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Abstract: Studies from a multitude of countries suggest that women become self-employed 

after having children to facilitate the work-family balance. In Sweden, generous parental leave 

and heavily subsided childcare is available, facilitating for parents to hold salaried jobs. The 

purpose of this paper is to examine whether having children increases the likelihood of 

individuals being self-employed. One major contribution is that this study covers the whole 

population, including men, with a quantitative analysis, instead of a sample through interviews 

and/or surveys. The results suggest that most individuals are less likely to be self-employed 

after having children, thus contrasting most other studies.   
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1. Introduction  

New firm formation is often of interest for policy makers as they contribute with new 

employment possibilities and new ideas for the society. However, why individuals make the 

choice to become self-employed is a debated topic (Walter & Heinrichs, 2015). Some 

researchers have tried to explain that choice with economic models (Campbell, 1992; Lévesque, 

Shepherd, & Douglas, 2002) and others have focused more on traits and contextual factors of 

the individual (Botsaris & Vamvaka, 2012). The common image of self-employed individuals 

is a driven person who wants to become his/her own boss and has a new business idea. I.e. 

becoming self-employed is a voluntary choice based on ambition and other pull factors.  

However, previous research shows that self-employment can also arise from push factors, 

pushing people into self-employment even if they would prefer to be employed. Research 

suggests this to be especially common amongst women who feel that cannot combine a regular 

employment with taking care of their family (Jennings & Brush, 2013). This has been found in 

several geographical contexts such as the UK, the US, and Spain where policies providing 

extensive support for parents are lacking (Beutell, 2007; Ekinsmyth, 2011; Gimenez-Nadal, 

Molina, & Ortega, 2011).   

However, in Sweden the public welfare system offers generous parental leave and widely 

available and heavily subsidised childcare, facilitating the combination of a family and a 

salaried position. Nevertheless there are indications that despite this public support some 

Swedish parents choose to become self-employed for family reasons (Pettersson, 2008). Most 

studies conducted on this topic, are based on interviews or small surveys and often exclude men 

– leading to issues with generalisability to the population at large.  

The purpose of this paper is to examine whether having children increases the likelihood of 

individuals being self-employed. Micro data for the population of Swedish individuals for the 

years 2001 to 2012 is used to test this. To reduce individual heterogeneity a fixed-effects model 

is used and the regressions are run separately for individuals with different education levels and 

region of birth, but always separately for men and women.  

This study is novel in several aspects. Firstly, I use a quantitative method based on micro data 

of the population rather than a survey or interviews based on a subsample. This should be more 

generalizable than previous studies. Secondly, due to the high level of gender equality in 

Sweden both genders are included, which has not been the case in most previous studies – one 

exception being Kirkwood and Tootell (2008). Thirdly, as opposed to the case when using a 
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survey, I can control for individual heterogeneity by using a fixed effects model as I do have 

multiple observations per individual. Fourthly, I consider a country where a generous welfare 

system exists to support working parents. This is not the case in many of the previous studies.  

The results indicate that rather than being more likely to be self-employed when having 

children, most individuals in this data set are less likely to be self-employed when having a 

family – which contradicts most previous studies (Beutell, 2007; Ekinsmyth, 2013a, 2013b; 

Gimenez-Nadal et al., 2011; Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008). One exception being men with less 

than three years of university education who are indeed more likely to be self-employed after 

having children as those previous studies.  

To examine the robustness of my results I re-estimated the regressions based on region of origin, 

and without individuals who transitioned from unemployment to self-employment to control 

for the fact that some people may have less choice when determining whether to self-employed 

due to e.g. language barriers or other factors resulting in individuals finding themselves far 

away from the regular labour market. Neither of these alter the general results that individuals 

are less likely to be self-employed after having children.  

I also proxy for parents’ productivity by calculating their average wage three years before 

having children and divide them into quartiles based on that. Those regressions mostly confirm 

the previous results as well, even though the relation sometimes become insignificant for the 

higher quartiles. By changing the definition of self-employment to in one estimation being self-

employed with a limited company and in one being a sole trader, the latter is most coherent 

with the other results. In the former case, it seems like men do become owners of limited 

companies to a higher degree after having children.  

In summary, the Swedish welfare system appears to present no hindrance for individuals to 

combine parenthood and employed careers. Rather it seems that the welfare system is so 

beneficial for employed parents that they prefer that over self-employment.  

The rest of the paper is organised as follows. Section two describes the Swedish welfare system 

in relation to parental leave and similar benefits. It also covers some theoretic background 

explaining why individuals, and especially parents, may want to choose self-employed careers. 

Section three describes the data, the variables, the method used and displays some descriptive 

statistics for the data set. Section four then presents the results from the estimations, including 

a sensitivity analysis and discussion, and section five concludes.  
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2. Background 

2.1. The Swedish Welfare system  

The welfare system in Sweden is extensive and often seen as a good example for supporting 

women’s labour force participation even after giving birth. Consequently the number of dual-

earner families, i.e. families where both parents work,  are high (Johansson Sevä & Öun, 2015). 

This is confirmed by an OECD report from the Family Database confirming that the welfare 

system in Sweden provides support well above the OECD average in many aspects (OECD, 

2016).  

Put in an international context Sweden is often grouped together with the other Nordic countries 

and are characterised by policies that support dual-earner families, as opposed to more family 

oriented policies such as tax benefits for housewives, which encourage a more traditional 

division of work (Korpi, 2000; Thévenon, 2011). To a larger extent than other countries the 

policies in the Nordic countries, mostly pronounced in Sweden, also supports a dual-carer 

system, where both parents take an active role in the upbringing of their small children (Korpi, 

Ferrarini, & Englund, 2013).  

Focusing on the Swedish policies especially, there are e.g. policies regarding parental leave for 

small children, temporary leave to care for sick children, and policies for the availability and 

the quality of public childcare. These polices are available both to employed and self-employed 

inhabitants. When a child is born the parents are entitled to 480 days of paid parental leave, 

where 60 days is dedicated to each parent and the remaining days can be shared as wished 

(Sveriges Riksdag, 1995). To encourage an equal division of those days, a daily equality bonus 

was introduced in 2008 (Sveriges Riksdag, 2010b).  

When the parents go back to work again, the Swedish municipalities are responsible for 

providing public childcare. In general, it is for children aged 1 and older, but if there is a special 

need at a younger age childcare should also be provided. There is a large emphasis in the law 

on the pedagogical education of the staff, which should enhance the learning process of the 

children as a preparation for school, as well as improving their social skills (Sveriges Riksdag, 

1985, 2010a). In addition there is a possibility for the parents to reduce their working hours to 

75% of their contracted amount until the child is 8 years old (Sveriges Riksdag, 1995) and the 

municipalities provide pre- and after school activities outside of the regular school hours until 

the child is 12 years old (Sveriges Riksdag, 1985, 2010a).  
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If the children get sick the parents have the right to be absent from work for a total of 120 days 

per year and get a paid compensation. The same is the case if they need to accompany the 

children to doctors’ appointments etc. (Sveriges Riksdag, 2010b).  

These policies help parents to combine the working life and the family life, as well as promotes 

a larger involvement of the fathers. With these in place a regular employment should not be 

difficult to maintain for either of the parents after having children and the tendency seen, 

especially in Anglo-Saxon countries, to become self-employed after having children should not 

as pronounced in Sweden. Rather, there should be no difference between being employed or 

self-employed for the sake of being entitled to parental benefits. 

 

2.2. To make a self-employed career choice 

As mentioned in the introduction most studies about entrepreneurship, or self-employment, are 

focused on psychological aspects. Although there does exist a so called, economic perspective, 

which builds more on valuation of different choices (Walter & Heinrichs, 2015). As explained 

by Segal, Borgia, and Schoenfeld (2005): a person does neither have the intention, nor display 

the behaviour, of becoming an entrepreneur unless it pays off more than the alternatives.  

Campbell (1992) chose to use net present values to compare such career choices. The idea is 

that the individual calculates his/hers expected gains from available jobs and the expected gains 

from being an entrepreneur and whichever offers the largest gain will be chosen. He constructed 

a net present value model where a positive value of the integral suggests that entrepreneurship 

is the best choice and a negative value suggests a salaried job to be the best choice.  

𝑁𝑃𝑉𝑒 = ∫ [(𝐸(𝑌𝑒(𝑡))) − (𝐸(𝑌𝑤(𝑡))) ]
𝑡

0
𝑒−𝑟𝑡𝑑𝑡 − 𝐶(0)  (eq.1) 

Where the Y represents average income and the subscripts e and w represents the case of the 

entrepreneurial option and the wage labour option respectively. The term C(0) is added to 

represent fixed costs, both monetary and psychological, from starting up a new business.   

As Campbell (1992) discusses, the difference between the expected incomes from the new 

business and from a salaried job is likely to be high when the entrepreneur is bringing a radical 

innovation to the market. When more imitators are entering, the difference will decrease to a 

point where the salaried job is more beneficial.  

A similar model was constructed by Eisenhauer (1995). This model explicitly includes risks 

and he especially pointed out that a salaried job is not risk-free either. Considering that 
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unemployment exists one is not guaranteed a job. However, this simple framework still has a 

lot of focus on monetary aspects of making a choice between being employed or being self-

employed.  

In a series of articles (Douglas & Shepherd, 2000, 2002; Lévesque et al., 2002) a similar utility 

model is developed further to not include only the monetary payoff and the working conditions, 

but also to connect the potential income to the age, skills and ability of the individual. These 

abilities in general increase with age, albeit at a decreasing rate, since more formal and informal 

learning takes place over the lifetime of an individual. Better abilities then improve the 

productivity of the individual and consequently increase the labour wage as well as the gain as 

self-employed. Including different utility weights for these variables the model becomes the 

following: 

𝑈𝑡(𝑗𝑡) = 𝑦(𝑡) ∗ 𝑌(𝑎𝑡, 𝑗𝑡) − 𝑤(𝑡, 𝑎𝑡) ∗ 𝑊(𝑗𝑡) − 𝑟(𝑡, 𝑎𝑡) ∗ 𝑅(𝑗𝑡) + 𝑖(𝑡, 𝑎𝑡)

∗ 𝐼(𝑗𝑡) 
(eq.2) 

Where t represents the individuals age and 𝑎𝑡 his/her ability. The lower-case y, w, r and i 

represents utility weights for the variables income (Y), work effort (W), risk (R), and 

independence (I). At any point in life the individual is expected to become self-employed if  

𝑈𝑡(𝑠𝑒𝑙𝑓 − 𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡) > 𝑈𝑡(𝑒𝑚𝑝𝑙𝑜𝑦𝑚𝑒𝑛𝑡) (eq.3) 

 

2.3. Self-employment among parents  

Over the last decades there has been much focus on female entrepreneurs and how they often 

are driven by push factors, and/or other goals such as a work-family balance, rather than the 

strive for independence, and high salaries as indicated in the above models.  

The argument that entrepreneurship, through self-employment, would be used as a way of 

improving a work-life balance has been claimed by many, and investigated by many. Most of 

them have focused on women since they tend to have a larger share of the responsibility for the 

household. In the UK, several studies have been done by Carol Ekinsmyth who has conducted 

interviews with many women who, after having children, choose self-employment instead of 

regular employment (Ekinsmyth, 2011, 2013a, 2013b). Many of them highlight the flexibility 

they get from being self-employed, both with their working time and their working place. 

Similar studies have been conducted on New Zealand where the flexibility self-employed 

parents enjoy compared to employed parents in terms of working hours and working place was 

highlighted (Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008; Lewis, Harris, Morrison, & Ho, 2015). The study by 
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Kirkwood and Tootell (2008) was rather unique in the sense that it incorporated men in the 

study, which other studies have not.  

Studies from other countries have also found that self-employed parents experience a higher 

level of flexibility and autonomy. E.g. Beutell (2007) in the US, Gimenez-Nadal et al. (2011) 

in Spain. Orhan and Scott (2001) on the other hand, after interviewing French women concludes 

that these usually cited push motives are negligible. They find that most women are driven by 

the same thing as men and have become entrepreneurs e.g. due to chance, because of natural 

succession, and regular pull factors like self-fulfilment, independence etc. implying that parents 

are not different than non-parents.    

A Danish study based on a sample of 391 female entrepreneurs with children rather finds the 

opposite – that children discourage self-employment. Since the welfare system in Denmark is 

mostly built to facilitate salaried employment it becomes a lot easier to combine the family and 

the job than combining the family with one’s own firm (Neergaard & Thrane, 2011). About 11 

percent of the 391 respondents had chosen not to have children because they wanted to keep 

their business open and another 20 percent did not have any maternity leave after giving birth 

in order to keep the business open.   

Johansson Sevä and Öun (2015) have used a survey with approximately 5100 employed and 

self-employed Swedes to examine their experiences of potential conflicts between the work life 

and family life. In general, they find that self-employed men and women experienced more 

work-family conflicts than employed ones, although they still emphasise the autonomy they 

gain by being self-employed. The exception was the women who were self-employed without 

any employees to consider – they experienced relatively short working hours and less conflicts. 

This study clearly shows that being self-employed is not a homogenous experience. The same 

result was found in a cross-country study based on survey data from 26 European countries by 

Nordenmark, Vinberg, and Strandh (2012).  

3. Empirical strategy  

3.1. Data 

The data set used in this study consists of annual individual level data collected from Statistics 

Sweden’s (SCB) register databases. In addition, I use annual municipal data on unemployment 

from the Swedish Public Employment Service. The data set covers the period 2001-2012 

providing a 13 years long panel.  
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The individual data sets from Statistics Sweden cover the whole population in Sweden older 

than 16. However, since I am interested in people of working age, that are also of child-bearing 

age throughout the period I choose the age of 19 as the lower bound in the data set when it starts 

in 2001 and 45 as the upper bound when the data set ends. This lower bound is to be consistent 

with the Swedish education system, where the majority of youths graduate when they are 19. 

By setting the upper boundary at 45 most people should still be present in the data set when 

they get their first child, and most older individuals whose children have moved out already and 

thus appear childfree should be excluded from the data set.  

Also, as the main interest is to examine the change in family composition going from no 

children to having children those who had children already in the first year were excluded from 

the data set. To minimise attrition only the individuals fulfilling these criteria in the first year 

were used for the remainder of the period.    

 

3.2. Dependent variable 

The dependent variable is a binary variable, where 1 indicates that the individual is self-

employed and 0 indicates that the individual is not. To be defined as self-employed in the data 

set the individual needs to have the own business being the largest source of income. Implying 

that those who are employed but have a small business on the side are not counted as self-

employed. This is possible for Statistics Sweden to identify due to the yearly income tax returns 

submitted to the Swedish Tax Agency.     

 

3.3. Independent variables 

The main variable of interest is a variable indicating whether the individuals have children (1) 

or not (0). The expected outcome for the regressions coefficient is difficult to hypothesise as 

studies have found very different results. Several previous studies do suggest that the presence 

of children could encourage individuals to switch into a self-employed career as that would 

allow for more flexibility of working-hours and actual working-place (Beutell, 2007; 

Ekinsmyth, 2011; Gimenez-Nadal et al., 2011; Nordenmark et al., 2012). If true in the Swedish 

context, this would result in a positive coefficient in the results.   

As the interest in starting one’s own business may be different when an individual is on parental 

leave compared to afterwards I also test an alternative specification with three different 
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dummies instead of the single variable children. The first is the variable toddler, which indicates 

that the child is up to 2 years old. During this period, most parents in Sweden are taking 

advantage of the extensive parental leave and may not be particularly active at the labour 

market. The second is pre-school, to indicate that the child can attend kindergartens, but is not 

obliged to. This changes when the child turns 7 and starts school, which is compulsory. Hence 

the third variable is school-age. Using these instead of the single children measure allows for 

different effects for younger and older children.  

The work experience and education, in terms of numbers of years, are both included to consider 

the human capital of the individuals. The education is of a formal kind and the work experience 

is more informal and tacit, where more knowledge and experience is hypothesised to increase 

the likelihood of becoming self-employed. However, to start up a firm one does not only need 

knowledge and skills, but also financial capital. To capture that I include both the individual’s 

income, as well as the partner’s income, in those cases where that is applicable. These are 

included to account for the possibility of savings or wealth, which has been found to positively 

influence the likelihood of starting up a firm (Dunn & Holtz-Eakin, 2000; Holtz-Eakin, 

Joulfaian, & Rosen, 1993). In this data set, there is unfortunately no information about actual 

wealth, hence I proxy for that with income. The partner’s income variable is especially 

interesting as an individual who is part of a couple could be more likely to take a risk with a 

new venture – especially if that partner has a steady income. But, if that partner is already self-

employed than the individual may not be inclined to become that as well as that may induce too 

much risk for the family. Therefore, I also include a variable indicating if your partner is self-

employed (1) or not (0).  

Another aspect to consider is the social capital, or attitudes, of the individuals. The review by 

Jennings and Brush (2013) e.g. highlight the influence of one’s parents. Individuals are more 

likely to become self-employed if at least one of their parents is, which has been found by other 

researchers as well (Davidsson & Honig, 2003; Dunn & Holtz-Eakin, 2000). The cultural 

background within which one has grown up tends to affect the attitudes of the individual and 

thus the likelihood to become an entrepreneur (Jennings & Brush, 2013). The data set allows 

for matching the individuals with their parents, meaning that the employment status of the 

parents can be controlled for as well, where 1 indicates that they are self-employed and 0 that 

they are not.   
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Attitudes can also be formed outside of the home, e.g. in the area where you live (Andersson & 

Larsson, 2016; Westlund, Larsson, & Olsson, 2014). To be able to account for some of the 

entrepreneurial climate in the municipalities I include the share of self-employed individuals. 

A higher percentage of self-employed individuals should indicate that the climate is favourable 

for becoming self-employed. For instance, capturing the general attitude towards self-

employment in the municipality which also help forming the individual’s attitude to becoming 

self-employed, which in turn likely affects the intentions to become self-employed as suggested 

by e.g. Krueger Jr, Reilly, and Carsrud (2000). The difficulties of bureaucratic processes 

relevant for self-employed inhabitants is also an effect that could be captured by the variable, 

as those difficulties would deter some people from that career choice. 

As highlighted by e.g. Eisenhauer (1995) there are some risks involved with changing career 

and to some extent by just being employed, such as becoming unemployed. To control for that 

I include two regional characteristics of the labour market. Firstly, the proportion of 

unemployed individuals in the municipality as an indicator of the difficulties of getting a 

salaried job in the region. In such situations, an individual may decide to become self-employed. 

Secondly, the proportion of the individuals in each region who changed job since the previous 

year – the i.e. the local labour market mobility. This indicates how well the labour market 

matching works in each municipality. The measure is restricted to those who switch between 

jobs and those who manage to enter the labour force, it does not include people who go from 

an employment to unemployment or leave the labour force. In general, a higher value indicates 

that more people manage to successfully change job in these municipalities, and thus the 

likelihood of being forced into necessity entrepreneurship should be lower. The variables used 

in the model are summarised in Table A1.  

 

3.4. Method 

As a first explorative step I run a pooled model to get an initial impression of the data and see 

if the selected independent variables aid the explanation of individuals’ working status. 

Considering that the dependent variable is a binary variable, where Y=1 indicates a self-

employed individuals and Y=0 individuals that are not, the suitable choice of model is usually 

thought to be a logit or probit model. However, as explained by Hellevik (2009) this is not 

necessarily true. Especially in cases where the purpose is not to construct predictions the linear 

probability model may be preferable. Other benefits are the increased computation speed and 
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the more intuitive interpretations of the regression coefficients. Consequently, I run the pooled 

regressions both for a logistic model, as displayed in Equation 4 and a linear probability model 

as displayed in Equation 5 to check that they provide similar results.  

𝑃𝑟 (𝑦𝑖𝑡 ≠ 0|𝒙𝑖,𝑡−1) =
𝑒𝑥𝑝 ( 𝛼 + 𝒙𝑖,𝑡−1

′ 𝜷 + 𝒛𝑚,𝑡−1
′ 𝜸 + 𝛿𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡−1)

1 + 𝑒𝑥𝑝 (𝛼 + 𝒙𝑖,𝑡−1
′ 𝜷 + 𝒛𝑚,𝑡−1

′ 𝜸 + 𝛿𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡−1)
,   𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑁,   𝑡 = 1, … , 𝑇. (eq.4) 

𝑃𝑟 (𝑦𝑖 ≠ 0|𝒙𝑖,𝑡−1) =  𝛼 + 𝒙𝑖,𝑡−1
′ 𝜷 + 𝒛𝑚,𝑡−1

′ 𝜸 + 𝛿𝑡 + 𝜖𝑖,𝑡−1, 𝑖 = 1, … , 𝑁,   𝑡 = 1, … , 𝑇   (eq.5) 

In both equations,  𝒙 is a vector of explanatory individual variables,  𝒛 is a vector of explanatory 

regional variables, and 𝜷 and 𝜸 are vectors of slope-parameters. The 𝛿𝑡 are year controls that 

are included to account for changes in business cycles etc. The subscripts  𝑖, 𝑡, and m refers to 

individual, time, and municipality.  

As individuals are very different, there is a large risk of having a problem with individual 

heterogeneity in the analysis. To reduce that issue one can focus on the within variation by 

using a fixed-effects model. Then the individual is only compared to itself and unobserved 

characteristics can in that sense be controlled for – at least time invariant ones.  

Also, Baltagi (2008) states that the fixed effect models are appropriate when one is interested 

in the behaviour of a specific set of 𝑁 individuals and that the inference is conditioned on these 

particular 𝑁 individuals. The group of interest here is the population (aged 19-34, in the first 

year) of Sweden, and the register data from Statistics Sweden (SCB) covers the whole 

population. Random-effect models are hand more appropriate when one believes that one has 

sampled cross-sectional units drawn from a larger population, which is not the case in this study 

(Greene, 2008). 

Hence, as a second step I use a fixed-effects model for the regressions. The only difference for 

Equations 4 and 5 is that 𝛼 is being replaced with 𝛼𝑖 to account for the individual fixed effects. The 

disadvantage is that all time-invariant variables are being aggregated into the individual intercepts and 

are indistinguishable from each other. To still be able to detect some trends I divide the data set into 

several sub-groups.  

Considering the gender separation seen in the previous studies I separate all regressions by 

gender, which increases the comparability of the results. In addition, I choose to separate 

between individuals with a high education, i.e. at least three years of university education, and 

those with less education. One could argue that the types of jobs these individuals are interested 
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in and the labour market possibilities is different between these groups. For example, a person 

with high education may have more opportunities to choose from originally, and when 

becoming self-employed it is in form of an opportunity entrepreneur as a freelancing 

accountant, computer programmer etc. Some individuals are further away from the labour 

market, as they may e.g. have very little education and their choices could be more limited. The 

driving forces behind these generalised groups could be very different and by splitting the data 

set between high and low education I attempt to separate some of these forces.  

 

3.5. Descriptive statistics 

The descriptive statistics are displayed in Table 1, where they are separated for men and women 

as all empirical results are divided between men and women. They are also displayed separately 

for those who stay employed throughout the period and separately for those who at some point 

become self-employed.  

The descriptives indicate that a larger share of the men that are self-employed at some point 

during the period have children. However, both groups have lower shares than the women 

where the same pattern - a larger share of the women who at some point during the period are 

self-employed have children. Unpaired t-tests confirm that these differences are indeed 

statistically different from each other.  

Generally, the women are more educated than the men, and both women and men that stay 

employed throughout the whole period are more educated than those who choose to become 

self-employed. These differences are also statistically different from each other. The exact 

opposite is seen for their work experience. This could indicate that work experience is more 

relevant for those who become self-employed than the number of years they spent in school.  

For most other variables, the differences between gender are not large, the exception being the 

individual’s income, which is on average 256 200 SEK per year for employed men and on 

average 177 200 SEK per year for employed women. For those who at some point become self-

employed the equivalent values are 226 700 SEK per year for the men and 130 000 SEK per 

year for the women. Important to note is that this data set does not contain information about 

the working hours of the individuals, and consequently I cannot control for part-time work. As 

the descriptives are aggregated it is difficult to say whether the lower income among the self-

employed is because they become self-employed or if they had low incomes also before that.  



13 
 

Table 1: Descriptive statistics 

 Men - always employees Men - SE at some point Women - always employees Women - SE at some point 

VARIABLES mean median sd mean median sd mean median sd mean median sd 

Children 0.279 0 0.449 0.328 0 0.470 0.377 0 0.485 0.405 0 0.491 

Toddler 0.107 0 0.309 0.118 0 0.322 0.119 0 0.324 0.122 0 0.327 

Pre-school 0.141 0 0.348 0.164 0 0.371 0.179 0 0.383 0.191 0 0.393 

School-age 0.061 0 0.239 0.076 0 0.265 0.093 0 0.290 0.106 0 0.307 

Work experience 13.24 13 5.826 14.21 14 5.731 11.60 11 5.519 12.82 13 5.515 

Years of education  12.53 12 2.198 12.31 12 2.060 13.27 13 2.134 12.96 12 2.024 

Own income (1000:s SEK) 250.1 256.2 202.5 234.5 226.7 197.5 177.9 177.2 141.0 157.2 130.0 152.6 

Swedish 0.776 1 0.417 0.756 1 0.430 0.776 1 0.417 0.758 1 0.428 

2nd gen. immigrant 0.127 0 0.332 0.129 0 0.336 0.125 0 0.330 0.131 0 0.338 

1st gen. immigrant 0.098 0 0.297 0.115 0 0.319 0.099 0 0.299 0.111 0 0.314 

Region of birth – the EU  0.018 0 0.134 0.019 0 0.138 0.017 0 0.131 0.021 0 0.142 

Region of birth – other Western 0.003 0 0.058 0.003 0 0.057 0.003 0 0.053 0.004 0 0.064 

Region of birth – old socialist  0.023 0 0.150 0.021 0 0.142 0.024 0 0.152 0.023 0 0.150 

Region of birth – Asia 0.034 0 0.181 0.060 0 0.237 0.040 0 0.195 0.053 0 0.223 

Region of birth – Africa 0.010 0 0.098 0.006 0 0.075 0.007 0 0.085 0.004 0 0.064 

Region of birth – South America 0.010 0 0.098 0.006 0 0.080 0.009 0 0.092 0.007 0 0.082 

             

Self-employed parent 0.135 0 0.342 0.235 0 0.424 0.149 0 0.356 0.234 0 0.423 

Partner’s income (1000:s SEK) 16.08 0 80.27 19.07 0 86.76 17.73 0 86.52 20.63 0 88.51 

Self-employed partner 0.007 0 0.083 0.008 0 0.087 0.007 0 0.084 0.009 0 0.096 

             

Local unemployment 0.036 0.035 0.011 0.035 0.034 0.011 0.036 0.035 0.011 0.035 0.034 0.011 

Local self-employment 0.065 0.060 0.018 0.068 0.065 0.020 0.065 0.060 0.018 0.068 0.065 0.020 

Local labour market mobility 0.200 0.197 0.036 0.205 0.203 0.037 0.203 0.201 0.036 0.209 0.207 0.037 
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One of the largest differences observed between the men and women who stay employed and 

those who do not is the share of those who have self-employed parents. Among those who 

always are employed the figure is 13-14 per cent and among those who become self-employed 

the figure is 23 per cent. This could be an indicator that self-employment “runs in the family”. 

The regional variables are rather similar between all groups, even though individuals who 

become self-employed at some point seem to live in regions with slightly higher self-

employment and slightly higher labour market mobility.  

About three quarters of the individuals are born in Sweden with two Swedish parents. The 

shares are slightly higher for the men and women who stay employed throughout the period, 

which indicates that a larger share or individuals that are either 1st or 2nd generation immigrants 

become self-employed at some point compared to those that do not. The italicised lines indicate 

the distribution of the 1st generation immigrants from six different regions. To better observe 

the differences between the regions of origin the number of individuals who stay employed and 

the number of individuals that don’t are displayed in Table 2. 

Table 2: Distribution of self-employed individuals based on region of origin. 

Women 

Region of birth 

always 
employed 

S-E at some 
point 

Whereof 
unemp. 

before S-E 
total number 

% S-E at 
some point 

% necessity 
of all S-E 

Sweden 313121 29358 5445 342479 8.6 18.5 

EU 6794 748 173 7542 9.9 23.1 

Rest of West 1019 145 35 1164 12.5 24.1 

Socialist Roots 8277 779 264 9056 8.6 33.9 

Asia 13944 1764 725 15708 11.2 41.1 

Africa 2858 149 49 3007 5.0 32.9 

South America 2817 210 69 3027 6.9 32.9 

 348830 33153 6760 381983 8.7 20.4 

Men 

Region of birth 

always 
employed 

S-E at some 
point 

Whereof 
unemp. 

before S-E 
total number 

% S-E at 
some point 

% necessity 
of all S-E 

Sweden 352541 67436 10966 419977 16.1 16.3 

EU 8282 1703 396 9985 17.1 23.3 

Rest of West 1415 284 87 1699 16.7 30.6 

Socialist Roots 8983 1575 494 10558 14.9 31.4 

Asia 14033 4920 1756 18953 26.0 35.7 

Africa 4568 519 131 5087 10.2 25.2 

South America 3497 485 136 3982 12.2 28.0 

 393319 76922 13966 470241 16.4 18.2 
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Five things are noteworthy from Table 2. The first is that 8.7 per cent of the women in the 

sample are self-employed at some point during the observed time span, whereas 16.4 per cent 

of the men are so. Hence, it is almost twice as common for the men to be self-employed. The 

second is that the Swedish born women in this sample are less likely to be self-employed than 

women from other EU countries, other Western counties and Asian countries. The third is that 

men from Asian countries are much more likely to be self-employed than men from any other 

country. The fourth is that both women and men from African and South American countries 

are notably less likely to be self-employed than individuals from any other country. The fifth is 

that both for men and women the proportion of all self-employed individuals who were 

unemployed before becoming self-employed is quite much lower for Swedes than for other 

nationalities. The highest figure is observed for Asian women, where 41.1 percent of those who 

became self-employed at some point during 2001 and 2012 were unemployed the year before. 

A potential complicating issue is that several right-hand side variables may be highly correlated. 

This is especially an issue for the variables indicating whether one has children and one’s 

income, as the decision to have children may depend on the income level (Becker, 1981). 

Whether this is a major issue is easily determined by examining the correlation matrices in A2. 

Those indicate that none of the variables have a worryingly high correlation – especially not 

the children variables and the income where the correlation for men is 0.16 and the correlation 

for women is -0.04. 

 

4. Results  

4.1. Pooled regressions 

The pooled regression results in Table 3 indicate that the variable of interest, children, is 

positively related to being self-employed – regardless of the estimation method being a ML 

estimation based on a logit model or an OLS estimation of a linear probability model. In the 

alternative specification the age of the first child has been transformed into three dummies – 

toddler, pre-school, and school-age. In almost all cases also these coefficients are positively 

related to the individuals being self-employed, although the coefficients vary in size between 

the dummies1.   

                                                           
1 To condense the following tables, only results for the regressions with the age-based children dummies are 

displayed. Complete tables can be obtained from the author upon request.   
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Table 3: Regression results for pooled models, 2001-2012.  

  Logit Linear probability model 

VARIABLES Individual characteristics 
Individual & regional 

characteristics Individual characteristics 
Individual & regional 

charac. 

Children  0.225***  0.126***  0.0103***  0.0016***  

 (0.00306)  (0.00317)  (0.000168)  (0.000182)  

Toddler  0.169***  0.0681***  0.0070***  -0.0015*** 

  (0.00420)  (0.00436)  (0.00022)  (0.000232) 

Pre-school  0.210***  0.111***  0.0100***  0.00162*** 

  (0.00378)  (0.00390)  (0.000220)  (0.000235) 

School-age  0.228***  0.139***  0.0124***  0.00396*** 

  (0.00559)  (0.00572)  (0.000372)  (0.000389) 

Work experience  0.0701*** 0.0702*** 0.0834*** 0.0834*** 0.00351*** 0.00351*** 0.0048*** 0.0048*** 

 (0.000307) (0.000308) (0.000321) (0.000322) (1.55e-05) (1.56e-05) (1.80e-05) (1.80e-05) 

Years of education -0.0249*** -0.0236*** -0.0211*** -0.0204*** -0.0014*** -0.0014*** -0.0006*** -0.0006*** 

 (0.000722) (0.000721) (0.000759) (0.000757) (3.33e-05) (3.32e-05) (3.68e-05) (3.67e-05) 

Own income (ln) -0.0282*** -0.0276*** -0.324*** -0.324*** -0.0014*** -0.0014*** -0.0215*** -0.0216*** 

 (0.000724) (0.000724) (0.00108) (0.00108) (3.79e-05) (3.80e-05) (9.47e-05) (9.48e-05) 

Women -0.764*** -0.759*** -0.910*** -0.906*** -0.0326*** -0.0325*** -0.0413*** -0.0413*** 

 (0.00316) (0.00315) (0.00334) (0.00333) (0.000126) (0.000126) (0.000139) (0.000139) 

The EU 0.0356*** 0.0335*** 0.0474*** 0.0460*** 0.00141*** 0.00133*** 0.00243*** 0.00241*** 

 (0.0100) (0.0100) (0.0105) (0.0105) (0.000505) (0.00051) (0.00057) (0.000567) 

Other Western 0.0858*** 0.0824*** 0.00794 0.00559 0.00309*** 0.00296** -0.00095 -0.00101 

 (0.0240) (0.0240) (0.0254) (0.0254) (0.00117) (0.00117) (0.00134) (0.00134) 

Old socialist -0.0777*** -0.0796*** -0.0380*** -0.0388*** -0.0035*** -0.0036*** -0.0025*** -0.0025*** 

 (0.00970) (0.00970) (0.0102) (0.0102) (0.000403) (0.000403) (0.00046) (0.000463) 

Asia 0.409*** 0.407*** 0.406*** 0.405*** 0.0220*** 0.0219*** 0.0249*** 0.0248*** 

 (0.00614) (0.00614) (0.00661) (0.00661) (0.000387) (0.000387) (0.00046) (0.000460) 

Africa -0.743*** -0.750*** -0.790*** -0.792*** -0.0302*** -0.0304*** -0.0368*** -0.0368*** 

 (0.0201) (0.0201) (0.0213) (0.0213) (0.000549) (0.000549) (0.00068) (0.000682) 

South America -0.453*** -0.458*** -0.584*** -0.587*** -0.0174*** -0.0175*** -0.0254*** -0.0254*** 

 (0.0184) (0.0184) (0.0193) (0.0193) (0.000539) (0.000539) (0.00061) (0.000608) 

Self-emp. parents 0.815*** 0.816*** 0.788*** 0.788*** 0.0478*** 0.0479*** 0.0477*** 0.0477*** 

 (0.00312) (0.00312) (0.00322) (0.00322) (0.000223) (0.000223) (0.00023) (0.000233) 

Partner's income (ln) 0.0173*** 0.0191*** 0.0182*** 0.0195*** 0.00109*** 0.00114*** 0.0012*** 0.00121*** 

 (0.000979) (0.000979) (0.00100) (0.00100) (6.01e-05) (6.00e-05) (6.24e-05) (6.23e-05) 

Self-emp. partner -0.00126 0.00124 -0.00480 -0.00290 0.000307 0.000373 -2.56e-06 1.48e-06 

 (0.0149) (0.0149) (0.0153) (0.0153) (0.000932) (0.000932) (0.00096) (0.000961) 

Local unemp.   -0.767*** -0.826***   0.0304*** 0.0294*** 

   (0.168) (0.168)   (0.00793) (0.00793) 

Local self-emp.   9.798*** 9.815***   0.591*** 0.592*** 

   (0.0788) (0.0788)   (0.00491) (0.00491) 

Local labour market    2.849*** 2.845***   0.140*** 0.141*** 

mobility   (0.0429) (0.0429)   (0.00209) (0.00209) 

Constant -3.704*** -3.724*** -3.524*** -3.531*** 0.0299*** 0.0293*** 0.0478*** 0.0480*** 

 (0.0115) (0.0115) (0.0186) (0.0186) (0.000465) (0.000464) (0.000883) (0.000883) 

         

Observations 11,774,238 11,774,238 10,687,970 10,687,970 11,774,238 11,774,238 10,687,970 10,687,970 

Year controls Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes Yes 

R-squared         0.025 0.025 0.040 0.040 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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Among the control variables both individual level ones and regional level ones seem to be 

relevant for the estimations, as most of their coefficients are significantly different from zero. 

Some of the individual level variables that appear to be relevant are variables that are time-

invariant, either by nature like the region of birth and the gender, or mostly time-invariant due 

to the age of the individuals in the data set. Which is the case for years of education as most all 

individuals in the data set already have graduated from high-school in 2001, and among those 

who continue to university studies many have already graduated as well by 2001. Consequently, 

neither of these variables will be useful in the fixed-effects estimations and as an alternative 

solution I split the data set according to those variables instead.  

 

4.2. Fixed-effects regressions 

Regarding the results for different levels of education, which are displayed in Table 4, the 

variables of interest are significantly different from zero for all categories. For most of them 

the coefficients suggest that across both gender and education level individuals are less likely 

to be self-employed after they have children. These results are mostly in line with the results 

found in the Danish study conducted by Neergaard and Thrane (2011) indicating that it is 

difficult to combine self-employment and parenthood. However, as the results also found that 

men are more likely to be self-employed when having children, they provide some support for 

previous studies that found such a relation (Beutell, 2007; Ekinsmyth, 2013a, 2013b; Gimenez-

Nadal et al., 2011; Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008). Although these results only find that relation 

for men, whilst most of the previous studies excluded men from their studies and instead 

concluded that the positive relation existed for women only.  

The remaining variables indicate that regardless of gender and education level individuals are 

more likely to be self-employed if they have a higher work experience or a lower income. One 

possible explanation for the negative relation of the income could be the risk of a large income 

loss. Many self-employed individuals struggle for quite a while before earning money on the 

firms, and if one had a steady and high income previously the career change may appear riskier.  

In general, the variables controlling for the formation of attitudes and social capital have the 

expected signs. Individuals are more likely to be self-employed if they have at least one self-

employed parent, if the local self-employment rate is higher, and if the local labour market 

mobility is lower. Hence, individuals who live in areas where the unemployment increases are 

more likely to become self-employed, possibly a result of the higher difficulties of finding 
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regular employment. The same tendency is indicated with the local labour market mobility, 

implying that individuals living in areas where the labour market mobility increases do not need 

to become self-employed as it becomes easier to move between salaried jobs.   

Table 4: Regression results for FE models on samples divided by education, 2001-2012.  

  high education low education 

VARIABLES Men Women Men Women 

Toddler -0.00469*** -0.00605*** 0.00309*** -0.00800*** 

 (0.000666) (0.000444) (0.000465) (0.000472) 

Pre-school -0.00920*** -0.00861*** 0.00531*** -0.00789*** 

 (0.000981) (0.000611) (0.000660) (0.000606) 

School-age -0.0136*** -0.00889*** 0.00478*** -0.00825*** 

 (0.00156) (0.000942) (0.00102) (0.000893) 

Work experience 0.00787*** 0.00372*** 0.00663*** 0.00405*** 

 (0.000141) (9.23e-05) (6.96e-05) (7.70e-05) 

Own income (ln) -0.0138*** -0.00533*** -0.0128*** -0.00671*** 

 (0.000370) (0.000203) (0.000239) (0.000188) 

     

Self-employed parents 0.00352*** 0.00260*** 0.00775*** 0.00529*** 

 (0.000978) (0.000607) (0.000761) (0.000712) 

Partner's income (ln) 2.08e-05 8.88e-05 0.000707*** 0.000668*** 

 (0.000227) (0.000133) (0.000187) (0.000176) 

Self-employed partner -0.00106 0.00227 -0.00119 0.00187 

 (0.00287) (0.00177) (0.00245) (0.00251) 

     

Local unemployment 0.0115 0.0392*** -0.0110 0.0135 

 (0.0222) (0.0130) (0.0151) (0.0143) 

Local self-employment 0.241*** 0.132*** 0.359*** 0.175*** 

 (0.0208) (0.0128) (0.0137) (0.0124) 

Local labour market mobility -0.176*** -0.0954*** -0.0747*** -0.0329*** 

 (0.0170) (0.0113) (0.00641) (0.00609) 

Constant 0.0384*** 0.00959*** 0.0420*** 0.0171*** 

 (0.00221) (0.00133) (0.00207) (0.00188) 

     

Observations 1,412,224 1,784,924 4,663,148 2,827,674 

R-squared 0.016 0.008 0.019 0.010 

Number of individuals 162,365 209,334 511,178 353,583 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1  

 

Both men and women also seem to be self-employed to a higher extent when they have partners 

with a higher income, suggesting that the they are more willing to take on the risk of being self-

employed if the family has a stable income elsewhere. These results suggest that individuals 

are influenced by people in their vicinity. Both their relatives through their parents and their 

partners, but also by people in the geographical vicinity. These findings are in line with several 

previous studies finding a positive relation between parents’ self-employment (Davidsson & 

Honig, 2003; Dunn & Holtz-Eakin, 2000) and regional self-employment (Andersson & 

Larsson, 2016; Westlund et al., 2014). 
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4.3. Sensitivity analysis 

A potential issue biasing the results in Table 4, is the type of individuals that are often referred 

to as necessity entrepreneurs – i.e. individuals who become self-employed due to a lack of other 

options. One could claim that individuals born outside of Sweden have larger difficulties 

finding salaried jobs, due to lower language skills and consequently productivity. Therefore, 

they would be more inclined to become necessity entrepreneurs and there is a possibility that 

that those individuals are driving the results. To partially control for that issue I divide 

individuals in different groups depending on their region of birth.  

The results displayed in Table 5 are limited to the variables on interest only to save space and 

they show a mixed picture between individuals from different regions of birth. The columns 

with the results for Swedish born women and men are most similar to the results from Table 4, 

which is not surprising as they are the largest groups. The individuals are not separated between 

high and low education in this table leading to very small and insignificant coefficients for the 

men. This is logical considering that the group with positive coefficients now is mixed with the 

group showing negative coefficients. The second largest category contains the individuals who 

are born in Sweden but have at least one foreign born parent – the so called second generation 

immigrants.  These men and women show the same tendencies as the Swedish born with two 

Swedish parents. The women are less likely to be self-employed after having children and the 

men are equally likely to be self-employed regardless of having children or not.  

For the foreign-born individuals, the results are more varying and in most cases the coefficients 

are insignificant. There could be several explanations for that: (1) these groups are much 

smaller, meaning that there are less degrees of freedom to estimate the coefficients from, (2) in 

terms of numbers there are rather few individuals in these groups that become self-employed 

and thus contributing to the identification of self-employment, and (3) the insignificant 

coefficients are correct and these individuals are equally likely to be self-employed with and 

without having children. The largest exceptions are seen for Asian and African born men who 

are more likely to be self-employed after having children.  

This confirms that the results found in Table 4 are not a result of immigrants facing higher 

obstacles to establish themselves successfully on the labour market. It also indicates that 

Swedes with two Swedish-born parents are not that different from Swedes with at least one 

foreign-born parent.  
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Table 5: Regression results for FE models on samples divided by background, 2001-2012.  

  Women 

 Swedish-born Foreign-born 

VARIABLES Swe. parents For. parents EU Other Western Socialist roots Asia Africa South America 

Toddler -0.00832*** -0.00871*** -0.00466* -0.00101 -0.0104*** -0.00411** 0.00145 -0.00554* 

 (0.000359) (0.000941) (0.00268) (0.00759) (0.00221) (0.00196) (0.00320) (0.00283) 

Pre-School -0.00989*** -0.00889*** -0.00201 0.00595 -0.00926*** -0.00405 0.00775* -0.00528 

 (0.000472) (0.00125) (0.00357) (0.00932) (0.00291) (0.00252) (0.00410) (0.00404) 

School-age -0.0103*** -0.0120*** -0.00553 0.00257 -0.00460 -0.00568 0.0104* -0.00298 

 (0.000713) (0.00189) (0.00518) (0.0131) (0.00441) (0.00373) (0.00609) (0.00619) 

         

Observations 3,643,158 562,228 75,798 12,099 97,238 159,095 26,500 36,420 

R-squared 0.010 0.010 0.009 0.012 0.010 0.009 0.002 0.007 

Number of individuals 353,497 56,489 7,822 1,298 10,533 17,923 3,019 3,799 

  Men 

 Swedish-born Foreign-born 

VARIABLES Swe. parents For. parents EU Other Western Socialist roots Asia Africa South America 

Toddler 4.08e-05 -0.000604 -0.00120 0.00476 0.00386 0.00497* 0.00413 0.00337 

 (0.000423) (0.00113) (0.00293) (0.00732) (0.00243) (0.00270) (0.00386) (0.00354) 

Pre-School -8.44e-05 -0.000846 0.00253 0.00487 0.00570 0.0147*** 0.0138** 0.00168 

 (0.000604) (0.00159) (0.00415) (0.00988) (0.00349) (0.00382) (0.00574) (0.00508) 

School-age -0.00213** -0.00231 -0.00136 -0.00131 0.00275 0.0227*** 0.0244** -0.0120 

 (0.000942) (0.00257) (0.00620) (0.0142) (0.00523) (0.00603) (0.00974) (0.00752) 

         

Observations 4,792,804 744,687 100,430 18,018 123,621 198,946 45,289 51,528 

R-squared 0.020 0.017 0.015 0.020 0.015 0.013 0.011 0.010 

Number of individuals 463,243 75,045 10,513 1,924 13,193 22,300 5,141 5,395 

Robust standard errors in parentheses, *** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1 
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To further control for the possibility that necessity entrepreneurs are driving the results I also 

run all the regressions on the data set after removing all individuals who become self-employed 

after being unemployed in the previous period2. As was displayed in Table 2, that constitutes 

about 20 percent of all self-employed women and 28 percent of all self-employed men in the 

data set, where the proportion is lowest for Swedish-born individuals. The new regression 

results are identical to those displayed in Table 4, thus confirming that those results were not 

driven by necessity entrepreneurs. The new regression results are also identical to those in Table 

5, with a few exceptions. Some of the coefficients that were significant on a 10 percent level 

only have now just become insignificantly different from zero, but with the sign and 

approximate magnitude the same as previously. This is one potential consequence of the sample 

size decreasing due to an exclusion of up to 20-40 percent of the self-employed individuals. 

Another exception is that the coefficients for Swedish-born men and men from old socialist 

countries became positive and statistically different from zero. Albeit the coefficients for the 

latter are almost identical to the previous results in Table 5, but just managed to become 

significant on the 10 percent level. This also occurred for Asian born women where the 

previously negative but insignificant coefficients became negative and significantly different 

from zero.  

In summary, excluding the necessity entrepreneurs barely had any impact on most of the results. 

Suggesting that they were not driven by these individuals. If anything, many of the previous 

results were reinforced.  

Being unemployed in the previous period is not necessarily the case for an individual with low 

productivity who may also work in a low productivity job. Another way to control for that is to 

examine the income level of the individuals, assuming that workers are paid approximately 

their marginal product. For individuals in the data set who get children I calculated their average 

income for the three years preceding that birth to get an approximate value of their productivity 

before they go home on parental leave. That variable was then used to split the data set into 

quartiles (a low quartile indicates a low average income) on which the same regression model 

as previously was tested.  

The coefficients for the men are negative and significantly different from zero in all cases except 

for school-age children in quartile four. For the women in the data set, the coefficients in the 

two lower quartiles are negative and significantly different from zero. In the higher quartiles, 

                                                           
2 These tables can be obtained from the author upon request. 
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the negative and significant coefficients are observed during the younger age of the children 

but not the older. The same trend is observed for the men.  It thus seems like individuals that 

are assumed to be less productive are not more likely to be self-employed after having children, 

due to a lack of possibilities of finding a better job, rather the opposite.    

In Sweden if you want to start your own firm you can choose between becoming a sole trader, 

which has no requirements for start-up capital, but you are personally responsible for the 

finances of the firm. Starting limited companies is more difficult e.g. due to higher capital and 

reporting requirements. Hence there may be quite large differences between the motivation of 

individuals choosing one of those forms over the other. To control also for that, I ran all 

regressions again; once with the definition of self-employment being self-employed in one’s 

own limited company and once with the definition of self-employed being a sole trader or other 

types of partnerships.  

For individuals with high education these results confirm those in Table 4. For those with a low 

education there are two differences: (1) the coefficients for the women are insignificant when 

defining self-employment as self-employment in limited companies, and (2) the coefficients for 

men are positive when defining self-employment as self-employment in limited companies and 

negative otherwise. The control variables are mostly the same as well. This tendency can be 

seen if doing the same exercise for the regressions displayed in Table 5 – for many of the male 

categories the coefficients become positive and significantly different from zero if they weren’t 

that already when defining self-employment as a limited company, but not when defining it as 

a sole trader. It thus seems that individuals in general are discouraged from being sole traders 

after having children, regardless of gender, education level, and to a large extent the region of 

origin. Whereas the same tendency is not the case for having limited companies.  

 

4.4. Discussion 

Most of the results indicate that individuals in Sweden are not more inclined to be self-

employed when having children, rather the opposite. This holds even after controlling for 

different education levels, regions of origin, as well as the fact that some individuals may stand 

further away from the labour market and thus have fewer choices. This is to some extent in line 

with the study by Neergaard and Thrane (2011), who find that the welfare system in Denmark 

in the way it is constructed, grounded in an ideal of employment being preferred over self-

employment, presents a barrier for self-employed women. They base that upon a survey of 391 
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women and three cases, which illustrate how difficult it can be in reality to find a replacement 

or to shut down your business for several months when you are on parental leave, and also to 

take care of sick children with short notice when you are responsible for your own firm.  

Even though the rules regarding the parental benefits in Sweden formally are equally accessible 

to both employed and self-employed individuals the results found here suggests that it may not 

be the case in practice. Even if the rules allow you to temporarily close your firm whilst you 

are at home with a certain guaranteed income from the state, or to stay at home to take care of 

sick children, it doesn’t mean that your customers do. Just like Neergaard and Thrane (2011) 

found for Denmark.  

This study does not provide much support to those concluding that parents are pushed into self-

employment as it is too difficult to combine a regular employment and having children. 

Interestingly, the only exception I find that could provide some support for those studies are for 

men, which were not even included in most previous studies, with a low education who seem 

to be more likely to be self-employed after having children.  

A potential drawback of the results in Table 4 and Table 5 is that many individuals may never 

have children during the examined period, but some of them may be self-employed, 

contributing to the negative coefficients. However, the results for the quartile regressions, 

which by design are limited to individuals that do get children at some point during the data set, 

also indicate that the likelihood of being self-employed is lower for both men and women with 

children. At minimum for the two lowest quartiles. The only explanation for that is that there 

are some individuals who are self-employed before having children but then returns to a regular 

employment – possibly because of the reasons just discussed.  

Not only the signs of the coefficients are interesting but also their magnitude. Table 4 suggests 

that the coefficients for women ranges between 0.006 and 0.009 depending on education level 

and age of the children. This would imply that when an individual has children the probability 

of her being self-employed falls with 0.6 to 0.9 percentage point. The equivalent figure for 

highly educated men is a reduced probability to be self-employed of 0.4 to 1.4 percentage 

points. For the med with a low education level the coefficients are positive suggesting that when 

the average man in this category has children his probability to be self-employed increases with 

0.3 to 0.5 percentage points.    

This figures sound very trivial and suggest that the economic significance of the results is low. 

However, as the share of women being self-employed is only 8.7 percent and the share of men 
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being self-employed 16.4 percent these percentage points suggest a larger impact. E.g. a fall of 

0.6 percentage points from 8.7 to 8.1 percent implies a decrease of almost 7 percent. This 

suggests that if one is interested from a policy perspective to encourage self-employment the 

welfare system may need to be adjusted as its current form discourages, especially sole traders, 

to continue their operations and revert to regular employment.   

  

   5. Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine whether parents are more likely to be self-employed 

after having children. The results from the fixed-effects models suggest that even though 

Sweden has an extensive welfare system and accessible day-care options for parents, most 

individuals are less likely to be self-employment after having children, rather than more likely. 

For women the results indicate a reduction in probability to be self-employed of approximately 

0.6 to 0.9 percentage points and for the highly education men a reduction of 0.4-1.4 percentage 

points.  

 

This contrasts with most of the previous studies, which were conducted in a variety of countries 

and mostly with qualitative methods (Beutell, 2007; Ekinsmyth, 2013a, 2013b; Gimenez-Nadal 

et al., 2011; Kirkwood & Tootell, 2008). The only exception I find that would support these 

studies are for men with a low education, where the probability of being self-employed 

increases with approximately 0.3-0.5 percentage points. In most previous studies the men were 

not even included as mothers are often considered to take the majority of the responsibility for 

the family. Although it should be highlighted that those studies were conducted mainly outside 

of Sweden and that many of those countries do not have as generous welfare systems allowing 

for combining employment and childrearing.  

 

One large difference between this study and previous studies is that most previous ones have 

conducted interviews and surveys, which allow for deeper information. Especially in terms of 

motivational aspects. This is not possible in this study as I rely upon register data. I can observe 

something, but I cannot necessarily say why that is so, which is a drawback. On the other hand, 

a large-scale study of the population allows for more generalizable conclusions from which 

further studies can be made. 
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Table A1: Variables, definition and measurements  

Variables Definition and measurement 

Self-employed  1 if the individual is self-employed, and 0 otherwise 

  

Individual characteristics   

Children  
1 if the individual has at least one child under the age of 18 living at 

home, and 0 otherwise. 

Distance to work  
The Euclidean distance in km between the individual’s work place 

and home.   

Education In number of years 

Work experience  
In number of years, calculated as the individual’s age minus the 

number of years of education minus 6 years.  

Own income  Personal annual income, in thousands SEK 

Partner’s income Partner’s annual income, in thousand SEK 

Self-employed mother  1 if the individual’s mother is self-employed and 0 otherwise.  

Self-employed father  1 if the individual’s father is self-employed and 0 otherwise.  

Self-employed partner 1 if the individual’s partner is self-employed and 0 otherwise. 

  

Regional characteristics   

Local self-employment Percentage of self-employed individuals among the municipality’s 

inhabitants. 

Local unemployment Percentage of unemployed individuals among the municipality’s 

inhabitants. 

Local labour market mobility (LMM) 

Percentage of individuals that have changed work from last year in 

the municipality. This measure is also calculated separately for 

individuals with at least 3 years of university studies and for those 

with less education.  
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Table A2: Correlation matrices for men (the upper half) and women (the lower half) 

  (1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10) (11) (12) (13) (14) 

(1) Self-employment 1.00              

(2) Children 0.07 1.00             

(3) Toddler 0.02 0.44 1.00            

(4) Pre-school 0.05 0.58 -0.14 1.00           

(5) School-age 0.04 0.39 -0.09 -0.11 1.00          

(6) Work experience 0.11 0.28 0.03 0.19 0.26 1.00         

(7) Years of euducation -0.04 0.08 0.02 0.04 0.02 -0.33 1.00        

(8) Own income (ln) 0.01 0.21 0.06 0.13 0.12 0.08 0.21 1.00       

(9) Self-employed parent 0.09 0.03 0.01 0.02 0.01 -0.01 0.05 0.05 1.00      

(10) Partner's income (ln) 0.02 0.27 0.06 0.17 0.16 0.11 0.07 0.09 0.01 1.00     

(11) Self-employed partner 0.01 0.09 0.02 0.06 0.05 0.04 0.02 0.03 0.00 0.23 1.00    

(12) Local unemployment -0.03 -0.08 -0.00 -0.07 -0.03 -0.05 -0.03 -0.09 -0.03 -0.04 -0.01 1.00   

(13) Local self-employment 0.08 0.15 0.04 0.12 0.08 0.21 -0.06 0.08 0.08 0.05 0.02 -0.36 1.00  

(14) Local labour market mobility 0.00 -0.06 -0.03 -0.04 -0.04 -0.08 0.14 0.02 -0.02 0.00 -0.00 -0.26 -0.01 1.00 

(1) Self-employment 1.00              

(2) Children 0.03 1.00             

(3) Toddler 0.00 0.42 1.00            

(4) Pre-school 0.02 0.57 -0.17 1.00           

(5) School-age 0.03 0.40 -0.12 -0.15 1.00          

(6) Work experience 0.09 0.32 -0.02 0.19 0.31 1.00         

(7) Years of euducation -0.03 0.08 0.04 0.05 0.02 -0.26 1.00        

(8) Own income (ln) -0.02 0.00 -0.10 0.01 0.09 0.04 0.27 1.00       

(9) Self-employed parent 0.05 0.02 0.01 0.02 0.01  0.05 0.04 1.00      

(10) Partner's income (ln) 0.02 0.21 0.04 0.13 0.13 0.10 0.07 0.03 0.01 1.00     

(11) Self-employed partner 0.01 0.07 0.01 0.04 0.04 0.03 0.02 0.01 0.00 0.22 1.00    

(12) Local unemployment -0.02 -0.09  -0.08 -0.04 -0.08 -0.03 -0.07 -0.02 -0.04 -0.01 1.00   

(13) Local self-employment 0.05 0.19 0.04 0.14 0.10 0.22 -0.02 0.04 0.07 0.05 0.02 -0.38 1.00  

(14) Local labour market mobility 0.01 -0.11 -0.03 -0.05 -0.07 -0.03 0.06 0.07 -0.01 -0.02 -0.01 -0.27 0.01 1.00 

Note: All displayed correlation coefficients have p-values below 0.01. 
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