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Abstract
This paper analyzes the impact of source‐country culture on the labor supply
of female immigrants in Europe. We find that the labor supply of immigrant
women is positively associated with the female‐to‐male labor force participa-
tion ratio in their source country, which serves as a proxy for the country's
preferences and beliefs regarding women's roles. This suggests that the culture
and norms of their source country play an important role for immigrant
women's labor supply. However, contradicting previous evidence for the US,
we do not find evidence that the cultural effect persists through the second
generation.
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1 | INTRODUCTION

Although the labor market integration of immigrants is high on the political agenda of many European countries,
immigrants still exhibit a significantly lower labor market attachment than the native population. This is especially
relevant for immigrant women. In 2019, the labor force participation (LFP) rate of foreign‐born women living in the
EU‐28 was 11 percentage points (pp.) lower than that of native‐born women (71% vs. 82%). This difference is mainly
driven by women originating from non‐EU countries (67%), whereas the rate of women born in other EU countries
(81%) hardly differs from that of native women (Eurostat, 2020).

Previous studies for immigrants in the US suggest that heterogeneity in the labor market behavior of immigrant
women can, at least partly, be explained by differences in female labor force participation (FLFP) rates across immi-
grants' source countries (e.g., Antecol, 2000; Blau et al., 2011; Blau & Kahn, 2015; Fernández & Fogli, 2009; McManus &
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Apgar, 2019). The authors argue that disparities in FLFP rates across immigrants' source countries reflect variation in
preferences and beliefs regarding women's role in family and society between countries, and that these cultural dif-
ferences in turn affect the labor market behavior of immigrant women in their host country. The findings further
suggest that cultural effects persist in the long run (Blau et al., 2011) and influence the labor supply behavior of second‐
and higher‐generation women (Antecol, 2000; Fernández & Fogli, 2009; McManus & Apgar, 2019).

Building on this literature, we analyze the role of source‐country culture in the labor supply of first‐ and second‐
generation female immigrants in Europe.1 While previous studies have mainly focused on the US, evidence on the
effect of source‐country culture on the labor supply of female immigrants in other countries is still scarce. Finseraas and
Kotsadam (2017) for Norway and Neuman (2018) for Sweden find that cultural barriers are smaller and have a less
persistent effect on labor supply than previous findings for the US suggest, which shows that the effect of culture on the
labor supply of female immigrants might be sensitive to the respective context. By analyzing the labor market behavior
of female immigrants in Europe, we are able to assess the sensitivity of the US results to different labor markets and
institutional settings. The comparison between the US and Europe is of particular interest since the US and Europe
differ strongly with respect to their welfare systems and their labor market institutions.

In addition, we extend previous literature by examining whether the cultural effect varies across different groups of
immigrant women (e.g., by age and skill level) and different host‐country characteristics such as the size of the
immigrant network. In particular, we explore heterogeneous effects across the different European countries. Although
the European countries share several institutional characteristics, they also show some heterogeneity with respect to
their welfare states and labor market institutions. Examining these heterogeneities helps to gain a better understanding
of the individual and host‐country characteristics that attenuate or foster the effect of source‐country culture on the
labor market integration of female immigrants.

To undertake our analysis, we utilize the European Social Survey (ESS), a rich cross‐country survey that covers
immigrants in 26 European countries, as well as a large set of macroeconomic characteristics that can be used to more
precisely isolate the effect of culture from that of other characteristics. Following, for example, Blau et al. (2011) and
Blau and Kahn (2015), the role of culture is identified by using variation in female‐to‐male LFP ratios among immi-
grants' source countries, which serve as proxies for the preferences and beliefs regarding women's role in family and
society in these countries.

We find that women who migrated from countries with relatively high levels of female labor supply have a higher
probability of participating in the labor force in their respective host country. This effect remains when controlling for
the human capital of a woman's partner, the past labor supply of her parents, and a variety of source‐country char-
acteristics that might be correlated with LFP ratios. We further find some heterogeneities in the cultural effect across
individuals and countries. Although the sub‐group effects are not statistically different from each other, the cultural
effect seems to be strongest for low‐skilled women and for women living in host countries with less generous welfare
states, such as the Anglo‐Saxon and the Central and Eastern European countries. We find, however, no evidence that
source‐country culture plays an important role in the labor supply decisions of second‐generation immigrant women.
Taken against the background of previous evidence for the US, our results thus reveal that the existence and the
magnitude of the cultural effect on female immigrant labor supply depends on immigrants' skill composition as well as
on the institutional setting in the host country.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. The next section provides a brief overview of the literature on
the role of culture in economic behavior and presents the results of former studies analyzing the labor supply of female
immigrants. In Section 3, we provide a description of the underlying data and explain the identification strategy of our
empirical analysis. Section 4 presents and discusses our estimation results, while Section 5 concludes.

2 | BACKGROUND

The present study contributes to the evolving literature on the impact of culture on social and economic behavior. In
this strand of literature, differences in culture are broadly interpreted as systematic variations in preferences and beliefs
across time, space, or social groups (Fernández, 2011). The main difficulty in identifying the role of culture in economic
behavior is to isolate it from those of the economic and institutional environment in which economic decisions are
being made. A possible solution is the epidemiological approach (Fernández, 2007). The main idea of this approach is to
identify the effect of culture through the variation in economic outcomes of individuals who share the same economic
and institutional environment, but whose social beliefs are potentially different. One way to apply this approach is to
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focus on the economic behavior of immigrants. When individuals emigrate, they take some aspects of their culture with
them and transmit them intergenerationally, while they live in the economic and formal institutional environment of
the host country. Studying the economic behavior of immigrants from different countries of origin in their host country
is therefore a useful strategy to isolate culture from strictly economic and institutional effects.

In this paper, we study the effect of culture on the labor supply of first‐ and second‐generation female immigrants in
Europe. In doing so, our study extends previous research that has examined the effect of home‐country characteristics
on US immigrant women's labor supply. An early attempt to identify the effect of culture on immigrant labor supply is
the study by Reimers (1985), who uses ethnic dummy variables to examine whether cultural factors play a direct role in
married women's LFP in the US.

While Reimers' dummy‐variable approach does not allow for a quantification of these cultural effects, subsequent
studies address this issue by using quantitative variables as proxies for culture. In particular, they use past values of the
FLFP rate in the immigrant's country of origin as a cultural proxy. As Fernández and Fogli (2009) point out, the main
idea for using this aggregate variable is that it reflects the market work decisions of women in the source country, which
(in addition to each woman's individual characteristics) depend on the economic and institutional environment as well
as the preferences and beliefs within the country. While the economic and (formal) institutional conditions of the
country of origin should no longer be relevant for emigrated women, the preferences and beliefs embodied in this
variable may still matter. Hence, if this aggregate variable has explanatory power for the variation in the labor market
behavior of immigrant women, even after controlling for their individual economic attributes, only the cultural
component of this variable can be responsible for this correlation.

The first study to analyze the effect of source‐country FLFP rates on the work outcomes of female immigrants is the
study by Antecol (2000), who finds the source‐country FLFP rate to be positively correlated with the LFP of first‐
generation immigrant women in the US These findings, though weaker, even hold for second‐ and higher‐
generation immigrants. However, as Fernández and Fogli (2009) point out, these results might be driven by unob-
served heterogeneity, as the analysis does not control for important individual characteristics such as years of education
or parental background.

In their study on the work and fertility behavior of US‐born daughters of immigrants to the US, Fernández and
Fogli (2009) use various measures of average parental education and average education of the immigrant group to
control for human capital factors. They find that the labor supply and fertility behavior of second‐generation female
immigrants is positively associated with both FLFP rates and fertility rates in their parents' country of origin. The
authors also show that the husband's culture, as proxied by the FLFP rate in the country of ancestry of his parents, has a
large impact on his wife's labor supply.

The effect of immigrant women's own labor supply prior to migrating and FLFP in the immigrants' source country is
investigated by Blau and Kahn (2015) to provide evidence on the role of human capital and culture in affecting immi-
grants' labor supply and wages in the US In contrast to previous work, the authors use female‐to‐male LFP ratios instead
of female LFP rates as a cultural proxy, in order to assure that the cultural proxy reflects source‐country gender roles net
of any unobserved factors that may similarly affect the labor supply of bothmen and women. Their results provide further
evidence that women from source countries with relatively high levels of FLFP have higher working hours in the US.
Moreover, they reveal that most of this effect remains after controlling for the immigrant's own pre‐migration labor
supply, which itself strongly affects immigrants' labor supply in the US In a related study, Blau et al. (2011) show that the
female‐to‐male LFP ratio is also positively associated with immigrant women's labor supply assimilation profiles, with
those coming from high female labor supply countries eventually assimilating fully to native labor supply levels.

While previous studies in this literature mainly focus on the US, the question has recently been revisited for a few
other countries. Kessler and Milligan (2020) analyze the labor supply and fertility behavior of second‐generation female
immigrants in Canada. Their results confirm the findings for the US of a positive association between women's labor
supply and FLFP rates in their parents' country of origin. Moreover, they show that the cultural effect depends on
immigrants' educational attainment, with lower‐educated women exhibiting a stronger influence of cultural variables
than higher‐educated women.

Related to our study, Finseraas and Kotsadam (2017) and Neuman (2018) investigate the effect of source‐country
culture on the labor supply of female immigrants in the European context. Specifically, Finseraas and Kotsa-
dam (2017) examine the effect of source‐country FLFP rates on the employment of second‐generation female immigrants
in Norway. To study the cultural effect, they apply an extended version of the epidemiological approach by comparing the
employment of male‐female sibling pairs in a sibling fixed effects model. They find a positive, but smaller and less
persistent effect of ancestry culture on employment than comparable studies for the US. These weaker and less persistent
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cultural effects are confirmed in a study by Neuman (2018) that analyzes the effect of source‐country culture on the labor
market assimilation of first‐generation immigrants in Sweden. The findings show that source‐country FLFP rates are
positively associated with immigrant women's LFP. Furthermore, the labor supply assimilation profiles depict that
immigrant women assimilate toward, but do not reach parity with the participation rate of native women.

3 | DATA AND EMPIRICAL STRATEGY

3.1 | Data and descriptive statistics

Our individual level data comes from the ESS, a representative cross‐sectional survey conducted every second year
across the European countries. The central aim of the ESS is to gather data regarding people's social values, cultural
norms and behavioral patterns within Europe. The ESS contains information on the country of birth of both the
respondent and the parents, which allows us to identify the source country of both first‐ and second‐generation im-
migrants. We define first‐generation immigrants as individuals born outside their resident country. Respondents are
classified as second‐generation immigrants if one or both parents are born outside the host country.

We use the first to the fifth ESS round (2002–2011), including a total of 31 countries and roughly 243,000 individuals.
We exclude host countries not belonging to the European Union (except for Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland)2 as well
as those for which the number of surveyed female immigrants is particularly small (lower than 15 individuals). The
latter restriction is also applied to the source countries, that is, we eliminate source countries with fewer than 15
observations.3 We restrict our sample to women aged 26–59 years in order to avoid variation in FLFP due to differences
in education leaving ages and statutory retirement ages across countries. Our final sample consists of 8189 immigrants
in 26 countries, 63% of which are first‐generation and 37% are second‐generation immigrants.4 These immigrants come
from 58 different source countries (see Table A3 in the Online Appendix).5

Our outcome of interest is an individual's labor market status at the time of the interview. In particular, we create a
binary indicator that takes on the value 1 if the respondent stated that her main activity within the past 7 days was
either being employed or being unemployed while actively looking for a job, and 0 otherwise.

The ESS data contains detailed information on a respondent's socio‐demographic characteristics as well as the
household composition, which serve as controls in our regressions. For both first‐ and second‐generation immigrants,
we further include some immigration‐specific variables. For instance, for first‐generation immigrants, we include in-
dicators for the immigrant's years since migration and for whether she immigrated after age 18. The inclusion of the
latter variable allows us to control for whether a woman obtained her (primary and secondary) education in her host or
in her source country, with the former presumably being less affected by home‐country characteristics and more similar
to natives when they reach adulthood than those migrating as adults.

Table 1 shows the descriptive statistics of the individual and household characteristics separately for the sample of
first‐ and second‐generation female immigrants (columns 1 and 2). For comparison, column 3 further shows the
respective values for native women. With respect to our dependent variable, women's probability of participating in the
labor market, distinct differences between the three samples appear. At the time of the interview, 69% of the native
women, as compared to 65% of the first‐generation and 71% of the second‐generation immigrant women indicate to
actively participate in the labormarket. Hence, while the LFP of first‐generation immigrantwomen is indeed considerably
(and significantly) lower than that of native women, the LFP of second‐generation immigrant women even exceeds the
LFP of natives (though the difference is not statistically different). This result might be explained by the fact that recent
waves of immigrants into Europe increasingly come from countries that are characterized by low FLFP rates, and
therefore show a lower labormarket attachment than former immigrant women. However, it is also necessary to take into
account the changing reasons for migration. During the 1950s and 1960s, many European countries, such as Germany,
Great Britain, and France, encouraged labor immigration in order to fill gaps in the national labor market, while in the
later decades migration for family reunion and the seeking of political asylum became more important (European
Commission, 2011). Table 1 further shows that first‐generation immigrant women are slightly younger (41 years on
average) than second‐generation and native women (43 years on average) and have a higher number of children (0.73 as
opposed to 0.62 for second‐generation immigrants and 0.59 for native women).

Although the ESS is not designed as a household survey, it contains some information on the respondent's partner and
both her parents. Table 1 reveals that the personal characteristics of the partners and fathers do not differ substantially
across the three groups of women. However, we observe large differences regarding the employment status and the
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TABLE 1 Descriptive statistics—individual variables

First‐generation
immigrants

Second‐generation
immigrants Native women

Mean StdD Mean StdD Mean StdD

Participates in the labor market 0.647 0.478 0.705 0.456 0.688 0.463

Age 40.748 9.343 42.900 9.376 42.924 9.498

Highest level of education

Primary education 0.349 0.476 0.285 0.452 0.339 0.473

Secondary education 0.287 0.452 0.390 0.488 0.359 0.479

Tertiary education 0.361 0.480 0.325 0.469 0.302 0.459

Partner in household 0.746 0.435 0.702 0.458 0.735 0.441

No. of children in household 0.732 0.977 0.617 0.942 0.586 0.899

Youngest child 0–2 0.115 0.319 0.088 0.283 0.086 0.280

Youngest child 3–5 0.115 0.319 0.091 0.288 0.085 0.279

Population density

Densely populated 0.410 0.492 0.352 0.478 0.292 0.455

Medium populated 0.356 0.479 0.347 0.476 0.351 0.477

Thinly populated 0.234 0.424 0.301 0.459 0.357 0.479

Years since migration

0–5 years 0.179 0.364 – – – –

6–10 years 0.176 0.381 – – – –

11–20 years 0.237 0.425 – – – –

More than 20 years 0.408 0.491 – – – –

Migrated after age 18 0.828 0.377 – – – –

Speaks host‐country language 0.841 0.366 – – – –

Both parents migrants – – 0.290 0.453 – –

Partner characteristics

Working hours 34.980 19.077 35.035 19.006 35.663 19.353

Education

Primary education 0.312 0.463 0.267 0.443 0.331 0.471

Secondary education 0.325 0.469 0.373 0.484 0.365 0.482

Tertiary education 0.344 0.475 0.346 0.476 0.290 0.454

Other education 0.019 0.136 0.014 0.117 0.014 0.116

Parents characteristics

Father employed at age 14 0.912 0.283 0.922 0.268 0.935 0.247

Father's education

Primary education 0.559 0.497 0.542 0.498 0.594 0.491

Secondary education 0.204 0.403 0.259 0.438 0.255 0.436

Tertiary education 0.221 0.415 0.188 0.391 0.140 0.347

Other education 0.015 0.123 0.011 0.105 0.010 0.102
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educational attainment of the mothers of these women. In particular, mothers of first‐generation immigrant women are
much less likely to have been employed when their daughter was 14 years old than mothers of second‐generation and
native women (48% as opposed to 58% and 55%), though being better educated than the latter. This observation highlights
the importance of testing the robustness of our results to controlling for parental characteristics. If the latter are not
controlled for, a positive association between source‐country FLFP and the labor supply of immigrant women might
purely arise from the fact that the mothers of immigrants from high‐LFP countries are more likely to have been employed
than those from low‐FLFP countries. In this case, it is rather the actual behavior of the mother than the preferences and
beliefs held within the source country that ultimately determine the labor supply of immigrant women in Europe.

We augment our individual data with an extensive time‐series, cross‐country database of aggregate source‐country
and bilateral characteristics.6 These characteristics are assigned to first‐generation immigrants based on their country of
birth and to second‐generation immigrants based on the father's or mother's country of birth, depending on who was
born in a foreign country. If the parents immigrated from different countries, characteristics are assigned based on
mother's country of birth. The optimal point in time to take the source‐country and bilateral indicators from is not
obvious. One possibility is to measure the source‐country variables for first‐ and second generation immigrants at the
time the immigrants (and immigrants' parents, respectively) left the country. These values reflect the norms and values
the immigrants (and immigrants' parents) grew up with and carry to their host country. A second possibility is to use
the current values of the cultural proxy, which reflect the norms and values currently held by the immigrants' coun-
terparts, that is, the individuals living in the immigrants' country of birth at time of observation.

We assign both first‐ and second‐generation immigrants the source‐country characteristics based on the year of
observation.7 Following this approach has several advantages: First, we can make sure that the macroeconomic in-
dicators are available for the majority of the source countries in our sample. Second, using current values of the
macroeconomic indicators for both first‐ and second‐generation immigrants has the advantage of treating first‐ and
second‐generation immigrants similarly, which makes a comparison of the behavior of the two groups more mean-
ingful. Third, the use of current values of the source‐country characteristics takes into account that cultural norms are
not constant, but can change over time. However, using current values rests on the assumption that the emigrated
women change their preferences and beliefs in the same way as those still living in the source country, even though
they live in a different cultural and institutional environment. To check the sensitivity of the strategy used in our
baseline analysis, we thus perform a sensitivity analysis in which we assign first‐generation immigrants the source‐
country indicators based on their year of migration (see Section 4.2).

For the purpose of this study, we define culture as differences in preferences and beliefs regarding women's roles in
family and society. To proxy for such cultural differences, we define the ratio of the female to the male LFP rate in the
immigrant's source country as our main variable of interest. Hence, we follow Blau et al. (2011) and Blau and
Kahn (2015) and use relative instead of absolute FLFP rates as our cultural proxy as this relative measure captures the
gender division of labor explicitly and is less prone to unobserved heterogeneity. LFP rates cover the rate of the
economically active population in a given age group, ranging from “25 to 29” to “55 to 59”. We use age‐specific
participation rates instead of a single measure over all age groups to avoid the LFP rates to vary with the age struc-
ture among the population, thereby blurring differences in women's economic activity between the countries.

TABL E 1 (Continued)

First‐generation
immigrants

Second‐generation
immigrants Native women

Mean StdD Mean StdD Mean StdD

Mother employed at age 14 0.481 0.500 0.577 0.494 0.547 0.498

Mother's education

Primary education 0.661 0.474 0.670 0.471 0.697 0.460

Secondary education 0.177 0.381 0.212 0.409 0.217 0.412

Tertiary education 0.147 0.354 0.111 0.314 0.076 0.265

Other education 0.015 0.123 0.009 0.093 0.010 0.099

Observations 5167 3022 53,090

Note: Partner and parents characteristics are calculated for a reduced sample size. Partner characteristics are shown for women with a partner only. Host‐
country population weights are applied.

BREDTMANN AND OTTEN - 287



We further collect a variety of additional economic and institutional indicators that might have an impact on in-
dividual labor supply decisions. For instance, we control in our model for the source‐country's total fertility rate, its
GDP per capita, and the average years of schooling of the source‐country population in the immigrant's age group.8

Including the years of schooling in the source country in our analysis can serve as a proxy for (parental) human capital
and for the human capital embodied in the woman's ethnic network. On the country‐pair level we collect information
on the share of migrants from the women's source country among the host country's population and proxies for the
migration costs (e.g., geographical distance). To capture potential restrictions immigrants might face in their access to
the host country's labor market, we control in our model for whether the immigrants underlie the “right of free
movement of workers” at the time of observation. The right of free movement of workers gives citizens of EU member
states, EEA member states (Norway, Iceland, Lichtenstein) and Switzerland the right to freely choose their place of
work within the EU. They do not need a work permit and have the same access to employment in any other member
state as nationals of that member state. Immigrants from non‐EU and non‐EEA countries, on the other hand, might
face restrictions in their access to the host‐country's labor market in the first months or years after arrival, especially if
they arrive as asylum seekers.

Table 2 shows the descriptive statistics of the aggregated source‐country and bilateral variables separately for the
sample of first‐ and second‐generation immigrants. The country characteristics in the top of Table 2 are measured at the
time of observation, while the bottom of Table 2 shows the source‐country variables for first‐generation immigrants
measured at the time these immigrants left the country.

With respect to our variable of main interest, FLFPR, Table 2 indicates that as compared to the European average
(≈77 percentage points), first‐ and second‐generation immigrants come from source countries that have on average an
about 13 percentage points lower FLFP rate at the time of the interview. These results support our hypothesis that the
low labor market activity of (first‐generation) immigrant women in Europe might be explained by the more traditional
views about gender roles held in their source countries. However, the fact that second‐generation immigrant women are
even more likely to participate in the labor market than native women, although their parents come from high‐
traditional source countries as well, lends support to the argument that immigrant women might change their pref-
erences and beliefs and assimilate to the labor market behavior of natives. Further differences between first‐ and
second‐generation immigrants appear with respect to the relationship between the immigrants' source and host
country. Both the geographic, the genetic, and the linguistic distance between the source and the host country have
increased considerably over migration cohorts, while the role of colonial ties in the immigrants' choice of destination
country has decreased.

Lastly, a comparison of the source‐country characteristics for the sample of first‐generation immigrants calculated at
different points of time, that is, the year of observation (2002 to 2011) and the year the immigrant left her country (1982
to 2011), reveals a large variation in the macroeconomic indicators over time. While FLFP rates and years of schooling
have increased over time (by 6 percentage points and 1.5 years, respectively), fertility rates have decreased over the
observation period (by 0.5 children per women). These findings highlight the importance of conducting a sensitivity
analysis in which we assign first‐generation immigrants the source‐country characteristics based on the year of
migration.

3.2 | Empirical strategy

Based on the data described in Section 3.1, we estimate the following probit model9:

lfpijkt ¼ Φ
�
x0iβþ s

0
jtθþ γk þ p

0
jktλþ ϑt þ ϵijkt

�
; ð1Þ

where lfpijkt is a binary indicator that takes on the value 1 if immigrant woman i from source country j in host country k
participates in the labor market at the time of observation t, and 0 otherwise. In xi, we include a set of individual and
household characteristics, including variables for women's age (6 dummies), highest level of education (2 dummies),
marital status (1 dummy), number of children, children at the age of 0–2 and 3–5 years, respectively in the household (1
dummy each), population density (2 dummies), years since migration (3 dummies, only for first‐generation immi-
grants), migrated after age 18 (1 dummy, only for first‐generation immigrants), speaks the host country's language at
home (1 dummy, only for first‐generation immigrants), and both parents are migrants (1 dummy, only for second‐
generation immigrants). As a robustness check, xi is further augmented by including characteristics of a woman's
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partner and her parents (see Section 4.2). sjt is a vector of source‐country characteristics, which includes our main
variable of interest, the female‐to‐male LFP ratio FLFPR/MLFPR, as well as the fertility rate, GDP per capita, and the
years of schooling in the immigrant's source country. γk represents fixed effects for the immigrant's host country. pjkt is
a vector of bilateral variables describing the economic and cultural relationship between an immigrant's source and host
country at time t, which serves to control for a possible selection of immigrants from certain source countries into
certain host countries. Specifically, the vector includes variables for the stock of migrants from the same source country,
the geographic, genetic, and linguistic distance between the source and the host country and dummy variables for
whether the source and host country have a colonial relationship and for whether individuals from source country j
underlie the right of free movement in host country k.10 ϑt are fixed effects for the year of observation and ϵijkt is the
model's error term. To address the problem of intra‐class correlation in standard errors of immigrants within source‐
country groups, we cluster standard errors at the source‐country level. We further use host‐country population
weights to ensure that each country is represented in proportion to its actual population size.

TABLE 2 Descriptive statistics—aggregated variables

First‐generation
immigrants

Second‐generation
immigrants

Mean StdD Mean StdD

Measured at time of observation

Source‐country characteristics

FLFP rate (in %) 63.716 21.822 64.010 21.594

MLFP rate (in %) 90.038 8.153 88.644 9.316

FLFPR/MLFPR 70.622 23.090 72.001 22.376

Total fertility rate 1.940 0.740 1.677 0.394

GDP per capita (in USD 1000) 14.302 15.205 20.598 15.836

Average years of schooling 9.538 2.721 10.394 2.291

Relationship between source and host country

Source‐country migrant stock (% of population) 1.049 1.784 1.238 2.121

Colonial ties 0.287 0.452 0.354 0.478

Geographic distance (in 1000 km) 3.026 3.320 1.320 1.807

Genetic distance 0.327 0.512 0.167 0.305

Linguistic distance 79.923 30.692 77.735 30.126

Right of free movement of workers 0.325 0.469 – –

Measured at time of migration

Source‐country characteristics

FLFP rate (in %) 58.289 23.215 – –

Total fertility rate 2.439 1.271 – –

GDP per capita (in USD 1000) 10.829 11.898 – –

Average years of schooling 7.960 3.208 – –

Relationship between source and host country

Source‐country migrant stock (% of population) 1.030 2.077 – –

Observations 5167 3022

Note: Time of observation refers to the years 2002 to 2011, while time of migration spans the years 1982 to 2011. The variables describing the relationship
between the source and the host country are time invariant, except for the share of migrants from the same source country in the immigrant's host country.
Technically, the “right of free movement”‐variable is time variant as well, as the countries underlying this fundamental principle change over time. However,
as this variable serves as a proxy for the immigrants' restrictions in their access to the host country's labor market, a calculation of past values for this variable
is of little meaning. Host‐country population weights are applied.
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The epidemiological approach enables us to measure the effect of the source‐country female‐to‐male LFP ratio on
immigrant women's labor supply in their host country, while holding the host‐country characteristics fixed. In doing so,
we are able to test whether the positive effect between source‐country FLFP and immigrant women's labor supply in the
US holds for immigrants in Europe. The identification of this cultural effect rests on the assumption that there are no
unobserved factors that influence an immigrant woman's labor supply in her host country and are correlated with the
female‐to‐male LFP ratio in her source country, conditionally on all control variables.

4 | RESULTS

4.1 | Baseline results

Table 3 shows the results of estimating Equation (1) for first‐ (columns 1 and 2) and second‐generation immigrants
(columns 3 and 4).11 For first‐generation immigrants, the estimated marginal effect of our variable of main interest,
FLFPR/MLFPR, shows a strong positive and significant association between the female‐to‐male LFP ratio in immi-
grants women's source‐country and their probability of participating in the host country's labor market. Without
conditioning on any covariates, the marginal effect amounts to 0.003 (column 1), while it is reduced by about half when
all control variables are added (column 2). The results in column 2 reveal that, on average, a 10‐percentage‐point (pp.)
increase in the source‐country's female‐to‐male LFP ratio is associated with a 1.6 pp. increase in the LFP probability of
first‐generation female immigrants. Benchmarked against the mean of the outcome variable (64.7%, see Table 1) this
represents a 2.5% increase.12 If our estimates capture a causal effect, this implies that the average source‐country
female‐to‐male LFP ratio (70.6%, see Table 2) would have to increase by about 25.6 pp. or 36.3% to increase the LFP
of first‐generation female immigrants to the level of native women (68.8%, see Table 1).

For second‐generation immigrants, we find no effect of the source‐country female‐to‐male LFP ratio on women's
LFP (Table 3). Though the estimated marginal effect of the source‐country LFP ratio is positive, it is close to zero,
irrespective of whether covariates are excluded (column 3) or included in the model (column 4). In the latter speci-
fication, the estimated effect of the source‐country's female‐to‐male LFP rate is 0.0002 with a standard error of 0.0013.
While the point estimates of the cultural effects for first‐ and second‐generation immigrants are not statistically
different from each other, this zero effect for the second generation is confirmed in several robustness and heterogeneity
analyses (see Sections 4.2 and 4.3). This finding contradicts previous evidence for immigrant women in the US (Fer-
nández & Fogli, 2009; McManus & Apgar, 2019) that suggests that the values and norms regarding women's role in
society are transmitted from the parents to their children and eventually affect the labor supply behavior of the second
generation in the host country. A possible explanation for the diverging results is that the cultural effect varies across
institutional settings. Compared to the US, the European countries are, on average, characterized by stronger welfare
states and lower returns to market work, such that many (especially low‐skilled) women might have limited incentives
to participate in the labor market, even in the absence of traditional gender norms.

Regarding the other source‐country characteristics, we find a positive and significant correlation between the
average years of schooling of the source country's population and the probability that first‐generation immigrant
women participate in the host country's labor market. This suggests that although controlling for the immigrant's own
education, the level of human capital in her source country matters for her labor market behavior. The fact that this
correlation only holds for first‐generation immigrants suggests that source‐country education rather captures some
unobservable human capital of the immigrant herself, such as the quality of education obtained or her labor market
experience before migrating, than reflecting ethnic externalities in the human capital process.

Neither for first‐ nor for second‐generation immigrants do we find significant differences in labor supply across
(parents') source‐country groups, suggesting that it is rather the culture of the source country than broad differences in
institutional, political, and economic conditions between the country groups that matter for the labor supply of female
immigrants in Europe.

The results for the variables describing the relationship between the immigrants' source and host country show that
women who migrate from countries whose citizens underlie the right of free movement of workers in the host country
have a significantly higher LFP probability than those who do not. For second‐generation immigrants, we further find a
strong negative correlation between the genetic distance between the immigrants' source‐ and host‐country and their
probability of participating in the host‐country's labor market. While the geographic, the linguistic and the genetic
distance are meant to capture the selection of the immigrants' parents, the latter might further have a direct impact on
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TABLE 3 Source‐country culture and immigrant women's labor supply

First‐generation immigrants
Second‐generation
immigrants

ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE

Source‐country characteristics

FLFPR/MLFPR 0.0030a 0.0016*** 0.0001 0.0002

(0.0009) (0.0005) (0.0011) (0.0013)

Total fertility rate – 0.0001 – 0.0355

(0.0237) (0.0359)

GDP per capita (in USD 1000) – −0.0050*** – 0.0006

(0.0019) (0.0024)

Average years of schooling – 0.0235*** – 0.0055

(0.0072) (0.0096)

Source‐country group (Ref.: Northern & Western Europe)

East Asia & Pacific – −0.1823 – 0.2581

(0.1330) (0.2839)

Eastern Europe & Central Asia – −0.1052* – 0.0361

(0.0592) (0.0644)

Latin America & Caribbean – −0.0384 – –

(0.1217)

Middle East & North Africa – −0.0154 – 0.0469

(0.0911) (0.0836)

North America – −0.0212 – −0.2244

(0.0721) (0.1755)

South Asia – 0.0276 – 0.2146

(0.1457) (0.1347)

Sub‐Saharan Africa – −0.0436 – –

(0.1202)

Relationship between source and host country

Source‐country migrant stock (% of population) – 0.0135* – −0.0125**

(0.0078) (0.0063)

Colonial ties – 0.0237 – 0.0350

(0.0274) (0.0246)

Geographic distance (in 1000 km) – 0.0097 – 0.0045

(0.0096) (0.0286)

Genetic distance – 0.0431 – −0.1631a

(0.0371) (0.0359)

Linguistic distance – 0.0005 – 0.0004

(0.0005) (0.0005)

Right of free movement of workers – 0.1017a – –

(0.0298)

(Continues)
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the labor market outcomes of the second generation. One can imagine that the higher the genetic distance between the
host country's and the source‐country's population, that is, the higher the dissimilarities between the two populations
with respect to their physical appearance, their behavior, and their cultural habits, the higher the barriers for immi-
grants to integrate into the host country's society, an effect that might even continue through the second generation.
The other bilateral variables, however, show hardly any explanatory power in immigrant women's labor supply
decisions.

4.2 | Sensitivity analyses

In order to check the robustness of our results, we conduct a series of sensitivity analyses. The respective results are
shown in Table 4.13 In our baseline model, the aggregate source‐country variables refer to the year of observation, thus
reflecting the norms and values currently held by the immigrants' counterparts, that is, the individuals living in the
immigrants' country of origin at time of observation. We now check the robustness of our results by assigning first‐
generation immigrants source‐country values based on the year the immigrants left their source country, as was
done by Bisin et al. (2011), Blau et al. (2011), and Blau and Kahn (2015). These values reflect the attitudes and norms
the immigrants grew up with and carry to their host country. Again, we find a positive correlation between the source‐
country FLFP ratio and immigrant women's probability of participating in the labor market (column (1) of Table 4). The
magnitude of this effect is around 40% smaller than our baseline effect. While being only significant at the 10% level, the
estimate using past values of the cultural proxy is, however, not statistically different from our baseline effect. Overall,
the results thus confirm our finding of a positive association between source‐country culture and the labor supply of
female immigrants.

In a second‐step, we check the robustness of our results by using an alternative, more expansive measure of source‐
country gender norms. Specifically, we follow some of the recent literature (e.g., Nollenberger et al., 2016; Blau, Kahn,
Brummund, et al., 2020; Blau, Kahn, Comey, et al., 2020) and use the Global Gender Gap Index calculated by the World
Economic Forum as a cultural proxy. The index takes on values between 0 (total inequality) and 1 (total equality) and is
constructed as a weighted average of various indicators that capture gender equality in four main areas, namely eco-
nomic participation and opportunity, educational attainment, health and survival, and political empowerment (for
further details, see Hausmann et al., 2006). While the Global Gender Gap Index represents a broader measure of source
country culture, the main disadvantage of this measure is that it is only available from 2006 onward. Hence by using
this measure, we loose individuals who where surveyed in the first two waves of the ESS (i.e., from 2002 to 2005) as well
as those who come from countries that joined the Global Gender Gap Index after 2006.14 As can be seen from column

TABL E 3 (Continued)

First‐generation immigrants
Second‐generation
immigrants

ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE

Individual controls No Yes No Yes

Host‐country FE No Yes No Yes

Source‐country FE No No No No

Time FE No Yes No Yes

Log likelihood −2600.2 −2291.1 −1575.3 −1391.8

Pseudo R2 0.017 0.134 0.000 0.117

Observations 5167 5167 3022 3022

Note: Standard errors are clustered at the source‐country level. Host‐country population weights are applied. Individual controls are: age, highest level of
education, marital status, number of children, children at the age of 0–2 and 3–5 years, respectively in the household, population density, years since
migration (first‐generation immigrants), migrated after age 18 (first‐generation immigrants), speaks the host country's language at home (first‐generation
immigrants), and both parents are migrants (second‐generation immigrants). The estimated effects of these control variables are shown in Table A1 in the
Online Appendix. The results are robust to including host‐country � time fixed effects instead of single host‐country and time fixed effects. The respective
estimation results are shown in Table A2 in the Online Appendix.
ap < .001; ***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1.
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TABLE 4 Robustness checks

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)
Time of
migration

Gender gap
index

Partner
controls

Parent
controls

Working
hours

Male
LFP

Male
WH

A. 1st‐generation immigrants ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE

Source‐country characteristics

FLFPR/MLFPR 0.0010* – 0.0013** 0.0018*** 0.0581** −0.0001 0.0069

(0.0005) (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0282) (0.0005) (0.0353)

Global Gender Gap Index – 0.9194** – – – – –

(0.4115)

Total fertility rate 0.0048 0.0197 0.0049 −0.0084 −0.7488 0.0071 −0.4374

(0.0176) (0.0350) (0.0243) (0.0218) (0.9117) (0.0128) (0.7487)

GDP per capita (in USD 1000) −0.0053*** −0.0060** −0.0058*** −0.0047** −0.2738a −0.0015* 0.0466

(0.0020) (0.0024) (0.0020) (0.0020) (0.0770) (0.0008) (0.0783)

Average years of schooling 0.0229*** 0.0266*** 0.0241*** 0.0216*** 0.7652*** 0.0105** 0.1892

(0.0074) (0.0101) (0.0074) (0.0078) (0.2712) (0.0049) (0.2981)

Log likelihood −2299.5 −1389.3 −2150.3 −1954.3 −21,717.4 −1135.7 −18,266.5

Adj./Pseudo R2 0.131 0.126 0.132 0.133 0.150 0.139 0.094

Observations 5167 3029 4788 4531 4999 4271 4158

B. 2nd‐generation immigrants ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE ME/StdE

Source‐country characteristics

FLFPR/MLFPR – 0.0002 −0.0000 −0.0053 0.0001 −0.0244

(0.0013) (0.0015) (0.0531) (0.0007) (0.0416)

Global Gender Gap Index −0.7371 – – – – –

(0.4519)

Total fertility rate 0.0427 0.0332 0.0373 −2.3917 −0.0537 −0.5512

(0.0402) (0.0370) (0.0432) (2.1305) (0.0355) (2.1506)

GDP per capita (in USD 1000) 0.0021 0.0024 −0.0001 −0.0213 0.0044a 0.2720***

(0.0027) (0.0026) (0.0024) (0.0872) (0.0012) (0.0828)

Average years of schooling 0.0026 0.0068 0.0090 0.4928 0.0150** 0.7655

(0.0125) (0.0098) (0.0142) (0.3072) (0.0075) (0.4677)

Log likelihood −1057.6 −1295.3 −1104.2 −12,701.4 −826.4 −11,533.0

Adj./Pseudo R2 0.120 0.130 0.144 0.137 0.162 0.113

Observations 2197 2780 2604 2948 2733 2636

Note: Standard errors are clustered at the source‐country level. Host‐country population weights are applied. LFP and WH are used to abbreviate labor force
participation and working hours, respectively. All models include individual controls, bilateral controls, host‐country fixed effects, source‐country group fixed
effects, and time fixed effects. Individual controls are: age, highest level of education, marital status, number of children, children at the age of 0–2 and 3–
5 years, respectively in the household, population density, years since migration (first‐generation immigrants), migrated after age 18 (first‐generation
immigrants), speaks the host country's language at home (first‐generation immigrants), and both parents are migrants (second‐generation immigrants).
Bilateral controls are: the stock of migrants from the same source country, the geographic, genetic, and linguistic distance between the source and the host
country and dummy variables for whether the source and host country have a colonial relationship and for whether individuals from source country j
underlie the right of free movement in host country k. Full estimation results are available from the authors upon request.
ap < .001; ***p < .01; **p < .05; *p < .1.
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(2) of Table 4, the results are robust to using this alternative measure as a cultural proxy. There is a positive and
statistically significant effect of the source‐country Global Gender Gap Index on the LFP of first‐generation immigrant
women. A one standard deviation (i.e., 0.05) increase in the Global Gender Gap index increases immigrant women's
probability of participating in the labor market by 4.7 pp. Compared to the baseline effect in Table 3, which reveals a 3.7
pp. increase in immigrant women's LFP due to a one standard deviation (i.e., 23.1) increase in the female‐to‐male LFP
ratio, the size of the effect of this alternative cultural proxy is slightly larger, but still in a similar ballpark. For second
generation, the estimated effect of the Global Gender Gap Index is negative, but not statistically significant. The
robustness of the results to using this alternative cultural proxy is in line with the high correlation between the female‐
to‐male LFP ratio and the Global Gender Gap index (0.67 for the sample of first‐generation immigrants and 0.62 for the
sample of second‐generation immigrants).

Next, we re‐estimate Equation (1) by adding additional control variables. Column (3) shows the results for first‐ and
second‐generation immigrants when controlling for the working hours and education of a woman's partner. It turns out
that the results are robust to controlling for partner characteristics. There is a positive and significant effect of source‐
country culture on the labor supply of first‐generation immigrant women, but not of second‐generation immigrant
women.

In column (4), we additionally control for parents' characteristics. As outlined above, evidence suggests that indi-
vidual beliefs, preferences, and attitudes are transmitted from parents to children, and that this intergenerational
transmission shapes the child's economic outcomes (see, e.g., Guiso et al., 2006; Fernández et al., 2004; Fernández &
Fogli, 2009). In particular, Johnston et al. (2014) find a strong correlation between mothers' and children's gender role
attitudes and that a mother's attitudes are strongly predictive of her daughter's labor supply. However, the authors also
show that even when controlling for the mother's attitudes toward gender roles, the mother's employment status has
additional explanatory power in her daughter's labor supply, suggesting that both parental attitudes and the parents'
actual behavior predict their children's economic behavior.

Controlling for parental economic outcomes has the further advantage of disentangling the effect of source‐country
culture from that of the immigrants' own labor supply before migrating. For first‐generation immigrants, work expe-
rience prior to their arrival in the host country might be positively correlated with the source country's FLFP ratio. If
this is true, the estimated effect of the latter would not only reflect the role of source‐country culture, but partly contain
the effect of the level of job‐related human capital accumulated before migration. Having information on the human
capital and labor supply of the immigrant's parents can help to solve this problem, as parental economic behavior in the
source country may serve as a proxy for the daughter's labor supply before migrating.15

Our results show that the estimated effects of the source‐country characteristics are robust to the inclusion of the
controls for parental education and employment. In particular, the effects of the source‐country FLFP ratio for first‐
generation female immigrants remains positive and significant. This suggests that source‐country culture plays an
important role in the labor supply decisions of first‐generation immigrants even if the intergenerational transmission of
human capital is controlled for. For second‐generation female immigrants, the estimated effect is basically zero and not
statistically significant.

In order to compare the magnitude of our effect to those found for immigrant women in the US, we further conduct
our analysis by using women's working hours (including 0 h) instead of their participation decisions as our outcome
variable, as done by Fernández and Fogli (2009), Blau et al. (2011), and Blau and Kahn (2015). The respective results are
shown in column (5) of Table 4. The results reveal that the positive correlation between the source‐country LFP ratio
and the labor supply of first‐generation female immigrants remains when using working hours as outcome measure. An
increase in the source‐country LFP ratio by 10 pp. increases women's weekly working hours by approximately 0.6 h (or
2.7% based on an average working time of 21.9 h/week). This effect is smaller than previous estimates for immigrant
women in the US In their basic model, Blau and Kahn (2015) find that a 10 pp. increase in the source‐country LFP ratio
is associated with an increase in annual working hours of 98.2 h (or 13.4%).16 The finding that source‐country culture
plays a smaller role for immigrant women in Europe than for immigrant women in the US supports our argument that
the institutional setting in the host country matters for the size of the cultural effect on immigrant women's LFP. For
second‐generation female immigrants, the estimated effect of the source‐country's female‐to‐male LFP rate is even
negative, but small in size and not statistically significant.

Lastly, to test whether source‐country LFP ratios actually reflect the attitudes toward working women, we conduct
placebo tests by re‐estimating Equation (1) for male immigrants. If our cultural proxy reflects the preferences and
beliefs regarding women's role in society and not any economic or institutional conditions of the source country that
affect the labor supply of men and women alike, it should have no explanatory power for the labor supply decisions of
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men. The respective results, using men's participation decision and men's working hours as outcome variables, are
shown in columns (6) and (7) of Table 4. For both first‐ and second‐generation immigrant men, the estimated effect of
the source‐country LFP ratio is close to zero and not statistically significant, irrespective of whether participation de-
cisions or working hours are used as outcome variables. This supports our argument that source‐country LFP ratios
capture the values and norms regarding women's roles in the source country rather than any economic and institutional
conditions having an impact on immigrants' labor supply in general.

4.3 | Heterogeneity analyses

In the following, we conduct a series of heterogeneity analyses to investigate whether the cultural effect differs for
different groups of immigrant women. In doing so, we subsequently interact our variable of interest, the source‐
country's female‐to‐male LFP ratio, with different observable characteristics.

We start by testing whether the cultural effect differs by women's age. In particular, we split the sample at age 35 to
distinguish between women inside and outside the standard fertility age. The estimated effects of the source‐country
LFP ratio for the two groups of women are displayed in Panel (a) of Figure 1. For both first‐ and second‐generation
immigrants, the estimated cultural effects are fairly similar for the two age groups. If anything, the effects are
slightly larger for younger women, but the differences are small and not statistically significant. Hence, the basic pattern
is the same for both groups: There is a positive and significant cultural effect on the labor supply of first‐generation
immigrant women, but no such effect for second‐generation women.

Next, we analyze heterogeneity by immigrants' skill level (Panel (b) of Figure 1). For first‐generation immigrants,
the results reveal a large and strongly significant cultural effect for low‐skilled women, while the effect for high‐skilled
women is close to zero and not statistically significant. The finding that the cultural effect diminishes with immigrants'
skill level is in line with Kessler and Milligan (2020) and might be explained by selection into education based on gender
norms. Women with strong traditional gender norms are likely to invest less in education, and are thus underrepre-
sented among the group of high‐skilled immigrant women. Although the differences in point estimates between the
skill groups are large and the observed pattern matches theoretical expectations, it must be noted though that, given
small sample sizes, none of the skill‐specific effects is statistically different from each other. For second‐generation
immigrant women, the estimated effect of the source‐country LFP ratio is close to zero and not statistically signifi-
cant for all skill groups.

F I GURE 1 Heterogeneous effects of source‐country LFP ratio on female immigrant labor supply.
Note: The figure shows the marginal effects and 95%‐confidence intervals of the effect of the source‐country labor force participation ratio
on women's labor force participation for different subgroups. The number of observations included in each sub‐group is displayed in
Table A4 in the Online Appendix.
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To analyze whether the influence of source‐country culture changes as time spent in the host country increases, we
re‐estimate Equation (1) for first‐generation immigrants by interacting the source‐country LFP ratio with years since
migration. The marginal effect of FLFPR/MLFPR for each years‐since‐migration category is displayed in Figure 2. The
results show that the positive association between the source‐country female‐to‐male LFP ratio and immigrant women's
labor supply only exits from year six onward, and then slightly decreases with time spent in the host country. The
absence of a cultural effect in the first years after arrival is likely to be explained by the fact that immigrants might face
difficulties in entering employment shortly after arrival, for example, because they have restricted access to the labor
market, lack destination‐country language skills, or because their foreign professional or vocational qualifications have
not (yet) been recognized. Hence, even women with a high preference for working might not participate in the labor
market shortly after arrival. Note, however, that given the large confidence intervals of the estimates, the category‐
specific effects are not significantly different from each other.

Next, we check whether the cultural effect differs for immigrants arriving in the host country as a child versus as an
adult. As outlined in Section 4.2, the source‐country LFP ratio might be correlated with immigrant women's work
experience prior to migration, which itself is likely to be correlated with their labor supply after migrating. If this were
the case, the positive effect of the source‐country LFP ratio on immigrant women's labor supply could be driven by
those women who arrived in the host country as adults. The results in Panel (c) of Figure 1, however, show hardly any
difference in the cultural effect for immigrant women who arrived as children versus adults. If anything, the effect of
the source‐country's LFP ratio is larger for those who migrated before the age of 18, thus eliminating the concern that
part of the cultural effect might be driven by the unobserved work experience prior to migration.

In addition to individual characteristics, we explore heterogeneity in regional characteristics. First, we analyze
whether the role of source‐country culture differs across immigrants' host countries. In doing so, we follow Bredtmann
et al. (2018) and group host countries according to a modified Esping‐Andersen welfare regime typology (Esping‐
Andersen, 1990). As illustrated by Panel (d) of Figure 1, we see some, though not strong (and not statistically signif-
icant) differences in the cultural effect across different groups of host countries. The largest effects are observed for
women in the Scandinavian, the Anglo‐Saxon, and the Central and Eastern European countries, while the cultural
effect is somewhat smaller and not statistically significant for women in Continental Europe and the Mediterranean
countries. The finding of strong effects in the Anglo‐Saxon and Eastern European countries could be explained by the
role of the welfare state in shaping the cultural effect. Similar to the US, the Anglo‐Saxon and Eastern European
countries are characterized by less generous welfare states with limited transfers and subsidies to households. Given the
large gap between labor and non‐labor income in these countries, only those women with particularly strong gender

F I GURE 2 Effect of source‐country LFP ratio by years since migration.
Note: The figure shows the marginal effects and 95%‐confidence intervals of the effect of the source‐country labor force participation ratio
on the labor force participation of first‐generation immigrant women by years since migration.
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norms might decide to not participate in the labor market, thus accounting for the strong cultural effect in countries
with limited welfare states. This interpretation, though, does not explain the strong cultural effect in the Scandinavian
countries, which have the most extensive system of social benefits among the European countries. Yet the Scandinavian
countries are also special in that their FLFP rates are among the highest in the Western countries. In extremely gender‐
egalitarian countries, the social costs of following the source country's cultural norm of non‐participation are high, so
that only immigrant women from countries with particularly strong gender norms might decide to not participate in the
labor market.

For second‐generation immigrants, the heterogeneity analysis by host country confirms the overall finding for the
second generation, with the exception of the Central and Eastern European countries, for which there is a significantly
positive, though small effect of source‐country culture on the labor supply of immigrant women. This finding cor-
roborates the argument of stronger cultural effects in countries with weaker welfare states. Note, however, that we
cannot rule out that heterogeneous effects of source‐country culture across different host‐country groups may also be a
result of differences in immigrant composition across these countries.17

Second, we analyze whether the cultural effect varies with the size of the immigrant network in the host country. On
the one hand, a larger immigrant network in the host country might make it easier for immigrant women to find a job
shortly after arrival. On the other hand, a larger network of immigrants from the same source country could help to
preserve the norms and values of the source country and thus reinforce the cultural effect. Panel (e) of Figure 1,
however, shows hardly any difference in the effect of the source country's female‐to‐male LFP ratio between women
with an immigrant network above the median network size and those with an immigrant network below the median
network size.

Third, we check whether first‐generation immigrant women who migrated from another EU country and underlie
the right of free movement of workers differ from women who migrated from outside the EU (Panel (f)). Again, we see
hardly any difference in the cultural effect across the two groups. The effect for women who underlie the right of free
movement of workers is not statistically significant, but this is mainly due to the large standard error, while the size of
the effect is similar to the baseline results. Hence, although women who underlie the right of free movement of workers
in the host country have a significantly higher LFP probability than those who do not (see Table 3), the effect of source‐
country culture on the decision to participate in the labor market is similar for the two groups.

5 | CONCLUSION

In the present paper, we focus on an important aspect of migration and integration policy: the labor supply of first‐ and
second‐generation female immigrants. Specifically, we examine the role of source‐country culture in the labor supply of
female immigrants in Europe. While previous literature on the role of source‐country culture in female immigrant labor
market behavior has mostly focused on the US, we complement the existing literature by providing comprehensive
evidence on this relationship for Europe.

Based on data from the European Social Survey covering immigrants in 26 European countries, we find that the
labor supply of first‐generation immigrant women is positively associated with the female‐to‐male LFP ratio in their
source country. The estimated cultural effect is smaller than previous estimates for immigrant women in the US (e.g.,
Blau & Kahn, 2015) but confirmed by several sensitivity analyses and placebo tests. This finding reveals that the at-
titudes and norms toward working women held in their country of origin may play an important role in the labor supply
decisions of immigrant women in Europe. Our results further have important policy implications. As the native‐born
working‐age population declines in many European countries, the active recruitment of high‐skilled immigrants as well
as the integration of an increasing diverse immigrant population into the host countries' labor markets have become
important policy goals within Europe. Our results suggest that the success in increasing the labor market attachment of
immigrant women is likely to vary depending on immigrants' cultural background, which is important for the design of
integration policies.

We further find some heterogeneities in the cultural effect across individuals and countries. Although the sub‐group
effects are not statistically different from each other, the cultural effect seems to be strongest for low‐skilled women and
for women living in countries with less generous welfare systems, that is, the Anglo‐Saxon and the Central and Eastern
European countries. Our results further reveal that the cultural effect on women's labor supply diminishes with time
since migration and does not persist through the second generation, which contradicts previous evidence for second‐
generation immigrants in the US (e.g., Antecol, 2000; Fernández & Fogli, 2009). These findings suggest that the
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existence and the magnitude of the effect of source‐country culture on female immigrant labor supply varies across
institutional settings. In particular, the cultural effect seems to be strongest in countries with limited public transfers to
households, such as the US or the Anglo‐Saxon European countries, in which the costs of following the source country's
cultural norm of non‐participation are particularly high. In countries with stronger welfare states, in contrast, source‐
country norms seem to play a smaller role in the individual decision to participate in the labor market, as the decision
also depends on the incentives set by the country's tax‐and‐transfer system.
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ENDNOTES
1 The role of source‐country variables has been examined in various contexts. For example, Borjas (1987) studies the native/immigrant wage
differential, Blau (1992) analyzes the fertility behavior among first‐generation immigrant women, Antecol (2001) studies the gender wage
gap, Furtado et al. (2013) examine divorce rates, Chabé‐Ferret (2019) studies women's fertility decisions, Blau, Kahn, Comey, et al. (2020)
examine the gender division of household tasks, and Fuchs‐Schündeln et al. (2020) analyze households' saving behavior.

2 In particular, we exclude Israel, Russia, Turkey, and the Ukraine. We keep, however, Iceland, Norway, and Switzerland in our sample, as
these countries are members of the EFTA. In restricting our sample to EU and EFTA member states, we assure that the countries in our
sample exhibit a similar institutional setting (e.g., the right of free movement of its citizens within the member states), while still having
differences in the welfare system and the design of immigration policies.

3 Increasing the threshold to 20 or 25 individuals per host and source country, respectively, yields similar results.
4 Since information on the parents' country of birth is only included from round 2 of the ESS onwards, the share of second‐generation
immigrants is comparatively low.

5 Note that we had to aggregate some source countries in case political transformations led to a separation or unification of these countries
over time. These aggregate countries are Czechoslovakia, the USSR, and Yugoslavia. The macroeconomic indicators for these countries
are calculated as a population‐weighted average of the single‐country values.

6 For a detailed description of the macroeconomic data see Table A5 in the Online Appendix.
7 In doing so, we follow Antecol (2000), Fernández and Fogli (2009), and Kok et al. (2011), while Blau et al. (2011) and Blau and
Kahn (2015) use past values of the source‐country characteristics for their analysis of the labor market behavior of first‐generation
immigrants.

8 As for the LFP rates, the age groups range from “25 to 29” to “55 to 59” in 5‐year‐intervals.
9 Logit and linear probability models yield similar results.
10 We cannot rule out that differences in the composition of immigrants in the host country affect the results. By incorporating a set of
variables determining immigrants' location choice, we address this issue and control for selection on observables.

11 For the ease of representation, Table 3 only shows the results of main interest. Full estimation results are shown in Table A1 in the Online
Appendix.

12 This effect is comparable to the estimates in Neuman (2018), who finds effects of 1.6%–3.9% for female immigrants in Sweden. Our results
are robust to including host‐country � time fixed effects instead of single host‐country and time fixed effects. The respective estimation
results are shown in Table A2 in the Online Appendix.

13 For the ease of representation, Table 4 only shows the results of main interest.
14 Due to these limitations, the sample is reduced to 59% of the original sample of first‐generation immigrants and to 83% of the original
sample of second‐generation immigrants. The results are fairly similar, however, when imputing missing values by taking the value from
the earliest year the Global Gender Gap Index is available.

15 Note that for first‐generation immigrants who immigrated as children, parental employment is measured in the host country and not in
the source country. However, as 83% of the immigrant women in our sample migrated after 18 (see Table 1), this limitation should be of
minor relevance.

16 Blau et al. (2011) find a somewhat smaller effect (46.5–61.5 annual working hours) for married women.

298 - BREDTMANN AND OTTEN



17 Note also that for the sample of second‐generation immigrants, the number of observations in some host countries is rather small (i.e., in
Scandinavia, the Anglo‐Saxon, and the Mediterranean countries), so that the coefficients are imprecisely estimated. The number of ob-
servations included in each sub‐group is displayed in Table A4 in the Online Appendix.
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