

employment status, region of residence, and local area unemployment rates which are
excluded from the treatment (PSM) model in Table 3. We conduct all analyses separately for
men and women. Table A4 further details the counterfactual decomposition used to calculate
potential outcomes.

Descriptive Statistics

Tables 1 and 2 provide summary statistics by gender and applicant status. Table 1 shows that
secondary applicant women have the lowest employment rates (48.5%) followed by
secondary applicant men (75%), primary applicant women (77.9%), and primary applicant
men (85.4%). The mean employment for primary applicant women is significantly higher
than secondary applicant men. The unconditional employment gap between primary and
secondary applicants is larger among women (77.9-48.5=29.4%) compared to men (85.4-

75=13.4%). Interestingly, the mean employment gap between primary men and women (85.4-

minimum propensity score for the control observations. To further reduce bias, we trim the top 5% and bottom
5% of the common support distribution of propensity scores (Sturmer et al. (2021).
8 Results available from the authors upon request.
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77.9=7.5%) 1s smaller than the employment gap between secondary men and women (75-
48.5=26.5%). This suggests that primary women exhibit labor market outcomes that are more
like primary men than secondary women. The low employment among secondary women is
interesting given that approximately 84.2% have at least a university degree and 94% report
having well or very well English proficiency.

TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

As anticipated, secondary women have a higher likelihood of non-participation in the
labor market. In fact, they are (32.8-6.6) = 26.2% more likely to be not participating in the
labor market than secondary men. Primary women also have a higher likelihood of not
participating the labor market (10.6%) than primary men. A simple comparison in
employment between primary and secondary applicants may obscure individual differences
in labor market participation if we do not consider employment conditional on the desire to
work.

Table 1 reveals that primary women and primary men are the most educated, and
secondary women are significantly more educated than secondary men (84.2% versus 77.2%
with a university qualification respectively). Primary women and primary men share similar
English proficiency levels, which is consistent with our findings that primary women exhibit
labor market outcomes that resemble those of primary men.

In terms of job quality, secondary women (57.8%) and secondary men (58.2%) show
similar rates of over-education in their current occupations. However, primary women are
considerably less likely to be over-educated (37.0%) compared to primary men (47.5%), a

statistically significant gap of 10.5%.° Whether women lead migration differs by immigrants’

% In additional analyses, we use an alternate measure of skill level that captures the level of formal education and
training and work experience required to competently perform the set of tasks required for the occupation. These
analyses reveal a relatively similar pattern to the measure of over-education based on the 75" percentile.
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region of birth. A considerably larger proportion of immigrant women from the main English-
speaking countries (e.g., Canada, New Zealand, Ireland, United Kingdom, and the United
States) lead migration (0.256) rather than follow migration (0.174). There is little difference
between primary (0.196) and secondary (0.1.94) men in the proportion of immigrants from
the main English-speaking countries. To the extent that immigrants from English-speaking
countries exhibit superior employment outcomes, this compositional difference for immigrant
women could account for the poorer employment outcomes of secondary women.

Primary women are less likely than secondary women (85.1% versus 93.1%)
to be in a registered marriage. Primary women are more likely to arrive from origin
countries with more egalitarian institutions (mean value of 51.4) compared to
secondary women (mean value of 49.7). In contrast, there is no difference among
primary and secondary men. Table 1 shows that relative to primary women, secondary
women belong to couples with more traditional family structures and arrive from
origin countries with less egalitarian regulatory environments for women.

Table 2 illustrates that spousal characteristics also differ by gender and applicant
status. Among women who follow, 92.9% of their spouses are employed compared with
80.9% of spouses of secondary men. Moreover, among primary women, 82.7% of their
spouses are employed compared with 48.8% of spouses of primary men. Overall, Table 2
shows that women-led migration is associated with greater overall household employment
compared with men-led migration.

Results
Who Becomes a Primary Applicant? Determinants of Primary Status
Table 3 provides estimated average marginal effects (AME) for a Probit model that is used to

estimate the propensity scores and the probability of being a primary applicant.
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R
Pr(PRIMy = 1|Z;5) = @ | Bo + X v1 + Shy2 + z 8 Rijg
j=2

where ®(.) represents the standard normal cumulative distribution function, PRIM; is a binary
variable indicating whether the immigrant was a primary applicant, X represents a vector of
individual characteristics (age at immigration, visa type, offshore applicant, educational
attainment, English proficiency, age of youngest child at immigration, WBL index interacted
with birth cohort, religion, and registered marriage), S represents a vector of the
characteristics of the spouse of individual i (age at immigration, educational attainment,
English proficiency, and spouse born in the same country), and R;; represents a full set of
indicator variables for region of birth of individual .
TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Table 3 reveals that consistent with Australia’s immigrant selection policy, the most
important predictors of primary status relate to human capital. All else equal, the probability
of being a primary applicant is 31.1 probability points higher for women with English
proficiency and 43.8 probability points higher for primary men with English proficiency.
Similarly, the probability of primary status grows with increasing individual educational
attainment, even after controlling for spousal education attainment. The average marginal
effect for educational attainment is greater for women, indicating a greater effect of education
on predicting primary status for women relative to men. One explanation is the greater skill
level of female-dominated occupations on the SOL. Even under a skilled immigration policy
where immigrants are screened on human capital, less educated men apply to become a
primary applicant. Our results could also reflect a positive selection of primary women—only
exceptional, highly educated women apply as primary applicants.

Our measure of gender attitudes indicates a reduced probability of leading migration

for immigrant women from more traditional couples. Similarly, the probability of leading
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migration lowers by 12.5 probability points for women in a registered marriage. We find no
effect of religion or marriage on men’s probability of primary status. Gender norms have little
influence on men leading migration though a strong effect on whether women lead migration.
The probability of women-led migration is lower for couples with young children in the
household while the probability of men-led migration is higher for couples with children
though this is not statistically significant.
Applicant Status, Gender, and Employment

Table 4 provides estimates of the average treatment effect (ATE) using the Inverse
Probability Weighting estimator, allowing for a ‘regression adjustment’ in the outcome model
that provides for an extended set of controls beyond the treatment model and serves to
mitigate any remaining bias in covariate balancing after matching. After imposing a common
support, secondary women’s probability of labor force participation is 18.76 probability
points lower than that of primary women net of controls. In contrast, secondary men’s
probability of participation is only 3.88 probability points lower than primary men. Looking
at the estimated potential mean outcomes reveals considerably lower labor force participation
for primary (0.8474) and secondary women (0.6596). Even after comparing similar
individuals, secondary women still show lower employment than primary women, indicating
that this is unlikely to be driven by observable human capital characteristics.

TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Table 4 provides employment probabilities conditional upon labor market
participation. The sample is restricted to individuals who are currently employed or not
employed but searching for employment (unemployed). We remove self-employed
individuals given the challenges of calculating overeducation for this group. We find no

evidence that removing self-employed contributes to secondary women’s lower employment.
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After imposing a common support, the results show that primary women have on
average, an employment probability that is 12.73 probability points higher compared to their
counterfactual employment probability if they were secondary applicants. In contrast,
primary men have an employment probability that is only 4.1 probability points higher
compared to their counterfactual employment probability if they were secondary applicants.
Primary applicants consistently show higher employment probabilities than secondary
applicants even though the two statuses provide identical employment eligibility and rights.
Table 4 shows an interactive effect between applicant status and gender as the primary-
secondary applicant employment gap is much larger among women than men. While the
employment rates of primary women are similar to those of primary men, the larger ATE for
women applicants is mainly driven by the poor employment outcomes of secondary women.
Being a primary applicant increases the employment probability for women, more than that
for men. Since women generally have lower employment rates, primary status helps to reduce
the gender employment gap.

We also consider whether the propensity to lead migration varies by birth region by
allowing for a different ATE by gender for immigrants from the main English-speaking
countries of birth (ESB) and those that are not (NESB). Table 5 shows considerable
heterogeneity in ATE for employment between immigrants from English-speaking countries
and non-English-speaking countries. Primary women from English-speaking countries have
an employment probability that is 4.69 probability points higher compared to their
counterfactual employment probability if they were secondary applicants. In contrast,
primary women who are from non-English-speaking countries have an employment
probability that is 14.91 probability points higher compared to secondary women applicants.
The relatively poor employment outcomes for secondary women are mainly driven by

immigrants from non-English-speaking countries.
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TABLE 5 ABOUT HERE

Who Experiences Over-Education?
We also examine how job quality differs by gender and applicant status. Table 4 provides the
probability of over-education associated with primary applicant status and the difference in
the conditional mean probability of over-education (conditional upon being employed) for
primary applicants relative to secondary applicants. After imposing a common support,
primary women'’s probability of over-education is 20.93 points lower than secondary women,
net of controls.

Likewise, Table 4 shows that primary men have an over-education probability that is
15.37 probability points lower than secondary men. Interestingly, primary women’s over-
education probability is 8.03 points lower than observationally equivalent primary men.
Primary women are relatively better matched to jobs that better utilize their educational
qualifications, relative to secondary applicant women. Therefore, women-led migration is
associated with improved occupational matching for immigrant women.'°

Primary applicant women, even those from non-English-speaking origin countries,
exhibit a lower incidence of over-education compared to both equally skilled secondary
applicant women and primary applicant men. One potential explanation relates to the SOL; if
it accurately represents occupations experiencing skill shortages, occupations on this list
exhibit a greater labor demand. In periods of strong labor demand, employers are more likely

to relax skill requirements (Coates et al. 2022; Productivity Commission 2023). Thus, the

greater labor demand in the SOL occupations may lower skill requirements and reduce over-

0 One critique is that secondary women may have a stronger preference for part time work and are willing to
accept jobs that are less skilled or are less matched with their skills and thus are more likely to be over- educated
in their jobs. We assess this by restricting the sample to full-time employed workers. We find some evidence of a
smaller mean difference in the probability of over- education for primary women relative to secondary women
(ATE =-0.1569 compared to ATE = -0.2093 for all workers). For the sample of workers, there is a similar
difference in the meeting probability of over- education for primary men relative to secondary men (ATE = -
0.1290 compared to ATE = -0.15374 all workers).
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education rates. Since primary and secondary applicants have access to this labor demand
channel, we would expect similar over-education rates for primary and secondary applicants
employed in SOL occupations and lower over-education relative to applicants who were not
employed in SOL occupations.

The top panel of Table 6 shows that primary women exhibit a greater employment
probability in a SOL occupation (0.5043 compared to 0.4631 for primary men) whereas.
secondary women have a lower employment probability in a SOL occupation (0.2303
compared to 0.2843 for secondary men). This is consistent with our explanation related to the
labor demand channel. Table 6 indicates a lower probability of over-education for applicants
employed in a SOL occupation compared to applicants employed in a non-SOL occupation.
Among applicants employed in a SOL occupation, women have a lower probability of over-
education (0.2543 for secondary applicants and 0.2433 for primary applicants) compared
with men (0.3912 for secondary applicants and 0.3716 for primary applicants).

TABLE 6 ABOUT HERE

Among immigrant women employed in a SOL occupation, there is no significant
primary-secondary gap in the probability of over-education. Likewise, there is only weak
evidence of a significant primary-secondary gap in the probability of over-education for
immigrant men employed in a SOL occupation (p=0.036). Overall, Table 6 shows that
employment in a SOL occupation is associated with lower rates of over-education.'!

In Tables A4 and A5, we explore whether primary-secondary differences in
overeducation are associated with different occupations. Primary applicant women may be
trained in different occupations that offer advantageous labor demand conditions and

superior employment outcomes. Indeed, some preliminary calculations suggest that the

" In separate analyses (available upon request), we calculate the probability of employment and over-education
by educational field. We find that employment in a health field is associated with lower probabilities of
overeducation for primary and secondary men and women. We find minimal evidence that differences in the
educational field distributions explain the primary-secondary gap in employment and over-education.
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estimated (counterfactual) probability of over-education for secondary women might
be considerably lower (0.4663 compared to 0.5834 for the actual sample), if their
employment distribution across SOL and non-SOL occupations was identical to that of
primary applicant women. Thus, primary women’s greater employment probability in a
SOL occupation is related to their lower over-education.
Discussion and Conclusion

How do immigrant couples make decisions about who leads or follows in the skilled
migration process and what are the consequences of these decisions for their labor market
outcomes? Using a representative sample of immigrant couples, this study replicates the
migration application process for economic immigrants in Australia and uses a counterfactual
approach that considers potential outcomes for immigrant women and men. We firstly find
that immigrant women are the least likely to lead migration but benefit the most from leading
in a skilled immigration policy—a fact that has been overlooked and understudied given the
focus on secondary women or immigrant women who follow migration (Banerjee 2022;
Banerjee and Phan 2015; Ho 2006). Our findings show that immigrant women who lead are
better matched with their skills and their occupations in Australia and show relatively similar
employment rates as immigrant men who lead. Immigrant women who lead the migration
process also have greater labor market outcomes than immigrant women who follow. We find
evidence that this gap stems from the benefits of screening for immigrant women who lead
and the limited support for immigrant women who follow. Immigrant men, by contrast, are
the most likely to lead migration under skilled immigration policies although they benefit the
least from it. In fact, immigrant men, whether leading or following, achieve relatively similar
employment rates with marginal differences in their job quality. This suggests some
inefficiencies in skilled immigration policies in maximizing immigrants’ labor market

outcomes, particularly those of immigrant women.
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We find evidence that couple decision making for international migration differs from
that of internal migration. For skilled and educated couples, international migration benefits
immigrant women who lead and the effects for men are relatively similar whether they lead
or follow. This differs from internal migration scholarship that posits that migration
exacerbates gender inequality by negatively affecting women’s labor market outcomes and
positively affecting men’s (Boyle et al. 1999:109; Boyle, Feng, and Gayle 2009; Cooke and
Speirs 2005; Phan et al. 2015; Sorenson and Dahl 2016). We argue that Australia’s selection
policy plays a role. While it is possible that our sample of educated couples may show greater
congruence in their decisions about the importance of men and women’s careers, these are
counterbalanced by the requirements of the skilled immigration application and screening
process. As a result, couple decisions on migration applications may skew towards the more
gender-egalitarian preferences of Australia’s skilled immigration policy.

Second, we find that immigrant women can lead migration not only by being
extraordinary candidates but also through immigration policies that consider occupational
demand. Such immigration policies, through their screening and selection processes
alongside considerations for occupational shortages provide a migration pathway for women
who otherwise might not have an opportunity to migrate. Although gender-conscious policies
are an unintentional byproduct of Australia’s skilled immigration policy, we nonetheless find
that providing immigrant women with more opportunities to lead migration can improve their
labor market outcome. We argue that immigrant screening processes that consider
occupational demand are less gender biased and mitigate premigration characteristics and
gender structures that favor men to lead the migration and provide women from more
traditional gender countries and family structures with an opportunity to lead migration.

We identify two aspects of Australia’s skilled immigration policy that contribute to the

successful employment and job quality of women who lead migration: skills screening and
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SOL. By screening primary applicants on their human capital and skills, employment in a
SOL occupation, and the SOL where many female-dominated occupations and industries are
represented supports the labor market outcomes of immigrant women who lead migration.
Without these components in Australia’s skilled immigration policies, immigrant women
would have fewer opportunities to lead immigration given the pervasiveness of traditional
gender structures and preferences for men-led migration in skilled immigration programs that
rely solely on human capital (Boucher 2007; Kofman 2013,2014). We extend previous
research and show that hybrid immigration policies that consider skill and occupations can
reduce gender inequality in the migration application process rather than reproduce it.

A principal reason for the large labor market returns for immigrant women who lead
migration is because immigrant women’s social position is marked by substantial
disadvantage in the Australian labor market. As noted by Haque and Haque (2020) and Lee,
Ruppanner, and Perales (2020), immigrant women in Australia, especially from non-English-
speaking countries encounter labor market challenges including lower employment, limited
networks, a devaluation of their degrees and skills, limited access to good jobs in the primary
sector than Australian-born women. Immigrant women are also employed in workplaces
where white privilege favors immigrants from White English-speaking countries and native-
born Australians (Carangio et al. 2021; Venugopal and Huq 2022). In the absence of
screening on human capital and occupations through the migration application process,
immigrant women from non-English-speaking countries face an unfriendly labor market.
Immigrant women who lead the migration process, however, can bypass many of these
challenges by having their credentials recognized and, in some cases, securing employment
prior to arrival through the screening process and the SOL (Zikic et al. 2010).

Thirdly, we argue that the lower labor market position among immigrant women who

follow is less of an anomaly when we consider the counterfactual (e.g., immigrant women
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who lead) and their premigration characteristics and family structures. After matching on a
similar sample of primary and secondary women and conditional on labor force participation,
we find that the employment probability for secondary women is 78% compared to 90% for
primary women and secondary men, and 94% for primary men. On the face of it, this seems
surprising. Based on such findings, scholars have argued that immigration policy
disadvantages immigrant women who follow given their substantially lower employment
rates (Banerjee and Phan 2015; Boucher 2007; Ho 2006; Lim 2019; Meares 2010). By
considering potential outcomes, we offer a different interpretation. We argue, instead, that
these figures reflect the tremendous advantage that immigration policy and screening offer to
immigrant women who lead migration. Using the counterfactual model, we show that the
labor market outcomes of immigrant women who follow are more reflective of the average
immigrant woman who does not undergo skill screening and occupational demand. The
exceptional labor market success of immigrant women who lead has been overlooked
because of the focus on immigrant women who follow and because counterfactuals are rarely
considered in this work (Elrick and Lightman 2016; Banerjee 2022). From a policy
perspective, this is an important distinction because our explanation provides a specific
policy recommendation that facilitates labor market success through screening and
occupational demand.

Our findings are consistent with He and Gerber (2020) and Hofmann (2014) showing
that decisions to migrate are conditioned on gender norms. We find that women who lead
belong to origin countries with more egalitarian institutions and also have less traditional
family structures whereas immigrant women who follow belong to more traditional family
structures than immigrant men who follow and immigrant women who lead. We extend the
work focusing on premigration gender norms (Frank and Hou 2015) and migration intentions

and sequencing (He and Gerber 2020; Hoang and Yeoh 2011; Kreiger 2020) by showing that
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immigration policies and the immigration application process specifically can mitigate the
effects of premigration gender structures. Under a hybrid immigration policy, selection
criteria based on human capital, occupation, and occupational demands may not align neatly
with how couples view decisions about household division of labor. In turn, migration
decisions about who leads and who follows are not entirely informed by a couple’s gender
norms. Although gender norms are often viewed as reflecting cultural values or family
practices or carried over from the origin country that subsequently affect immigrants’ labor
market decisions (Frank and Hou 2015; Polavieja 2015), we find that institutions like
immigration policy can play an intervening role between gender norms and labor market
outcomes. Crucially, immigration policy can play a key role in limiting the reproduction of
gender inequality. While immigration policies cannot necessarily intervene on decisions
about household divisions of labor, they can provide more support to immigrant women who
follow to facilitate their labor market outcomes.

We acknowledge our study’s limitations. Propensity score matching cannot address
heterogeneity in unobserved characteristics. Although we control for a rich set of covariates,
unobservable causal factors are a possibility. Nonetheless, our approach of using observable
characteristics has several advantages. First, our approach mirrors the migration application
process that screens immigrants based on their observed characteristics that we also capture
in this study. To the extent that selection on unobserved characteristics exists, they are also
undetected in the migration application process. Second, we rule out key explanations related
to employment rights and visa insecurity as main contributing factors in accounting for
secondary women’s disadvantage (Banerjee 2019; Elrick and Lightman 2016). Instead, we
find that premigration characteristics and family structures are likely to have a bigger impact

in shaping secondary women’s lower position in the labor market.

26



We recommend several avenues for future research. There is scope to examine
whether leading or following migration is associated with upward or downward mobility over
longer periods. We only observe the first three years in Australia in our data, but tracking
labor market outcomes over their longer periods in the host country is critical for
understanding long-term labor market trajectories as well as diverging trajectories.
Additionally, looking beyond labor market outcomes would be a fruitful avenue to
understand how immigration policy stratifies other life domains, such as health and wellbeing
(Morey et al. 2020; Yeh et al. 2016).

Our research has policy implications as well. First, reducing gender bias in selection
criteria can generate better outcomes for both individuals in the family. Including occupations
with a greater gender balance may be one way to achieve this. Extending early evidence that
considering labor market demand reduces immigrants’ over-education rates (Lu and Hou
2020), our study shows that hybrid immigration policies that are less gender biased can also
ensure greater employment and lower over-education for all family members, not just
individuals who are primary applicants. Given that immigrant men have high rates of labor
market participation, regardless of whether they lead or follow, increasing incentives and
opportunities for immigrant women to lead migration can provide better opportunities for the
entire family. It can also help combat some of the labor market challenges facing immigrant
women who follow (Banerjee 2019; Barker and Tofts-Len 2024).

Our results have implications beyond Australia. As countries become more interested
in adopting skilled immigration policies, how such policies are devised has important
implications for the labor market integration for all family members. Although family
members and secondary applicants are usually treated as an afterthought in skilled

immigration policies, careful consideration about their outcomes can provide greater labor
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market success not just for those who lead migration but for their family members who join
them and have plans to engage in paid employment.
References

Aure, Marit. 2013. “Highly Skilled Dependent Migrants Entering the Labour Market: Gender
and Place in Skill Transfer.” Geoforum 42:275-84.

Balgamwalla, Sabrina. 2014. “Bride and Prejudice: How U.S. Immigration Law
Discriminates against Spousal Visa Holders.” Berkeley Journal of Gender, Law and Justice
29(1):25-71.

Banerjee, Pallavi Amitava. 2019. “Subversive Self-Employment.” American Behavioral
Scientist 63(2):186-207.

Banerjee, Pallavi. 2022. The Opportunity Trap: High Skilled Workers, Indian Families, and
the Failures of the Dependent Visa Program. New York University Press: New York.

Banerjee, Rupa, and Mai B. Phan. 2015. “Do Tied Movers Get Tied down? The Occupational
Displacement of Dependent Applicant Immigrants in Canada.” Journal of International
Migration and Integration 16:333-53.

Barker, Andrew, and Sebastian Tofts-Len. 2024. Making Better Use of Migrants’ Skills.
CEDA.

Bélanger, Dani¢le and Guillermo Candiz. 2020. “The politics of ‘waiting’ for care:
immigration policy and family reunification in Canada. Journal of Ethnic and Migration
46(16):3472-3490.

Boucher, Anna. 2007. “Skill, Migration and Gender in Australia and Canada: The Case of
Gender-Based Analysis.” Australian Journal of Political Science 42(3):383—401.

Boyd, Monica. 1984. “At a Disadvantage: The Occupational Attainments of Foreign Born Women in
Canada.” International Migration Review 18(4):1091-1119.

Boyle, Paul, Zhigiang Feng, and Vernon Gayle. 2009. “A New Look at Family Migration and
Women’s Employment Status.” Journal of Marriage and Family 71(2):417-31.

Capsada-Munsech, Queralt. 2019. “Measuring Overeducation: Incidence, Correlation, and
Overlaps Across Indicators and Countries.” Social Indicators Research 145(1):279-301.

Carangio, Vassilissa, Karen Farquharson, Santina Bertone, and Diana Rajendran. 2021.
“Racism and White Privilege: Highly Skilled Immigrant Women Workers in Australia.”
Ethnic and Racial Studies 44(1):77-96.

Cooke, Thomas J., and Karen Speirs. 2005. “Migration and Employment Among the Civilian
Spouses of Military Personnel.” Social Science Quarterly 86(2):343-55.

Coustere, Capucine, Dani¢le Bélanger, and Charles Fleury. 2025. “Reaching the Waiting
Room: An Analysis of Migrants’ Compliance Process with Quebec’s Two-Step Permanent
Residency Program.” Journal of International Migration and Integration 26:13611382.

28



Department of Home Affairs 2023. Australian Migration Statistics, 2022-2023. Retrieved
from https://www.homeaffairs.gov.au/research-and-statistics/statistics/visa-
statistics/live/migration-program. June 3, 2025.

Department of Home Affairs 2024, Historical Migration Statistics. Retrieved from
https://data.gov.au/data/dataset/historical-migration-statistics. June 12, 2025.

Elrick, Jennifer, and Naomi Lightman. 2016. “Sorting or Shaping? The Gendered Economic
Outcomes of Immigration Policy in Canada.” International Migration Review 50(2):352—84.
Frank, Kristyn, and Feng Hou. 2015. “Source-Country Gender Roles and the Division of
Labor Within Immigrant Families.” Journal of Marriage and Family 77(2):557-74.
doi:10.1111/jomf.12171.

Guven, Cahit, Lan Anh Tong, and Mutlu Yuksel. 2020. “Australia’s Immigration Selection
System and Labour Market Outcomes in a Family Context: Evidence from Administrative
Data.” Economic Record 96(1):50-77.

Haque, Tariq H., and M. Ohidul Haque. 2020. “Double Disadvantage? The Slow Progress of
Non-English Speaking Migrant Women in Accessing Good Jobs in Australia.” Labour &
Industry: A Journal of the Social and Economic Relations of Work 30(3):256-82.

He, Qian, and Theodore P. Gerber. 2020. “Origin-Country Culture, Migration Sequencing,
and Female Employment: Variations among Immigrant Women in the United States.”
International Migration Review 54(1):233-61.

Ho, Christina. 2006. “Migration as Feminisation? Chinese Women’s Experiences of Work
and Family in Australia.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 32(3):497-514.

Hoang, Lan Anh, and Brenda S. A. Yeoh. 2011. “Breadwinning Wives and ‘Left-Behind’
Husbands.” Gender and Society 25(6):717-39.

Hofmann, Erin Trouth. 2014. “Does Gender Ideology Matter in Migration?” International
Journal of Sociology 44(3):23—41.

Immigration and Citizenship Canada. 2024. Annual Report to Parliament on Immigration.
Retrieved from https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-
citizenship/corporate/publications-manuals/annual-report-parliament-immigration-2024.html.
June 3, 2025.

Iredale, Robyn. 2005. “Gender, Immigration Policies and Accreditation: Valuing the Skills of
Professional Women Migrants.” Geoforum 36(2):155-66.

Kalfa, Eleni, and Matloob Piracha. 2017. “Immigrants’ Educational Mismatch and the
Penalty of over-Education.” Education Economics 25(5):462-81.

Kofman, Eleonore. 2013. “Gendered Labour Migrations in Europe and Emblematic
Migratory Figures.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration Studies 39(4):579—600.

Kofman, Eleonore. 2014. “Towards a Gendered Evaluation of (Highly) Skilled Immigration
Policies in Europe.” International Migration 52(3):116-28.

Kreiger, Magdalena. 2020. “Tied and Troubled: Revisiting Tied Migration and Subsequent
Employment.” Journal of Marriage and Family 82:934-952.

29


https://www.homeaffairs.gov.au/research-and-statistics/statistics/visa-statistics/live/migration-program
https://www.homeaffairs.gov.au/research-and-statistics/statistics/visa-statistics/live/migration-program
https://data.gov.au/data/dataset/historical-migration-statistics
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/corporate/publications-manuals/annual-report-parliament-immigration-2024.html
https://www.canada.ca/en/immigration-refugees-citizenship/corporate/publications-manuals/annual-report-parliament-immigration-2024.html

Lee, Rennie. 2022. “Gendered Pathways: Employment Behavior among Family-Based and
Skill-Based Immigrants in the United States.” Socius: Sociological Research for a Dynamic
World 8:23780231221144354. doi:10.1177/23780231221144354.

Lee, Rennie, Leah Ruppanner, and Francisco Perales. 2020. “Making It Work: Migration,
Motherhood and Employment in Australia.” Social Science Research 88—89:1-16.

Lim, Desiree. 2019. “The Indirect Gender Discrimination of Skill-Selective Immigration
Policies.” Critical Review of International Social and Political Philosophy 22(7):906-28.

Lu, Yao, and Feng Hou. 2020. “Immigration System, Labor Market Structures, and
Overeducation of High-Skilled Immigrants in the United States and Canada.” International
Migration Review 54(4):1072-1103.

Meares, Carina. 2010. “A Fine Balance: Women, Work and Skilled Migration.” Women s
Studies International Forum 33(5):473-81.

Miller, Paul W. 1999. “Immigration Policy and Immigrant Quality: The Australian Points
System.” The American Economic Review 89(2):192-97.

Morey, Brittany N., Adrian M. Bacong, Anna K. Hing, A. B. de Castro, and Gilbert C. Gee.
2020. “Heterogeneity in Migrant Health Selection: The Role of Immigrant Visas.” Journal of
Health and Social Behavior 6(1):359-76.

Morgan, Stephen L., and Christopher Winship. 2015. Counterfactual and Causal Inference:
Methods and Principles for Social Research. Second Edition. Cambridge University Press.

Phan, Mai B., Rupa Banerjee, Lisa Deacon, and Hila Taraky. 2015. “Family Dynamics and
the Integration of Professional Immigrants in Canada.” Journal of Ethnic and Migration
Studies 41(13):2061-80.

Polavieja, Javier G. 2015. “Capturing Culture: A New Method to Estimate Exogenous
Cultural Effects Using Migrant Populations.” American Sociological Review 80(1):166-91.

Raghuram, Parvati, and Eleonore Kofman. 2004. “Out of Asia: Skilling, Re-Skilling and
Deskilling of Female Migrants.” Women s Studies International Forum 27(2):95-100.

Sturmer, Til, Michael Webster-Clarik, Jennifer L. Lund, Richard Wyss, Alan R. Ellis, Mark
Lunt, Kenneth J. Rothman, and Robert J. Glynn. 2021. “Propensity Score Weighting and
Trimming Strategies for Reducing Variance and Bias of Treatment Effect Estimates: A
Simulation Study.” American Journal of Epidemiology 190(8):1659-70.

U.S. Citizenship and Immigration Services. 2024. Characteristics of H-1B Specialty
Occupation Workers. Retrieved at
https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/document/reports/OLA_Signed H-
1B_Characteristics_Congressional Report FY2023.pdf. June 3, 2025.

Venugopal, Vidhula, and Afreen Huq. 2022. “Migrant Trailing Spouses: Career Adaptability
and Occupational Downshifting.” International Migration 60:143-59.

Yeh, Ming-Chin, Nina S. Parikh, Alison E. Megliola, and Elizabeth A. Kelvin. 2016.
“Immigration Status, Visa Types, and Body Weight Among New Immigrants in the United
States.” American Journal of Health Promotion 32(3):771-78.

30


https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/document/reports/OLA_Signed_H-1B_Characteristics_Congressional_Report_FY2023.pdf
https://www.uscis.gov/sites/default/files/document/reports/OLA_Signed_H-1B_Characteristics_Congressional_Report_FY2023.pdf

Zikic, Jelena, Nina Damsbaek, Mai Phan, Philip Kelly, Maryse Lemoine, Tony Fang, Valerie
Preston, and Steven Tufts. 2010. How Does Immigration Class Affect Immigrants’
Experiences With Credential Recognition. Toronto Immigrant Employment Data Initiative.

31



'sdno1d om9 oy} usemieq sueaw oY) Jo Kjienba oy} I10J 1593 papis-omj) v 10J senjea-d oy juesardar 1000 > d,., ‘T0°0 > d,, ‘SO0 > d,

*(s1ohojdure pue paLojdwe-jios oY) SuIpn[dOXa) 90I0J INOCR] S} Ul
Suryedmorred A[JUsiind s[RNPIAIPUL 03 Pa3dLIsal ST ojdures oY) ‘(oued 9s1y o1} Jo uor3deoxs oy} YA\ “uoryesyenb reuorjyeonps Arepuodss 3sod e yym ‘weirgord
uorjeISrur pay[iys juaueuriad oY) YSNOIY} 9T0Z-ET0G USPMID] RI[RIISNY Ul PIALLIR OUYM F,9-Gg PaSe A[JUlInd sjueISIuuwil 0} pajorIysal st o[dures ot ], 930N

‘(sjueg priop) eseqeie mer] 7y ‘sseulsng ‘Ustiop ‘(QINDV) oSeqeie( PoIeI3oju] sjuRISI\ PueR SNSUS)) URI[RIISNY :904N0G

TvL0 86£°0 pueorddy Arewrtrg
LOT0— 8691 x88T°T 8eT°0 GST'6F T6S°6¥ eIV 1g €L 6¥ XOPU[ M 23 SSOUISN ‘USTWOM
9000 wxx¥7C80°0 L0100 xx980°0— 00%°0 ¥61°0 T1z0 8CT°0 oISy ON
20070 wxx0L0°0— k8900~  ..k610°0 6160 ¢16°0 168°0 1€6°0 9BRLIIRTN POIOISISOY
wmﬁ\;w.ﬁﬁ\ &m%ﬁm@
2000 «xx180°0 w6800 080°0— 961°0 ¥61°0 9G6Z°0 FLT0 sorrjunoy) ursfeodg YSISUL] UTe]N
wxx 1000 w9700 2000 000 ¥66°0 €L6°0 966°0 0860 LousryoIJ yssug]
§01981499004DY,) 2bDNOUDT ysybusy
wx€10°0— k6000~ 4 IC00—  ..FT0°0— 9%0°0 6500 920°0 600 B0
w0900~ ll00— 428070 96070 2900 9¢T°0 FST°0 1€2°0 SSVH 23 uotyesnpg
e 180°0—  4,:0000—  ,,070°0 61070 610 ¥L20 ¥€2°0 ¥62°0 Q0IeWUO))
~080°0— L8710 wxx VT 0 x970°0 870°0 860°0 7620 P10 q3jreory
«xx01T°0 T00°0—  4ux0G€°0—  ..nlET0— G79°0 €870 86270 962°0 IWNHLS
PIRtg [PUONDINPL
wrrl0T0— 480070~  ..,S0T°0— $00°0— GLY0 7850 0L£°0 8260  (urog -sny o[, d Uig), o) [0A07] UOIIROND
%MSQEEQ xQ UOUDINDSFT -420()
wxx160°0 «x880°0 w7900 %0200 €98°0 TLLO L26°0 T80 poyeonpy] A}sIoArun)
wxx290°0 2000 wxx0E0°0—  ,.xEE0°0 78e0 G820 02€0 8T¢°0 UOTYROYI[RNY) 9)eNPRIN-ISO]
8200 x880°0 «xx960°0 w552 €00 116°0 L8%°0 909°0 ¥2S°0 99I39(T s Io[eYRY
wx160°0= kG800~  4uk¥90°0—  4kk0L0°0— LET°0 83C'0 €L0°0 8GT°0 ewo[di( 29 99edYIHId)
:Oﬁsoﬁﬁm
L1100 wex 1700~ 4,,€90°0— 110°0— 9280 G180 €9L°0 7080 jueorddy a10ysgQ
L00°0—  ..kG90°0— #00°0 x090°0 8LT°0 GeT1°0 Z81°0 Y20 patosuodg refordury
wxxl 100 e 1€0°0—  44xCT0°0— 44,9200 €01°0 980°0 180°0 AaN] pojeuIIoN AIOYIIJ, 29 93e1S
0T0'0—  ..x960°0 81070 xx880°0— 61.°0 63L°0 LEL°0 199°0 juepuadapuy
adfi], vsiA
wx00L°0— L 20T'T e 0ST T— L, 9706~ 89¢°¥¢ L20°G¢ 8€6°2¢ 1€8°1¢ uorjeISiw] je o8y
wxx0ET0 wxx0LT0 wxGCT0— L, G6T0— 0160 6LL°0 GGL0 G860 (pofordwe j1) pefordury owny-[[ng
x880°0— L EFT0— ,..0£00 w8110 290°0 9110 160°0 ¥€2°0 poaforduroun)
mwﬁd&ﬁu.ﬁ&@ﬁw ..mﬁkw‘cwm‘ ww&erTN LﬁQQE\N
el P00— 1k €TT°0— 4442800 x£92°0 610°0 990°0 901°0 82€°0 9010, INOQeT Ul JON
wx€70°0— k0200~ 44xBT0°0 0800 980°0 6600 8L0°0 S¥1°0 pofordureun
w7 10°0— 000~  wuxFEO0—  4unlP00— 1200 980°0 L€0°0 6£0°0 padordury-J1o8
wxsV0T0 «x862°0 wxx8L0°0—  44,990°0— 7580 080 6LL°0 G870 oakorduugy
wﬁw@wm mw&eﬁN LﬁQQS\N
Qﬁwz QN@E dez dez
(NS-Nd)  (dS-ad)  (Nd-ad)  (INS-dS) Wd NS ad AS
Arewtry Arepuodeg | Arewird — AIepuodsg
@UQ@H@M&Q E@E Qoao.\(/

sonstejorIey)) renprapuy dA T, queorddy Aq ‘sorysiyelq oArdiIoso(T (T O[qRl

32



‘sdnoi3 omj oy} usemijeq sueawr o) jo Ajirenbe oY) 10J 1593 pPapis-om} ' 10J sonjea-d oy} juesordal 1000 > d,... ‘T00 > d,, ‘G0°0 > d,

"9010J Inoqe| oY} ur 3ut

-pedoired A[jualInd S[eNPIATPUI 0} PajdLI}sal st ojdures oY) ‘[oued 9siy o1 Jo uorydedxe oy} YPAA ‘uoryedsyifenb Jeuoryeonpe Arepuodes jsod e yym ‘wreirdord
uoreISiu pafiys jusueuriod o) YSnoIyl 910z-¢107 Ueomia( RI[RIISNY Ul PIALLIR OUM F9-G7 PaSe A[JUelInd sjurISTWUWI 01 PajoLI)sal st ojdures oy ], 230N

‘(sjueg PlIoA)) oseqeye mer] 29 ‘ssoutsng ‘Uowiop) ‘(IINDV) dseqeie( poyeiSoju] sjueISIj pue SNSUS)) URI[RIISNY :904N0G

90070~ 000°0 «+800°0 200°0— L10°0 72070 2z00 €200 steaf $1-¢1
«+100°0— 7000 90070 2000 9700 L¥0°0 2S00 870°0 s1eaf g1-0T
€00°0— 900°0— ¢00°0— €00°0— 7020 802°0 002°0 5020 s1eak 6-G
6700 €000~ 9010~  ,¥S0°0— 8T¥°0 0L€°0 €1€°0 91€°0 sreak -0
«++860°0— G000 40010 ,4ilSO0 v1E0 2se0 VIv0 607°0 UdIP[IY) ON
PJOYISNOFT UL pyy) 1sabunog
w0800~ 1 890°0—  ...6T0°0— €00°0— L98°0 006°0 6£8°0 L68°0 g jo Lnyumop) sureg :esnodg
«4+080'0—  ,,.670°0 «4:L80°0 F10°0— GLT'0 L6T°0 2€30 €81°0  seLunop Sunyesdg ysi3uy urefy :esnodg
V00— 6200~ 4, TT0°0 100°0 976°0 €66°0 L96°0 966°0 Lousroygord ysySuy :esnodg
wx800°0—  4u8G0°0 49800 ,..ET0°0 6500 790°0 SAN() L80°0 ¥ 1940 osnodg
w7800~ 18600~ . 9P00—  ,4.820°0 620 91€°0 9e0 e UOIROYI[eNY) 93enpeIn-4s0 :osnodg
wo0CT0~ 48600~ PG00~ .n0TT°0— 6L7°0 6650 qanll] 6L7°0 00130(] S I0[oYDRE:0SNOG
8800 4 GG0°0 49800 ,..680°0 SANI] L9070 112°0 981°0 ewo[di(] 23 93edyI1Ie)) :esnodg
w9800 4. l60°0 ~710°0 €00°0 701°0 8100 8TT°0 120°0 $89 10 [00YPG YSiH :esnodg
U0YDINPS] DSNOAS
w8880~ 4,800~ 0, 0PE0  ,,,021°0 887°0 608°0 LT8°0 656°0 padordury :9snodg
URITN URITN URITA URITA
(Ws-md)  (ds-dad)  (Wd-ad)  (NS-dS) INd NS Ad Aas

QOULILHI(]

Arewitry  AIepuodeg

e

Arewirr  AIepuodeg

USWIOA\

sonstejorIey)) Tesnodg 29 proyesnoy :odAT, jueorddy £q ‘somsiye)g oA1ydLIosa(] :g 9[qe],

33



Table 3: Determinants of Primary Applicant Status by Gender: Average Marginal Effects

Women Men (W-M) Diff.
Pr(Primary) ame se(ame) ame se(ame) diff
Age at Immigration 0.014***  (0.004) —0.005" (0.002) 0.015™"
Independent 0.117***  (0.234) | —0.047" (0.010) 0.164™**
State Nominated Reference
Employer Sponsored —0.029 (0.060) | —0.044 (0.048) 0.015
Offshore Applicant —0.083"**  (0.012) 0.000 (0.010) | —0.084***
English Proficiency 0.311***  (0.017) 0.438™**  (0.035) | —0.126™*"
English-Speaking Country of Birth 0.113* (0.047) 0.123** (0.038) | —0.009
Education
Certificate & Diploma Reference
Bachelor’s Degree 0.258**  (0.034) 0.171***  (0.020) 0.089
Post-Graduate Qualification 0.244™*  (0.069) 0.186™*  (0.014) 0.061
Youngest Child Under 15 in 2016
No Children Reference
0-4 years 0.000 (0.007) | 0.026™  (0.008) | —0.026"
5-9 years —0.045"**  (0.009) | 0.020*  (0.008) | —0.065"**
10-12 years —0.053**  (0.016) | 0.038"*  (0.014) | —0.092**
13-14 years —0.068***  (0.015) | 0.000 (0.019) | —0.069**
Gender Attitudes
Women, Business & Law Index 0.003*  (0.001) | —0.002 (0.001) | 0.005*
No Religion 0.007 (0.015) | 0.006 (0.011) | 0.001
Registered Marriage —0.154"**  (0.032) 0.008 (0.010) | —0.163**"
Spousal Characteristics
Spouse: Over 45 0.141"*  (0.015) | 0.111** (0.010) | 0.030*
Spouse: University or Higher —0.247***  (0.022) | —0.216""* (0.029) | —0.032
Spouse: English Proficiency —0.440"  (0.028) | —0.236***  (0.007) | —0.210***
Spouse: English-Speaking Country of Birth ~ —0.125"**  (0.018) | —0.129"**  (0.026) 0.001
Spouse: Same Country of Birth —0.051***  (0.014) | —0.043"** (0.011) | —0.009
Non-matched Observations 19,968 25,100

Note: The sample is restricted to immigrants currently aged 25-64 who arrived in Australia between 2013-2016
through the permanent skilled migration program, and are currently participating in the labour market, with a
post-secondary school educational qualification.

Robust standard errors, clustered by country of birth are shown in parentheses, *p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001
represent the p-values (z-distribution) for a two-sided test for the average marginal effect equal to zero (columns 2
and 4),and p-values (x2(1) distribution) for a test of the equality of the average marginal effects for female and male
applicants (column 5).



Women Men

Est. Std. Err Est. Std. Err
Prob(Participation)
ATE 0.1876***  (0.0140) 0.0388***  (0.0054)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.6598 (0.0225) 0.8721 (0.0145)
Primary 0.8474 (0.0201) 0.9109 (0.0128)
Observations 25,339 25,244
Prob(Employment—LF Participation)
ATE 0.1273***  (0.0255) 0.0410***  (0.0097)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.7755 (0.0308) 0.8994 (0.0104)
Primary 0.9028 (0.0100) 0.9404 (0.0052)
Observations 17,947 22,555
Prob(Over Education—Employed)
ATE —0.2093***  (0.0239) | —0.1537***  (0.0239)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.5930 (0.0331) 0.6177 (0.0388)
Primary 0.3837 (0.0330) 0.4640 (0.)0308
Observations 14,698 20,846

Robust Standard errors, clustered by country of birth, in parentheses.

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Notes: The sample is restricted to immigrants currently aged 25-64 who arrived in Australia
between 2013-2016 through the permanent skilled migration program, and are currently partici-
pating in the labour market, with a post-secondary school educational qualification.. Each esti-
mated model includes a basic set of individual controls (age at immigration, education, English
language proficiency, offshore applicant, visa type, age of youngest child, registered marriage, no
religion, WBL index, state, capital city, local area unemployment rate), spousal characteristics
(educational attainment, English proficiency, spouse over 45, spouse employed), and a set of re-
gion of birth controls. All models are estimated using an Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW)

Estimator, weighted by the propensity scores.

Table 4: Probability of Employment: Average Treatment Effects (ATE) for Primary Application
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Women Men

Est. Std. Err Est. Std. Err
Prob(Employment—LF Participation)
Main English Speaking Countries
ATE 0.0469***  (0.0082) 0.0072 (0.0062)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.9279 (0.0055) 0.9661 (0.0032)
Primary 0.9747 (0.0048) 0.9734 (0.0058)
Observations 2,760 3,210

Not Main English Speaking Countries
ATE
Potential Outcome Means

0.1491***  (0.0178)

0.0506***  (0.0075)

Secondary 0.7414 (0.0218) 0.8825 (0.0082)
Primary 0.8905 (0.0098) 0.9332 (0.0072)
Observations 15,146 19,359

Prob(Over Education—Employed)
Main English Speaking Countries

ATE

Potential Outcome Means

—0.1717***  (0.0077)

—0.0698"**  (0.0136)

Secondary 0.3952 (0.0155) 0.3183 (0.)0155
Primary 0.2234 (0.0145) 0.2434 (0.0049)
Observations 2,608 3,111

Not Main English Speaking Countries
ATE
Potential Outcome Means

—0.2040***  (0.0267)

—0.1676***  (0.0139)

Secondary 0.6241 (0.0241) 0.6654 (0.0168)
Primary 0.4202 (0.0300) 0.4978 (0.0224)
Observations 12,096 17,749

Robust Standard errors, clustered by country of birth, in parentheses.

“p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Notes: The sample is restricted to immigrants currently aged 25-64 who arrived in Australia be-
tween 2013-2016 through the permanent skilled migration program, and are currently participat-
ing in the labour market, with a post-secondary school educational qualification. Main English-
speaking countries include Canada, New Zealand, Ireland, United Kingdom, and the USA. Each
estimated model includes a basic set of individual controls (age at immigration, education, En-
glish language proficiency, offshore applicant, visa type, age of youngest child, registered marriage,
no religion, WBL index, state, capital city, local area unemployment rate), spousal characteris-
tics (educational attainment, English proficiency, spouse over 45, spouse employed), and a set of
region of birth controls. All models are estimated using an Inverse Probability Weighting (IPW)

Estimator, weighted by the propensity scores.

Table 5: Probability of Employment: Average Treatment Effects (ATE) for Primary Application
Status, by Main English Speaking Source Countries
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‘Women Men

Est. Std. Err Est. Std. Err
Prob(SOL Occupation—Employed)
ATE 0.2740***  (0.0156) 0.1788***  (0.0136)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.2303 (0.0231) 0.2843 (0.0124)
Primary 0.5043 (0.0140) 0.4631 (0.0083)
Observations 14,721 20,852
Prob(Over Education—Employed)
Not SOL Occupations
ATE —0.1659***  (0.0151) —0.1575***  (0.0097)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.6819 (0.0472) 0.7029 (0.0423)
Primary 0.5160 (0.0436) 0.5454 (0.0382)
Observations 9,603 12,240
SOL Occupation
ATE —0.0110 (0.0074) —0.0196* (0.0094)
Potential Outcome Means
Secondary 0.2543 (0.0238) 0.3912 (0.0277)
Primary 0.2433 (0.0278) 0.3716 (0.0259)
Observations 3,852 4,387

Table 6: Probability of Over-Education: Average Treatment Effects (ATE) for Primary Application
Status, by Skilled Occupation List (SOL) Occupation

Robust Standard errors, clustered by country of birth, in parentheses.

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01, ***p < 0.001.

Notes: The sample is restricted to immigrants currently aged 25-64 who arrived in Australia
between 2013-2016 through the permanent skilled migration program, and are currently par-
ticipating in the labour market, with a post-secondary school educational qualification. Main
English-speaking countries include Canada, New Zealand, Ireland, United Kingdom, and the
USA. Each estimated model includes a basic set of individual controls (age at immigration, ed-
ucation, English language proficiency, offshore applicant, visa type, age of youngest child, reg-
istered marriage, no religion, WBL index, state, capital city, local area unemployment rate),
spousal characteristics (educational attainment, English proficiency, spouse over 45, spouse
employed), and a set of region of birth controls. All models are estimated using an Inverse
Probability Weighting (IPW) Estimator, weighted by the propensity scores.
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