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Three Main Conclusions:

1.

Minneapolis-St Paul’s strong talent retention dynamic for professional workers still exists
and is very similar in strength despite changes in factors affecting work and the region
over the last ten years.

The prevalence of dual-career professional households has increased. This factor further
strengthens the talent retention dynamic (i.e., it is a tailwind for the region); however, we
believe that it has not received sufficient attention and is something that can further be
leveraged — especially with talent attraction and talent development strategies for the
region.

In comparison to the 2015 data, we show that headwinds and tailwinds exist with respect
to perceptions of how the region performs relative to other regions on various quality of
life factors, which are a key consideration in talent retention. We conclude that the
headwinds are greater than the tailwinds because they relate to quality of life factors that
are rated more important by the regional talent base. These data are a leading indicator

that can help guide policy and corporate actions.



Motivation
Background

In Headquarters Economy: Managers, Mobility, and Migration, Myles Shaver presented
evidence that the Minneapolis-St Paul headquarters economy has flourished because of the
concentration of managerial talent that often moves across companies and industries within the
region, resulting in the sharing/cross pollinating of managerial practices. This phenomenon is
accelerated and reinforced through the nature of migration into the region because this talent
base is unlikely to leave once having been attracted to the region. This talent dynamic creates a
virtuous cycle that helps grow and reinvent local companies.

Some of the key insights from the book are that talent retention is very strong in the
region — and driven by quality-of-life factors. Conversely, talent attraction to the region is
relatively weak. Successful talent attraction is driven by job opportunities — rather than quality of
life factors. Therefore, the positive dynamic is driven by a high retention rate; whereas, the
difficulty in attracting talent to the region constrains growth.

Evidence for this dynamic was initially uncovered through qualitative analyses of the
nature and evolution of headquarters activity in the state, and discussions with business
professionals. From this initial evidence, further empirical support of the arguments came from
two data sources. First, micro-level American Community Survey data show that the way in
which high-earning, highly-educated individuals moved into and out of the Minneapolis-St Paul
region reflects the pattern of high talent retention and relatively low talent attraction. Moreover,
this pattern is prevalent in 40 years of data and looks different from other major metropolitan
areas in the United States. Second, a propriety survey of professional managerial and

administrative employees from over twenty headquartered companies (and almost 3000



respondents) provided further evidence and refined understanding to the talent dynamic by
gathering data of where individuals were raised, where they worked, where they were educated,
their willingness to consider various job opportunities, the quality of life aspects they value, the
assessment of quality of life aspects in Minneapolis-St Paul, and their assessment of the pros and

cons of living in the region.

Need to Update: What remains after the past 10 years of change?

Headquarters Economy: Managers, Mobility, and Migration was published at the end of
2018. The survey data were collected in 2014-2015.! In the intervening period, there have been
important changes in work, business, and the local environment that call into question whether
the previously identified talent dynamic holds. Three changes, in particular, could have tangible
effects.

The first reflects the COVID 19 pandemic and the resulting adoption of remote work for
many headquarters jobs. Remote work was not a salient issue when the book’s survey data were
collected; the metropolitan region where someone lived and where they worked were essentially
the same in 2014-15. However, with remote work, the metropolitan region where people live and
where they work need not be the same. If the geography of where one lives and where one works
can be separated, then this could call into question the talent dynamics identified in the book.

The second reflects social unrest and dissent that fomented during the pandemic.

! The American Community Survey (ACS) data in the book rely on 2007-2011 data. Although those data deserve
update, we have chosen not to do so in this report for the following reasons. First, the time delay to gain access to
these data mean that the latest year currently available is 2023. Second, due to the sampling nature of the data and
the data restrictions to make comparisons, we favor examining five years of data to have more reliable estimates of
migration. Unfortunately, that means that the current five-year ACS window includes the COVID 19 pandemic,
where movement into and out of major cities was not standard and makes inference difficult. For example, at points
in this time period, many people moved out of New York City. However, in the last couple of years there has been a
return to the city and in office work. Unfortunately, the using the available data will confound these effects.



Although such forces were experienced nationally and internationally, they were especially
pronounced in the Minneapolis-St Paul region because of the murder of George Floyd. With the
potential for wide-ranging impact of these events on the social fabric and quality of life aspects
of the region, there is reason to question whether these events interrupted the talent dynamic
identified in the book.

The third reflects generation progression in the workforce. In the last ten years more
Millennials and Gen Z have entered the workforce and more Baby Boomers have left the
workforce. It is possible that generational differences in approaches to work and valued quality
of life factors might call into question the findings in the book.

Any of the above factors provide reason to revisit the previous findings. All three in
combination suggest that there could be profound changes. The potential for change in the
findings is the key motivation to collect current data.

Another important reason to revisit the survey findings is that doing so can serve as an
‘early warning system’ about changes in talent the dynamic that drives the Minneapolis-St Paul
headquarters economy. The survey data measure the beliefs and perceptions of the talent base
central to the Minneapolis-St Paul headquarters economy. If there are impediments to the
previously documented talent dynamics, they will tend to be initially manifest in beliefs and
perceptions before concrete action like people moving from the region. Therefore, understanding
these data provides corporate leaders and policy makers a chance to engage in actions to respond.
If one waits until we observe the movement of talent out of the region, then the positive dynamic

1s broken, and it is too late to act.



Survey Method

The survey and method adopt the same approach as the survey reported in the book. We
will use the terms 2025 survey or 2025 data to reference the updated survey. We will use the
terms 2015 survey or 2015 data to reference the survey reported in Headquarters Economy:
Managers, Mobility, and Migration.

The 2025 survey questions build directly from the 2015 survey. In most cases the
questions are unchanged. We added additional questions with respect to remote work and
perceptions of talent within the organization. We also added two quality of life factors to the 19
factors in the 2015 survey: a safe place to live and work, and a vibrant downtown area.

We partnered with the Minnesota Business Partnership (MBP) to collect data. First, this
allowed us to present the motivation of the update to leaders of MBP member companies with
the request that they consider participating. This contact resulted in the fourteen companies who
participated in the survey. These companies include large publicly-held headquartered firms (i.e.,
Fortune 500 companies), large privately-held headquartered firms, mid-sized headquartered
firms, and a large local office of professional service firm headquartered elsewhere. Second, the
MBP funded the programming of the survey, web hosting, and data collection by an independent
market research firm headquartered in Minnesota.? The participation of fourteen companies is
fewer than the twenty-three companies that participated in 2015 — in part because the time
window in which the survey was conducted in 2015 was twice as long.

The survey process was the following. Participating companies identified “managerial
and professional administrative employees” that we would survey. We chose to have each

company make this assessment because job titles and pay grades vary across industries.

2 Survey design, data access, and analysis are restricted to and done independently by University of Minnesota
Professors Colleen Manchester and Myles Shaver.



Therefore, having each company identify its professional and managerial workforce provides the
most meaningful sampling across diverse companies.

Having identified the pool managerial and administrative employees, each company
emailed their employees an introduction and a link to a web-based survey. In many cases the
Chief Executive Officer or another senior executive introduced the survey. The introduction
stated that the company supported research about the local economy conducted by professors at
the University of Minnesota and encouraged participation. Upon entering the survey, participants
confirmed that they consented to the research. The consent request was based on University of
Minnesota Institutional Review Board procedures for human subjects. Those who consented to
participate continued the survey. Those who did not were terminated from the survey. The
participating companies sent an email a reminder about survey participation approximately ten
days after the initial invitation. A professional market research company handedly survey
programming and data collection.

All surveys were anonymous in that we did not collect any personal identifier.
Participating companies sent all invitations so that the company controlled all employee contact.
We received 1032 responses to the survey. The overall response rate of those who received an
email invitation to participate was just over 21 percent. Of the fourteen companies that
participated in the survey, response rates range from a high of 38 percent to a low of just under
10 percent. We are pleased with this response rate. Although sanctioned by the participating

companies, this is not a company survey, and the response rate is very favorable in that light.



Results
Demographic Makeup
Earnings and Education

Before delving into the survey results that directly address the talent dynamic, we wish to
present descriptive demographic data from the sample. The 2015 survey captured these data;
therefore, this allows us to calibrate demographic data across the two samples. Doing so allows
us to assess consistency in sampling and to identify demographic trends in the data.

Table 1 presents the household income reported by survey respondents. Because of
inflation, we chose not to use the same income categories in the 2025 survey. Panel A of Table 1
presents the 2025 data, and, for comparison, Panel B presents the 2015 data. To help calibrate
these data to the population as a whole, median household income in the United States in 2024
was just under $84,000.° Therefore, about half of the sample report being in households that
make four times the median US household income. Consistent with 2015, the vast majority of
survey respondents come from high-earning households and is the focus of the talent dynamics
for headquarter employees. Although they constitute a small fraction of respondents, as in 2015,
we chose to exclude respondents from households making less than $75,000 from the subsequent

analysis.

3 https://www.census.goV/library/publications/2025/demo/p60-286.html
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Table 1. Household Income

A. 2025 Data

Household Income Range

% Respondents

less than $75,000%* 2
$75,000 to $125,000 11
$125,000 to $175,000 14
$175,000 to $250,000 23
more than $250,000 45
Would rather not answer 4

n=1030

B. 2015 Data
Household Income Range % Respondents
Less than $50,000* 1
$50,000 to $75,000* 4
$75,000 to $100,000 7
$100,000 to $150,000 24
$150,000 to $200,000 24
More than $200,000 35
Would rather not answer 5

n=2872
*Dropped from analysis

Table 2 reports education attainment. As in the 2015 data, the respondents are highly

educated. The percentage of respondents with a graduate degree is very stable across the two

surveys. In the 2025 data, there is a slightly higher proportion of respondents whose highest level

of educational attainment is a college degree (53% versus 49%). Consequently, we observe a

lower proportion of respondents with a two-year degree, some college, or high school degree as

highest level of educational attainment.




10

Table 2. Education Attainment

Highest level of education 2025 2015
High School degree 2% 2%
Two-year technical degree or some 49, 79
undergraduate

Undergraduate degree 53% 49%
Graduate degree 41% 41%

Gender, marital status, dual career, children

Table 3 reports data on gender of respondents, their marital status, whether married
couples are in a dual career household, and whether or not respondents have children. As shown
in Panel A, for the 2025 data, the respondents are fairly evenly split between male (48%) and
female (50%). In the 2015 data, the respondents were more male (56%) than female (44%).
Although not the same percentages over time, we do not consider this a material change with
respect to interpreting the results. In terms of marital status, as reported in Panel B, a slightly
lower percentage of respondents report being married in 2025 (81%) than in 2015 (85%). Again,
we do not believe that this difference will lead to substantive complications with respect to
interpretation.

Panel C reports what percentage of married respondents report being in a dual career
household. Before reporting the results, we wish to be clear about the definition. We define dual
career in the survey as “both spouses have career responsibilities and aspirations.” One can see
that this is a more stringent definition compared to a spouse working. We find a much larger
proportion of married respondents in dual career households (2025: 80%; 2015: 69%). We
discuss the implications of this later.

In Panel D we report the percentage of respondents who have children. We find that there
is a large decrease in the percentage of respondents who report having a child or children (2025:

69%; 2015: 81%). There are a few possible reasons for this. First, as noted, a smaller percentage
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of the 2025 respondents report being married. Second, data in the US shows that childbearing by
women has decreased over this time period. Third, this might reflect the higher rate of dual
careers if couples with dual careers are postponing or forgoing having children. Fourth, this
might reflect that respondents put off having children during the COVID 19 pandemic. We keep

this difference in the data in mind when interpreting the results.

Table 3. Gender, Marital Status, Dual Careers, and Children

Panel A: Gender

Gender 2025 2015
Male 48% 56%
Female 50% 44%
Other/Prefer not to answer* 2%

* not options in 2015 survey

Panel B: Marital Status

Marital Status 2025 2015
Married/partner 81% 85%
Single 13% 8%
Divorced 5% 6%
Widowed <1% <1%
Separated <1% <1%

Panel C: Dual Career (married respondents)

Dual Career 2025 2015

Yes 80% 69%

No 20% 31%
Panel D: Children

Have child/children 2025 2015

Yes 69% 81%

No 31% 19%

The survey asked those with school-aged children if they send/sent their children to
public schools, private schools, or home school. Table 4 presents these results. We focus,

initially, on the entire sample. The percentage of respondents who send their children to public
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schools remains very high and stable across the 2025 (84%) and 2015 (85%) data. Likewise, the

private school and home school percentages are very similar across the surveys. We turn next to

the results contingent on household income levels. We do not interpret any significant change in

these data between the 2025 and 2015 surveys. We continue to find a high use of public

schooling across all income levels.

Table 4. School choice for respondents with school-aged children
2025 School choices*

Household Income
Entire Would
samble $75-125K | $125-175K | $175-250K | $250K+ | rather not
p disclose
IS)‘C*EBSIS 84% 100% 85% 83% 83% 85%
ls)gjﬁs 24% 8% 21% 22% 26% 15%
Isic"ﬁggl 2% 0% 6% 3% 2% 0%
2015 School choices*
Household Income
Entire Would
sample $74-100K | $100-150K | $150-200K | $200K+ | rather not
disclose
g‘:ﬁggls 85% 89% 90% 87% 82% 80%
ls)?ﬁ?i?s 23% 16% 18% 18% 29% 27%
I;:}?;Zl 1% 1% 3% 1% 1% 0%

* Can sum to greater than 100 percent because respondents can send different children to
different types or schools or send the same child to a different type of school over time.

Where respondents were raised and where they were educated

Table 5 reports where respondents were raised. Once again, these data are relatively

stable across surveys. The percentage of respondents raised in the Minneapolis-St Paul region is

the same across survey years. However, the number of respondents raised in Minnesota outside
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of the Twin Cities is smaller and the percentage of respondents that we raised outside of
Minnesota is larger (2025: 45%; 2015: 41%).

Table 6 presents the data on the locations where respondents earned their undergraduate
degrees. Again, the data are very consistent across the surveys. We see a small increase in
undergraduate degrees from non-Minnesota colleges (2025: 50%; 2015: 46%). Table 7 presents
the data on the locations where respondents earned their graduate degrees. These data show more
differences across surveys. We see an increase in degrees from non-Minnesota colleges,
combining outside the U.S. and within U.S. yet outside Minnesota (2025: 44%; 2015: 38%). This
primarily reflects a drop in degrees from the Twin Cities and increases in international and non-
Minnesota degrees. This suggests an increase in early-career talent attraction to the region in

2025 relative to 2015.

Table 5. Location raised as a child

Location 2025 2015
Minneapolis-St. Paul 35% 35%
Minnesota, outside of o o
Minneapolis-St. Paul 20% 24%
Wlth¥n the United States, outside 399 36%
of Minnesota

Outside of the United States 6% 5%

Table 6. Location of undergraduate college

Location 2025 2015
Minneapolis-St. Paul 33% 30%
Minnesota, outside of o o
Minneapolis-St. Paul 17% 24%
Wltth the United States, outside 45% 43%
of Minnesota

Outside of the United States 5% 3%
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Table 7. Location of graduate school

Location 2025 2015
Minneapolis-St. Paul 52% 60%
Minnesota, outside of 49, 2%

Minneapolis-St. Paul
Within the United States, outside

0 0
of Minnesota 39% 35%
Outside of the United States 5% 3%
Job mobility

Current employment characteristics

The data in Table 8 show information on respondents’ roles in their organizations using
the following classifications. Individual contributors are those who do not have anyone reporting
to them. Managers have individual contributors reporting to them. Senior leaders have managers
reporting to them. The makeup of the 2025 sample is fairly even across these groups. The 2015
sample had less representation of individual contributors and more at both levels of management.
We interpret the differences in Tables 8 and 9 between the 2025 and 2015 surveys reflect the

differences in the nature of the organizations that participated in the surveys across these years.

Table 8. Current role in their company

Role 2025 2015
Senior leadership 30% 36%
Manager 34% 50%
Individual contributor 37% 14%

Table 9 presents the functional roles that respondents report holding. Both the 2015 and
2025 surveys field information from individuals across a wide range of functional roles within
these organizations. In the 2025 survey, compared to the 2015 survey, we see more respondents

in R&D and product development roles and fewer respondents in finance and IT roles. Once
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again, we interpret the differences in Tables 8 and 9 between the 2025 and 2015 surveys reflect

the differences in the nature of the organizations that participated in the surveys across these

years.

Table 9. Current functional role in their company

Role 2025 2015
General Management 10% 12%
Human Resources 10% 7%
Finance 13% 18%
Legal 4% 5%
Information Technology 13% 19%
Marketing 9% 8%
Sales 5% 5%
Manufacturing 4% 2%
R&D/Product Development 13% 7%
Logistics 2% 1%
Quality/Reliability 3% 2%
Other 14% 15%

Recent employment history

Table 10 presents the nature of the previous position that respondents held. Most of the
classifications are easily interpretable (e.g., was in a different industry). The one that requires
description is ‘was at a different level.” This means that they were a manager and are now a
senior leader, or they were an individual contributor and are now a manager. We focus our
interpretation on whether their previous position was in a different industry and if their position
was in a different metro area. We find that 20% were in a different industry and 15% were in a
different metro area. In these data, as in 2015, respondents were more likely to be switching the
industry in which they work compared to the geography in which they work. If we condition this

comparison on the respondents whose previous position was in a different company, we find
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consistent evidence. Here, 48% report their position being in a different industry and 33% report
it being in a different metro area (data not reported in a table).

Table 10. Previous position

Compared to current position 2025 2015
Was in a different company 38% 32%
Was in a different industry 20% 18%
Was in a different functional area 30% 34%
Was in a different metro area 15% 12%
Was at a different level 36% 46%
Was not a corporate position 5% 5%
Did not have previous position 5% 2%

Hypothetical employment scenarios

In Table 11, we present the data with respect to hypothetical employment scenarios. We
asked these questions to gain insight into respondents’ willingness to consider moving outside of
the region and moving across companies and industries within the region. Each respondent was
presented with a set of potential employment scenarios and asked to respond on a five-point
scale as to how likely they would be to consider that opportunity. The scale ranged from “I
would not be likely to consider this opportunity” to “I would be extremely likely to consider this
opportunity.” We report the percentage of respondents who enter 4 or 5 on the scale (i.e., likely
or extremely likely to consider the opportunity.).

The similarity in responses across the survey years is striking, the greatest difference for
any question across the surveys years is just three percentage points. The results reaffirm the
conclusion from the 2015 data that respondents are very likely to consider switching industries
for opportunities that allow them to stay in the Twin Cities region. They are less willing to
consider an inter-company transfer to a new region and would consider moving to a startup
venture in the same region at about the same rate. The opportunity that they favor the least is one

in the same industry (but different employer) that requires them to locate outside of the Twin
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Cities. In the 2025 survey we added an opportunity that reflected fully remote work in the same
industry but with a different firm. We find that respondents were as likely to consider this
scenario as moving to a different industry and staying within the Twin Cities. Our interpretation

is that fully remote work, in this scenario, is primarily valued for not requiring relocation.

Table 11. Interest in Employment Scenarios

Scenario 2025 2015
Company transfer out of metropolitan area — 28% 31%
possibility of local opportunity in the future ° °
Company transfer out of metropolitan area — no o o
local opportunity in the future 32% 35%
Oppoytumty in same 1n.dustry but different firm 22% 22%
and different metropolitan area
Opportumty in different industry but same 499, 53%
metropolitan area
Opporturpty at a start-up in the same 31% 329,
metropolitan area
Fully remote in the same industry but different

49%
firm*

Reports percent of respondents who indicated likely or extremely likely to consider the
opportunity, * Not asked in 2015

Table 12 separates Table 11°s results by whether or not the respondent reported being in a
dual career household. Again, the estimates are very consistent across survey years. As in the
2015 survey, respondents in dual career households report a lower likelihood of considering
opportunities that require relocation and report a greater likelihood of considering the other
opportunities. We note that the greatest difference was that respondents in dual career households
were 15 percentage points more likely to indicate they were likely or very likely to consider the
fully remote option as compared to one-career households (51 percent vs 36 percent). We

interpret this as dual career respondents valuing the location flexibility of the fully remote career

opportunity.
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Table 12. Interest in Employment Scenarios: By Dual Career
Scenario 2025 2015
Not Dual Not Dual

Dual career Dual career
career career

Company transfer out of
metropolitan area — possibility
of local opportunity in the
future

26% 29% 26% 36%

Company transfer out of
metropolitan area — no local 29% 34% 32% 40%
opportunity in the future

Opportunity in same industry
but different firm and different 20% 26% 19% 23%
metropolitan area

Opportunity in different
industry but same metropolitan 50% 45% 53% 48%
area

Opportunity at a start-up in the
same metropolitan area

32% 30% 33% 30%

Fully remote in the same

9 o
industry but different firm* S1% 36%

Reports percent of respondents who indicated likely or extremely likely to consider the
opportunity, * Not asked in 2015

Table 13 takes the results from Table 11 and reports them by whether or not the
respondent was raised in Minnesota. Again, the results are very consistent across the 2025 and
2015 surveys. We find that respondents raised in Minnesota are less likely to consider the
relocation opportunities. However, even those not raised in Minnesota report a greater preference
for opportunities where they would have to switch industries and not relocate to a different
region. We also find that the respondents raised in Minnesota have a stronger preference for the

fully remote opportunity (51 percent versus 46 percent).
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Table 13. Interest in Employment Scenarios: By Raised in Minnesota

Scenario 2025 2015

Raised in Not Raised in Raised in Not Raised in
Minnesota Minnesota Minnesota Minnesota

Company transfer out of
metropolitan area — possibility
of local opportunity in the
future

Company transfer out of
metropolitan area — no local 25% 40% 29% 45%
opportunity in the future
Opportunity in same industry
but different firm and different 18% 28% 18% 27%
metropolitan area
Opportunity in different
industry but same metropolitan 49% 48% 53% 53%
area

Opportunity at a start-up in the
same metropolitan area

Fully remote in the same
industry but different firm
Reports percent of respondents who indicated likely or extremely likely to consider the
opportunity; * Not asked in 2015

24% 34% 26% 37%

34% 28% 33% 30%

51% 46%

Quality of Life Factors
Factors considered important in choosing where to live

Table 14 reports results from a set of questions used to assess which quality of life factors
respondents consider most important. The question we use to assess this is, “(t)he following is a
list of different Quality of Life factors. For each one, please rate how important each would be
to you if you were considering whether or not to move to a different location.” The responses are
on a five point scale: not at all important, somewhat important, important, very important,
extremely important. We presented 21 different factors, which are shown in Table 14. These
include all nineteen factors from the 2015 survey and two additional factors that we added in
2025: a safe place to live and work, and a vibrant downtown area. We report the percentage of

respondents who note that a factor is very or extremely important (i.e., 4 or 5 on the scale).
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We present the 2025 results first, before comparing them to the 2015 results. A safe place
to live and work receives the greatest support; however, the value is not much different from

availability of good jobs for me. The lowest rated item is a religious community to which one is

affiliated.

Table 14. Quality of Life Factors if Considering to Relocate — 2025

Safe place to live and work

Availability of good jobs for me

Availability of high quality healthcare (e.g., high quality medical facilities nearby)
Outdoor activities (e.g., parks, water sports, wilderness areas)
Strong local economy

Good place to raise children

Availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other
Good quality public schools

Favorable cost of living

Amenities such as restaurants and shopping

Community that shares my values

Ease of travel to other US or international cities

Family located nearby

Friends located nearby

Good transportation/easy to get around

Availability of cultural events (e.g., music and theatre)
Good climate

Low taxes

Vibrant Downtown area

Availability of professional and college sports events
Strong religious community with which | am affiliated

Table 15 compares these values to those in the 2015 survey and notes if there is a
difference in the rank ordering to the ones in which there is the greatest difference. In making
this comparison we only consider the 19 factors asked in both years. The table is sorted by the
difference in value between the 2015 and 2025 data, with the greatest increase at the top. The

shaded cells show differences with 99% confidence that the responses do not come from the

91
88
76
73
73
72
70
68
65
63
62
59
54
54
50
47
42
30
29
27
15
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same underlying distribution (green for increases, red for decreases). We focus our discussion on
these dimensions.

Table 15 reveals seven quality of life factors that respondents consider significantly more
important relative to 2015 (i.e., in green). This includes ease of travel to US and international
cities (+14), friends located nearby (+10), amenities such as restaurants and shopping (+9),
community that shares my values (+8), availability of high quality healthcare (+8), outdoor
activities (+6), and availability of good jobs for my spouse of significant other (+5). Although the
magnitude of these changes appears large, in many cases the relative ranking of these dimensions
does not markedly change. For example, the change in rank for the various factors are ease of
travel (from 13 to 11), friends located nearby (from 15 to 13), amenities such as restaurants and
shopping (from 10 to 9), community that my values (from 11 to 10), availability of high quality
healthcare (from 5 to 2), outdoor activities (from 6 to 3), and availability of good jobs for my
spouse of significant other (from 7 to 6). Our interpretation is that many of these reflect elements
that were important during or recovering from the COVID 19 pandemic (e.g., focus on health
care, travel, outdoor activities, and friends) and reflect the greater prevalence of dual careers.

Table 15 also highlights two dimensions that respondents consider significantly less
important. These are strong religious community with which they are affiliated (-5) and low
taxes (-6). Although both factors exhibited a decrease in respondents noting their importance,
they remain in the same rank position across the surveys (i.e., out of the 19 dimensions from the

2015 survey): strong religious communities at 19 and low taxes at 18.



22

Table 15. Difference in proportion of respondents reporting quality of life dimensions very

or extremely valuable.

Value
Ease of travel to other US or international cities
Friends located nearby
Amenities such as restaurants and shopping
Community that shares my values
Availability of high quality healthcare (e.g., high quality medical facilities
nearby)
Outdoor activities (e.g., parks, water sports, wilderness areas)
Availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other
Availability of cultural events (e.g., music and theatre)
Favorable cost of living
Availability of professional and college sports events
Good place to raise children
Good quality public schools
Family located nearby
Availability of good jobs for me
Good transportation/easy to get around
Good climate
Strong local economy
Strong religious community with which | am affiliated
Low taxes
* Rounded difference (rather than difference of rounded values)

Quality of life factors: Twin Cities relative performance

2025
data

59
54
63
62

76
73
70
47
65
27
72
68
54
88
50
42
73
15
30

2015
data

45
44
55
54

67
67
65
43
62
26
72
69
55
90
53
45
76
20
36

Table 16 reports results from a set of questions used to assess how respondents perceive

the Twin Cities compares to other regions with respect to the quality of life factors. The survey

question asks “(n)ow, please rate how well the Twin Cities performs on each of the following

factors compared to other locations.” The scale is a five-point scale: Does not perform at all well,

does not perform very well, performs somewhat well, performs very well, performs extremely

well, and “don’t know.” We report the percentage of respondents who answer 4 or 5 (performs

very or extremely well).

Difference*

14
10
9

o)
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Again, we present the 2025 results first, before comparing them to the 2015 results. The
Twin Cities is rated highly on many of the factors. The two highest rated factors — outdoor
activities and access to high quality healthcare — have over 90 percent of respondents indicating
that the Twin Cities performs very or extremely well. Most of the factors, including the eight
most important factors identified in Table 15, have over two-thirds of respondents indicating that
the Twin Cities perform very or extremely well. We find that only five factors have less than
forty percent of respondents indicating that the Twin Cities perform very or extremely well.
These are low taxes (10 percent), vibrant downtown (26 percent), good climate (34 percent),

favorable cost of living (35 percent), and good transportation/easy to get around (38 percent).

Table 16. Quality of Life Factors where Twin Cities performs very/extremely well
compared to other areas — 2025

Twin cities performs well

Outdoor activities (e.g., parks, water sports, wilderness areas)
Availability of high quality healthcare (e.g., high quality medical facilities nearby)
Availability of professional and college sports events
Good place to raise children

Ease of travel to other US or international cities
Amenities such as restaurants and shopping

Availability of cultural events (e.g., music and theatre)
Availability of good jobs for me

Availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other
Strong religious community with which | am affiliated
Friends located nearby

Good quality public schools

Safe place to live and work

Family located nearby

Strong local economy

Community that shares my values

Good transportation/easy to get around

Favorable cost of living

Good climate

Vibrant Downtown area

Low taxes

&
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Table 17 compares the 2025 values to those in the 2015 survey for the nineteen factors
assessed in both years. The table is sorted by the difference in value between the 2015 and 2025
data, with the greatest increase at the top. The shaded cells show differences with 99%
confidence that do not come from the same underlying distribution (green for increases, red for
decreases). We focus on these dimensions. There are five quality of life dimensions that
respondents consider the region performing better in 2025 relative to 2015. These include good
climate (+17), strong religious community with which I am affiliated (+9), ease of travel to US
and international cities (+7), availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other (+5), and
availability of professional and college sports events (+4). The rank change in these factors from
2015 to 2025 include: good climate (unchanged at 18), strong religious community with which I
am affiliated (from 15 to 10), ease of travel to US and international cities (from 9 to 5),
availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other (from 12 to 9), and availability of
professional and college sports events (from 6 to 3).

We observe four factors being rated less favorably in the 2025 survey. These include
strong local economy (-10), favorable cost of living (-7), good quality public schools (-6), and
good place to raise children (-5). This corresponds to rank changes for strong local economy
(from 10 to 14), favorable cost of living (from 16 to 17), good quality public schools (8 to 12),
and good place to raise children (from 1 to 4). We provide our interpretation of these changes in

rankings over the 10 year period in the next section.



Table 17: Difference in performance of quality of life dimensions 2025-2015

Twin cities performs well

Good climate

Strong religious community with which | am affiliated
Ease of travel to other US or international cities
Availability of good jobs for my spouse/significant other
Availability of professional and college sports events
Low taxes

Outdoor activities (e.g., parks, water sports, wilderness areas)
Availability of good jobs for me

Amenities such as restaurants and shopping
Availability of high quality healthcare (e.g., high quality medical facilities
nearby)

Friends located nearby

Community that shares my values

Availability of cultural events (e.g., music and theatre)
Family located nearby

Good transportation/easy to get around

Good place to raise children

Good quality public schools

Favorable cost of living

Strong local economy

* Rounded difference (rather than difference of rounded values)

Preference to live elsewhere

2025
data
34
76
88
82
89
10
94
84
87

91
76
67
84
68
38
88
75
35
68

2015
data
17
67
81
76
85

7

92
83
88

93
78
70
88
72
42
93
81
42
78

Finally, Table 18 reports the percentage of respondents who indicate that they would

prefer to live somewhere else. We find a slight reduction (25% versus 28%) in the number of

respondents who report that they would prefer to live elsewhere between the 2025 and 2015

25

Difference*
17

surveys. Therefore, directionally, respondents are reporting a greater overall preference to remain

in this region.

Table 18. Would prefer to live somewhere else

2025 2015

Yes 25% 28%

No 75% 72%
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Interpretation
Favorable talent retention dynamic strongly persists

The set of results that we present, in concert, leads us to conclude that the strong talent
retention forces for headquarters talent persists. This is important — and somewhat reassuring for
the region’s HQ economy — because the positive talent dynamic that was documented in
Headgquarters Economy: Managers, Mobility, and Migration reflects strong retention forces. The
region is comparatively weaker at talent attraction; therefore, evidence of talent retention
atrophying would be alarming. Notwithstanding, there is some evidence that talent attraction is
stronger in 2025 relative to 2015 among early career professionals.

We reach this conclusion based on the striking similarity of results across the 2025 and
2015 surveys on many key questions. Of primary importance in reaching this conclusion is the
similarity of results with respect to the hypothetical job opportunities. As in 2015, respondents
prefer switching industries or moving to a startup compared to taking a similar job outside of the
region. In addition, with the increase in dual career households in the data and the
aforementioned preferences being especially strong for dual career households, this reinforces
the existing regional strengths in talent retention. We also observe that approximately three-
quarters of respondents state that they would not prefer to live elsewhere — a slight uptick from
the 2015 survey. This is likely influenced by the data showing a high degree of alignment
between the quality of life factors that respondents consider most important and the perceptions
of how the region performs relative to other locations on these factors.

We should state that this was not our expectation entering into this data collection. The
changes in the last decade with respect to the nature of work, the COVID 19 pandemic, social

unrest, and generational change in the workforce made us uncertain that the previous dynamic
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would remain intact with similar magnitude. Nevertheless, we did not have strong expectations
of what it would be, or if it would be different. We feel confident in this interpretation because of
the similarity of most underlying demographic aspects of the data between surveys — keeping in
mind these are not exactly the same companies that participated or respondents who answered

the survey in 2015.

Meaningful increase in dual career households and the implications for the region.

As we report in Table 3, the percentage of married respondents who report being in a dual
career household increased markedly in the 2025 survey (80 percent versus 69 percent in 2015).
What makes this noteworthy is that our interpretation was that the prevalence of dual careers was
high in the 2015 data. Therefore, we did not expect a change of this magnitude and we consider
it meaningful.

To further highlight the magnitude of this number, we turn to the American Community
Survey to compare the rate of dual careers to other major metropolitan areas in the United States.
Using the 2023 data, we focus on married couples where both spouses have a college degree (to
focus on professional households like in the survey) and code those where both spouses report
being in the labor market — dual income — as a proxy for dual career households. Figure 1
presents the percentage of dual income couples among married couples who both have a college
degree. Minneapolis-St. Paul has the highest percentage of dual career couples at 80.3 percent
using this definition and these data. The lowest percentage in this set of metropolitan areas is Las

Vegas at 65.8 percent.
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Figure 1 — Dual income households across US metro areas
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We consider the increase in dual career households a tailwind with respect to talent
retention in the region. This is because respondents in dual career households report being even
less willing to look for opportunities outside of the region relative to those in one career
households. Having two jobs encourages talent retention. Importantly, the Twin Cities region is a
leader in providing career opportunities for both spouses In addition, research based on the 2015
data show that individuals in dual career households, under certain conditions, are more willing
to consider leaving a headquarters job for employment in a startup venture.* This demonstrates

another way in which dual career households contribute to regional vitality.

4 Collen Manchester, Alan Benson, and J. Myles Shaver. 2023. “Dual careers and the willingness to consider
employment in startup ventures,” Strategic Management Journal, 44(9): 2175-2194.
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Headwinds and Tailwinds with respect to perceived quality of life factors

Table 16 provides respondents’ perceptions of how the Twin Cities region performs on
various quality of life factors, and how it has changed in past 10 years (Table 17). Because
quality of life factors are an important consideration for talent retention, assessing if these factors
are strengthening or weakening provides insight into whether there should be concerns about the
state of talent retention. Due to the strength of talent retention in creating the positive talent
dynamic in the region, foreshadowing any change is an important early warning for the region.

Our overall assessment of the changes in perception of regional quality of life factors
reflects more headwinds than tailwinds. The factors where perceived strength of the region is
weakening are factors that the data in Table 14 show as much more important to respondents
when considering location desirability as compared to those that are strengthening. For example,
the importance of a strong local economy, a good place to raise children, good quality public
schools, and favorable cost of living are ranked 5, 6, 8, and 9 among the quality of life factors.
Conversely, the factors that are strengthening (good climate, strong religious community with
which I am affiliated, ease of travel to US and international cities, availability of good jobs for
my spouse/significant other, and availability of professional and college sports events) are ranked
17,21, 7, and 20. The only one being similar in importance to the weakening factors is the
availability of jobs for one’s spouse or significant other, which is consistent with the increase in
dual careers in the region.

We reiterate that we view this as an ‘early warning’ of potentially detrimental changes to
the existing talent dynamic. In the data, we do not have evidence that this currently affects talent
retention. For example, we see fewer respondents report that they would prefer to live elsewhere.

Likewise, we do not see substantive changes in the proportion of people sending their children to
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public schools, which is another source of retention.’

Finally, we draw attention to one more potential headwind that stems from one of the
differences in demographics between the 2025 and 2015 surveys. In the recent survey, we
observe a noticeable reduction in the number of respondents who report having and child or
children. We draw attention to the fact that some of the key quality of life factors in which the
region fares well relate to raising children. To the extent that the reduction in households with a
child or children is an ongoing trend, that potentially works against the region leveraging one of

its quality of life strengths.

Policy and Corporate Considerations

We offer the following thoughts to guide policy and corporate actions in light of the main
takeaways. We offer them to help start and guide a conversation about ensuring the economic
and social vitality of our region. We chose to report detailed data so that others can also see and

interpret what the data that we base our recommendations on.

Assurance not complacency

We wish to start with the positive conclusion that the data show the continued strength
with talent retention in the region. Although this is comforting, it should not be a reason for
complacency. As we describe, the data offer reasons to be concerned in light for various

headwinds. We note that other regions are active and strategic in how they approach regional

5 In Headquarters Economy: Managers, Mobility, and Migration, Myles Shaver noted how the ability to send
children to public schools (versus private schools) can have a large financial impact on families. This, in turn, can
enhance retention if moving options require a change from public to private schools and the associated additional
costs for a family.
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development and complacency in light of determined competitors can be detrimental. In our
assessment, the most compelling call for action is that some of the data we present are
perceptions that we feel have not been acted upon but can be acted upon. If we do not act on the
perceptual data and wait to observe the positive talent retention dynamic falter, it might to be too

late to salvage it.

Build from retention strengths to address talent attraction

As we noted in the introduction, the positive talent dynamic for highly-educated, high-
earning individuals in the region stems from strength in talent retention. The region has
historically been weak with respect to talent attraction. These data offer some limited evidence
that talent attraction is strengthening (or at least not further eroding) in that we find a slightly
higher percentage of respondents not being raised in Minnesota and slightly higher percentage of
those getting their college degrees from outside Minnesota in the 2025 survey compared to the
2015 survey.

Nevertheless, we believe that more carefully applying the insights from what affects
retention, and the quality of life factors that resonate most with the headquarters talent in the
region, might be a good guide for talent attraction efforts in the future. A key way in which the
region differs from many others is in the prevalence of dual professional career households. We
suggest that this is something that the region leverage in talent attraction efforts. For example,
these data can be used by recruiters at local companies to sell the benefits of the region for
individuals who might be looking for jobs and have a spouse or significant other who wishes to
be employed in the region. These data allow a more tangible presentation of the Twin Cities’

advantages — compared to other metropolitan areas — versus simple anecdotes.
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These data can also provide guidance as to where recruiting efforts, whether specific
companies or joint regional promotion efforts, might be most effective. For example, many
educated professionals find limited opportunities for their spouses in small metropolitan areas or
more rural centers. They might benefit from relocating here if that solves a problem. Likewise,
we show that other major metropolitan regions have much lower dual career rates. That might be
a reflection of the lack of diversity of opportunities in those regions versus the Twin Cities. It
might also be that the regional culture is not as accommodating to working professional spouses.
We have heard anecdotal accounts of both of these issues. Using the insights from these data can
lead to better informed talent attraction strategies. In terms of corporate policies, the high
prevalence of dual professional career households in the region also has implications for talent

development strategies, including relocation expectations and in-office requirements.°

Considering early warning signals to ensure we do not sacrifice talent retention

With respect to the headwinds in the quality of life factors that matter, we envision two
policy issues that are worthy of discussion. The first centers on the concern about the strength of
the local economy among respondents. Our question is, do our current policies prioritize
investments that grow the economy? Although it is often argued that economic growth leads to
more jobs, our findings suggest that such considerations are incomplete. We find that the talent
central to our headquarters economy considers a strong local economy a quality of life factor that
rivals in importance to factors like a good place to raise children and the availability of high
quality healthcare. This interconnection between overall economic health and what talent values

suggests that overall economic health has a broader effect. We should note that we favor policy

& Open-end comments from dual career respondents often cited flexibility for either spouse as key to facilitating the
career success of both spouses.
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that broadly strengthens the economic foundations of our state versus policies that target or
subsidize specific businesses or industries.

The second issue worthy of discussion relates to the concern about the strength of public
schooling in the state. We believe that it is important to address the question of whether our
current policies appropriately prioritize investment in public goods like public schools. By public
goods we mean investments that benefit anyone in the state willing to take advantage of them
versus investments targeted to specific issues or demographics. Examples of public goods
include public schooling, state secondary education investment, and general infrastructure
investment. We note the decline in perception of the region’s strength in transportation.

The survey data suggest that respondents are sophisticated in the sense that they
acknowledge that they are paying high taxes, but are willing to do so if there they see the
benefits of doing so — including the broader benefits to the community. We find some evidence
that this ‘contract’ is being questioned. We believe that it is important to question if current
policy is in line with such expectations, or has policy shifted to focus more on transfers to

specific groups versus broader investments in public goods.
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