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1 Introduction

Female labor force participation varies substantially across countries.1 What can explain

these large differences? Existing literature stresses the importance of differences in human

capital, economic conditions, institutions, and cultural norms. The latter represent views

about women’s roles in society, ideal family size, and the education of women, which vary

systematically across countries. Cross-country studies attempt to isolate the effect of cul-

ture from economic and institutional factors by controlling for differences in the economic

environment of the country of origin and by identifying the residual with culture. However,

these studies suffer from omitted variable and endogeneity problems due to the difficulty

of summarizing the economic environment faced by agents with a few aggregate variables

(Fernández 2008).

The recent research on the role of culture in explaining variation in economic outcomes

focuses on immigrants within a single country and uses home country variables to separate

the effects of culture from those of economic variables and institutions. Fernández and Fogli

(2006, 2009) use past values of female labor force participation and total fertility rates from

the woman’s country of ancestry as cultural proxies to study the impact of culture on work

and fertility behavior of second-generation immigrant women in the U.S. They show that

culture plays an important role in the determination of those two outcomes. Carroll et al.

(1994) investigate the effect of culture on savings behavior of first-generation immigrants in

Canada. Using data from the Canadian Survey of Family Expenditures, they do not find a

significant effect of culture on saving patterns of immigrants. However, the authors point

out that their conclusions must be viewed as tentative due to data limitations arising from

non-availability of information on the country of origin and poor measures of wealth.2

1Female labor force participation rate in 2008 in OECD countries ranges from 27.4% in Turkey to 85.4%
in Iceland.

2The authors are able to identify immigrants by the region of origin rather than country of origin due to
data limitations. The data set used in their empirical analysis divides immigrants’ countries of origin into
the following regions: North and West Europe (with the United States), South and East Europe, China and
Southeast Asia, Other Asia and Other Countries.
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Alesina and Giuliano (2010) examine the importance of culture, as measured by the

strength of family ties, on economic outcomes among second-generation immigrants in the

U.S. They construct their cultural proxy using individual responses from the World Value

Survey of the role of family and the need for love and respect from children toward their

parents for over 70 countries. Their results indicate that strong family ties are associated

with more home production of goods and services and less labor market participation for

women. Using home country variables as a measure of culture, Antecol (2001) studies the

effect of cultural factors on variation in the gender wage gap among immigrants in the U.S.

The author finds that there exists a positive correlation between variation in the gender wage

gap of first generation immigrants in the U.S. and the corresponding variations in the home

country gender wage gap, indicating the importance of cultural factors.3

Our paper is related to a growing literature on the impact of culture on economic out-

comes. We examine the role of culture in the work behavior of second-generation immigrant

women in Canada.4 We contribute to this literature by stressing the importance of inter-

marriage in intergenerational transmission of culture. There is a large sociological literature

that considers intermarriage as the crucial sign of behavioral and cultural assimilation (Gor-

don 1964; Pagnini and Morgan 1990; Qian 1999; Qian and Lichter 2001). To the best of our

knowledge, however, this study is the first that empirically examines the role of intermarriage

in intergenerational cultural transmission.

Analyzing the role of marriage in the development of cultural traits of children, Bisin

and Verdier (2000) argue that each individual’s choice of spouse plays an important role

in her/his ability to transmit his/her set of cultural traits to any eventual children. The

interaction of the direct socialization efforts of parents, such as spending time with children

or choosing appropriate neighborhoods and acquaintances, and the indirect influence of

3See Fernández (2010) for a review of the studies that use immigrants to examine the impact of culture
on a variety of outcomes such as female labor force participation, fertility, growth, redistribution and living
arrangements. Guiso et al. (2006) also provide a thorough review of literature that investigates both
theoretically and empirically the effect of culture on economic outcomes.

4Second-generation Canadians are defined as individuals born in Canada with at least one foreign-born
parent.
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society toward assimilation determine the effective socialization of children to a particular

ethnic trait. Families in which parents share the same cultural traits have a more efficient

socialization technology for their shared trait while families with mixed cultural parents may

have difficulty passing on a consistent ethnic culture to their children as the spouse favors

a different set of traits and peers and role models are usually chosen from the population

at large. In line with the economic analysis of the intergenerational transmission of ethnic

traits through family socialization and marriage in Bisin and Verdier (2000), we hypothesize

that the impact of the cultural proxies is stronger for women who have two foreign-born

parents with the same ethnic background than for those with one foreign-born parent, as

children of intermarried parents are culturally more assimilated than children of immigrant

parents.5

Second-generation immigrants born and raised in Canada share the same markets and

institutions; however, they potentially differ in their cultural heritage. To isolate the effects

of culture from those due to strictly economic factors and institutions, we use female la-

bor force participation rate (hereafter LFPR) relative to male LFPR and total fertility rate

(TFR) in the country of ancestry as our cultural proxies.6 Those measures should depend

on economic conditions, institutions and cultural norms in the country of ancestry, but if

they are significant in the determination of economic outcomes of second-generation immi-

grants, who have been exposed to different economic conditions and institutions, only the

cultural component should be relevant. Our empirical strategy exploits intergenerational

transmission of culture. When people emigrate, they bring with them some aspects of their

5Since our data set contains information on both mother’s and father’s country of birth, we are able to dis-
tinguish individuals with two foreign-born parents from those with only one foreign-born parent. Therefore,
this information allows us to examine the role of intermarriage in intergenerational cultural transmission.
Fernández and Fogli (2009) use 1970 U.S. Census which only reports the father’s country of birth when both
parents are foreign-born. In their study, second-generation Americans are defined as individuals born in the
U.S. with two foreign-born parents.

6As discussed in Fernández and Fogli (2009) this approach has its own problems. Immigrants may not
represent their home country population. Their beliefs and preferences may be significantly different from
the country average. Moreover, immigrants may be subject to several shocks resulting from immigration such
as language difficulties, discrimination which could cause them to deviate from their traditional behavior.
However, Fernández and Fogli (2009) point out that all the factors mentioned above create a bias towards
finding culture to be insignificant.
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home culture and pass on their culture to the next generation.7 Bisin and Verdier (2001)

introduce a theoretical model of intergenerational transmission of cultural traits in which

the acquisition of culture-specific preferences by children is determined by the interaction

between socialization inside the family and socialization outside the family, the cultural and

social environments in which children live. Fernández et al. (2004) examine the transmis-

sion of cultural beliefs within the family. Using several data sets, they show that men whose

mothers worked have a significantly higher probability of having a wife who works. Their

findings provide evidence that family attitudes and their intergenerational transmission are

important factors in the increase in women’s involvement in the formal labor market over

time.8

Our empirical findings suggest that culture plays an important role in explaining the work

behavior of women with immigrant parents from the same ethnic background. Women whose

parents are from countries where women have high relative labor force participation rates

work significantly more and women whose parents were born in countries where women have

more children work significantly less. A one standard deviation increase in relative female

LFPR corresponds to an increase of 0.75 hours worked per week. For comparison, the effect

is about half of the impact of having university certificate on the number of hours worked per

week. An increase in the total fertility rate (TFR) by one standard deviation, on the other

hand, is associated with a decrease of 0.79 hours worked per week. Likewise, cultural proxies

are statistically significant in explaining the labor force participation decision of women with

immigrant parents. A one standard deviation increase in the relative female LFPR implies

an increase of female labor force participation of 0.045 which is roughly 5.5% of the sample

average of this variable. An increase in one standard deviation in TFR implies a reduction

of female labor force participation of 0.031. The effect is about one fifth of the impact of

7Following Guiso et al. (2006) we define culture as a set of beliefs and values that ethnic, religious and
social groups transmit fairly unchanged from generation to generation.

8Examining intergenerational transmission of fertility, human capital and work behavior of immigrants
to their U.S.-born children, Blau et. al (2008) find that the immigrant generation’s fertility and labor supply
have a positive and significant effect on second-generation women’s fertility and labor supply, respectively.
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being married on the probability of being in the labor force.

Consistent with the sociological literature that considers intermarriage as a sign of in-

clination toward cultural assimilation, we also find that the impact of cultural proxies is

significantly larger for women with immigrant parents compared to those with intermarried

parents.

We conduct a series of robustness checks to test the validity and strength of our estimates.

We explore whether our results are driven by an omitted variable that is correlated with

cultural proxies in a systematic fashion. For example, it is possible that countries with

lower female labor force participation rate tend to have emigrants with lower human capital;

these systematic differences in unobserved human capital across immigrant groups may be

responsible for our results. We tackle this issue in two ways. First, we estimate the standard

Mincerian wage equation to check whether the cultural proxies have any explanatory power

for women’s wages. The rationale for doing this exercise is as follows. If our cultural proxies

were capturing some unobserved human capital, they would be statistically significant in

predicting women’s wages. We find that cultural proxies have no explanatory power in the

wage equation. Therefore, it is unlikely that our results are driven by unobserved human

capital. Second, we control for per capita GDP in the country of origin that is a proxy for

cross-country differences in human capital. Our results do not change with the inclusion of

this variable.

Female labor force participation rate in the country of ancestry depends on not only

cultural norms but also economic and institutional environment such as child-support mech-

anism and female wages. Two countries with the same attitudes towards women working

may have different female labor force participation rates because of their economic and in-

stitutional differences. In this case, cultural proxies capture only these differences rather

than different cultural attitudes across countries. To alleviate this concern, we use a dummy

variable for the woman’s country of ancestry as an alternative approach. We show that our

cultural proxies are significant in explaining the variation in the coefficients of the country
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dummies.

We also check whether the cultural proxies have quantitatively significant impacts on

the work behavior of third-generation immigrant women. Our empirical findings provide

evidence that the impact of culture does not persist into the third generation.

This study is organized as follows. The next section describes the data and variables

used in the empirical analysis. Section 3 introduces our empirical model and presents results.

Section 4 provides robustness tests of our findings while Section 5 concludes.

2 Data and Descriptive Statistics

The data used in our empirical analysis are from the 2001 Canadian Census Public Use

Microdata File (PUMF) based on a 2.7% sample of the population enumerated in the census.

We focus on second-generation immigrant women aged 20-60. Second-generation immigrants

are defined as those who were born in Canada and have at least one foreign-born parent. The

PUMF provides information on the birthplace of the respondents’ parents. This information

allows us to distinguish children of immigrant parents from those of intermarried parents.

The sample of second-generation immigrants with two immigrant parents consists of those

with both parents who have the same ethnicity. We exclude individuals who are attending

school either full-time or part-time from the analysis.

We use the 2000 values of the relative female LFPR and TFR from women’s countries

of ancestry as our cultural proxies.9 The relative female LFPR and TFR in the country

of ancestry are the result of economic and institutional features of a society and cultural

norms, such as views about male and female roles in society and the education of women.10

9As stated in Fernández (2007), it is not clear, a priori, whether we should use measures of culture that
are contemporaneous or measures of culture that their parents brought when they immigrated to Canada.
She discusses that if culture is evolving slowly over time, then the values that parents transmit are best
reflected in what counterparts of these women are doing in the country of ancestry in 2000. It would be ideal
to use both contemporaneous and past cultural values of their country of ancestry. Since we do not have
information on parents’ year of migration we use the values of cultural proxies from 2000. Using the same
identification strategy, Alesina and Giuliano (2010) argue that the assumption that culture evolve slowly
over time is credible and standard in the literature.

10Following Blau et al. (2011), we measure female LFPR in the country of ancestry relative to male LFPR
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However, only the latter remain relevant for second-generation immigrant women as they

live in Canada where they experience a different economic and institutional environment.

The data on the female LFPR and male LFPR in the country of ancestry are from the

International Labour Organization (ILO). Female LFPR and male LFPR are the rate of

economically active population for women and men respectively.11 The data on the total

fertility rate (TFR) are from the United Nations Demographic Yearbook. The total fertility

rate is defined as the average number of children a hypothetical cohort of women would have

by the end of their reproductive period if they were subject during their whole lives to the

fertility rates of a given historical period and if they were not subject to mortality. It is

expressed as children per woman.

Figure 1 and 2 show the evolution of the relative female LFPR and TFR in each country

of ancestry for the 1950-2000 period respectively. The relative female LFPR has increased

in all countries over time. However, there has been a little change in their relative ranking,

suggesting that cultural differences between countries stayed stable over time. Table 1 reports

rank (Spearman) correlations across countries for the relative female LFPR between 1950

and 2000. They range from 0.56 to 0.98. Table 2 shows rank correlations for TFR in the

1950-2000 period that vary from 0.52 to 0.97. Figure 2 indicates that there has been a decline

in TFR in all countries over time.

The census asks respondents to report the birthplace of their parents. However, the

responses to these questions have been aggregated into five categories: Born in Canada,

and born outside of Canada (United States, Europe, Asia, Other countries and regions) to

preserve confidentiality. We use the ethnic origin question in the census to determine a

to alleviate problems in measuring the labor force. We find similar results when we use female LFPR in the
country of ancestry rather than relative female LFPR. Male LFPR in 2000 does not show large variation.
Male LFPR in 2000 is, on average, 56 with a standard deviation of 3.3. Moreover, the Spearman correlation
across countries for female LFPR and relative female LFPR is 0.95.

11The ILO provides a database that contains estimates and projections of the total population, the
activity rates and the economically active population (labor force) by sex for the period 1950-2010 at ten-
year intervals and for the year 1995. The economically active population consists of all persons who furnish
the supply of labor for the production of goods and services (employed and unemployed, including first-time
job seekers). The rates are calculated for individuals older than 15.
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woman’s country of ancestry.12

Our final sample consists of 11,345 second-generation women and 18 countries of ancestry.

In Table 3, we aggregate observations by country of ancestry. Column 1 shows female LFPR

relative to male LFPR in 2000. Female LFPR/Male LFPR ranges between 0.876 and 0.401.

China has the highest rate while Lebanon has the lowest one. Column 2 of Table 3 shows

the TFR in 2000. It varies from 3.5 children in the Philippines to 1.1 children in Ukraine.

To examine the role of intermarriage in intergenerational cultural transmission, we di-

vide the final sample into two subsamples: second-generation immigrant women with two

immigrant parents from the same ethnic background (immigrant-family) and those with only

one immigrant parent (mixed-family). Columns 5 and 7 in Table 3 show the average num-

ber of hours worked per week by country of ancestry for second-generation women with two

immigrant parents and those with only one immigrant parent, respectively. In the immigrant-

family sample, women with Lebanese parents work 21.1 hours on average while women with

Korean parents, on average, work 38.3 hours. In the mixed-family sample, women with an

Indian parent have the lowest number of hours worked per week (11.6 hours), while women

with a Korean parent have the highest (42.5 hours).13

The last two columns of Table 3 report the average number of hours worked per week

by country of ancestry for third- and higher-generation women.14 Women with French and

12In the 2001 Census respondents were asked “To which ethnic or cultural group(s) did this person’s
ancestors belong?” The ethnic origin question gives 25 examples: Canadian, French, English, Chinese,
Italian, German, Scottish, Irish, Cree, Micmac, Metis, Eskimo, East Indian, Ukrainian, Dutch, Polish,
Portuguese, Filipino, Jewish, Greek, Jamaican, Vietnamese, Lebanese, Chilean and Somali. Respondents
were required to write their ethnic origin(s) in four write-in spaces. Responses can be divided into two
categories: selected single responses (persons who provided one ethnic origin only) and selected multiple
response categories (persons who reported more than one ethnic origin). It is important to note that there is
no double counting of the population in this variable. Persons who provided more than one ethnic origin are
included in only one of the multiple-response categories. The sum of single and multiple responses is equal
to the total population. See the 2001 Canadian Census PUMF Individuals File User Documentation for the
multiple-response categories. We exclude those whose responses are categorized into the broader groupings
such as African origins or Eastern European origins from which a country of ancestry can not be determined.

13Note that in the mixed-family sample, there are four countries with fewer than 10 observations. To
check the robustness of our results, we exclude those countries from the analysis. Their exclusion does not
affect the results.

14Third- and higher-generation women refer to those who were born in Canada and whose parents were
born in Canada. For the sake of simplicity, we refer to third- and higher-generation group as the “third
generation.”
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British ancestry constitute 65% of the third generation women sample. Across countries, the

average hours worked per week is 25.4 with a standard deviation of 3.6.

Columns 1-4 of Table 4 show the descriptive statistics for the sample of second-generation

women by type of family. The women in the immigrant-family sample are, on average, 37

years old whereas the average age is 44 in the mixed-family sample. Most of the women in

our sample live in Ontario, the largest province in Canada in terms of population. 82.4% of

women with immigrant parents are in the labor force whereas this rate is 78.1% for women

with intermarried parents. It appears that women with immigrant parents have a higher

educational attainment than those with intermarried parents. For example, women with no

degree make up 22.6% of the mixed-family sample and only 12.2% of the immigrant-family

sample. 25.6% of women in the latter sample have at least university degree while women

with at least university degree constitute 19.6% of the former sample. Table 4 indicates that

over the 60% of women in both samples are married. Women with children at home constitute

64.3% and 66.6% of the immigrant-family and mixed-family samples respectively.15

Columns 5-6 of Table 4 report summary statistics for third-generation women. The

educational attainment of third-generation women is lower than that of second-generation

women. 77% of third-generation women are in the labor force. Like second-generation

women, most of them are married and live in Ontario. Women with children at home make

up 67.3% of the sample.

15Children is an indicator variable for the presence of children at home. The term “children” refers to
blood, step- or adopted sons and daughters (regardless of age and marital status) who are living in the same
dwelling as their parent(s), as well as to grandchildren in households where there are no parents present.
Sons and daughters who are living with their spouse or common-law partner, or with one or more of their
own sons and/or daughters, are not considered members of the census family of their parent(s), even if they
are living in the same dwelling. In addition, those sons and daughters who do not live in the same dwelling as
their parent(s) are not considered members of the census family of their parent(s) (Statistics Canada 2001).
There is no direct fertility question in the 2001 Census.
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3 Empirical Strategy and Results

We test the following hypotheses.

Hypothesis 1: Culture matters to an important economic variable, female labor supply.

This hypothesis implies that our cultural proxies play an important role in explaining the

variation in women’s labor supply.

Hypothesis 2: The impact of the cultural proxies is significantly larger for women who have

two immigrant parents with the same ethnic background than for those with one immigrant

parent.

In line with the sociological literature suggesting that intermarriage reduces the ability of

families to transmit a consistent ethnic culture to their children and thus acts as an agent of

assimilation, we expect that the latter group is culturally more assimilated than the former

group.

The empirical model is given by:

HW ∗
ij = α0 +X ′

iβ1 + C ′
jβ2 + εij (1)

HWij =


0 if HW ∗

ij ≤ 0

HW ∗
ij if HW ∗

ij > 0

where HWij is the number of hours worked in the previous week by a woman i who is

of ancestry j. HWij takes a value of zero for women who do not work or a positive value

for the number of hours worked. Xi includes age, age squared, and indicator variables for

educational level, marital status and place of residence. Cj contains the proxies for culture,

the female LFPR relative to male LFPR and TFR from women’s countries of ancestry in

2000. Standard errors are corrected for clustering at the country of ancestry level, as the

main variables of interest, cultural proxies, only vary with country of ancestry. To account

for all the information in HWij properly, we fit the model with the Tobit estimation method

under the assumption that εij is normally distributed with mean zero and standard deviation

11



σ.

Table 5 show OLS and Tobit estimation results for women with immigrant parents. The

estimations are carried out through two specifications. The first specification uses only the

relative female LFPR in the country of ancestry as a proxy for culture, while the second

specification also includes TFR in the country of ancestry as a cultural proxy.

Column 1 of Table 5 indicates that the estimated coefficient of the relative female LFPR

in the country of ancestry (Female LFPR/Male LFPR) has the expected positive sign and

is statistically significant at the 5% level, implying that women whose parents come from

countries where women have high relative LFPRs work significantly more than those whose

parents come from countries with lower relative female LFPRs. Column 2 of Table 5 shows

that when we include TFR as a cultural proxy as well, the coefficient of relative female

LFPR decreases slightly in magnitude but remains statistically significant at the 5% level.

The coefficient of TFR is negative and statistically significant at the 5% level indicating

that women whose parents were born in countries where women have more children work

significantly less themselves. Standardized OLS coefficients imply that a one standard de-

viation increase in the relative female LFPR leads to an increase of 0.51 hours worked per

week which is 2% of the sample mean of this variable. A one standard deviation increase in

TFR leads to a decrease of 0.62 hours worked per week. For comparison, an increase in one

standard deviation in university certificate variable implies an increase of 1.28 hours worked

per week which is roughly 4.6% of the sample mean.

Columns 4-6 of Table 5 report coefficients from the Tobit regression, and corresponding

marginal effects of each explanatory variable on the probability that the observation is un-

censored and on the expected number of hours worked per week given that the individual

has not been censored for the first specification, respectively. Columns 6-8 of Table 5 report

the estimation results for the second specification. Several conclusions can be drawn from

Tobit estimates. First, and most importantly, the estimated coefficients of cultural proxies

have the expected signs and are statistically significant at the 1% level. A one standard de-
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viation increase in the relative female LFPR in the country of ancestry leads to an increase

of 0.75 hours worked per week, which is about 2.7% of the sample average. The effect is

about half of the impact of having university certificate on the number of hours worked per

week. An increase in TFR by one standard deviation, on the other hand, is associated with a

decrease of 0.79 hours worked per week. For comparison, the effect is one fifth of the impact

of being married. Second, other control variables have the expected sign and are statistically

significant. The number of hours worked per week is an increasing and concave function of

age. There is a significant positive relationship between education and the number of hours

worked per week. Married and widowed women work less than their single counterparts.

Columns 4 and 7 of Table 5 indicate that the probability of working is significantly higher

for women whose parents are from higher relative female LFPR countries. The coefficient of

TFR is negative and statistically significant at the 1% level, suggesting that women whose

parents are from higher TFR countries are less likely to work. The probability of working

increases with education and is lower for married and widowed women compared to those

who are single.

Table 6 reports OLS and Tobit estimation results for women with intermarried parents.

Column 1 of Table 6 shows that the coefficient of relative female LFPR in the country of

ancestry is positive but statistically insignificant at the conventional levels. When we use

both relative female LFPR and TFR as cultural proxies, the coefficient of relative female

LFPR remains statistically insignificant. TFR has a negative coefficient and it is statistically

significant at the 10% level. A one standard deviation increase in TFR leads to a decrease

of 0.49 hours worked per week. A comparison of column 2 of Table 5 with column 2 of

Table 6 reveals that the impact of our cultural proxies is significantly larger for women with

immigrant parents than for those with intermarried parents.

Consistent with our expectations, Tobit results in Table 6 show that cultural proxies do

not have statistically significant explanatory power in the work behavior of second-generation

immigrant women with intermarried parents. This finding provides evidence that women

13



with intermarried parents are culturally more assimilated than those of immigrant parents.

The remaining controls have the expected signs. The number of hours worked per week

increases with age at a decreasing rate. Educational level has a positive impact on women’s

labor supply. Being married and widowed is associated with a decrease in hours worked per

week.

The Census asks respondents to report their mother tongue, which refers to the first

language learned at home in childhood and still understood by the individual at the time

of survey. Language is an integral part of culture and it is the most important tool for

transmitting culture from one generation to another. In line with our findings, the descriptive

statistics indicate that 46% of women with immigrant parents report that their mother

tongue is one of the non-official languages, while this rate for women with intermarried

parents is only 9%.16

4 Robustness Checks

We test the robustness of our estimates by considering different specifications, estimation

strategies, and potential source of omitted variable bias. We start by employing an alter-

native approach that uses indicator variables for women’s country of ancestry as a proxy

for culture. Fernández and Fogli (2009) point out that the advantage of this approach is

that it allows us to capture different aspects of culture other than those captured by female

LFPR and TFR in the country of ancestry. However, it suffers from not being explicit as to

why it may make a difference to be of Lebanese rather than, say, German ancestry. Table

7 reports the coefficients of indicator variables for country of ancestry. The reference coun-

try is Lebanon, which has the lowest relative female LFPR in 2000. We use the sample of

women with immigrant parents because the cultural proxies are statistically significant in

this sample.17 In the regression, we control for age, age squared, educational level, marital

16The official languages in Canada are English and French.
17We also estimated the same regression for women with intermarried parents. In line with our pre-

vious findings, we find that the coefficients of indicator variables for country of ancestry are statistically
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status and place of residence.

Table 7 shows that the coefficients of indicator variables for country of ancestry are

statistically significant at the 1% level. The magnitude of the country of ancestry effect

ranges from 1.95 to 12.4. As compared to women with Lebanese ancestry, women with

Korean ancestry work, on average, 12.4 hours more per week while those with Israeli ancestry

work, on average, only 1.95 hours more.

To examine whether the cultural proxies are significant in explaining the variation in the

country fixed effect, we regress the estimated coefficients of indicator variables for country

of ancestry on our cultural proxies.18 Table 8 reports the OLS results. The coefficient of

the relative female LFPR is positive and statistically significant at the 10% level. A one

standard deviation increase in the relative female LFPR corresponds to an increase of 1.21

in the country fixed effect, which is about 44% of the variation in the country-of-ancestry

effect.19 Likewise, TFR plays an important role in explaining the variation in the country

fixed effect. The estimated coefficient of TFR implies that a one standard deviation increase

in TFR leads to a decrease of 1.25 in the country fixed effect which represents approximately

46% of the variation in the country-of-ancestry effect.

Second, we address the possibility of an omitted variable bias caused due to unobserved

differences in human capital. As discussed in Fernández and Fogli (2009) parental education

may differ in a systematic fashion by country of ancestry in a way that is correlated with the

cultural proxies. For example, countries with higher female labor force participation may

tend to have emigrants with higher human capital. Therefore, the differences in parental

education levels may result in differences in unobserved human capital.20 Unfortunately, our

data set does not contain information on the educational levels of parents. Fernández and

insignificant.
18We estimate the following model: Dj = δ1 + δ2Cj + ϵj
where Dj is the coefficient on the country j indicator variable reported in Table 7, Cj is the cultural proxy

and ϵj is an error term.
19The average country-of-ancestry effect is 6.70 with a standard deviation of 2.74.
20If intergenerational transmission of education takes place then controlling for the woman’s education

level may alleviate the problem of unobserved human capital.
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Fogli (2009) argue that if the cultural proxy were correlated with the systematic differences

in unobserved human capital, then it should have explanatory power in the wage equation.

They estimate the standard Mincer regression and show that their cultural proxy does not

help predict women’s wages. In order to test that our results are not driven by unobserved

human capital, we did the same exercise. Table 9 shows the results from the standard

Mincerian wage equation accounting for potential selection into the workforce. We assume

that marital status affects whether a woman participates in the labor force but does not have

a direct effect on the wage.21 We regress log hourly wages on education indicator variables,

potential experience, potential experience squared, indicator variables for place of residence

and cultural proxies. The hourly wage variable is constructed by the division of gross annual

wage and salary income in 2000 by the annual hours of work (the number of weeks worked

in 2000 multiplied by the number of hours worked in the reference week).22 According to

the minimum wage database of Human Resources and Skills Development of Canada, the

minimum wage in British Columbia for adult workers is eight Canadian dollars which is the

highest rate in 2000 across provinces. Therefore, individuals with an hourly wage of less than

eight Canadian dollars are excluded from analysis.23 Like Fernández and Fogli (2009), we

find that our cultural proxies are not statistically significant in predicting women’s wages,

providing evidence that our results are not driven by unobserved human capital.

To tackle the issue of unobserved parental human capital, we also check the robustness

of our results to the inclusion of GDP per capita in 2000 in the country of origin which

captures the cross-country differences in human capital.24 The results are shown in Table

11. The coefficient of GDP per capita variable is negative and statistically insignificant in

21The results of the selection equations are not reported. We find that marital status has an explanatory
power in the selection equation. As expected, being married is associated with a decrease in the probability
of being in the labor force.

22We assume that the number of hours worked in the week preceding Census day (May 15, 2001) represents
the average weekly hours worked.

23See the detailed information on hourly minimum wages in Canada for adult workers since 1965 at this
link: http : //srv116.services.gc.ca/dimt − wid/sm −mw/rpt2.aspx?lang = engdec = 1. The inclusion of
those observations does not change the results.

24The data on per capita GDP are from United Nations Statistics. It is important to note that using per
capita GDP from previous decades yields similar results.
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both immigrant-family and mixed-family samples. The inclusion of this variable decreases

the magnitudes of cultural proxies slightly but they remain statistically significant in the

immigrant-family sample and insignificant in the mixed-family sample.

We examine the impact of culture on the labor force participation decision. Table 10

reports marginal effects from probit estimates of probability of being in the labor force.

Consistent with our previous results, cultural proxies have expected signs and statistically

significant in the sample of women with immigrant parents while they are not statistically

significant at conventional levels in the sample of women with intermarried parents. The

second column of Table 10 indicates that a one standard deviation increase in the relative

female LFPR leads to an increase of female labor force participation of 0.045 which is roughly

5.5% of the sample average of this variable. The effect is half of the magnitude of the impact

of one standard deviation in the education variable corresponding to university certificate.

An increase in one standard deviation in the total fertility rate (TFR) implies a reduction in

the probability of being in the labor force of 0.031 which is equivalent to 3.8% of the sample

average.

We check the robustness of our results to the inclusion of an indicator variable for the

presence of children at home (Children). The results are reported in Table 11. Women

with children at home work significantly less than those without children at home. In the

immigrant-family sample, coefficients of cultural proxies remain statistically significant. The

inclusion of Children variable leads to a decrease in the magnitude of TFR in the absolute

value suggesting that women whose parents are from higher TFR countries are more likely

to have children at home. On the other hand, the magnitude of coefficient of relative female

LFPR increases implying that the correlation between having parents from high relative

female LFPR countries and the presence of children at home is negative. In line with our

previous results, the coefficients of cultural proxies are not statistically significant in the

mixed-family sample.

Table 3 shows that in the mixed family sample there are four countries with fewer than
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10 observations: India, Jamaica, the Philippines and South Korea. We examine whether our

results are robust to the exclusion of those countries from the analysis. Table 12 indicates

that excluding these countries does not change the results. Likewise, the results are robust

to the exclusion of the largest immigrant group, those from the U.K., in the mixed-family

sample.

We explore whether cultural proxies have significant explanatory power for the work

behavior of third-generation women. Since we find effect of cultural proxies to be significantly

weaker for second-generation women with intermarried parents, we expect this effect to be

even weaker or non-existent for third-generation women. The results reported in Table 13

support our hypothesis and show that the coefficients of cultural proxies are statistically

insignificant at conventional levels, suggesting the dilution of cultural transmission across

generations.

5 Conclusion

Using 2001 Canadian Census data, we examine the effect of culture on the work behavior of

second-generation immigrant women. We add to the current literature by analyzing the role

of intermarriage in intergenerational transmission of culture and its subsequent effect on labor

market outcomes. In the sociological literature, marrying outside one’s own ethnic group is

accepted as the most tangible and visible form of behavioral and cultural assimilation. In line

with this literature, we test whether the impact of the cultural proxies is larger for women

with immigrant parents from the same ethnic background than for those with intermarried

parents.

We use relative female LFPR and TFR in the country of ancestry as our cultural prox-

ies. The rationale for using these variables as our cultural proxies is that when individuals

emigrate, they bring with them some aspects of their home culture and transmit their cul-

ture to the next generation. Female LFPR and TFR in the country of ancestry reflect
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economic conditions, institutions, and cultural norms in society. If the cultural proxies have

a significant effect on the work outcome of second-generation Canadian women, then only

the cultural component of these variables should be responsible for this significant relation-

ship, as second-generation immigrant women live in Canada with a different economic and

institutional environment.

Our findings provide evidence that culture matters in determining the female labor sup-

ply. The cultural proxies are significant in explaining how much second-generation Canadian

women with immigrant parents work. A one standard deviation increase in the relative fe-

male LFPR in the country of ancestry leads to an increase of 0.75 hours worked per week.

The effect is about the half of the effect of having university certificate. An increase in

TFR by one standard deviation, on the other hand, corresponds to a decrease of 0.79 hours

worked per week, which is 21% of the variation in hours worked per week across ancestries.

Consistent with our expectations, we also find that the impact of cultural proxies is signif-

icantly larger for women with immigrant parents than for those with intermarried parents.

Our results are robust to different specifications and estimation strategies.

It would be interesting to explore different aspects of the relationship between inter-

marriage and culture. How does the marriage decision of a second-generation woman with

immigrant parents affect her work outcome? Is the impact of culture is stronger for second-

generation women married within their own ethnic group than for intermarried women.

Whose culture, parents’ or husband’s, dominates? Limitations of the data do not allow us

to answer these questions in the current study.
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Figure 1
Relative Female Labor Force Participation 1950-2000
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Figure 2
Total Fertility Rate 1950-2000
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Table 1
Rank Correlations across countries for the relative female

LFPR in the 1950-2000 period

1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 1995 2000
1950 1.0000
1960 0.9505 1.0000
1970 0.9298 0.9814 1.0000
1980 0.7606 0.8308 0.8824 1.0000
1990 0.6244 0.6904 0.7606 0.9154 1.0000
1995 0.5604 0.6326 0.6904 0.9009 0.9814 1.0000
2000 0.5955 0.6636 0.7276 0.9009 0.9876 0.9835 1.0000

Notes: The relative female LFPR is the ratio of female LFPR to male LFPR. Data on the relative female
LFPR are from the International Labour Organization (ILO).

24



T
ab

le
2

R
a
n
k
C
o
rr
e
la
ti
o
n
s
a
cr
o
ss

co
u
n
tr
ie
s
fo
r
T
F
R

in
th

e
1
9
5
0
-2
0
0
0
p
e
ri
o
d

1
9
5
0
-1

9
5
5

1
9
5
5
-1

9
6
0

1
9
6
0
-1

9
6
5

1
9
6
5
-1

9
7
0

1
9
7
0
-1

9
7
5

1
9
7
5
-1

9
8
0

1
9
8
0
-1

9
8
5

1
9
8
5
-1

9
9
0

1
9
9
0
-1

9
9
5

1
9
9
5
-2

0
0
0

1
9
5
0
-1

9
5
5

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
5
5
-1

9
6
0

0
.9
3
4
0

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
6
0
-1

9
6
5

0
.8
7
0
4

0
.9
3
6
5

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
6
5
-1

9
7
0

0
.8
0
8
0

0
.8
7
0
0

0
.9
7
0
6

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
7
0
-1

9
7
5

0
.8
4
7
3

0
.8
2
4
6

0
.8
4
2
5

0
.8
7
2
0

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
7
5
-1

9
8
0

0
.8
3
4
9

0
.7
7
7
1

0
.7
6
2
0

0
.7
6
2
6

0
.9
2
9
8

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
8
0
-1

9
8
5

0
.8
5
9
6

0
.8
2
0
4

0
.7
6
1
0

0
.7
2
1
4

0
.8
7
4
1

0
.9
5
6
7

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
8
5
-1

9
9
0

0
.7
9
7
7

0
.7
2
3
4

0
.7
0
2
1

0
.6
2
8
5

0
.6
9
6
6

0
.8
1
8
4

0
.9
1
1
2

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
9
0
-1

9
9
5

0
.7
7
3
0

0
.7
3
7
9

0
.7
4
1
4

0
.6
6
1
5

0
.6
7
3
9

0
.7
9
5
7

0
.8
7
4
1

0
.9
7
1
1

1
.0
0
0
0

1
9
9
5
-2

0
0
0

0
.7
3
9
9

0
.7
8
9
5

0
.8
6
7
3

0
.8
1
4
2

0
.6
8
4
2

0
.7
2
5
5

0
.7
7
5
0

0
.8
3
6
9

0
.9
1
3
3

1
.0
0
0
0

N
o
te

s:
D
a
ta

o
n

to
ta

l
fe
rt
il
it
y

ra
te

(T
F
R
)
a
re

fr
o
m

th
e
U
n
it
e
d

N
a
ti
o
n
s
D
e
m
o
g
ra

p
h
ic

Y
e
a
rb

o
o
k

a
n
d

a
v
a
il
a
b
le

b
e
tw

e
e
n

1
9
5
0

a
n
d

2
0
0
0

a
t
fi
v
e
y
e
a
r
in
te

rv
a
ls
.

25



T
ab

le
3

D
e
sc
ri
p
ti
v
e
S
ta
ti
st
ic
s
b
y
C
o
u
n
tr
y
o
f
O
ri
g
in

S
e
c
o
n
d
-G

e
n
e
r
a
ti
o
n

W
o
m

e
n

Im
m

ig
r
a
n
t
F
a
m

il
y

M
ix
e
d

F
a
m

il
y

T
h
ir
d
-G

e
n
e
r
a
ti
o
n

W
o
m

e
n

(N
=
8
,0
8
5
)

(N
=
3
,2
6
0
)

(N
=
2
0
,1
0
3
)

F
e
m

a
le

L
F
P
R
/
M

a
le

L
F
P
R

T
F
R

G
D
P

O
b
s.

H
o
u
r
s
W

o
r
k
e
d

O
b
s.

H
o
u
r
s
W

o
r
k
e
d

O
b
s.

H
o
u
r
s
W

o
r
k
e
d

C
h
in

a
0
.8
7
6

1
.7
0
0

9
5
8

3
7
9

3
2
.4
3

4
5

3
2
.4
6

4
7

2
9
.7
0

F
r
a
n
c
e

0
.7
7
9

1
.8
8
3

2
1
8
3
0

7
5

2
9
.7

1
3
9

2
3
.1
7

6
5
0
6

2
4
.4
3

G
e
r
m

a
n
y

0
.7
0
5

1
.3
4
6

2
3
1
5
2

8
7
5

2
6
.6
8

4
5
9

2
4
.6
6

2
1
3
6

2
5
.4
6

G
r
e
e
c
e

0
.5
8
9

1
.2
7
7

1
1
6
1
4

4
3
5

2
8
.2
7

2
8

2
1
.4
6

3
1

2
1
.7
4

H
u
n
g
a
r
y

0
.7
3
5

1
.2
9
5

4
6
3
8

1
5
5

2
6
.6
0

6
2

3
0
.6
7

1
0
1

2
3
.3
0

In
d
ia

0
.5
0
8

3
.1
1
3

4
4
9

2
0
4

2
7
.7
4

6
1
1
.6
6

3
9

2
6
.0
7

Ir
e
la
n
d

0
.5
2
6

1
.9
6
9

2
5
4
3
6

2
0
4

2
8
.8
8

2
0
4

2
4
.3
5

1
9
7
1

2
6
.7
4

Is
r
a
e
l

0
.6
9
2

2
.9
0
6

2
0
5
0
3

1
5
3

2
2
.1
6

1
4
8

2
5
.6

3
6
7

2
6
.6
4

It
a
ly

0
.5
9
2

1
.2
8
6

1
9
2
1
3

2
4
1
6

2
8
.5
8

2
4
7

2
8
.5
1

4
0
5

2
7
.1
6

J
a
m

a
ic
a

0
.8
6
6

2
.6
2
8

3
4
8
5

7
6

2
8
.0
6

3
3
3
.3
3

4
7

2
9
.5
5

L
e
b
a
n
o
n

0
.4
0
1

2
.3
1
9

4
4
2
1

7
6

2
1
.1
1

1
1

2
5
.1
8

3
2

2
9
.3
1

N
e
th

e
r
la
n
d
s

0
.6
7
0

1
.7
2
6

2
4
1
9
6

9
7
5

2
6
.4
4

1
5
8

2
8
.7
7

2
8
7

2
4
.6
2

P
h
il
ip

p
in

e
s

0
.6
1
7

3
.5
4
3

9
7
7

6
9

3
0
.9
2

5
2
7
.4

9
1
8
.6
6

P
o
la
n
d

0
.8
2
0

1
.2
5
1

4
4
5
6

2
8
0

2
8
.3
2

8
8

2
4
.1
7

2
1
7

2
6
.7
8

P
o
r
tu

g
a
l

0
.7
2
9

1
.4
5
4

1
1
4
4
3

4
3
6

3
1
.3
2

1
1

2
5
.8
1

2
7

1
8
.9
2

S
o
u
th

K
o
r
e
a

0
.7
8
1

1
.2
4
2

1
1
4
8
8

2
6

3
8
.3
0

2
4
2
.5
0

-
-

U
n
it
e
d

K
in

g
d
o
m

0
.7
5
9

1
.6
9
5

2
5
0
8
2

9
7
3

2
6
.3
5

1
3
5
4

2
5
.7
5

6
5
9
8

2
6
.0
3

U
k
r
a
in

e
0
.8
2
9

1
.1
5
3

6
4
0

2
7
8

2
6
.7
2

2
9
0

2
5
.9
2

1
2
8
3

2
7
.2
7

M
e
a
n

0
.6
8
8

1
.8
7
7

1
1
8
8
8

4
4
9
.1

2
8
.2
5

1
8
1
.1

2
6
.7
4

1
1
8
2
.5

2
5
.4
3

S
ta

n
d
a
r
d

d
e
v
ia
ti
o
n

0
.1
3
3

0
.7
2
9

9
6
8
1

5
7
9
.1

3
.7
6

3
1
8
.1

6
.1
2
8

2
1
3
0
.5

3
.2
6

N
o
te

s:
T
h
e
la
st

tw
o

ro
w
s
sh

o
w

th
e
a
v
e
ra

g
e
a
n
d

st
a
n
d
a
rd

d
e
v
ia
ti
o
n

o
f
c
o
u
n
tr
y

m
e
a
n
s
a
s
o
b
se

rv
a
ti
o
n
s
a
re

g
ro

u
p
e
d

b
y

c
o
u
n
tr
y

o
f
a
n
c
e
st
ry

.
S
e
c
o
n
d
-g

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

w
o
m

e
n

re
fe
r
to

th
o
se

w
h
o

w
e
re

b
o
rn

in
C
a
n
a
d
a

w
it
h

a
t
le
a
st

o
n
e
fo
re

ig
n
-b

o
rn

p
a
re

n
t.

T
h
ir
d
-g

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

w
o
m
e
n

a
re

n
a
ti
v
e
-b

o
rn

w
it
h

n
a
ti
v
e
-b

o
rn

p
a
re

n
ts
.
T
h
e
d
a
ta

o
n

th
e
fe
m

a
le

L
F
P
R

a
n
d

m
a
le

L
F
P
R

a
re

fr
o
m

th
e
In

te
rn

a
ti
o
n
a
l
L
a
b
o
u
r

O
rg

a
n
iz
a
ti
o
n

(I
L
O
).

T
h
e
d
a
ta

o
n

th
e
to

ta
l
fe
rt
il
it
y

ra
te

(T
F
R
)
a
re

fr
o
m

th
e
U
n
it
e
d

N
a
ti
o
n
s
D
e
m

o
g
ra

p
h
ic

Y
e
a
rb

o
o
k
.
G
D
P

re
p
re

se
n
ts

p
e
r
c
a
p
it
a

G
D
P

in
2
0
0
0

a
t
c
u
rr
e
n
t
p
ri
c
e
s
in

U
.S

.
d
o
ll
a
rs

fr
o
m

U
n
it
e
d

N
a
ti
o
n
s
S
ta

ti
st
ic
s.

26



T
ab

le
4

D
e
sc
ri
p
ti
v
e
S
ta
ti
st
ic
s

S
e
c
o
n
d
-G

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

W
o
m
e
n

Im
m
ig
ra

n
t
F
a
m
il
y

M
ix
e
d

F
a
m
il
y

T
h
ir
d
-G

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

W
o
m
e
n

(N
=
8,
08

5)
(N

=
3,
26

0)
(N

=
20

,1
03

)

M
e
a
n

S
td

.D
e
v
.

M
e
a
n

S
td

.D
e
v
.

M
e
a
n

S
td

.D
e
v
.

H
o
u
rs

w
o
rk

e
d

27
.9
0

18
.8
4

25
.8
6

19
.7
5

25
.6
1

19
.6
4

F
e
m
a
le

L
F
P
R

0
.8
24

0.
38

0
0.
78

1
0.
41

3
0.
77

0
0.
42

0
A
g
e

3
7.
03

9.
21

9
43

.8
2

11
.0
0

42
.8
4

10
.3
9

E
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n
a
l
le
v
e
l

N
o
d
eg
re
e

0
.1
22

0.
32

7
0.
22

6
0.
41

8
0.
25

4
0.
43

5
H
ig
h
S
ch
o
ol

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

0.
26

5
0.
44

1
0.
25

7
0.
43

7
0.
25

9
0.
43

8
T
ra
d
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

0
.0
78

0.
26

8
0.
08

6
0.
28

0
0.
09

2
0.
28

9
C
o
ll
eg
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

0
.2
51

0.
43

4
0.
20

9
0.
49

7
0.
19

8
0.
39

9
U
n
iv
er
si
ty

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

0.
02

5
0.
15

8
0.
02

3
0.
14

9
0.
02

8
0.
16

5
≥

U
n
iv
er
si
ty

D
eg
re
e

0
.2
56

0.
43

6
0.
19

6
0.
39

7
0.
16

6
0.
37

2
M

a
ri
ta

l
S
ta

tu
s

D
iv
or
ce
d

0
.0
66

0.
24

8
0.
10

7
0.
31

0
0.
11

5
0.
31

9
M
ar
ri
ed

0
.6
46

0.
47

8
0.
66

0
0.
47

3
0.
63

2
0.
48

2
S
in
g
le

0
.2
77

0.
44

7
0.
20

5
0.
40

4
0.
22

9
0.
42

0
W

id
ow

ed
0
.0
10

0.
09

9
0.
02

6
0.
15

9
0.
02

3
0.
15

0
C
h
il
d
re

n
0
.6
43

0.
47

9
0.
66

6
0.
47

1
0.
67

3
0.
46

8
P
la
c
e
o
f
R
e
si
d
e
n
c
e

Q
u
eb

ec
0
.1
14

0.
31

8
0.
08

0
0.
27

2
0.
26

3
0.
44

0
O
n
ta
ri
o

0
.5
96

0.
49

0
0.
46

1
0.
49

8
0.
38

8
0.
48

7
M
an

it
ob

a
0
.0
35

0.
18

5
0.
06

5
0.
24

8
0.
05

7
0.
23

1
S
as
ka
tc
h
ew

an
0
.0
12

0.
10

9
0.
05

0
0.
21

8
0.
05

1
0.
22

0
A
lb
er
ta

0
.0
96

0.
29

4
0.
17

2
0.
37

7
0.
13

2
0.
33

8
B
ri
ti
sh

C
o
lu
m
b
ia

0
.1
45

0.
35

2
0.
16

8
0.
37

4
0.
10

8
0.
31

0

N
o
te

s:
S
e
c
o
n
d
-g

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

w
o
m
e
n

re
fe
r
to

th
o
se

w
h
o

w
e
re

b
o
rn

in
C
a
n
a
d
a

w
it
h

a
t
le
a
st

o
n
e

fo
re

ig
n
-b

o
rn

p
a
re

n
t.

T
h
ir
d
-g

e
n
e
ra

ti
o
n

w
o
m

e
n

a
re

n
a
ti
v
e
-b

o
rn

w
it
h

n
a
ti
v
e
-b

o
rn

p
a
re

n
ts
.
C
h
il
d
re

n
is

a
n

in
d
ic
a
to

r
v
a
ri
a
b
le

fo
r
th

e
p
re

se
n
c
e
o
f
c
h
il
d
re

n
a
t
h
o
m

e
.

27



T
ab

le
5

O
L
S
/
T
o
b
it

E
st
im

a
te
s
o
f
W

e
e
k
ly

H
o
u
rs

W
o
rk

e
d
fo
r
W

o
m
e
n
w
it
h

Im
m
ig
ra

n
t
P
a
re
n
ts

O
L
S

T
o
b
it

(1
)

(2
)

(1
)

(2
)

C
o
e
ffi
c
ie
n
t

P
r(
h
w
>
0
)

E
(h

w
|h
w
>
0
)

C
o
e
ffi
c
ie
n
t

P
r(
h
w
>
0
)

E
(h

w
|h
w
>
0
)

F
e
m
a
le

L
F
P
R
/
M

a
le

L
F
P
R

5.
89

1∗
5.
29

5∗
8.
44

4∗
∗

0.
08

1∗
∗

5.
51

7∗
∗

7
.7
08

∗∗
0.
07

4
∗∗

5.
0
3
8∗

∗

(2
.7
3
2)

(2
.4
93

)
(3
.4
54

)
(0
.0
33

)
(2
.2
63

)
(3
.0
74

)
(0
.0
29

)
(2
.0
2
9
)

T
F
R

-
−
1.
39

0∗
-

-
-

−
1.
78

9∗
∗

−
0.
01

7∗
∗

−
1.
1
6
9
∗∗

(0
.5
77

)
(0
.7
20

)
(0
.0
06

)
(0
.4
7
0
)

A
g
e

1.
05

1∗
∗

0.
97

1
∗∗

1.
54

4∗
∗

0.
01

4∗
∗

1.
00

8∗
∗

1
.4
41

∗∗
0.
01

3
∗∗

0.
9
4
2∗

∗

(0
.2
3
6)

(0
.2
35

)
(0
.3
35

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.2
06

)
(0
.3
35

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.2
0
9
)

A
g
e
2

−
0.
0
14

∗∗
−
0.
01

3∗
∗

−
0.
02

1
∗∗

−
0
.0
00

2
∗∗

−
0.
01

4∗
∗

−
0.
02

0∗
∗

−
0.
00

01
∗∗

−
0.
0
1
3
∗∗

(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.0
00

0)
(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.0
00

0)
(0
.0
0
2
)

E
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n
a
l
le
v
e
l

H
ig
h
S
ch
o
ol

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

5.
70

7∗
∗

5.
70

9
∗∗

8.
41

1∗
∗

0.
07

3∗
∗

5.
70

5∗
∗

8
.4
16

∗∗
0.
07

3
∗∗

5.
7
1
1∗

∗

(0
.6
4
3)

(0
.6
35

)
(0
.9
21

)
(0
.0
07

)
(0
.6
74

)
(0
.9
14

)
(0
.0
07

)
(0
.6
6
2
)

T
ra
d
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

7.
04

3∗
∗

6.
97

6
∗∗

10
.1
8∗

∗
0.
07

3∗
∗

7.
20

1∗
∗

10
.1
0
∗∗

0.
07

8
∗∗

7.
1
4
4∗

∗

(0
.6
73

)
(0
.6
65

)
(0
.9
34

)
(0
.0
07

)
(0
.6
96

)
(0
.9
21

)
(0
.0
06

)
(0
.6
9
1
)

C
ol
le
ge

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

8.
30

1∗
∗

8.
29

7
∗∗

11
.8
0∗

∗
0.
09

8∗
∗

8.
14

7∗
∗

11
.8
0
∗∗

0.
09

8
∗∗

8.
1
4
9∗

∗

(0
.9
76

)
(0
.9
73

)
(1
.3
70

)
(0
.0
09

)
(1
.0
26

)
(1
.3
69

)
(0
.0
09

)
(1
.0
1
6
)

U
n
iv
er
si
ty

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

8.
07

0∗
∗

8.
08

0
∗∗

11
.2
5∗

∗
0.
08

2∗
∗

8.
10

4∗
∗

11
.2
7∗

∗
0
.0
82

∗∗
8.
1
1
7∗

∗

(1
.7
4
7)

(1
.7
61

)
(2
.4
71

)
(0
.0
12

)
(1
.9
97

)
(2
.4
88

)
(0
.0
12

)
(1
.9
9
5
)

≥
U
n
iv
er
si
ty

D
eg
re
e

10
.0
7∗

∗
1
0.
16

∗∗
13
.7
7∗

∗
0.
11

3∗
∗

9.
58

0∗
∗

13
.8
9∗

∗
0
.1
13

∗∗
9.
6
6
5∗

∗

(1
.0
37

)
(1
.0
30

)
(1
.4
34

)
(0
.0
09

)
(1
.1
23

)
(1
.4
39

)
(0
.0
09

)
(1
.1
1
0
)

M
a
ri
ta

l
S
ta

tu
s

D
iv
or
ce
d

−
0.
51

1
−
0.
54

5
−
0.
76

0
−
0.
00

7
0.
49

3
−
0.
80

5
−
0.
00

7
−
0.
5
2
3

(1
.0
13

)
(1
.0
00

)
(1
.2
64

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.8
13

)
(1
.2
46

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.8
0
2
)

M
a
rr
ie
d

−
7.
13

0∗
∗

−
7.
17

5∗
∗

−
8.
75

1∗
∗

−
0.
07

9
∗∗

−
5.
85

9
∗∗

−
8.
80

9∗
∗

−
0.
08

0∗
∗

−
5.
9
0
0
∗∗

(0
.7
4
1)

(0
.7
33

)
(0
.9
04

)
(0
.0
08

)
(0
.6
05

)
(0
.8
09

)
(0
.0
08

)
(0
.5
9
8
)

W
id
ow

ed
−
7.
22

3∗
∗

−
7.
17

5∗
∗

−
9.
70

8∗
∗

−
0.
11

4
∗∗

−
5.
75

4
∗∗

−
9.
64

8∗
∗

−
0.
11

3∗
∗

−
5.
7
2
4∗

(2
.1
5
0)

(2
.1
48

)
(3
.1
95

)
(0
.0
44

)
(1
.7
29

)
(3
.1
94

)
(0
.0
44

)
(1
.7
2
4
)

P
la
c
e
o
f
R
e
si
d
e
n
c
e

+
+

+
+

+
+

+
+

O
b
se
rv

a
ti
o
n
s

8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8,
08

5
8
,0
8
5

R
2

0.
08

2
0.
08

3
L
o
g
-l
ik
e
li
h
o
o
d

v
a
lu
e

-3
00

27
.3

-3
00

24
.6

N
o
te

s:
T
h
e
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
v
a
ri
a
b
le

is
th

e
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
h
o
u
rs

w
o
rk

e
d

in
th

e
p
re

v
io
u
s
w
e
e
k
.

∗
∗
,
∗

a
n
d

+
in

d
ic
a
te

th
a
t
th

e
e
st
im

a
te

d
c
o
e
ffi

c
ie
n
ts

a
re

st
a
ti
st
ic
a
ll
y

si
g
n
ifi

c
a
n
t
a
t
th

e
1
%

,
5
%

a
n
d

1
0
%

le
v
e
ls

re
sp

e
c
ti
v
e
ly
.

R
o
b
u
st

st
a
n
d
a
rd

e
rr
o
rs

c
o
rr
e
c
te

d
fo
r
c
lu

st
e
ri
n
g

a
t
th

e
c
o
u
n
tr
y

o
f
a
n
c
e
st
ry

le
v
e
l
a
re

g
iv
e
n

in
p
a
re

n
th

e
se

s.
T
h
e

c
o
n
st
a
n
t
te

rm
a
n
d

p
la
c
e

o
f
re

si
d
e
n
c
e

in
d
ic
a
to

r
v
a
ri
a
b
le
s

a
re

n
o
t
re

p
o
rt
e
d
.

T
h
e

re
fe
re

n
c
e

c
a
te

g
o
ri
e
s
fo
r
th

e
e
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n

a
n
d

m
a
ri
ta

l
st
a
tu

s
in

d
ic
a
to

r
v
a
ri
a
b
le
s
a
re

n
o

d
e
g
re

e
a
n
d

si
n
g
le

re
sp

e
c
ti
v
e
ly
.

28



T
ab

le
6

O
L
S
/
T
o
b
it

E
st
im

a
te
s
o
f
W

e
e
k
ly

H
o
u
rs

W
o
rk

e
d
fo
r
W

o
m
e
n
w
it
h

In
te
rm

a
rr
ie
d
P
a
re
n
ts

O
L
S

T
o
b
it

(1
)

(2
)

(1
)

(2
)

C
o
e
ffi
c
ie
n
t

P
r(
h
w
>
0
)

E
(h

w
|h
w
>
0
)

C
o
e
ffi
c
ie
n
t

P
r(
h
w
>
0
)

E
(h

w
|h
w
>
0
)

F
e
m
a
le

L
F
P
R
/
M

a
le

L
F
P
R

4.
76

5
3
.5
49

5.
26

0
0.
05

7
3.
08

4
4.
16

3
0.
04

5
2.
4
4
1

(3
.6
04

)
(3
.2
43

)
(4
.7
30

)
(0
.0
51

)
(2
.7
47

)
(4
.4
92

)
(0
.0
49

)
(2
.6
1
2
)

T
F
R

-
−
1
.2
92

+
-

-
-

−
1.
18

7
−
0.
01

2
−
0.
6
9
6

(0
.7
40

)
(0
.9
68

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.5
7
4
)

A
g
e

1.
56

9∗
∗

1.
57

3
∗∗

2.
30

2∗
∗

0.
02

5∗
∗

1.
35

0∗
∗

2
.3
04

∗∗
0.
02

5
∗∗

1.
3
5
1∗

∗

(0
.2
2
7)

(0
.2
26

)
(0
.3
13

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.1
72

)
(0
.3
13

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.1
7
0
)

A
g
e
2

−
0.
0
20

∗∗
−
0.
02

0∗
∗

−
0.
02

9
∗∗

−
0
.0
00

3
∗∗

−
0.
01

7∗
∗

−
0.
02

9∗
∗

−
0.
00

03
∗∗

−
0.
0
1
7
∗∗

(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
02

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.0
00

0)
(0
.0
01

)
(0
.0
03

)
(0
.0
00

0)
(0
.0
0
1
)

E
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n
a
l
le
v
e
l

H
ig
h
S
ch
o
ol

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

5.
28

1∗
∗

5.
26

0
∗∗

8.
12

9∗
∗

0.
08

2∗
∗

4.
95

3∗
∗

8
.1
10

∗∗
0.
08

2
∗∗

4.
9
4
2∗

∗

(0
.6
2
4)

(0
.6
26

)
(0
.8
94

)
(0
.0
09

)
(0
.5
68

)
(0
.8
98

)
(0
.0
09

)
(0
.5
6
9
)

T
ra
d
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

5.
29

1∗
∗

5.
26

8
∗∗

8.
31

5∗
∗

0.
08

1∗
∗

5.
20

8∗
∗

8
.2
96

∗∗
0.
08

0
∗∗

5.
1
9
6∗

∗

(1
.1
5
4)

(1
.1
44

)
(1
.5
08

)
(0
.0
12

)
(1
.0
40

)
(1
.4
98

)
(0
.0
12

)
(1
.0
3
3
)

C
ol
le
g
e
C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

6.
95

4∗
∗

6.
97

2
∗∗

10
.2
5∗

∗
0.
10

0∗
∗

6.
36

8∗
∗

10
.2
6
∗∗

0.
10

0
∗∗

6.
3
7
8∗

∗

(0
.9
33

)
(0
.9
31

)
(1
.2
06

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.8
05

)
(1
.2
05

)
(0
.0
10

)
(0
.7
9
5
)

U
n
iv
er
si
ty

C
er
ti
fi
ca
te

6.
82

3∗
∗

6.
85

9
∗∗

10
.7
4∗

∗
0.
09

6∗
∗

6.
93

8∗
∗

10
.7
7∗

∗
0
.0
97

∗∗
6.
9
6
1∗

∗

(1
.7
0
9)

(1
.6
91

)
(2
.1
11

)
(0
.0
14

)
(1
.5
12

)
(2
.1
00

)
(0
.0
14

)
(1
.5
1
1
)

≥
U
n
iv
er
si
ty

D
eg
re
e

9.
01

8∗
∗

9.
16

5
∗∗

12
.8
17

∗∗
0.
12

1∗
∗

8.
09

4∗
∗

12
.9
5∗

∗
0
.1
22

∗∗
8.
1
8
7∗

∗

(0
.7
85

)
(0
.7
73

)
(0
.9
63

)
(0
.0
08

)
(0
.6
27

)
(0
.9
60

)
(0
.0
08

)
(0
.6
4
3
)

M
a
ri
ta

l
S
ta

tu
s

D
iv
or
ce
d

−
2.
05

9
−
2.
50

8
−
1.
53

5
−
0.
02

8
−
1
.4
42

−
2.
49

3
−
0.
02

8
−
1.
4
3
4

(1
.2
02

)
(1
.6
31

)
(1
.5
39

)
(0
.0
19

)
(0
.9
27

)
(1
.6
36

)
(0
.0
19

)
(0
.9
2
9
)

M
a
rr
ie
d

−
4.
93

7∗
∗

−
4.
96

0∗
∗

−
6.
19

2
∗∗

−
0.
06

5
∗∗

−
3.
70

2
∗∗

−
6.
21

2∗
∗

−
0.
06

5∗
∗

−
3.
7
1
5
∗∗

(0
.8
5
7)

(0
.8
52

)
(1
.1
69

)
(0
.0
11

)
(0
.7
32

)
(1
.1
65

)
(0
.0
12

)
(0
.7
2
5
)

W
id
ow

ed
−
6.
41

2∗
∗

−
6.
43

2∗
∗

−
8.
36

7∗
−
0.
10

2
∗

−
4.
52

9
∗∗

−
8.
37

9∗
−
0.
10

3∗
−
4.
5
3
6∗

(2
.0
00

)
(1
.9
80

)
(3
.1
23

)
(0
.0
42

)
(1
.5
70

)
(3
.1
02

)
(0
.0
42

)
(1
.5
5
8
)

P
la
c
e
o
f
R
e
si
d
e
n
c
e

+
+

+
+

+
+

+
+

O
b
se
rv

a
ti
o
n
s

3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3,
26

0
3
,2
6
0

R
2

0.
07

3
0.
07

4
L
o
g
-l
ik
e
li
h
o
o
d

v
a
lu
e

-1
17

74
.5

-1
17

74
.1

N
o
te

s:
T
h
e
d
e
p
e
n
d
e
n
t
v
a
ri
a
b
le

is
th

e
n
u
m
b
e
r
o
f
h
o
u
rs

w
o
rk

e
d

in
th

e
p
re

v
io
u
s
w
e
e
k
.

∗
∗
,
∗

a
n
d

+
in

d
ic
a
te

th
a
t
th

e
e
st
im

a
te

d
c
o
e
ffi

c
ie
n
ts

a
re

st
a
ti
st
ic
a
ll
y

si
g
n
ifi

c
a
n
t
a
t
th

e
1
%

,
5
%

a
n
d

1
0
%

le
v
e
ls

re
sp

e
c
ti
v
e
ly
.

R
o
b
u
st

st
a
n
d
a
rd

e
rr
o
rs

c
o
rr
e
c
te

d
fo
r
c
lu

st
e
ri
n
g

a
t
th

e
c
o
u
n
tr
y

o
f
a
n
c
e
st
ry

le
v
e
l
a
re

g
iv
e
n

in
p
a
re

n
th

e
se

s.
T
h
e

c
o
n
st
a
n
t
te

rm
a
n
d

p
la
c
e

o
f
re

si
d
e
n
c
e

in
d
ic
a
to

r
v
a
ri
a
b
le
s

a
re

n
o
t
re

p
o
rt
e
d
.

T
h
e

re
fe
re

n
c
e

c
a
te

g
o
ri
e
s
fo
r
th

e
e
d
u
c
a
ti
o
n

a
n
d

m
a
ri
ta

l
st
a
tu

s
in

d
ic
a
to

r
v
a
ri
a
b
le
s
a
re

n
o

d
e
g
re

e
a
n
d

si
n
g
le

re
sp

e
c
ti
v
e
ly
.

29



Table 7
Country-of-Ancestry Indicator Variables

Hours worked
Coefficient Std. Error

United Kingdom 6.660∗∗ 0.694
Ireland 8.267∗∗ 0.557
France 7.797∗∗ 0.474
Germany 6.874∗∗ 0.668
Netherlands 6.139∗∗ 0.674
Ukraine 7.591∗∗ 0.669
Poland 7.449∗∗ 0.611
Hungary 5.783∗∗ 0.640
Portugal 10.30∗∗ 0.263
Italy 6.987∗∗ 0.401
Greece 6.015∗∗ 0.307
Israel 1.955∗∗ 0.504
Jamaica 5.469∗∗ 0.395
India 5.171∗∗ 0.287
China 8.622∗∗ 0.448
Philippines 7.174∗∗ 0.331
South Korea 12.42∗∗ 0.423
Observations 8,085
R2 0.077

Notes: The dependent variable is the number of hours worked in the pre-

vious week. ∗∗, ∗ and + indicate that the estimated coefficients are sta-
tistically significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively. Robust
standard errors corrected for clustering at the country of ancestry level
are given in parentheses. Controls included in the regression are age,
age squared, education, marital status and place of residence. The ref-
erence category for country-of-ancestry indicator variables is Lebanon.
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Table 8
The Relationship between Country-of-Ancestry

Effects and Cultural Proxies

Country-of-Ancestry Effect

Female LFPR/Male LFPR 9.320+ -
(5.123)

TFR - −1.719+

(0.913)
Observations 18 18
R2 0.195 0.209

Notes: The dependent variable is the estimated coefficients of indicator variables for
country of ancestry reported in Table 7. Robust standard errors are given in parentheses.
∗∗, ∗ and + indicate that the estimated coefficients are statistically significant at the
1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively. The constant term is not reported.

Table 9
Wage Equation Parameter Estimates

Log(hourly wage)
Immigrant Family Mixed Family

(1) (2) (1) (2)
Female LFPR/Male LFPR 0.086 0.095 0.185 0.188

(0.088) (0.093) (0.164) (0.157)
TFR - 0.024 - 0.006

(0.023) (0.044)
Educational level
High School Certificate 0.232∗∗ 0.232∗∗ 0.274∗∗ 0.274∗∗

(0.028) (0.028) (0.053) (0.053)
Trade Certificate 0.173∗∗ 0.173∗∗ 0.281∗∗ 0.281∗∗

(0.038) (0.039) (0.073) (0.073)
College Certificate 0.361∗∗ 0.361∗∗ 0.352∗∗ 0.352∗∗

(0.030) (0.030) (0.074) (0.074)
University Certificate 0.430∗∗ 0.430∗∗ 0.395∗∗ 0.395∗∗

(0.058) (0.058) (0.055) (0.056)
≥ University Degree 0.663∗∗ 0.062∗∗ 0.649∗∗ 0.648∗∗

(0.031) (0.030) (0.074) (0.074)
Experience 0.036∗∗ 0.037∗∗ 0.041∗∗ 0.041∗∗

(0.002) (0.002) (0.004) (0.004)

Experience2/100 −0.079∗∗ −0.080∗∗ −0.094∗∗ −0.094∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.009) (0.009)
Observations 7,359 7,359 2,939 2,939
Uncensored observations 4,900 4,900 1,784 1,784
Log pseudolikelihood -7730 -7729 -3155 -3155
LR test for ρ=0 573.6 566.8 318.5 313.5
(Prob> χ2(1)) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000) (0.000)

Notes: The dependent variable is the logarithm of hourly wage. ∗∗, ∗ and + indicate that the estimated
coefficients are statistically significant at the 1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively. Robust standard errors
corrected for clustering at the country of ancestry level are given in parentheses. The constant term and place
of residence indicator variables are not reported. The reference category for the education indicator variables
is no degree.
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Table 10
Probit Estimates of Labor Force Participation

P(being in the labor force)
Immigrant Family Mixed Family

(1) (2) (1) (2)
Female LFPR/Male LFPR 0.121∗∗ 0.112∗∗ 0.030 0.016

(0.044) (0.040) (0.102) (0.098)
TFR - −0.017∗ - −0.014

(0.008) (0.021)
Age 0.016∗∗ 0.015∗∗ 0.028∗∗ 0.028∗∗

(0.005) (0.005) (0.004) (0.004)
Age2 −0.0002∗∗ −0.0002∗∗ −0.0003∗∗ −0.0003∗∗

(0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000) (0.0000)
Educational level
High School Certificate 0.094∗∗ 0.094∗∗ 0.084∗∗ 0.084∗∗

(0.009) (0.009) (0.017) (0.017)
Trade Certificate 0.105∗∗ 0.105∗∗ 0.099∗∗ 0.099∗∗

(0.007) (0.007) (0.018) (0.018)
College Certificate 0.141∗∗ 0.141∗∗ 0.122∗∗ 0.122∗∗

(0.009) (0.009) (0.010) (0.010)
University Certificate 0.106∗∗ 0.106∗∗ 0.125∗∗ 0.125∗∗

(0.019) (0.020) (0.020) (0.020)
≥ University Degree 0.155∗∗ 0.156∗∗ 0.145∗∗ 0.147∗∗

(0.011) (0.011) (0.014) (0.013)
Marital Status
Divorced 0.002 0.002 0.006 0.006

(0.014) (0.014) (0.024) (0.041)
Married −0.083∗∗ −0.083∗∗ −0.063∗∗ −0.063∗∗

(0.011) (0.010) (0.017) (0.017)
Widowed −0.115∗ −0.114∗ −0.065 −0.065

(0.051) (0.051) (0.066) (0.066)
Place of Residence + + + +
Observations 8,085 8,085 3,260 3,260

Notes: The dependent variable is the probability of being in the labor force. Marginal effects calculated at the mean
of the independent variables are reported. Robust standard errors corrected for clustering at the country of ancestry

level are given in parentheses. ∗∗, ∗ and + indicate that the estimated coefficients are statistically significant at the
1%, 5% and 10% levels respectively. All specifications include place of residence indicator variables. The reference
categories for the education and marital status indicator variables are no degree and single respectively.
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