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Abstract

We study whether cultural norms in the origin country, measured at different times,
affect fertility and labor force participation of second-generation migrant women in
France. We investigate empirically and follow an epidemiological approach to test that
the culture of origin affects people’s behavior and decisions. We use the dataset TeO
(Trajectoires et Origines) on population diversity in France in 2008. We find that: 1)
cultural norms affect people’s fertility and labor working time decisions, confirming the
results of Fernandez and Fogli (2009) also for the French context; 2) the timing when the
norm is measured is crucial. The later the norm is measured in time, the most powerful
its effect, suggesting that the effect of the norms transmitted from peers is stronger than
that of norms transmitted from parents. The explanatory power of norms holds also
when controlling for socio-economic characteristics such as age, siblings, education of the
respondent, spouse, and parents; 3) the feeling of being French moderates the persistence
of cultural norms differently for fertility and labor force participation, while the perceived
feeling of being discriminated does not alter the persistence of the cultural norms.
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1 Introduction

People incur considerable economic costs to comply with cultural norms. According
to Tylor (1871), culture is defined as the social behavior and norms found in human
societies, as well as the knowledge, beliefs, arts, laws, customs, capabilities, and habits
acquired by man as a member of society. Culture serves as a guide for the behavior and
expectations of certain social groups. It gets transmitted through social learning and
interactions and it can affect human decisions and economic outcomes. Considering
this and relying on the epidemiological approach, in this study we show that the results
of Fernandez and Fogli (2009), where cultural norms affect fertility and labor force par-
ticipation of second-generation female migrants in the USA, stand also for the French
context. We nuance this result by showing how the timing of the norm can be crucial
in the transmission of culture. Additionally, we document how perceived discrimina-
tion and feelings of integration alter the effect of the norms on fertility and labor time
decisions. In order to investigate cultural transmission, we follow an empirical inves-
tigation and apply it to France using the exceptional dataset Trajectoires et Origines
(TeO) where on top of labor force participation and the number of children, there is
information on the migration history of the respondent, the feeling of discrimination
and integration. We measure cultural norms in the origin country at different times,
to capture the preferences and beliefs regarding fertility and labor working time in the
origin country throughout the life span of the respondent. Second-generation woman
migrants are born and raised in France, with the same rights and legal obligations as the
other French woman but with different cultural backgrounds. Their parent’s country
of origin is different from France leading to the presence of different cultural norms in
the household. Second-generation French women are influenced by both their parent’s
culture and French culture.

We focus on the dimension of culture that is transmitted from strong ties with the origin
country. This includes transmission through first-generation migrants towards second-
generation ones. It can also include the effect of peers, which is the impact of the present
society in the origin country. In particular, we use as cultural proxies total fertility rate
(TFR) and labor force participation (LFP) in the origin country of the parent during
different times: i) the year of birth of the second-generation French woman; ii) the time
when they finish their studies; iii) in 2008, the year of TeO survey. We choose these
cultural proxies because they indicate heterogeneity of culture in different countries. A
given women’s decision depends on her preferences and beliefs which are a composition
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of French values and parents’ origin country values. The TeO survey allows to study the
impact of origins on the living conditions and social trajectories of second-generation
immigrants, while taking into account other sociodemographic characteristics, namely
social environment, neighborhood, age, cohort, sex, and educational level. TeO asks
questions on feelings of discrimination and integration perceptions such as the feeling
of being French. We analyze how these perceived measures moderate or magnify the
persistence of cultural norms from the origin country. We complement this dataset with
other data on fertility and labor market participation of the origin country provided by
the World Bank. The access to such rich data allows understanding how the culture
of different origin countries, that differ in economic and demographic situation, affect
second-generation immigrants decision on the number of children and labor time.

We find that norms measured in more recently explain better fertility and labor working
time, compared to norms of origin country measured at the time of birth. The norm
that explains better fertility behavior is the one measured at the end of the education,
and for labor time, it is the one measured at the time of the interview.1 This implies
that the effect of peers in transmitting culture can be more effective than that of
parents, suggesting that horizontal transmission of culture is stronger than vertical one.
Moreover, discrimination does not mediate the effect of norms on the behavior of second-
generation immigrants, while integration indicators like feeling French moderates the
persistence of the norms. Feeling French, serving as an integration measure, makes
second-generation women work 0.12 hours more a week and have 0.2 more children.
This perceived integration moderates the persistence of the norm by decreasing the
power of the norms from the origin country. On the contrary, perceived discrimination
does not alter the effect and power of the cultural norm. Our main results are robust
to alternative specifications like a Hurdle Model for labor working time and a Poisson
Model for fertility. Results are maintained when we limit our analysis to women who
have finished their fertility cycle (above 40), samples for both men and women, or
considering both parents’ country of origin. These findings contribute to the literature
on cultural persistence of origin country cultural norms on second-generation migrants
by filling the gap about which norms can explain better behavior and how discrimination
versus integration alter the effect of these norms.

Our paper is organized as follows. Section I contains a brief review of the empirical lit-
1Correlation of number of children with TFR at the end of education in origin country it is 30%,

and hours worked with LFP in 2008 in origin country is 17%. These are also the highest values
compared to correlations with other measures of fertility and labor force participation norms
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erature. Section II describes the data, and Section III contains an institutional context
of culture. Section IV develops the empirical strategy. In section V we summarize our
results and we conclude in Section VI following also a discussion.

2 Literature Review

In this section, we review the literature that focuses on the impact of culture on mi-
grants’ fertility and labor market participation. Sociologists and philosophers have
studied and written about the cultural interlink with economic outcomes. Although the
differences in their opinions, what their views had in common is that culture matters
in decision making. We write more about the interlink between culture and economic
decisions in Appendix K. A thorough literature review of a historical perspective of
culture can be found in Guiso et al. (2006).

2.1 Cultural impacts on fertility

Culture is an important aspect of the decision making and it affects economic outcomes
through beliefs and preferences. One of these decisions is also fertility and how many
children to have. Traditionally, the economic literature sheds light on the role of prices
and incomes as determinants of fertility, while the demographic literature discusses
whether assimilation to local norms or disruption effects, influences fertility. Both dis-
ciplines agree that there is a strong interlink between culture and economic outcomes.
For the U.S. context, a study by Fernandez and Fogli (2009) studies the cultural trans-
mission of origin country on fertility and labor force participation of second-generation
immigrants. They find that cultural norms have a positive significant explanatory
power even after controlling for education and spousal characteristics and that results
are not explained by unobserved human capital. Assimilation or transmission of these
cultural norms depends on family social capital, structure, and values. Considering
this, in another study Fernandez and Fogli (2006) show that culture measured by the
total fertility rate in the woman’s country of ancestry, and family experience, measured
by the woman’s number of siblings, are both significant determinants of fertility, even
after controlling for several individual and family-level characteristics. Our results of
cultural norms’ effect on fertility are in the same line and magnitude.

Gender roles of the origin country can be powerful in affecting people’s behavior,

4



through a vertical transmission of cultural norms. Nevertheless, immigrants can in-
tegrate in the origin country and their fertility, education, and labor market outcomes
converge to the local values (Blau (2015)). In general, as immigrants adapt, they are
less and less influenced by their origin social environments ((Kahn (1988) )). This
difference in vertical and horizontal transmission of norms depends on many factors.
In the U.S. for example, the high fertility of immigrants, compared to natives can be
explained by compositional differences with respect to age, education, income and eth-
nicity (Kahn (1994)). Although immigrants are ’expected’ to have higher fertility than
similar natives, they tend to adapt their fertility ’goals’ over time, both within and
across generations. We consider and explore this vertical and horizontal transmission
of culture in our study by focusing on the heterogeneity of the second-generation immi-
grants and their country of origin. The difference in cultural norms of the origin country
measured at different points in time affects immigrants’ decisions making differently.
Depending on the strength of adherence to home country norms, immigrants coming
from high-fertility origin countries, can either converge to destination country fertility
levels or continue to have higher fertility than native-born women.2 Deviating from the
economic optimum comes at a cost, so not always cultural influence prevails.3 Other
observed differences can arise from the sociocultural distance between parents’ country
of origin and the host country, as well as from structural determinants. For the French
context, Pailhé (2017) finds that women of Southeast Asian descent deviate from the
fertility pattern of their parents, while those of Turkish descent preserve their parents’
cultural heritage. The similarity of this study to ours is in the fact that the author uses
the same dataset and studies the fertility behavior of second-generation immigrants but
the study does not account for the timing of the cultural norm.4

2.2 Cultural impacts on labor market outcomes

Furthermore, we exploit how culture stands as a determinant in explaining labor work-
ing time. This is relevant because culture through labor market outcomes can have
important effects on the state of the economy and growth (Weil (2004)).5 Other rele-

2Behrman and Weitzman (2019), Afulani and Asunka (2015)
3Originating from a high fertility origin country and being an immigrant in France, correlates to

having larger families but it does not predict earlier entry into motherhood (Chabé-Ferret (2019)).
4The author analyses the transition to first, second, and third births among different groups of

immigrants daughters (from the Maghreb, sub-Saharan Africa, Turkey, and Southeast Asia) and com-
pares them to native-born women using discrete-time logistic regressions, also using the TeO dataset.

5More on the literature about the interlink between culture, institutions, and economic outcomes
can be found in Alesina and Giuliano (2015)
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vant characteristics for labor market outcomes are age, number of siblings, education,
partner and parents’ education, and gender. Culture can also serve as a determinant in
the gender equality of the labor force. Considering this, we distinguish between second-
generation male and female immigrants. Their behavior in the workplace can differ
due to their cultural background. Labor market gender roles among migrants can be
transmitted from the country of origin (Alesina et al. (2013)).6 Culture of the country
of origin can explain entirely female labor market outcomes (Read (2004)). On the con-
trary, source country female LFP rates can extend beyond gender role attitudes. These
attitudes can contribute to labor market skills which help immigrant women navigate
the host country’s labor market (Frank and Hou (2016)). Labor market outcomes are
country specific. In the U.S., second-generation immigrants can exhibit integration in
the labor market. Fogli and Veldkamp (2011) and Fernandez (2013) show that female
labor participation in the U.S. has increased throughout time due to the assimilation
effects of intergenerational social learning of immigrants. In France, other cultural dif-
ferences can be seen in family ties. Children of immigrants stay significantly longer
in the parental home, partly because their parents come from societies characterized
by strong family ties, and partly because they have greater difficulties in becoming
economically self-sufficient (Ferrari and Pailhé (2016)).7 Cultural influence depends
on the strength of the norms of the origin country, as well as the host country (Kok
et al. (2011)).8 Depending on the length of stay of immigrants, the effect of culture
might differ. The difference between women from high and low participation countries
diminishes with the length of residence due to the persistent effect of the host country
(Neuman (2018)).

2.3 Discrimination and Integration

When we speak about multiculturalism and immigration, racism and discrimination are
present and well documented.9 Although social mobility does exist from one generation

6In this study, second-generation immigrants, with a heritage of traditional plough use, exhibit
less equal beliefs about gender roles today. This was measured using reported gender-role attitudes
and female participation in the workplace, politics, and entrepreneurial activities.

7For children of immigrants from North Africa, especially women, the entry into adulthood is
slower and is less marked by union formation, whether cohabitation or marriage. Moreover, Ferrari
and Pailhé (2016) finds that children of immigrants from Southern Europe behave more like native
French.

8Kok et al. (2011) find that both differences in home-country female participation and the trend
in native female participation in the Netherlands affect the participation of migrant women.

9Especially after 1980 when many parties in local and national elections were making immigration
part of their main campaign issues.
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to another, social status among second-generation immigrants changes more slowly, de-
spite a general improvement in education and occupational positions (Simon (2003)).
There is evidence that second-generation immigrants in France are not treated equally
in between them, both in the private and public sectors (Berson (2009)). However, the
wage gap is determined by characteristics like the number and gender of immigrant
parents and not only by the country of origin. The study of integration and discrim-
ination is relevant because of evidence that persistent exposure to discrimination can
lead individuals to internalize the prejudice or stigma that is directed against them. 10

Non-European origin in Europe is associated with greater disadvantage in finding em-
ployment not only among first-generation immigrants but also among second-generation
(Gorodzeisky and Semyonov (2017)). The likelihood of attaining a high-status job can
be influenced mostly by the immigrant status, regardless of region of origin and gender.
In sum, discrimination matters for labor force participation, which is also what Baudin
et al. (2021) find.

Our study contributes to the field of literature that studies how culture affects behavior,
and how culture can persist in doing so intergenerationally. We not only exploit the
hypothesis that culture in the origin country affects behavior related to fertility and
labor working time but we specify which cultural norm is more important. Our paper
focuses on the intersection of literature on cultural transmission in second-generation
migrants’ behavior and the literature on discrimination against migrants. We exploit
how perceived discrimination or integration affects the cultural transmission of norms
from the country of origin to the destination country.

3 French Institutional context

France has a long history of migration. The big inflow of people after war world I and
II to compensate for casualties and the lack of labor shortages, led to a high number
of immigrants. Nevertheless, in the late 20th century, European Union countries with
France included became more resistant to the admission of asylum seekers. During
economic downturns waves of racial discrimination and social opposition were present
in the political environment. The French history of immigration is rather complex. In

10This, later on, can affect their behavior. According to United Nations in ”Prejudice and discrim-
ination: Barriers to social inclusion”, discrimination affects people’s opportunities, their well-being,
and their sense of agency. Discrimination is prejudice based on concepts of identity, and the need to
identify oneself as being part of a certain group.
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Appendix L we provide a detailed historical context of French Immigration and Baudin
et al. (2021) do a detailed summary of it.

Considering this big flow of immigrants, there are also a high number of their descen-
dants in France. It is important to study the behavior of second-generation immigrants
considering their share of the population. According to the 2006 French census, 25%
of the population have at least one parent or grandparent who immigrated to France
(INSEE 2008). In 2008, an INSEE census estimated that 5.3 million foreign-born im-
migrants and 6.5 million direct descendants of immigrants (born in France with at least
one immigrant parent) lived in France, representing a total of 11.8 million people, or
19% of the total population in metropolitan France (62.1 million in 2008). 40% of
immigrants live in the Parisian urban area (Greater Paris) making it the area with the
largest proportion of immigrants. According again to INSEE, in 2008, there were 12
million immigrants and their direct descendants (2nd generation) making up about 20%
of the population. There were also 6.7 million second-generation immigrants (with one
parent born outside of France) living in France in 2008, corresponding to 11% of the
total population. Immigrants aged 18-50 count for 2.7 million (10% of the population
aged 18-50) and 5.3 million for all ages (8% of the population). Second-generation im-
migrants aged 18-50 make up 3.1 million (12% of 18-50) and 6.5 million of all ages (11%
of population). TFR in France in 2007 was 1.98. Social and family policies seemed to
have played a stabilizing role to keep TFR at this threshold. Fertility remained at a
high level between 2008 and 2014. France has been leading the European countries
since 2012 (INSEE 2021). Many migrants come from high fertility countries, where the
age at first birth is low, which is especially the case in sub-Saharan Africa. Accounting
for the different ethnic compositions, French language and cultural immersion courses
have been long considered integration measures.11 Considering that discrimination and
integration are part of migrants’ trajectories, we focus furthermore on these perceived
feelings. We interpret the feeling of discrimination as not being accepted while the feel-
ing of being French as belonging. We investigate how discrimination and the sense of
belonging interfere with cultural norms when studying their effect on fertility and labor
time in second-generation migrants. Integration in France is perceived as a process in
which immigrant characteristics uniformly converge toward the average characteristics
of French society. Nevertheless, integration and feeling French are two different levels
not to be mixed. One does not automatically mean the other one holds. This difference

11The number of assigned hours of training significantly increases the labor force participation.
The language classes appear to have a larger effect on labor migrants and refugees relative to family
migrants (Lochmann et al. (2018)).
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between the two concepts can serve as a mechanism to detect if people behave differ-
ently in terms of their fertility choice and labor market participation. This is important
for second-generation migrants where one direction of integration does not exclude the
feeling of being of national of a certain country.12

4 Data

We study fertility and labor working time of second-generation immigrants in France
by exploiting the Trajectories and Origins (TeO) survey on population diversity in
France.13 This survey provides information on living conditions and social trajectories
while taking account of other sociodemographic characteristics, like social environment,
neighborhood, age, cohort, sex, and educational level. It also provides information on
parents’ origin and level of education. Moreover, this survey provides data on dis-
crimination linked to origin and integration. There are 24000 respondents and the
survey was carried out during October 2008-February 2009, out of which 9600 native
descendants of immigrants.14 TeO covers all populations living in metropolitan France
(mainland and Corsica). We chose this survey because it provides immigrant trajecto-
ries, immigrants’ descendants, demographic characteristics, and measures of perceived
discrimination and integration. The TeO survey has all our variables of interest which
include: fertility, labor force participation, parent’s origin, personal and partner char-
acteristics, perceived discrimination, identity, and identification in terms of national
belonging perceptions. In France, national surveys of integration and discrimination
are sparse and recent and including all the other indicators that we need for this study,
we can narrow them down to only TeO. We use the first and only wave available in this
dataset.15

We restrict our sample to women aged above 18, married, and who have finished their
studies. Our variables of interest are fertility, which we measure by all births ever, and

12For the population of European ancestry, the feeling of belonging, while weaker at the beginning,
gets stronger with time and it is correlated with the feeling of being accepted. On the contrary, for
people of African and Southeastern Asian ancestry, the feeling of being French is always stronger than
the feeling of being accepted. This gap persists with the acquisition of nationality, not only among the
first generation but also among the second-generation immigrants (Jayet (2016)).

13The TeO survey was conducted jointly by INED and INSEE. It was closely supervised by the
official bodies which oversee the collection and use of public statistics (CNIS; CNIL)

14The respondents of the TeO dataset are as follows: 9600 immigrants, 9600 native descendants
of immigrants, 800 people from the DOM-TOM/COM, 800 native descendants of DOM origin, 3200
native descendants of native-born

15The second wave is available in Autumn 2022
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female labor force participation, which we measure by hours worked. We define hours of
work by considering 3 measures: i) the number of hours worked listed as family-support
(aide familiale) and independent workers (personnes non-salariees); ii) number of hours
worked in regular employment for active and employed people, in case the first measure
is missing; iii) the number of hours worked of people who have multiple jobs and thus
more hours worked in total than in their regular job. We limit hours worked to 80 by
discarding this way 0.05% of our sample.

Other variables that we consider from this survey are age, education, spouse’s age and
education, parents education, number of siblings, and regional dummies. For age, we
create age dummies for different age groups and we base our measure on age group
’40-50’. We consider a polynomial on age for both respondent and partner (age and
squared age). In doing so we take into account the difference between the year when the
norm was measured in the origin country and the year when the respondent answered
the survey. The estimation difference, depends on the age difference when the norm
was measured, for example, two respondents of Italian and Algerian origin that were
interviewed in the year 2000 compared to 1999, or 2 Senegalese women whose norms
are measured at different times.

TeO dataset also includes data on discrimination, resource availabilities, and obstacles.
We use these variables to see if individuals’ origins is a parameter that can explain ob-
served heterogeneity in behavior and decision making. The survey questions focus on
the discriminatory processes that affect the careers and living conditions of immigrants
and their descendants. It also hampers their social and economic integration. The
key situations in which discrimination may occur are examined regarding job-seeking,
dismissal, promotion, relations with colleagues, the search of accommodation as well
as health degree, medical insurance, political and social participation. Discrimination
is addressed in two ways: indirectly via the respondent’s labor, health, and fertility
situation as compared to people of different origin, and directly by asking them about
their experience of discrimination. This is perceived discrimination seen from a sub-
jective point of view. Apart from discrimination, we also consider the integration of
second-generation migrants by relying on the question if the respondent feels French.

For studying how culture of the origin country influences behavior, we merge the TeO
data with data from the origin country made available from the World Bank. These data
give information on the total fertility rate (TFR) and female labor force participation
(LFP) in the origin country of the parents of the respondent during the time that the
respondent was born, finished their studies and in 2008, the year of the TeO survey. In
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our sample, women have on average 2.2 children, while the TFR from the origin country
depending on when it is measured varies between 2.42 to 5.11. Our respondents work
an average of 20 hours a week, are on average 40 years old, their partner is on average
45 years old and they have on average 4 siblings. LFP of origin country varies between
26 to 40. The variance in cultural norms tends to decrease through time for fertility but
it increases for LFP. A summary of statistics of our variables of interest in the dataset
is shown in Table 1. In Appendix H we also provide summary statistics by country of
origin.

Table 1: Summary statistics at the individual level of our sample

Obs Mean Std. Dev. Min Max
Number of children 4045 2.20 1.41 0 10
TFR at birth 2749 5.11 1.94 1.35 7.94
TFR at the end of education 3491 3.61 1.91 1.13 7.94
TFR in 2008 3503 2.42 1.20 1.34 6.80
Worked hours 4045 19.98 18.69 0 80
LFP at birth 2175 26.85 18.47 2.44 83.89
LFP at the end of education 3211 32.79 18.65 2.16 94.4
LFP in 2008 3479 40.02 19.44 13.13 81.17

Age dummies
18-20 19 19.57 0.69 18 20
21-25 225 23.48 1.28 21 25
26-30 498 28.11 1.39 26 30
31-35 697 33.07 1.44 31 35
36-40 767 38.02 1.39 36 40
41-50 1182 45.39 2.89 41 50
More than 50 657 54.91 2.77 51 60
Age 4045 39.95 9.63 18 60
Squared Age 4045 1689.07 788.54 324 3600
Partner Age 3930 44.45 10.80 17 91
Squared Age of Partner 3930 2093.30 1009.86 289 8281
Siblings 4302 4.58 3.50 0 60
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Table 2: Education of respondents (TeO Dataset)

Less than
Primary

Primary Lower -
Secondary

Upper -
Secondary

College

Diploma of the respondent 23.09% 6.55% 9.43% 31.97 % 28.98%
Diploma of the partner 23.49 % 4.39% 6.23% 36.19% 29.70%
Diploma of the mother 68.17% 8.26% 5.07% 10.36% 8.14%
Diploma of the father 58.91% 9.74% 4.50% 13.04% 13.81%

5 Empirical strategy

The empirical approach that we first adopt to study the influence of cultural norms on
second-generation migrants in France is shown by estimating the following model:

Dijr = α0 +α1ȳj +α′
2X

′
i +α3gijr +α4rijr +α5iijr + εi (1)

We run an Ordinary Least Square (OLS) regression where Dijr is the outcome variable,
either the number of children or the number of hours worked, of the respondent i, which
is the second-generation migrant in France, originally from country j residing in the
region r in France. ȳj is our proxy for culture, which is fertility measured by TFR in
the origin country when the outcome variable is fertility. It becomes LFP in the origin
country when the outcome variable is hours worked.

We consider different proxies for culture: TFR and LFP in the origin country at i) the
time of birth of the respondent, ii) when the respondent finished the studies, and ii) in
2008, the year when the respondent filled in the TeO survey. Xi is a set of individual
characteristics that include age, partner’s age, education, partner and parents’ educa-
tion level, number of siblings, and region. gijr shows other cultural indicators like LFP
in the origin country of the respondent in the year 2008 when the outcome variable is
fertility, and it takes the measure of TFR at the end of the education when the outcome
variable is hours worked. rijr is discrimination indicators of the respondent in France
regarding age, health, origin, place of living, religion, gender, outfit, and skin. iijr is the
perceived feeling of integration of the respondent, which relates to the feeling of being
French. We apply this model to the sample of married second-generation immigrants,
above 18 years of age. We expand our study to other samples of all women and all
population above 18 in Appendix A.
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Regarding fertility decisions, apart from the OLS regression model, we also consider
a Poisson model since fertility is an integer variable. Our dependent variable Y has a
Poisson distribution and assumes the logarithm of its expected value can be modeled
by a linear combination of unknown parameters. This is an appropriate model when
the dependent variable is a count and it allows to study the impact of the TFR in the
origin country, on the number of children of the respondent. Regarding labor working
time, hours worked exhibit an excess of zero observations. To take into account the
high number of zero in the dataset, we consider a Hurdle model. This model is used
when a random variable is modeled using two parts, the first, which is the probability
of attaining value 0, and the second part models the probability of the non-zero values.
This method allows explaining both the number of hours worked (with a Poisson model)
and the decision not to work at all (with a Logit model).

6 Results

6.1 Fertility Behavior

The effects of the TFR of the origin country, on second-generation immigrants’ fertility
decisions in France for our sample of married women can be found in Table 2. The table
is organized into 6 models. We consider the mother’s country of origin and we measure
as cultural norms three variables: the TFR at the birth year of the respondent, the
TFR in the origin country at the year when the respondent finishes education, and the
TFR in 2008, which is the year of the TeO survey. We find that the closest the cultural
norm measure is to the year of the survey, the stronger the effect on the fertility of
second-generation immigrants. What seems to matter the most is the cultural norm in
the origin country at the actual time of the survey, compared to the norm measured
in the previous years. An increase of the TFR in the origin country by one child is
associated with an increase in the respondent’s fertility by 0.08 children when the norm
is measured during her year of birth, it increases to 0.18 when the norm is measured
at the end of her education cycle and it reaches 0.21 more children when the norm is
measured in 2008. Nevertheless, in terms of magnitude of coefficients, we see that it is
TFR at the end of the education that explains most of the variability of the number
of children. 1 standard deviation increase in TFR at the end of education in the origin
country raises number of children of second-generation migrants by 0,32 compared to
0,25 from 1 standard deviation increase of the TFR in 2008 or 0,14 from 1 standard
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deviation increase in TFR at birth. The results are in line with Fernandez and Fogli
(2009) where TFR in the origin country measured in 1950 has a positive and significant
effect on the number of children ever had. They show that women that come from
countries with a higher TFR have more children. In their study, an increase in the
TFR by 1, results in 0.2 more children among the second-generation migrant women.

We proceed by studying how labor working time in the origin country in 2008 alters the
effect of the norm and how it affects the fertility of the respondent. We consider both
models with (Models 1,2 and 3) and without this variable (Models 1.b, 2.b and 3.b). We
find that LFP does not alter the effect of the fertility norm and that it affects negatively
the number of children of the respondent.16 In terms of personal characteristics, we
find that age is significant in explaining fertility decisions when considering each type of
cultural norm for different age groups. Respondents aged below 40 have fewer children
compared to those above 40, which have finished their fertility cycle. Age of the partner
is significant and it affects positively the number of children. The older the partner, the
more children the partnership has. Moreover, we find a positive sibling peer-effect. The
number of siblings of the respondent is significant in explaining the number of children
of the respondent when we consider as the cultural norm the TFR at birth, as it is
correlated with this cultural measure through the parent’s culture of origin. It loses
significance for the second model, and it gains back significance for model 3.b where we
consider as cultural norm TFR in 2008. Having a primary education affects positively
the number of children of the respondent, and the relationship changes sign when we
move to the lower, upper-secondary, and college education. Partner’s education on the
other hand affects negatively the number of children of the respondent and is significant
in the three models we consider. We also control for parent’s education and regional
dummies.

Considering that cultural norms have a positive and strongly significant effect on
women’s fertility, we check how this effect stands when it comes to men. In Table
4 we show the results of the effect of cultural norms in the origin country, measured in
three points on time, on the number of children of second-generation immigrant men.
The results are in the same line as the results that we show for the second-generation
immigrant women. Men whose mother is originally from a country with a high TFR,
have more children. As for the women’s analysis, the norm that shows the strongest
effect is the one measured later in time.

16We also run a Variance Inflation Factor test for different measures of culture regarding TFR and
LFP and values are well below 10, excluding multicollinearity.

14



Table 3: OLS Model: How fertility in origin country affects number of children of
second generation woman immigrant in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

TFR at birth 0.0728*** 0.0883***
(0.0161) (0.0127)

TFR at the end of education 0.171*** 0.184***
(0.0155) (0.0120)

TFR in 2008 0.210*** 0.190***
(0.0426) (0.0312)

LFP in 2008 -0.00348** -0.00635*** -0.0105***
(0.00123) (0.000881) (0.000818)

Age
18-20 -1.411*** -1.364*** -1.734*** -1.755*** -1.980*** -1.989***

(0.380) (0.391) (0.310) (0.308) (0.329) (0.318)
21-25 -1.005*** -0.987*** -1.230*** -1.271*** -1.445*** -1.489***

(0.227) (0.228) (0.186) (0.191) (0.198) (0.201)
26-30 -0.754*** -0.738*** -0.860*** -0.880*** -1.037*** -1.057***

(0.212) (0.212) (0.149) (0.148) (0.160) (0.160)
31-35 -0.283* -0.271* -0.307** -0.323** -0.431*** -0.451***

(0.152) (0.151) (0.110) (0.113) (0.121) (0.126)
36-40 -0.184* -0.178 -0.155 -0.162* -0.220** -0.230**

(0.106) (0.104) (0.0929) (0.0896) (0.0972) (0.0957)
More than 50 0.0959 0.0954 0.130 0.119

(0.147) (0.162) (0.141) (0.164)
Squared age 7.32e-05 7.42e-05 -0.000105 -0.000155 -3.83e-05 -0.000119

(0.000207) (0.000211) (0.000127) (0.000121) (0.000118) (0.000118)
Age of partner 0.130*** 0.125*** 0.0573*** 0.0439** 0.0559*** 0.0399**

(0.0187) (0.0192) (0.0173) (0.0185) (0.0176) (0.0183)
Squared age of partner -0.00134*** -0.00127*** -0.000487** -0.000337* -0.000457** -0.000265

(0.000256) (0.000266) (0.000194) (0.000188) (0.000192) (0.000181)
Siblings 0.0192** 0.0192** 0.0145 0.0156 0.0205 0.0278*

(0.00830) (0.00747) (0.00990) (0.0101) (0.0140) (0.0142)
Education
Primary 0.256** 0.260** 0.145* 0.139* 0.0923 0.0799

(0.105) (0.108) (0.0752) (0.0732) (0.0757) (0.0806)
Lower Secondary -0.187* -0.167* -0.166* -0.155* -0.222** -0.210**

(0.0922) (0.0905) (0.0943) (0.0893) (0.0858) (0.0848)
Upper-Secondary -0.414*** -0.411*** -0.317*** -0.322*** -0.399*** -0.423***

(0.0637) (0.0677) (0.0486) (0.0475) (0.0527) (0.0540)
College -0.669*** -0.675*** -0.473*** -0.474*** -0.609*** -0.633***

(0.0979) (0.0975) (0.0829) (0.0800) (0.0826) (0.0845)
Partner’s Education
Primary -0.549*** -0.534*** -0.387*** -0.393*** -0.411*** -0.428***

(0.108) (0.0948) (0.0960) (0.0809) (0.101) (0.0929)
Lower Secondary -0.232** -0.220** -0.310*** -0.293*** -0.316*** -0.293***

(0.0824) (0.0838) (0.0844) (0.0907) (0.0926) (0.103)
Upper-Secondary -0.273*** -0.263*** -0.278*** -0.274*** -0.296*** -0.299***

(0.0728) (0.0726) (0.0727) (0.0783) (0.0756) (0.0836)
College -0.341** -0.333*** -0.338*** -0.342*** -0.374*** -0.388***

(0.122) (0.115) (0.0784) (0.0810) (0.0769) (0.0811)
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -0.418 -0.537 1.155** 1.220* 1.471** 1.548**

(0.466) (0.475) (0.553) (0.595) (0.588) (0.608)

Observations 2,290 2,305 2,938 2,957 2,948 2,967
R-squared 0.299 0.297 0.311 0.305 0.299 0.284

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 4: OLS Model: How fertility in origin country affects number of children of
second generation immigrant man in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

TFR at birth 0.0448*** 0.0539***
(0.0107) (0.00987)

TFR at the end of education 0.132*** 0.140***
(0.0139) (0.0134)

TFR in 2008 0.173*** 0.159***
(0.0270) (0.0172)

LFP in 2008 -0.00151 -0.00361*** -0.00670***
(0.000880) (0.000839) (0.000869)

Age
18-20 0.427 0.429 0.00426 -0.000879 0.00660 -0.00385

(0.372) (0.380) (0.243) (0.257) (0.216) (0.230)
21-25 0.0641 0.0605 -0.176 -0.180 -0.198 -0.193

(0.276) (0.286) (0.183) (0.198) (0.163) (0.180)
26-30 -0.0442 -0.0393 -0.154 -0.146 -0.190 -0.171

(0.177) (0.183) (0.125) (0.136) (0.118) (0.129)
31-35 0.0131 0.0268 0.0121 0.0332 -0.0351 -0.00129

(0.154) (0.157) (0.114) (0.116) (0.110) (0.111)
36-40 0.0919 0.0987 0.144** 0.155** 0.125** 0.140**

(0.0919) (0.0971) (0.0560) (0.0621) (0.0542) (0.0597)
More than 50 0.155 0.135 0.165 0.142

(0.143) (0.140) (0.139) (0.136)
Squared age 0.000931*** 0.000938*** 0.000630*** 0.000631*** 0.000751*** 0.000759***

(0.000168) (0.000168) (9.88e-05) (0.000102) (0.000101) (9.95e-05)
Age of Partner 0.336*** 0.332*** 0.230*** 0.228*** 0.240*** 0.239***

(0.0279) (0.0274) (0.0234) (0.0234) (0.0218) (0.0217)
Squared Age of Partner -0.00459*** -0.00453*** -0.00294*** -0.00292*** -0.00307*** -

0.00308***
(0.000373) (0.000369) (0.000286) (0.000289) (0.000259) (0.000262)

Siblings 0.0202*** 0.0171** 0.0169** 0.0145* 0.0176*** 0.0191***
(0.00681) (0.00701) (0.00716) (0.00738) (0.00585) (0.00630)

Education
Primary -0.0736 -0.0852 -0.206** -0.202** -0.227** -0.222**

(0.109) (0.110) (0.0856) (0.0865) (0.0906) (0.0937)
Lower Secondary -0.0861 -0.0844 -0.129* -0.120 -0.152** -0.133

(0.0598) (0.0617) (0.0701) (0.0790) (0.0663) (0.0789)
Upper-Secondary -0.125** -0.129** -0.151** -0.150** -0.207*** -0.205***

(0.0494) (0.0507) (0.0615) (0.0613) (0.0573) (0.0593)
College -0.238*** -0.248*** -0.158** -0.158** -0.264*** -0.259***

(0.0504) (0.0486) (0.0756) (0.0707) (0.0622) (0.0619)
Partner’s Education
Primary -0.0220 -0.0377 -0.213** -0.217*** -0.269*** -0.283***

(0.144) (0.146) (0.0759) (0.0753) (0.0708) (0.0722)
Lower Secondary -0.201** -0.228*** -0.351*** -0.365*** -0.408*** -0.429***

(0.0817) (0.0707) (0.0956) (0.0859) (0.0991) (0.0883)
Upper-Secondary -0.443*** -0.459*** -0.507*** -0.510*** -0.541*** -0.555***

(0.0682) (0.0661) (0.0671) (0.0684) (0.0763) (0.0801)
College -0.737*** -0.755*** -0.758*** -0.767*** -0.805*** -0.830***

(0.0746) (0.0748) (0.0577) (0.0609) (0.0669) (0.0739)
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -5.258*** -5.269*** -3.292*** -3.427*** -3.367*** -3.584***

(0.751) (0.735) (0.539) (0.545) (0.531) (0.521)

Observations 2,826 2,856 3,685 3,722 3,701 3,738
R-squared 0.425 0.424 0.425 0.423 0.424 0.418

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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6.2 Labor Force Participation

The OLS results of cultural impact on labor working time when we restrict our sample to
the married women are shown in Table 5. The Table is organized into 6 panels studying
the effect of 3 types of labor force participation cultural norms, while considering also
how TFR at the end of education in the origin country affects these results. Like for
the TFR, here we find that the norm is stronger the closer we come to the survey year.
We start with LFP at birth which is not significant and it affects negatively the hours
worked of the respondent. In Model 2, we find that LFP at the end of education is
significant at the 1% level and it affects the hours worked by the respondent positively.
We find a significant effect of the LFP in 2008 in the origin country on the labor working
time of the respondent at the 1% level. This shows that the cultural norms transmitted
through peers are stronger than the ones transmitted through parents. LFP in 2008 is
the norm that explains more of the variability of hours worked. 1 standard deviation
increase in LFP in 2008 in origin country raises hours worked of second-generation
migrant in France by 2.41 hours. The effect of the norm is in the same direction as in
Fernandez and Fogli (2009) where an increase in LFP in the origin country, measured
in 1950, raises hours worked by 0.04 to 0.07.

In Models 1,2 and 3 we check if TFR at the end of education alters the LFP cultural
norm and how it affects the hours worked by the respondent. Even though the inclusion
of TFR reduces systematically the size of the effect of the norm, suggesting that a
part of the effect of the norm is passing through the negative association between
fertility norms and labor force participation norms. We control for the age of the
respondent and their partner, as well as the number of siblings. Age of partner is
not significant in explaining hours worked. Having a sibling makes respondents work
fewer hours, and the coefficients are significant for Models 2.b, 3, and 3b. Having
only a diploma from primary school affects negatively hours worked by the respondent
while having a diploma from secondary school and college is significant and it affects
positively how many hours the respondent works. Having a college diploma raises
the time worked per week by approximately 10 hours. On the partner’s side, having
a primary school diploma is significant and it affects positively the number of hours
worked by the respondent. The effect is not significant when the partner holds a lower
or upper secondary school diploma, but when the partner has a college degree, his wife
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works fewer hours. In all these results we control for parents’ education and regional
dummies.

Table 5: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects hours worked of second gen-
eration immigrant in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

LFP at birth -0.0261 -0.0219
(0.0269) (0.0246)

LFP at the end of education 0.0566*** 0.0666***
(0.0176) (0.0169)

LFP in 2008 0.124*** 0.130***
(0.0319) (0.0295)

TFR at the end of education -0.995*** -0.681*** -0.320
(0.341) (0.196) (0.327)

Age
18-20 -8.178 -7.642 -16.35*** -15.71** -15.62*** -15.30***

(6.955) (7.050) (5.459) (5.618) (4.739) (4.728)
21-25 -3.918 -3.517 -10.45** -10.03** -10.16** -9.935**

(5.661) (5.668) (4.076) (4.093) (3.777) (3.578)
26-30 -1.494 -1.230 -6.910** -6.572** -6.283** -6.086**

(4.028) (4.050) (2.759) (2.783) (2.306) (2.231)
31-35 -1.826 -1.661 -5.789** -5.544** -5.348*** -5.219***

(2.882) (2.891) (2.131) (2.179) (1.619) (1.659)
36-40 -0.592 -0.653 -3.521** -3.372* -2.987** -2.903**

(1.933) (1.954) (1.628) (1.665) (1.328) (1.349)
More than 50 -2.121 -2.056 -2.605 -2.644

(2.489) (2.494) (2.010) (1.988)
Squared age 0.00496 0.00542* 0.000189 0.000396 -8.59e-05 1.08e-05

(0.00304) (0.00307) (0.00196) (0.00202) (0.00163) (0.00160)
Age of partner -0.280 -0.321 0.157 0.137 0.0862 0.0845

(0.472) (0.460) (0.333) (0.335) (0.319) (0.322)
Age of partner Squared 0.00361 0.00362 -0.00265 -0.00277 -0.00209 -0.00227

(0.00528) (0.00517) (0.00322) (0.00318) (0.00317) (0.00310)
Siblings -0.301 -0.459 -0.173 -0.288** -0.245* -0.301**

(0.254) (0.281) (0.123) (0.119) (0.135) (0.115)
Education
Primary -1.684 -1.899 -0.250 -0.126 0.916 0.853

(1.539) (1.520) (1.281) (1.289) (1.304) (1.345)
Lower Secondary 4.076*** 4.251*** 4.979*** 5.062*** 5.059*** 5.083***

(1.404) (1.394) (0.956) (0.985) (0.848) (0.854)
Upper-Secondary 9.591*** 10.19*** 8.701*** 9.075*** 8.802*** 8.968***

(0.804) (0.802) (0.722) (0.715) (0.542) (0.513)
College 10.96*** 11.87*** 10.84*** 11.45*** 11.33*** 11.62***

(0.646) (0.714) (0.665) (0.672) (0.729) (0.700)
Partner’s Education
Primary 7.795*** 8.150*** 4.576*** 4.765*** 4.087*** 4.180***

(2.125) (2.132) (1.005) (1.061) (1.107) (1.111)
Lower Secondary -0.520 -0.464 -1.647 -1.572 -2.275 -2.290

(2.137) (2.174) (2.000) (2.030) (1.884) (1.906)
Upper-Secondary 0.616 0.837 -0.120 0.0535 -0.432 -0.429

(1.055) (1.067) (1.057) (1.049) (0.854) (0.844)
College -0.597 -0.553 -1.836 -1.736 -2.204** -2.212**

(1.169) (1.174) (1.304) (1.296) (1.029) (1.029)
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 21.16 18.82 20.99* 18.85 19.06* 17.95*

(13.03) (13.17) (11.09) (11.07) (10.86) (10.29)

Observations 1,855 1,855 2,740 2,740 2,921 2,931
R-squared 0.171 0.167 0.133 0.130 0.142 0.142

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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We also consider running regressions of horse-racing explanatory variables to find out
how their significance and magnitude evolve. We place in the same estimation equation,
the three measures of cultural norms, or we consider different combinations of them.
Regarding fertility, only TFR at the end of education remains significant and at the
same magnitude, irrespectively of which other norm we consider in the same regression.
TFR in 2008 loses significance but it remains positive. TFR at birth remains significant
but it changes signs when we consider it together with TFR at the end of education, it
loses significance but it remains positive when we consider it with TFR in 2008. When
we consider the three cultural norm measures in the same regression, TFR at birth
changes sign and remains significant, TFR at the end of education remains significant
and at the same magnitude and TFR in 2008 loses significance. When we redo the
same analysis for Labor force participation cultural norm variables, LFP in 2008 is
the cultural norm proxy that remains significant, irrespectively of the other norm we
consider in the regression. The results are shown in Appendix D.

6.3 Discrimination

We confirm the finding of Fernandez and Fogli (2009) on France and show that the
time at which the norm is measured matters, suggesting that socialization of peers
is an important aspect in explaining decisions about fertility and labor working time.
Moreover, considering that discrimination and integration are part of immigration tra-
jectories, we study whether perceived discrimination-related variables alter the effect
that these norms have on labor working time and fertility decisions. For this, we run an
OLS regression where we estimate the effect of LFP in 2008 in the origin country, a set
of discrimination measures, the interaction between discrimination measures, personal,
partner, and parents characteristics on the labor working time. The aim is to see how
the discrimination measures, together with their interaction will affect hours worked
and will interfere with the effect of the norm on hours worked per week. Results of how
different types of discrimination affect hours worked and how they interfere with the
cultural norms are shown in Table 6. Respondents answer questions where they declare
if they have felt discriminated about their age, health, origin, place of living, religion,
gender, outfit, and skin color. We control for age of respondent and partner, education
of respondent, that of partner and parents, number of siblings, and region.
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Hours Worked: The results show that whatever the measure specification of dis-
crimination, the cultural variable (LFP in 2008) remains significant in explaining hours
worked. Being discriminated based on age has a negative effect on hours worked and
it is not significant. This type of discrimination does not alter the magnitude or sig-
nificance of the cultural norm. Being discriminated based on health affects the number
of hours worked by the respondent negatively and it does not change the significance
of the cultural norm. Even when LFP in the origin country raises by 1, respondents
that were discriminated based on their health, work 0.17 hours less in a week. Being
discriminated based on origin country affects negatively hours worked by the respon-
dent and it does not alter the persistence of the norm. We can say the same about
discrimination based on place of living. The interaction variable is significant and tells
us that even when the LFP in the origin country raises by 1 for those that felt discrim-
inated, second-generation migrants work 0.3 hours less in France. Considering these
variables of discrimination we can say that it affects negatively hours worked but it
does not alter the persistence of the origin country norm on the effect that it has on
the labor working time of second-generation migrants. The feeling of being French af-
fects positively the labor working time of the respondent and it is significant at the 1%
level. It also raises the power of the norm by increasing its coefficient from 1.18 to 1.65.
People that feel French participate more in the labor market. The interaction term
between the feeling of being French and the LFP is negative and significant. Coming
from a country with one unit higher LFP and being an immigrant that feels French,
makes second-generation immigrants work less. This combination term moderates the
effect of the cultural norm on hours worked. The feeling of being discriminated tends
to reduce or not alter the persistence of cultural norm. On the other hand, the feeling
of being French increased the hours worked while not altering the persistence of norms.
Moreover, we do not find any significance for other types of discrimination like clothes,
gender, or skin. They do not alter the magnitude of the norm. Coefficients are in the
same range as in the first model without discrimination.
Then we consider the same measures of discrimination for analyzing its effect on hours
worked for both men and women. The effect of the norm is even higher when we con-
sider the whole population while the discrimination measures coefficients do not change
their magnitude. The results are shown in Appendix B.

Number of children: We redo the same analysis for the effect of discrimination-
related variables on the number of children of the respondent. An increase in the TFR
of origin country at the end of education by 1, raises the number of children of second-
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generation immigrants in France by 0.181. When we consider age discrimination in this
model, the effect of the norm is not altered. We can conclude the same about other
types of discrimination related to health, origin, and place of living. These types of
discrimination are not significant, the coefficients of the cultural norm and their mag-
nitude do not change. On the other hand, when we consider in this model the feeling
of being French, the effect of the norm becomes stronger. The coefficient of the norm
increases. The feeling of being French, together with the interaction term TFR are sig-
nificant. When second-generation female migrants feel French, they have more children.
Nevertheless, when TFR in origin country increases by 1, those that feel French lower
their number of children by 0.067. When instead we consider discrimination based on
religion, the effect of the norm is not altered. This type of discrimination affects neg-
atively the number of children born, but when TFR in the origin country raises by 1,
those that feel discriminated have 0.273 more children. This type of discrimination does
not alter the persistence of the cultural norm. Regarding gender, when females have
felt discriminated, they have more children but when TFR in the origin country raises,
they tend to have fewer children. Gender discrimination does not erase the effect of the
norm but decreases its power. Females that have felt discriminated in terms of clothes
or in terms of skin color have fewer children. Nevertheless this type of discrimination
does not alter the norm of the origin country. We also control for age, age of partner,
squared age of both respondent and partner, the number of siblings, and education,
whose results are shown in Table 7.

In sum, the cultural variable (TFR at the end of education) remains significant through-
out the different models, and adding discrimination measures does not modify the effect
of the norm. Then we consider the same measures of discrimination for analyzing its
effect on the number of children on all women sample , irrespectively of their marital
status. The effect of the norm remains significant, the coefficient decreases by 0.04, and
the religious discrimination loses significance. The results are shown in Appendix B.
Overall the results remain consistent for different samples of our dataset.
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Table 6: How discrimination affects hours worked
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

LFP in 2008 0.129*** 0.130*** 0.130*** 0.132*** 0.129*** 0.177*** 0.127*** 0.131*** 0.128*** 0.129***
(0.0294) (0.0301) (0.0293) (0.0302) (0.0289) (0.0237) (0.0273) (0.0304) (0.0297) (0.0319)

Age discrimination -0.961
(4.521)

Age d * LFP -0.163
(0.133)

Health discrimination -0.736
(10.23)

Health d * LFP -0.121
(0.136)

Origin discrimination 0.0479
(1.998)

Origin d * LFP -0.0322
(0.0522)

Place of living discrimination 4.018
(6.223)

Place of living d * LFP -0.307*
(0.159)

Feeling of being French 6.689***
(1.419)

Feeling of being French * LFP -0.0544**
(0.0249)

Religion discrimination -3.617
(4.350)

Religion d * LFP -0.0127
(0.0751)

Gender discrimination 8.349
(5.990)

Gender d *LFP -0.144
(0.144)

Clothes discrimination -2.828
(3.645)

Clothes d *LFP -0.00795
(0.112)

Skin color discrimination 4.336
(4.578)

Skin Color d * LFP -0.0470
(0.0811)

Age 1.998*** 1.987*** 2.007*** 1.988*** 2.004*** 1.950*** 1.993*** 1.984*** 1.991*** 2.008***
(0.331) (0.331) (0.321) (0.333) (0.332) (0.356) (0.333) (0.335) (0.338) (0.338)

Squared age -0.0216*** -0.0214*** -0.0217*** -0.0215*** -0.0216*** -0.0212*** -0.0215*** -0.0214*** -0.0215*** -0.0216***
(0.00357) (0.00356) (0.00347) (0.00360) (0.00357) (0.00383) (0.00361) (0.00360) (0.00364) (0.00360)

Age of Partner -0.167 -0.175 -0.165 -0.164 -0.185 -0.135 -0.178 -0.153 -0.168 -0.161
(0.353) (0.356) (0.354) (0.352) (0.350) (0.385) (0.349) (0.356) (0.357) (0.354)

Age of partner Squared 0.000187 0.000266 0.000172 0.000156 0.000354 -0.000215 0.000270 8.51e-05 0.000184 0.000104
(0.00348) (0.00352) (0.00349) (0.00348) (0.00345) (0.00382) (0.00346) (0.00349) (0.00351) (0.00349)

Siblings -0.305** -0.311** -0.303** -0.289** -0.301** -0.260** -0.302** -0.305** -0.304** -0.324***
(0.116) (0.117) (0.114) (0.116) (0.116) (0.116) (0.117) (0.116) (0.116) (0.102)

Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -22.69*** -22.33*** -22.94*** -22.61*** -22.43*** -26.93*** -22.18*** -22.88*** -22.41*** -23.06***

(5.156) (5.194) (5.150) (5.217) (5.066) (4.912) (5.287) (5.117) (5.074) (5.171)

Observations 2,931 2,931 2,931 2,931 2,931 2,854 2,931 2,931 2,931 2,931
R-squared 0.143 0.145 0.144 0.144 0.144 0.158 0.144 0.144 0.144 0.144

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 7: How discrimination affects number of children
(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

TFR at the end of education 0.181*** 0.181*** 0.182*** 0.184*** 0.182*** 0.226*** 0.178*** 0.181*** 0.192***
(0.0125) (0.0119) (0.0124) (0.0115) (0.0123) (0.0208) (0.0132) (0.0123) (0.0124)

Age discrimination -0.567
(0.376)

Age d* TFR 0.0745
(0.140)

Health discrimination -0.373
(0.295)

Health d *TFR -0.0568
(0.0670)

Origin discrimination 0.0427
(0.146)

Origin d *TFR -0.0166
(0.0428)

Place of living discrimination 0.157
(0.644)

Place of living d*TFR -0.0240
(0.189)

Feeling of being French 0.221**
(0.0810)

Feeling of being French * TFR -0.0677***
(0.0202)

Religion discrimination -0.745*
(0.392)

Religion discrimination * TFR 0.273***
(0.0849)

Clothes discrimination 0.655
(0.667)

Clothes d*TFR -0.0485
(0.195)

Skin color discrimination -0.119
(0.311)

Skin d* TFR -0.0406
(0.0549)

Age 0.204*** 0.203*** 0.205*** 0.204*** 0.204*** 0.205*** 0.204*** 0.205*** 0.201***
(0.0148) (0.0145) (0.0141) (0.0150) (0.0146) (0.0135) (0.0150) (0.0147) (0.0152)

Squared age -0.00222*** -0.00220*** -0.00223*** -0.00222*** -0.00222*** -0.00226*** -0.00222*** -0.00223*** -0.00219***
(0.000241) (0.000237) (0.000232) (0.000245) (0.000239) (0.000226) (0.000245) (0.000239) (0.000244)

Age of Partner 0.0323* 0.0323 0.0319 0.0327* 0.0324* 0.0332* 0.0313 0.0327* 0.0333*
(0.0186) (0.0188) (0.0188) (0.0187) (0.0188) (0.0192) (0.0186) (0.0189) (0.0186)

Age of Partner Squared -0.000220 -0.000219 -0.000216 -0.000225 -0.000221 -0.000214 -0.000208 -0.000222 -0.000229
(0.000185) (0.000185) (0.000186) (0.000184) (0.000189) (0.000189) (0.000185) (0.000186) (0.000189)

Siblings 0.0159 0.0157 0.0158 0.0161 0.0159 0.0158* 0.0153 0.0157 0.0177
(0.0107) (0.0105) (0.0107) (0.0108) (0.0107) (0.00894) (0.0110) (0.0106) (0.0112)

Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -3.402*** -3.382*** -3.409*** -3.421*** -3.410*** -3.597*** -3.374*** -3.447*** -3.388***

(0.384) (0.388) (0.388) (0.405) (0.384) (0.411) (0.405) (0.373) (0.368)

Observations 2,940 2,940 2,940 2,940 2,940 2,863 2,940 2,940 2,940
R-squared 0.303 0.304 0.304 0.303 0.303 0.302 0.305 0.305 0.305

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Moreover we proceed by applying a principal component analysis on the discrimination
question variables and create a discrimination index with the respective proportions.
This discrimination index does not alter the effect of the cultural norm. The effect of the
norm is actually stronger than when we consider discrimination indicators individually.
The coefficient of the norm raises from 0.129 to 0.133 for hours worked 0.181 to 0.186
for number of children. Results are shown in Table 8 and in Appendix B we show how
we construct the Discrimination measure and the respective weights.

Table 8: How discrimination affects numbers of children (left) and hours worked (right)

(1) (2) (3)

LFP in 2008 0.129*** 0.127*** 0.133***
(0.0294) (0.0278) (0.0305)

Discrimination -8.381 -2.045
(5.973) (9.630)

Discrimination * LFP -0.180
(0.240)

Age 1.998*** 1.984*** 1.978***
(0.331) (0.336) (0.336)

Squared age -0.0216*** -0.0214*** -0.0214***
(0.00357) (0.00361) (0.00360)

Age of Partner -0.167 -0.175 -0.169
(0.353) (0.349) (0.351)

Squared Age of Partner 0.000187 0.000252 0.000215
(0.00348) (0.00345) (0.00347)

Siblings -0.305** -0.286** -0.280**
(0.116) (0.112) (0.109)

Education yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -22.69*** -21.98*** -22.25***

(5.156) (5.130) (5.229)

Observations 2,931 2,931 2,931
R-squared 0.143 0.144 0.144

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

(1) (2) (3)

TFR at the end of education 0.181*** 0.183*** 0.186***
(0.0125) (0.0128) (0.0116)

Discrimination -0.215 0.199
(0.346) (0.706)

Discrimination * TFR -0.116
(0.210)

Age 0.204*** 0.203*** 0.204***
(0.0148) (0.0147) (0.0147)

Squared age -0.00222*** -0.00221*** -0.00222***
(0.000241) (0.000240) (0.000240)

Age of Partner 0.0323* 0.0321 0.0325*
(0.0186) (0.0187) (0.0187)

Squared Age of Partner -0.000220 -0.000218 -0.000223
(0.000185) (0.000186) (0.000185)

Siblings 0.0159 0.0162 0.0164
(0.0107) (0.0108) (0.0109)

Education yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -3.402*** -3.385*** -3.418***

(0.384) (0.386) (0.392)

Observations 2,940 2,940 2,940
R-squared 0.303 0.303 0.303

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

After looking at perceived discrimination, we continue with integration perceptions.
The feeling of being French moderates the effect of the cultural norm. Different from
discrimination that does not alter the effect of the norm, integration measures can
diminish the effect that the norm has on the second generation migrant decision making.
17 Feeling French has a positive and significant effect on the hours worked of the
respondents. We find that when people feel French, they participate more in the labor

17The importance of distinguishing the Feeling of being French with the discrimination measure
is that, while the concept of dual belonging (being French but also feeling another nationality), is
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market, by increasing the number of hours worked by 4.5 compare to second generation
migrants that do not feel the same way. Being originally from a country with a higher
LFP, women that feel French work less than those who don’t. For fertility, coming from
a country with a high TFR, makes woman that feel French have less children compared
to those who do not feel French. Results are shown in Table 9.

Table 9: How the feeling of being French affects number of children and hours worked

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)
Worked
hours

Worked
hours

Worked
hours

Number of
children

Number of
children

Number of
children

LFP in 2008 0.129*** 0.137*** 0.177***
(0.0294) (0.0274) (0.0237)

TFR at the end of education 0.181*** 0.178*** 0.226***
(0.0125) (0.0132) (0.0208)

Feeling of being French 4.525*** 6.689*** -0.0204 0.221**
(1.069) (1.419) (0.0372) (0.0810)

Feeling of being French * TFR -0.0677***
(0.0202)

Feeling of being French * LFP -0.0544**
(0.0249)

Age 1.998*** 1.931*** 1.950*** 0.204*** 0.208*** 0.205***
(0.331) (0.345) (0.356) (0.0148) (0.0136) (0.0135)

Squared age -0.0216*** -0.0209*** -0.0212*** -0.00222*** -0.00229*** -0.00226***
(0.00357) (0.00371) (0.00383) (0.000241) (0.000228) (0.000226)

Age of partner -0.167 -0.114 -0.135 0.0323* 0.0325 0.0332*
(0.353) (0.368) (0.385) (0.0186) (0.0193) (0.0192)

Age of partner Squared 0.000187 -0.000428 -0.000215 -0.000220 -0.000203 -0.000214
(0.00348) (0.00364) (0.00382) (0.000185) (0.000190) (0.000189)

Siblings -0.305** -0.260** -0.260** 0.0159 0.0159* 0.0158*
(0.116) (0.115) (0.116) (0.0107) (0.00894) (0.00894)

Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -22.69*** -25.48*** -26.93*** -3.402*** -3.452*** -3.597***

(5.156) (5.233) (4.912) (0.384) (0.407) (0.411)

Observations 2,931 2,854 2,854 2,940 2,863 2,863
R-squared 0.143 0.157 0.158 0.303 0.300 0.302

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

accepted in multiculturalist societies like in the United States and Canada, it has been criticized in
France, where many perceive identity as a zero-sum game: commitment to a minority culture or a
foreign country detracts from the quality of one’s commitment to French identity.
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6.4 Genetic Distance

As feeling French appears an important determinant of second-generation migrants
behavior in terms of fertility and labor working time, we further analyze how genetic
distance affects the feeling of being French. Genetic distance is an indicator of genetic
divergence between populations, measured by the frequency with which recombination
events occur between the genes. Doing so, allows to study the hypothesis if coming
from further away has a restrictive effect in terms of integration. Distance is a concept
that can be explained in terms of geography, genetic composition, behavior and culture.
The further away people migrate, the more differences in culture they are expected to
face. Social and cultural factors in human activities are reflected in human genetic
diversity, considering that these factors are associated with the history of demography
in the population.18 Consistent occurrences can have an impact on demography, and
this has an impact on human DNA. Such demographic changes can be observed by
analyzing genetic information from current human populations. However, research on
ancient DNA offers more details on the migration and demographic shifts that affected
population genetic structure. Natural selection, societal structures, and non-biological
events like marriage systems have all had a significant impact on human genetic diversity
(Torres et al. (2018)). The variations in culture and thought processes can be explained
by this genetic variety.

To test this hypothesis, we consider a linear regression model of hours worked or number
of children on cultural norms and other explanatory variables, together with an endoge-
nous binary treatment. Our treat is the Feeling of being French modeled by age and
genetic distance. We consider as genetic distance data of the migratory distance, from
Ashraf and Galor (2013). Our results show that genetic distance has a negative effect
and is significant in explaining the ’feeling of being French’. The more the individuals
are distant genetically, the less French they feel. With age, people start feeling more
French. Moreover, the feeling of being French is significant in explaining hours worked,
which is in line with Table 9. It has a negative effect on the number of children, which
is in the same direction as Table 9 but here the coefficient is significant, which is not the
case previously. The effects of the norms are not altered and they are still strongly sig-
nificant in explaining the fertility and labor working time of second-generation migrants
in France. Results are shown below in Table 10.

18Key et al. (2016) show that genetic diversity within a population is affected by demography as a
result of subsistent styles in humans.
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Table 10: LRM by treating feeling of being French on age and genetic distance
(1) (1b) (1c) (2) (2b) (2c)
Model 1 Model 2

VARIABLES Hours Worked Feeling
French

Number of chil-
dren

Feeling
French

LFP in 2008 0.101*** -0.00671***
(0.0284) (0.00101)

TFR at the end of education -0.0161 0.158***
(0.204) (0.0200)

Age Dummies yes yes
Squared age -0.000167 -0.000115

(0.00108) (0.000133)
Age of Partner 0.268 0.0589***

(0.290) (0.0165)
Squared Age of Partner -0.00352 -0.000488**

(0.00296) (0.000191)
Siblings -0.146 0.0144*

(0.115) (0.00823)
Education variables yes yes
Region yes yes
Feeling of being French = 1 47.86*** -1.143***

(1.760) (0.291)
Age 0.00443** 0.00454**

(0.00183) (0.00191)
Genetic distance -4.990*** -7.611*

(1.711) (4.114)
athrho -

1.966***
0.593***

(0.150) (0.168)
lnsigma 3.256*** 0.248***

(0.0257) (0.0442)
Constant -20.71*** 0.366*** 1.985*** 0.450***

(7.977) (0.0821) (0.671) (0.0917)

Observations 2,836 2,836 2,836 2,836 2,836 2,836
Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1

6.5 Robustness checks

We test the robustness of our estimates by considering different estimation strategies,
specifications, and samples. We consider a Poisson Model for studying fertility and a
Hurdle model for studying labor force participation. We then consider different samples
in terms of age, marital status, and income. Since in our main analysis we consider as
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origin country the mother’s ancestry, we extend our study by considering as a cultural
proxy the origin country of the father. The common result of these robustness checks
is that culture matters for the number of children and labor working time and that the
norm gains strength when measured later in time compared to the time of birth of the
respondent.

6.5.1 A Poisson Regression Model for studying Fertility

For studying fertility we consider a Poisson regression which is a non-linear multiple
regression model. We assume that the fertility of the respondent has a Poisson distribu-
tion considering that it is a discrete count variable. We then analyze the determinants
that affect the number of children of the respondent. As shown in the histogram of
Appendix E there is no excess of 0 in the fertility data, for this we do not consider a
Zero Inflated Poisson (ZIP) model. The results imply that the marginal effect of the
TFR at birth is not independent of the other characteristics of the respondent. The
similarity of the results with the OLS model stands in the characteristic that the effect
of the norm becomes stronger with time. Like in the OLS model we control for age,
partner’s age, education of respondent, partner and parents, the number of siblings, and
the location of their residence. The results of the effects of origin TFR on the fertility
of second-generation immigrants in France when we consider the actual fertility of the
respondent following a Poisson distribution, are shown in Table 8.

Each additional TFR in the origin country, depending on when it was measured, is
associated with 0.03, 0.06, and 0.09 more children. A second-generation immigrant that
comes from a country with a unit higher of TFR is associated with 0.03 to 0.09 more
children on average. Like with the OLS Model we see that the cultural norm’s effect
becomes stronger the closer we come to the actual year the respondent took the survey.
The cultural norm measured later in time has higher coefficients compared to the norms
measured earlier. Regarding the personal, partner, and parents’ characteristics the
association of these variables with fertility are in the same direction as with the OLS
results.
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Table 11: Poisson Model: How TFR in origin country affects fertility of second gener-
ation immigrant in France

(1) (2) (3)

TFR at birth 0.0346***
(0.00932)

TFR at the end of education 0.0660***
(0.00765)

TFR in 2008 0.0912***
(0.0172)

LFP in 2008 -0.00158** -0.00247*** -0.00465***
(0.000678) (0.000434) (0.000402)

Age
18-20 -1.017*** -1.184*** -1.287***

(0.275) (0.255) (0.262)
21-25 -0.586*** -0.699*** -0.791***

(0.0990) (0.0922) (0.0965)
26-30 -0.371*** -0.422*** -0.500***

(0.0998) (0.0721) (0.0776)
31-35 -0.0981 -0.107** -0.161***

(0.0643) (0.0495) (0.0543)
36-40 -0.0689 -0.0516 -0.0796*

(0.0437) (0.0395) (0.0412)
More than 50 0.0319 0.0457

(0.0458) (0.0431)
Squared age 2.18e-05 -4.74e-05 -9.90e-06

(8.77e-05) (5.18e-05) (4.58e-05)
Age of Partner 0.0835*** 0.0385*** 0.0380***

(0.0108) (0.0101) (0.0105)
Age of partner Squared -0.000853*** -0.000344*** -0.000336***

(0.000112) (8.94e-05) (9.37e-05)
Siblings 0.00718** 0.00629* 0.00732

(0.00337) (0.00372) (0.00501)
Education
Primary 0.0973** 0.0600** 0.0362

(0.0403) (0.0265) (0.0267)
Lower Secondary -0.0710* -0.0536 -0.0806**

(0.0393) (0.0383) (0.0347)
Upper-Secondary -0.174*** -0.128*** -0.159***

(0.0284) (0.0196) (0.0198)
College -0.321*** -0.226*** -0.282***

(0.0472) (0.0380) (0.0353)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -1.021*** -0.0393 0.0768

(0.261) (0.304) (0.321)

Pseudo R2 0.0775 0.0832 0.0821
Observations 2,282 2,921 2,931

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

In Table 12 we show the factor changes in the Poisson regression model. The results
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Table 12: Factor changes in the Poisson Regression Model

b z P>—z— eb ebStdx SD of X

Model 1
TFR at birth 0.0348 3.794 0.000 1.035 1.070 1.951
LFP 2008 -0.0015 -2.221 0.026 0.998 0.971 19.140

Model 2
TFR at the end of education 0.0661 8.710 0.000 1.068 1.133 1.882
LFP 2008 -0.0025 -5.743 0.000 0.998 0.954 19.082

Model 3
TFR in 2008 0.0917 5.375 0.000 1.096 1.109 1.125
LFP 2008 -0.0047 -12.003 0.000 0.995 0.915 19.072

show that having a parent originally from a country with 1 unit higher TFR at birth,
increases the expected number of children by 1.035, holding other variables constant.
For a standard deviation increase in TFR at birth in the origin country, roughly 1.9,
the average number of children increases by a factor of 1.07, holding other variables
constant. An increase in LFP in the country of origin by 1, increases the expected
number of children by 0.998. When we consider as the cultural norm the proxy mea-
sured by TFR at the end of education: Being originally from a country with one unit
higher TFR at the end of education, raises the expected number of children by 1.068.
For a standard deviation increase in TFR at birth in the origin country, roughly 1.8,
the average number of children increases by a factor of 1.13, holding other variables
constant. We get similar values when we measure the cultural norm by the TFR in
2008.

6.5.2 Hurdle Model for studying LFP

For studying the impact of the cultural norm of the origin country on labor working
time, we consider a Hurdle Model due to an excess of zero’s in the labor force partici-
pation data, which is not sufficiently accounted for in the previous model. A histogram
with the distribution of hours worked, showing an excess of zeros is shown in Appendix
E. We model LFP using two parts, the first which is the probability of attaining value 0,
and the second part models the probability of the non-zero values. With this model, we
fit a linear hurdle model for a bounded dependent variable of labor force participation.
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The hurdle model combines a selection model that determines the boundary points of
the LFP with an outcome model that determines its non-bounded values.

We find that only labor force participation in 2008 is strongly significant and has a
positive effect on worked hours. An increase in the labor force participation in 2008
by 1 unit, increases the difference in the logs of expected hours worked by 0.09. LFP
at birth and LFP at end of education have similar effects as in the OLS. The number
of children continues to be important for the decision of labor working time. In Table
13 we show a summary of the average marginal effects of our explanatory variables on
hours worked and in Table 14 we show the results of the Hurdle Model. In Appendix
J we also show a horse-raced version of the Hurdle Model with the three measures of
the cultural norm in the same regression. The results show that LFP at the end of the
education is the only cultural norm significant in explaining hours worked.

Table 13: Summary of average marginal effects on hours worked

Average marginal Effects Delta-method
- dy/dx

Std. Err. z P>—z— 95% Conf. Interval

Model 1
LFP at birth -.0201475 .033332 -0.60 0.546 -.085477 : .0451821
TFR at the end of education -.5728112 .4293196 -1.33 0.182 -1.414262 ; .2686398
Number of children -3.371828 .772365 -4.37 0.000 -4.885636 ; -1.858021

Model 2
LFP at the end of education .0256237 .0185785 1.38 0.168 -.0107894 ; .0620369
TFR at the end of education -.2913659 .272855 -1.07 0.286 -.8261519 ; .2434202
Number of children -2.437398 .5052246 -4.82 0.000 -3.42762 ; -1.447176

Model 3
LFP in 2008 .0938626 .0303762 3.09 0.002 .0343264 ; .1533989
TFR at the end of education .0440708 .2703646 0.16 0.871 -.4858341 ; .5739757
Number of children -2.181078 .4244298 -5.14 0.000 -3.012945 ; -1.349211
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Table 14: Hurdle Model: : How LFP in origin country affects FLFP of second generation
immigrant in France

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Variables Outcome Single Selection lnsigma Outcome Single Selection lnsigma Outcome Single Selection lnsigma

LFP at birth 0.0493 -0.00389***
(0.0482) (0.00146)

LFP at the end of education -0.0173 0.00279**
(0.0233) (0.00134)

LFP in 2008 -0.0272 0.00901***
(0.0269) (0.00215)

TFR at the end of education -0.333 -0.0378 -0.573 -0.00363 -0.447 0.0206
(0.376) (0.0383) (0.653) (0.00964) (0.532) (0.0181)

Number of children -0.305*** -0.205*** -0.185***
(0.0334) (0.0212) (0.0235)

Age
18-20 -5.813 -0.753 -6.107 -1.634*** -7.665 -1.559***

(14.39) (0.580) (13.39) (0.462) (11.27) (0.427)
21-25 -2.748 -0.223 -3.180 -0.966*** -4.128 -0.936***

(9.910) (0.488) (8.970) (0.313) (7.430) (0.277)
26-30 -0.282 -0.0739 0.0811 -0.691*** -0.741 -0.636***

(9.623) (0.372) (8.729) (0.240) (7.342) (0.204)
31-35 0.984 -0.0135 1.233 -0.493*** 0.657 -0.461***

(9.294) (0.267) (8.447) (0.182) (7.309) (0.148)
36-40 1.079 0.0371 0.558 -0.283** 0.112 -0.246**

(6.548) (0.164) (5.695) (0.132) (5.004) (0.114)
More than 50 -1.149 -0.145 0.693 -0.217

(5.882) (0.199) (4.714) (0.173)
Squared age 0.00326 0.000652** 0.00339 2.05e-05 0.00231 1.52e-05

(0.00883) (0.000281) (0.00766) (0.000163) (0.00634) (0.000144)
Age of Partner -0.191 0.0388 -0.0609 0.0339 -0.0385 0.0261

(0.521) (0.0360) (0.401) (0.0295) (0.365) (0.0290)
Squared Age of Partner 0.000942 -0.000418 -0.000204 -0.000423 -0.000396 -0.000362

(0.00703) (0.000407) (0.00431) (0.000310) (0.00390) (0.000311)
Siblings -0.251 -0.0167 -0.200 -0.0109* -0.257 -0.0144*

(0.410) (0.0123) (0.258) (0.00611) (0.223) (0.00783)
Education
Primary 0.416 -0.0670 -0.155 0.0224 -0.205 0.110

(2.024) (0.164) (3.473) (0.107) (3.028) (0.0937)
Lower Secondary 6.392 0.267** 2.403 0.334*** 2.019 0.341***

(6.293) (0.127) (2.778) (0.0602) (2.644) (0.0641)
Upper-Secondary 4.979** 0.621*** 2.193 0.559*** 1.858 0.571***

(2.274) (0.0876) (1.945) (0.0577) (2.047) (0.0492)
College 5.281*** 0.586*** 1.798 0.665*** 1.981 0.695***

(1.744) (0.0784) (2.308) (0.0547) (2.327) (0.0570)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 30.24 -0.708 3.018*** 29.65 0.222 3.141*** 32.04 0.0610 3.108***

(29.05) (1.161) (0.408) (22.87) (0.961) (0.393) (20.09) (0.921) (0.378)

Observations 1,860 1,860 1,860 2,756 2,756 2,756 2,938 2,938 2,938
Pseudo R2 0.0485 0.0351 0.0367

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

Our results are robust to alternative sample selection criteria, estimation techniques,
and exchanging the origin of the mother with that of the father when creating the
variables of cultural norms. We furthermore control for the education of the respondent,
partner and parents, the number of siblings, income and age to account for the different
timing of the cultural norm and the time of the answer of the respondent.

When considering different samples of our dataset, results remain similar. A sample
that we consider when studying fertility is female respondents that have finished their
fertility cycle. For this, we limit our sample to women above the age of 40. The effect
of the norm is still positive and significant. Again, the effect of the norm is stronger
the later the norm is measured in the origin country. Tables with results are shown in
Appendix A.1. Then we consider all marital status females and the results hold for both
effects on fertility and labor working time. For fertility the three norms are significant
while for hours worked, only the two norms measured at a later stage. The results
are consistent with the sample of married women. Tables with results are shown in
Appendix A.2. Moreover, we redo our study by considering father’s country of origin in
terms of cultural transmission of norms, instead of the mother’s like previously. This is
important especially in cases when parents have different origin countries. For fertility
estimates, coefficients are in a similar range for the three measures of norms. We see
the same for labor force participation. Model 2 and 3 have similar values and they
remain significant and at the same magnitude. This happens because in our sample of
second-generation migrants we have 62% whose parents are originally from the same
country. Only 38 % of first-generation migrants have married someone from a different
country of origin than theirs. As a result, we see the same strength of coefficients of
cultural norms for the countries of origins of both parents. Tables with results are
shown in Appendix C. In Appendix F we study how cultural norms affect the number
of children and hours worked by accounting for income. Results hold as previously,
nevertheless they should be interpreted with caution considering the endogeneity of
income. The measure is a categorical variable based on a survey question asking if
their income ranges from ’sufficient’ to ’hard times’.

Regarding the perceived discrimination and integration analysis, we identify the effect
of culture on actual decisions by extending our sample to that of all men and women.
Results hold as in the previous analysis. The table with results is shown in Appendix
B.
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7 Conclusion

Our study concludes that cultural norms affects fertility and labor working time for both
men and women. By exploiting the rich dataset of TeO for the year 2008, we find that
cultural norms in the origin country affect the number of children and hours worked per
week of second-generation migrants in France. Having a parent that has migrated to
France, but that has origins from a country with a high TFR, makes second-generation
migrants have 0.2 more children. Second-generation migrants work 0.12 hours per week
more when their parents come from a country with higher LFP. This article supports
the overall importance of cultural norms’ effect on decisions and behavior of women in
such a personal decisions like the number of children, as well as in the economic markets
by looking at labor working time. Our findings are in line with the existing literature
that suggests that culture is an important aspect of people’s decisions. We confirm the
findings of Fernandez and Fogli (2009) for the second-generation migrants in the US to
hold also for the French context.

Moreover, we find that the timing of the norm is crucial. Recent cultural norms are
stronger in explaining decisions compared to norms measured earlier in time. Cultural
norms of the origin country at the time of the interview and at the end of education
explain better fertility and labor market behavior compared to norms measured at the
time of birth. This shows that the socialization of peers has a stronger effect than that
of parents, stressing the importance of horizontal cultural transmission. This result
adds to the findings of the vertical and horizontal transmission in second-generation
migrants by investigating which type of cultural transmission has the strongest effect
on the decision-making of second-generation migrants in France.

Not only do cultural norms affect behavior but also perceived discrimination and in-
tegration aspects, like the feeling of being French, are two important perceptions that
affect fertility decisions and labor working time. We find that feeling French initiates
individuals work between 4.5 to 6.6 hours more per week, while among those that
feel French, coming from a country with high TFR, makes them have 0.06 fewer chil-
dren. Perceived discrimination does not alter the effect that the cultural norms have
on second-generation immigrants’ behavior. Integration perceptions like feeling French,
moderate the effect that the norm has on immigrants’ decisions. When comparing the
mother’s and father’s country of origin and their importance in the transmission of cul-
tural norms, we do not find a difference in the power of cultural norm transmission. The
effect of the norm from both parents’ country of origin is very similar because 62% of
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first-generation migrants have married someone from their country of origin. We show
that culture plays an important role in explaining the variability in women’s fertility
and labor time. TFR in the origin country affects the actual number of children of the
respondent. LFP in the origin country affects the hours worked of second-generation
migrants in France. Age, education, number of siblings, and partner characteristics are
also very important drivers that explain preferences and decision making.

Our study leaves open avenues for future research. Culture’s impact is restricted to
the variables available in our only wave of the TeO dataset. Further possible research
could focus on the length of parental residence in France or other measures of cultural
norms. Moreover, this study is relevant for policy implications. Regarding labor market
participation, a policy for successful integration and inclusion is essential considering
our results. A policy that promotes inclusion for all and relaxes the barriers that can
hinder the participation of people with a migrant background. Immigration has a very
long history in France since the late nineteenth century and it is a delicate and powerful
analysis pushing toward different types of policies. Historically, the French immigration
policy has pointed at two objectives: i) meeting the needs of the labor market by
introducing migrant workers, ii) compensating French demographic deficits by favoring
the immigration of foreign families and pushing for their integration into the national
body. Nevertheless, diversity comes with challenges. We provide evidence that the
culture of origin country and perceived integration explain important lifetime decisions,
elements that should be taken into account while drafting integrative policies.
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A Appendix A

A.1 Women respondents that have finished their fertility cycle

Table 15: OLS Model: How TFR in origin country affects number of children of
second generation immigrants in France, for women that have finished their fertility
cycle (> 40)

(1) (2) (3)

TFR at birth 0.130***
(0.0429)

TFR at the end of education 0.235***
(0.0208)

TFR in 2008 0.377***
(0.0338)

LFP in 2008 -0.00125 -0.00353** -0.0129***
(0.00277) (0.00159) (0.00117)

Age -0.131 -0.164 -0.0532
(0.454) (0.145) (0.145)

Squared age 0.00131 0.00152 0.000591
(0.00519) (0.00150) (0.00149)

Partner’s Age 0.252*** 0.0637 0.0583
(0.0500) (0.0501) (0.0516)

Age of Partner Squared -0.00236*** -0.000470 -0.000432
(0.000494) (0.000406) (0.000421)

Siblings 0.0255 0.0269** 0.0323**
(0.0200) (0.0108) (0.0150)

Education
Primary 0.00766 0.0228 -0.0667

(0.228) (0.0849) (0.0890)
Lower Secondary -0.288 -0.247 -0.354**

(0.199) (0.175) (0.157)
Upper-Secondary -0.600*** -0.389*** -0.504***

(0.118) (0.0865) (0.0901)
College -0.847*** -0.430*** -0.649***

(0.155) (0.110) (0.111)
Partner’s Education
Primary -0.672** -0.311** -0.340**

(0.241) (0.143) (0.148)
Lower Secondary -0.175 -0.371* -0.382*

(0.226) (0.198) (0.207)
Upper-Secondary -0.221 -0.227* -0.274**

(0.146) (0.121) (0.127)
College -0.214 -0.239 -0.349**

(0.179) (0.149) (0.150)
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -0.992 4.291 2.028

(9.101) (3.174) (3.228)

Observations 771 1,419 1,429
R-squared 0.189 0.235 0.227

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 16: Poisson Model: How TFR in origin country affects fertility of second
generation immigrants in France, for women that have finished their fertility cycle
(> 40)

(1) (2) (3)

TFR at birth 0.0520***
(0.0157)

TFR at the end of education 0.0875***
(0.00659)

TFR in 2008 0.129***
(0.0109)

LFP in 2008 -0.000368 -0.00101* -0.00492***
(0.00106) (0.000592) (0.000474)

Age -0.0567 -0.0700 -0.0253
(0.174) (0.0509) (0.0510)

Squared age 0.000575 0.000661 0.000281
(0.00199) (0.000523) (0.000518)

Age of partner 0.108*** 0.0298 0.0269
(0.0237) (0.0195) (0.0201)

Age of partner Squared -0.00101*** -0.000236 -0.000213
(0.000211) (0.000151) (0.000158)

Siblings 0.00958 0.00916*** 0.0107**
(0.00694) (0.00345) (0.00501)

Education
Primary 0.00698 0.0137 -0.0230

(0.0715) (0.0253) (0.0278)
Lower Secondary -0.0926 -0.0779 -0.118**

(0.0685) (0.0607) (0.0544)
Upper-Secondary -0.216*** -0.140*** -0.183***

(0.0418) (0.0298) (0.0308)
College -0.330*** -0.171*** -0.259***

(0.0583) (0.0436) (0.0431)
Partner’s Education
Primary -0.234** -0.0929* -0.106**

(0.0921) (0.0490) (0.0505)
Lower Secondary -0.0567 -0.127* -0.131*

(0.0793) (0.0743) (0.0783)
Upper-Secondary -0.0751 -0.0728* -0.0910**

(0.0504) (0.0412) (0.0434)
College -0.0733 -0.0744 -0.115**

(0.0651) (0.0534) (0.0540)
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -0.609 1.611 0.735

(3.488) (1.173) (1.167)

Observations 771 1,419 1,429
Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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A.2 All Marital Status Woman

Table 17: OLS Model: How TFR in origin country affects the number of second gener-
ation immigrants in France, sample all marital status

(1) (2) (3)

TFR at birth 0.0585***
(0.0169)

TFR at the end of education 0.141***
(0.0142)

TFR in 2008 0.151***
(0.0311)

LFP in 2008 -0.00221 -0.00521*** -0.00790***
(0.00138) (0.00102) (0.000841)

Age
18-20 -1.141*** -1.468*** -1.613***

(0.265) (0.229) (0.239)
21-25 -0.898*** -1.104*** -1.243***

(0.190) (0.163) (0.169)
26-30 -0.646*** -0.741*** -0.858***

(0.182) (0.134) (0.137)
31-35 -0.242* -0.257** -0.341***

(0.132) (0.103) (0.107)
36-40 -0.124 -0.100 -0.148*

(0.0893) (0.0806) (0.0821)
More than 50 0.0472 0.0655

(0.154) (0.156)
Squared age 0.000108 -6.26e-05 -9.84e-06

(0.000169) (0.000130) (0.000122)
Age of Partner 0.148*** 0.0829*** 0.0791***

(0.0140) (0.0123) (0.0128)
Squared Age of Partner -0.00149*** -0.000693*** -0.000635***

(0.000217) (0.000175) (0.000174)
Siblings 0.0214** 0.0164 0.0236*

(0.00875) (0.0104) (0.0133)
Education
Primary 0.305** 0.142* 0.101

(0.114) (0.0780) (0.0785)
Lower Secondary -0.165** -0.145** -0.186***

(0.0725) (0.0690) (0.0631)
Upper-Secondary -0.443*** -0.362*** -0.432***

(0.0751) (0.0533) (0.0554)
College -0.721*** -0.565*** -0.671***

(0.0838) (0.0651) (0.0644)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant -1.020** 0.364 0.680

(0.369) (0.378) (0.412)

Observations 3,153 3,867 3,877
R-squared 0.371 0.375 0.366

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 18: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects the number of hours worked
of second generation migrants in France, sample all marital status woman

(1) (2) (3)

LFP at birth 0.00558
(0.0277)

LFP at the end of education 0.0593***
(0.0171)

LFP in 2008 0.116***
(0.0235)

TFR at the end of education -0.603** -0.500** -0.261
(0.221) (0.197) (0.266)

Age
18-20 -5.145 -13.41*** -14.33***

(6.444) (3.706) (3.609)
21-25 -1.216 -7.552** -8.206**

(5.859) (3.586) (3.368)
26-30 -0.0286 -5.659** -5.890***

(4.191) (2.221) (1.998)
31-35 0.774 -3.663** -3.868**

(3.490) (1.707) (1.546)
36-40 0.392 -2.963* -2.788*

(2.521) (1.515) (1.368)
More than 50 -3.173 -3.300

(2.600) (2.079)
Squared age 0.00666 0.00210 0.00131

(0.00401) (0.00184) (0.00170)
Age of Partner -0.634* -0.221 -0.242

(0.330) (0.223) (0.237)
Squared Age of Partner 0.00677* 0.000774 0.000748

(0.00387) (0.00217) (0.00246)
Siblings -0.388 -0.293* -0.307

(0.315) (0.166) (0.180)
Education
Primary -2.143 -0.0215 1.306

(1.870) (2.077) (1.885)
Lower Secondary 5.329** 4.654*** 4.620***

(2.293) (1.132) (1.096)
Upper-Secondary 9.661*** 8.331*** 8.209***

(0.965) (0.951) (0.864)
College 12.43*** 11.24*** 11.39***

(0.988) (1.078) (1.050)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant 24.85** 26.92*** 25.59***

(10.96) (7.892) (8.153)

Observations 2,551 3,637 3,867
R-squared 0.113 0.087 0.093

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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A.2.1 Labor Force Participation for both man and woman

Table 19: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects the number of hours worked
of second generation migrants in France, sample all women and man

(1) (2) (3)

LFP at birth 0.0371
(0.0229)

LFP at the end of education 0.0492***
(0.0119)

LFP in 2008 0.0903***
(0.0126)

TFR at the end of education -0.807*** -0.779*** -0.607***
(0.245) (0.127) (0.168)

Age
18-20 -11.94*** -23.80*** -25.31***

(3.815) (2.119) (2.013)
21-25 -2.644 -13.52*** -14.79***

(4.157) (1.553) (1.501)
26-30 0.841 -8.572*** -9.412***

(2.804) (1.384) (1.125)
31-35 1.119 -5.798*** -6.387***

(2.068) (0.796) (0.726)
36-40 1.750 -2.924*** -3.177***

(1.374) (0.701) (0.652)
More than 50 -3.711*** -3.480***

(1.207) (1.180)
Squared age 0.0142*** 0.00475*** 0.00349***

(0.00290) (0.000728) (0.000694)
Age of Partner -1.310*** -0.747*** -0.745***

(0.272) (0.126) (0.124)
Squared Age of Partner 0.00848** 0.00190 0.00176

(0.00319) (0.00161) (0.00157)
Siblings -0.169 -0.0765 -0.0855

(0.140) (0.0833) (0.0884)
Education
Primary -3.203** 0.994 1.951

(1.373) (1.264) (1.293)
Lower Secondary 2.794 2.250* 2.486**

(2.078) (1.172) (1.135)
Upper-Secondary 4.890*** 5.071*** 5.133***

(1.101) (0.674) (0.580)
College 6.524*** 6.644*** 6.770***

(1.115) (0.721) (0.644)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes
Constant 43.44*** 50.20*** 50.09***

(7.890) (3.604) (3.089)

Observations 4,789 7,082 7,552
R-squared 0.088 0.079 0.082

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

Table 20: OLS Model: How discrimination affects hours worked of second generation
immigrants in France, for both man and woman

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9) (10)

LFP in 2008 0.0978*** 0.100*** 0.0976*** 0.108*** 0.0969*** 0.141*** 0.0964*** 0.0999*** 0.0953*** 0.106***
(0.0146) (0.0149) (0.0145) (0.0227) (0.0151) (0.0149) (0.0158) (0.0151) (0.0149) (0.0116)

Age discrimination -1.438
(2.963)

Age discrimination * LFP -0.150***
(0.0453)

Health discrimination -10.30
(9.261)

Health discrimination * LFP 0.105
(0.147)

Origin discrimination 1.598
(2.341)

Origin d *LFP -0.0777
(0.0534)

Place of living discrimination -4.401
(3.883)

Place of living discrimination * LFP 0.0124
(0.0852)

Feeling of being French 7.003***
(0.699)

Feeling of being French * LFP -0.0588***
(0.0166)

Religion discrimination -2.409
(5.811)

Religion d * LFP 0.00313
(0.177)

Gender discrimination 5.506
(5.261)

Gender d * LFP -0.153*
(0.0795)

Clothes discrimination -10.20**
(4.102)

Clothes d * LFP 0.0655
(0.108)

Skin color discrimination 2.274
(3.439)

Skin d * LFP -0.0791
(0.0785)

Age dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Squared age 0.00294*** 0.00302*** 0.00296*** 0.00287*** 0.00294*** 0.00265*** 0.00292*** 0.00294*** 0.00293*** 0.00292***

(0.000730) (0.000739) (0.000734) (0.000723) (0.000734) (0.000685) (0.000734) (0.000723) (0.000738) (0.000731)
Age of Partner -0.722*** -0.725*** -0.723*** -0.724*** -0.738*** -0.590*** -0.725*** -0.727*** -0.714*** -0.725***

(0.126) (0.128) (0.126) (0.121) (0.125) (0.116) (0.127) (0.129) (0.125) (0.128)
Squared Age of Partner 0.00151 0.00154 0.00152 0.00152 0.00167 0.000288 0.00155 0.00158 0.00144 0.00154

(0.00159) (0.00163) (0.00158) (0.00156) (0.00159) (0.00161) (0.00159) (0.00162) (0.00158) (0.00160)
Siblings -0.205** -0.203** -0.205** -0.189** -0.204** -0.211** -0.203** -0.207** -0.201** -0.177*

(0.0787) (0.0780) (0.0788) (0.0803) (0.0781) (0.0946) (0.0783) (0.0784) (0.0784) (0.0880)
Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 47.97*** 47.78*** 48.01*** 47.76*** 48.42*** 40.61*** 48.14*** 47.99*** 47.89*** 47.68***

(3.047) (3.068) (3.061) (2.827) (3.071) (2.896) (3.058) (3.092) (3.033) (3.294)

Observations 7,578 7,578 7,578 7,578 7,578 7,419 7,578 7,578 7,578 7,578
R-squared 0.081 0.082 0.081 0.082 0.081 0.088 0.081 0.081 0.082 0.081

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 21: OLS Model: How discrimination affects the number of children of second
generation migrants in France, for all woman (married and unmarried)

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7) (8) (9)

TFR at the end of education 0.148*** 0.148*** 0.149*** 0.149*** 0.148*** 0.202*** 0.145*** 0.148*** 0.162***
(0.0109) (0.0105) (0.0108) (0.0109) (0.0110) (0.0159) (0.0115) (0.0109) (0.0123)

Age discrimination -0.299
(0.204)

Age discrimination * TFR 0.0203
(0.0731)

Health discrimination -0.213
(0.270)

Health discrimination * TFR -0.0533*
(0.0300)

Origin discrimination -0.0958
(0.122)

Origin discrimination * TFR 0.00854
(0.0348)

Place of living discrimination -0.0781
(0.463)

Place of living discrimination * TFR -0.00872
(0.176)

Feeling of being French 0.206***
(0.0671)

Feeling of being French * TFR -0.0776***
(0.0208)

Religion discrimination -0.517
(0.384)

Religion discrimination * TFR 0.220**
(0.0903)

Clothes discrimination 0.400
(0.524)

Clothes discrimination * TFR 0.0230
(0.171)

Skin color discrimination 0.000867
(0.178)

Skin discrimination * TFR -0.0613*
(0.0327)

Age Dummies yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 0.374 0.371 0.377 0.393 0.382 0.231 0.367 0.378 0.320

(0.390) (0.388) (0.390) (0.391) (0.395) (0.392) (0.395) (0.387) (0.401)

Observations 3,893 3,893 3,893 3,893 3,893 3,807 3,893 3,893 3,893
R-squared 0.371 0.371 0.371 0.371 0.371 0.371 0.372 0.372 0.373

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Principal Component Analysis of the Discrimination Index:

We construct a discrimination index based on Age, Health, Origin, Place of living,
Religion, Outfit and Skin Color discrimination following a principal component anal-
ysis. The idea is to create a summary indice considering all types of discrimination
that second generation immigrants face. When studying the effect of cultural norms
in the origin country on the fertility of the respondent, the index of discrimination is
constructed by the following equation:

Discrimination 1 = 0.23 * Age discrimination + 0.16 * Health Discrimination + 0.14
* Origin discrimination + 0.13 * Place of living discrimination + 0.12 * Religion dis-
rimination + 0.10 * Outfit discrimination + 0.08 * Skin color discrimination

When we study the effect of cultural norms on labor working time, we also account for
gender discrimination when creating the discrimination index. We calculate the index
with the following equation:

Discrimination 2 = 0.21 * Age discrimination + 0.15 * Health discrimination+ 0.13
* Origin discrimination + 0.12 * Place of living discrimination + 0.11 * Religion dis-
crimination + 0.10 * Gender discrimination + 0.08 * Outfit discrimination + 0.07 *
Skin color discrimination
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C Father’s country of origin

Table 22: OLS Model: How TFR in Father’s origin country affect number of children
of second generation migrants in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

TFR at birth (father) 0.0737*** 0.0880***
(0.0160) (0.0136)

TFR at the end of education (father) 0.165*** 0.182***
(0.0140) (0.0127)

TFR in 2008 (father) 0.211*** 0.197***
(0.0398) (0.0293)

LFP in 2008 (father) -0.00339** -0.00678*** -0.0110***
(0.00128) (0.000857) (0.000854)

Age
18-20 -1.343*** -1.319*** -1.723*** -1.728*** -1.976*** -1.956***

(0.344) (0.366) (0.311) (0.308) (0.334) (0.324)
21-25 -0.948*** -0.951*** -1.209*** -1.245*** -1.428*** -1.461***

(0.213) (0.221) (0.192) (0.186) (0.206) (0.200)
26-30 -0.690*** -0.694*** -0.834*** -0.856*** -1.009*** -1.029***

(0.201) (0.211) (0.158) (0.153) (0.170) (0.168)
31-35 -0.261* -0.261 -0.310** -0.325** -0.427*** -0.445***

(0.151) (0.155) (0.123) (0.119) (0.136) (0.134)
36-40 -0.174 -0.177 -0.158 -0.162* -0.220** -0.224**

(0.110) (0.110) (0.0983) (0.0928) (0.105) (0.101)
More than 50 0.0843 0.0885 0.130 0.126

(0.155) (0.166) (0.147) (0.167)
Squared age 0.000123 0.000104 -7.84e-05 -0.000136 -2.02e-05 -0.000103

(0.000195) (0.000210) (0.000137) (0.000132) (0.000129) (0.000128)
Age of Partner 0.135*** 0.131*** 0.0601*** 0.0480** 0.0573*** 0.0428**

(0.0170) (0.0172) (0.0179) (0.0187) (0.0179) (0.0186)
Squared Age of Partner -0.00140*** -0.00136*** -0.000522** -0.000384* -0.000480** -0.000303

(0.000230) (0.000240) (0.000193) (0.000188) (0.000191) (0.000183)
Siblings 0.0173* 0.0186** 0.0133 0.0151 0.0185 0.0265*

(0.00868) (0.00800) (0.00908) (0.00913) (0.0135) (0.0137)
Education
Primary 0.223* 0.267** 0.135* 0.146* 0.0844 0.0857

(0.127) (0.107) (0.0754) (0.0747) (0.0761) (0.0801)
Lower Secondary -0.175* -0.160* -0.148* -0.146* -0.215** -0.215**

(0.0894) (0.0880) (0.0858) (0.0827) (0.0812) (0.0837)
Upper-Secondary -0.392*** -0.397*** -0.295*** -0.308*** -0.376*** -0.410***

(0.0626) (0.0661) (0.0439) (0.0435) (0.0488) (0.0518)
College -0.645*** -0.654*** -0.447*** -0.451*** -0.579*** -0.607***

(0.0879) (0.0914) (0.0734) (0.0743) (0.0745) (0.0816)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -0.585 -0.686 1.089* 1.110* 1.428** 1.443**

(0.427) (0.428) (0.568) (0.587) (0.607) (0.611)

Observations 2,293 2,309 2,938 2,958 2,948 2,968
R-squared 0.292 0.293 0.302 0.299 0.293 0.280

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 23: OLS Model: How LFP in Father’s origin country affect number of hours
worked of second generation woman migrants in France

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6)

LFP at birth (father) -0.0158 -0.0126
(0.0256) (0.0232)

LFP at the end of education (father) 0.0542** 0.0653***
(0.0199) (0.0226)

LFP in 2008 (father) 0.124*** 0.131***
(0.0398) (0.0402)

TFR at the end of education (father) -0.901** -0.721** -0.343
(0.393) (0.282) (0.276)

Age
18-20 -3.357 -2.793 -15.39** -14.76** -15.32** -15.10**

(9.766) (9.778) (5.948) (6.157) (5.436) (5.423)
21-25 0.738 1.208 -9.634* -9.229* -9.757* -9.641*

(8.612) (8.533) (5.144) (5.223) (4.772) (4.708)
26-30 2.125 2.463 -6.411* -6.078* -6.177** -6.078**

(6.464) (6.375) (3.086) (3.120) (2.729) (2.719)
31-35 1.745 1.936 -4.337 -4.124 -4.310* -4.263*

(5.234) (5.146) (2.679) (2.698) (2.371) (2.416)
36-40 1.186 1.183 -2.807 -2.663 -2.446 -2.420

(3.386) (3.327) (1.647) (1.660) (1.500) (1.511)
More than 50 -3.563 -3.469 -3.220 -3.223

(3.457) (3.449) (2.628) (2.631)
Squared age 0.0103* 0.0108** 0.00240 0.00260 0.00159 0.00161

(0.00518) (0.00508) (0.00239) (0.00241) (0.00199) (0.00198)
Age of Partner -0.167 -0.200 0.0731 0.0562 0.0523 0.0542

(0.465) (0.457) (0.420) (0.420) (0.377) (0.380)
Squared Age of Partner 0.00119 0.00116 -0.00192 -0.00210 -0.00208 -0.00231

(0.00484) (0.00477) (0.00401) (0.00399) (0.00367) (0.00361)
Siblings -0.336 -0.481 -0.256* -0.378** -0.304** -0.364**

(0.279) (0.331) (0.131) (0.172) (0.141) (0.159)
Education
Primary -1.994 -2.249 -0.202 -0.0754 1.052 1.010

(1.693) (1.718) (2.049) (2.071) (1.924) (1.928)
Lower Secondary 6.439** 6.592** 5.272*** 5.415*** 5.262*** 5.333***

(2.568) (2.520) (1.231) (1.261) (1.305) (1.305)
Upper-Secondary 10.67*** 11.22*** 8.368*** 8.770*** 8.228*** 8.425***

(1.063) (1.097) (0.830) (0.822) (0.738) (0.680)
College 11.18*** 12.05*** 9.540*** 10.19*** 10.07*** 10.40***

(0.909) (1.087) (1.163) (1.058) (1.204) (1.083)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 10.15 7.863 19.93 17.59 18.12 16.98

(15.60) (15.77) (13.38) (13.87) (12.75) (12.43)

Observations 1,790 1,790 2,746 2,746 2,938 2,948
R-squared 0.135 0.132 0.093 0.092 0.097 0.097

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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D ”Horse race of the cultural norm variables”

Table 24: OLS Model: How TFR in origin country affect number of children of second
generation woman migrants in France

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

TFR at birth 0.0728*** -0.0722*** 0.00973 -0.0727***
(0.0161) (0.0217) (0.0350) (0.0220)

TFR at the end of education 0.171*** 0.163*** 0.189*** 0.172***
(0.0155) (0.0502) (0.0383) (0.0491)

TFR in 2008 0.210*** 0.0156 0.142 0.0307
(0.0426) (0.115) (0.0893) (0.120)

LFP in 2008 -0.00348** -0.00635*** -0.0105*** -0.00657*** -0.00788*** -0.00717*** -0.00828***
(0.00123) (0.000881) (0.000818) (0.00156) (0.000843) (0.00186) (0.00184)

Age
18-20 -1.411*** -1.734*** -1.980*** -1.747*** -1.568*** -1.522*** -1.577***

(0.380) (0.310) (0.329) (0.349) (0.372) (0.425) (0.396)
21-25 -1.005*** -1.230*** -1.445*** -1.242*** -1.090*** -1.085*** -1.100***

(0.227) (0.186) (0.198) (0.195) (0.223) (0.254) (0.240)
26-30 -0.754*** -0.860*** -1.037*** -0.869*** -0.762*** -0.792*** -0.769***

(0.212) (0.149) (0.160) (0.168) (0.198) (0.223) (0.215)
31-35 -0.283* -0.307** -0.431*** -0.313** -0.278* -0.302* -0.283*

(0.152) (0.110) (0.121) (0.122) (0.141) (0.159) (0.151)
36-40 -0.184* -0.155 -0.220** -0.158 -0.177* -0.188* -0.179*

(0.106) (0.0929) (0.0972) (0.0932) (0.0977) (0.106) (0.0995)
More than 50 0.0959 0.130 0.0969

(0.147) (0.141) (0.141)
Squared age 7.32e-05 -0.000105 -3.83e-05 -9.81e-05 -5.09e-05 0.000128 -2.77e-05

(0.000207) (0.000127) (0.000118) (0.000126) (0.000207) (0.000175) (0.000162)
Age of Partner 0.130*** 0.0573*** 0.0559*** 0.0570*** 0.140*** 0.133*** 0.139***

(0.0187) (0.0173) (0.0176) (0.0174) (0.0182) (0.0181) (0.0180)
Squared Age of Partner -0.00134*** -0.000487** -0.000457** -0.000485** -0.00147*** -0.00140*** -0.00147***

(0.000256) (0.000194) (0.000192) (0.000198) (0.000240) (0.000225) (0.000236)
Siblings 0.0192** 0.0145 0.0205 0.0140 0.0112 0.0119 0.0104

(0.00830) (0.00990) (0.0140) (0.0126) (0.00973) (0.0112) (0.0117)
Education
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -0.418 1.155** 1.471** 1.164** -0.171 -0.342 -0.177

(0.466) (0.553) (0.588) (0.545) (0.471) (0.468) (0.469)

Observations 2,290 2,938 2,948 2,938 2,290 2,290 2,290
R-squared 0.299 0.311 0.299 0.311 0.310 0.304 0.311

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 25: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects hours worked of second
generation immigrant in France

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5) (6) (7)

LFP at birth -0.0226 -0.193*** -0.114*** -0.111*
(0.0241) (0.0406) (0.0264) (0.0619)

LFP at the end of education 0.0380* -0.145*** 0.237*** -0.00870
(0.0193) (0.0404) (0.0363) (0.110)

LFP in 2008 0.109** 0.239*** 0.198*** 0.203**
(0.0385) (0.0649) (0.0231) (0.0725)

TFR at the end of education -1.023** -0.726*** -0.370 -0.328 -0.655* -0.506* -0.506**
(0.409) (0.254) (0.278) (0.209) (0.321) (0.244) (0.243)

Age
18-20 -5.850 -15.83** -15.66*** -16.69*** -3.883 -5.653 -5.720

(8.516) (5.845) (5.390) (5.609) (8.444) (8.356) (7.861)
21-25 -2.222 -10.36* -10.55* -11.28* -1.043 -2.509 -2.560

(7.940) (5.501) (5.280) (5.421) (8.012) (7.880) (7.421)
26-30 0.0485 -6.719** -6.529** -7.167** 0.992 0.111 0.0778

(5.888) (3.185) (2.977) (3.225) (6.001) (5.952) (5.656)
31-35 0.116 -5.005* -4.894* -5.351* 0.633 0.178 0.161

(4.826) (2.755) (2.506) (2.793) (4.817) (4.830) (4.665)
36-40 0.682 -3.125* -2.808* -3.114 0.777 0.883 0.884

(3.194) (1.733) (1.566) (1.822) (3.213) (3.156) (3.170)
More than 50 -2.377 -2.474 -2.403

(3.362) (2.776) (3.213)
Squared age 0.00754 0.00166 0.00111 6.99e-05 0.00723 0.00577 0.00574

(0.00458) (0.00246) (0.00220) (0.00215) (0.00477) (0.00459) (0.00428)
Age of Partner -0.240 0.187 0.124 0.123 -0.412 -0.370 -0.367

(0.470) (0.414) (0.384) (0.411) (0.476) (0.484) (0.487)
Squared Age of Partner 0.00249 -0.00329 -0.00287 -0.00288 0.00417 0.00359 0.00356

(0.00500) (0.00391) (0.00374) (0.00397) (0.00519) (0.00527) (0.00533)
Siblings -0.370 -0.263* -0.333* -0.333* -0.334 -0.344 -0.344

(0.297) (0.148) (0.161) (0.174) (0.302) (0.301) (0.307)
Education
Primary -1.920 -0.212 0.860 0.0171 -1.478 -0.887 -0.877

(1.618) (2.110) (1.961) (1.968) (1.565) (1.402) (1.366)
Lower Secondary 5.894** 5.293*** 5.204*** 5.424*** 6.097** 6.129** 6.128**

(2.526) (1.207) (1.297) (1.110) (2.617) (2.568) (2.552)
Upper-Secondary 10.08*** 8.332*** 8.323*** 8.381*** 9.730*** 9.686*** 9.688***

(0.999) (0.861) (0.728) (0.763) (1.045) (1.018) (1.036)
College 10.70*** 9.749*** 10.18*** 10.04*** 10.17*** 10.36*** 10.37***

(0.695) (1.186) (1.199) (1.195) (0.766) (0.729) (0.780)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 16.76 19.82 18.42 19.90 16.31 16.04 16.04

(14.94) (13.89) (13.61) (14.33) (15.10) (15.28) (15.30)

Observations 1,860 2,756 2,938 2,745 1,860 1,860 1,860
R-squared 0.132 0.089 0.095 0.099 0.142 0.146 0.146

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

(a) TFR (b) LFP

Figure 1: TFR and LFP of second immigration migrants in origin country and France
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(a) Feeling of being French (b) Feeling of being discrimi-
nated by skin color

(c) Feeling of being discrimi-
nated on origin

(d) Feeling of being discrimi-
nated on place of living

Figure 2: Perception of second generation migrants in French according to their origin
country
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Figure 3: Hours of work distribution

Note: Excess of zeros, for this reason we use a Hurdle Model in studying the effect on
cultural norms on labor work time

Figure 4: Number of children distribution

Note: No excess of zeros, we proceed with a Poisson Model as a robustness check in
studying whether cultural norms have an effect on the number of children.
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F Results considering income

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

TFR at the end of education 0.156*** 0.168***
(0.0132) (0.0105)

TFR at birth 0.0645*** 0.0798***
(0.0143) (0.0114)

TFR in 2008 0.187*** 0.165***
(0.0419) (0.0306)

LFP in 2008 -0.00351*** -0.00599*** -0.00971***
(0.00115) (0.000923) (0.000886)

Age
18-20 -1.501*** -1.459*** -1.842*** -1.872*** -2.053*** -2.072***

(0.433) (0.446) (0.354) (0.347) (0.371) (0.356)
21-25 -1.041*** -1.025*** -1.283*** -1.325*** -1.470*** -1.511***

(0.249) (0.249) (0.180) (0.180) (0.195) (0.192)
26-30 -0.785*** -0.771*** -0.903*** -0.925*** -1.056*** -1.075***

(0.239) (0.238) (0.153) (0.148) (0.165) (0.159)
31-35 -0.297 -0.287 -0.335** -0.352*** -0.442*** -0.461***

(0.177) (0.174) (0.118) (0.118) (0.131) (0.131)
36-40 -0.202* -0.197* -0.184* -0.193** -0.240** -0.251**

(0.113) (0.112) (0.0906) (0.0877) (0.0948) (0.0929)
More than 50 0.0984 0.0982 0.127 0.117

(0.130) (0.144) (0.126) (0.148)
Squared age 7.51e-05 7.41e-05 -0.000103 -0.000151 -3.83e-05 -0.000114

(0.000216) (0.000220) (0.000126) (0.000119) (0.000113) (0.000114)
Age of partner 0.129*** 0.124*** 0.0588*** 0.0464** 0.0579*** 0.0436**

(0.0186) (0.0190) (0.0158) (0.0163) (0.0162) (0.0161)
Age of partner Squared -0.00133*** -0.00127*** -0.000517** -0.000378** -0.000492** -0.000321*

(0.000261) (0.000270) (0.000186) (0.000175) (0.000185) (0.000169)
Siblings 0.0176** 0.0173** 0.0126 0.0132 0.0185 0.0246*

(0.00800) (0.00718) (0.00964) (0.00986) (0.0135) (0.0137)
Income
Uncomfortable -0.367* -0.350* -0.281 -0.275 -0.322** -0.355**

(0.188) (0.186) (0.167) (0.168) (0.147) (0.153)
Sufficient -0.479*** -0.477*** -0.380** -0.389*** -0.396*** -0.436***

(0.136) (0.134) (0.135) (0.135) (0.125) (0.126)
Tight -0.331*** -0.325*** -0.198* -0.204* -0.200** -0.232**

(0.114) (0.113) (0.0995) (0.0989) (0.0918) (0.0927)
Hard time -0.146 -0.119 0.0936 0.119 0.0993 0.116

(0.111) (0.108) (0.108) (0.112) (0.105) (0.107)
Education
Primary 0.259** 0.263** 0.140* 0.134* 0.0906 0.0789

(0.108) (0.112) (0.0732) (0.0724) (0.0749) (0.0800)
Lower Secondary -0.166 -0.146 -0.140 -0.129 -0.189** -0.176*

(0.0968) (0.0967) (0.0887) (0.0863) (0.0838) (0.0869)
Upper-Secondary -0.390*** -0.388*** -0.296*** -0.301*** -0.369*** -0.389***

(0.0607) (0.0644) (0.0417) (0.0398) (0.0434) (0.0427)
College -0.604*** -0.607*** -0.409*** -0.408*** -0.528*** -0.543***

(0.0939) (0.0945) (0.0760) (0.0731) (0.0697) (0.0710)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant -0.00454 -0.130 1.379** 1.446** 1.658*** 1.754***

(0.568) (0.584) (0.555) (0.561) (0.582) (0.570)

Observations 2,277 2,292 2,916 2,935 2,926 2,945
R-squared 0.309 0.308 0.322 0.317 0.311 0.299

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

Table 26: OLS Model: How fertility in origin country affects fertility of second genera-
tion immigrant in France
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(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

LFP at birth -0.0256 -0.0228
(0.0255) (0.0233)

LFP in 2008 0.118*** 0.121***
(0.0318) (0.0281)

LFP at the end of education 0.0544*** 0.0609***
(0.0180) (0.0166)

TFR at the end of education -0.691** -0.463** -0.122
(0.304) (0.206) (0.340)

Age
18-20 -7.011 -6.639 -14.83** -14.38** -14.28*** -14.26**

(6.863) (6.894) (5.766) (5.918) (4.985) (5.074)
21-25 -3.524 -3.260 -9.841** -9.562** -9.713*** -9.716***

(5.179) (5.140) (3.711) (3.705) (3.343) (3.182)
26-30 -1.205 -1.034 -6.402** -6.175** -5.909** -5.911**

(3.703) (3.688) (2.596) (2.627) (2.102) (2.100)
31-35 -1.563 -1.451 -5.411** -5.240** -5.054*** -5.070***

(2.729) (2.717) (2.174) (2.221) (1.666) (1.750)
36-40 -0.404 -0.447 -3.162* -3.057* -2.672* -2.685*

(1.822) (1.830) (1.615) (1.647) (1.328) (1.365)
More than 50 -2.363 -2.328 -2.636 -2.626

(2.308) (2.309) (1.835) (1.818)
Squared age 0.00465 0.00493 0.000150 0.000268 -0.000223 -0.000252

(0.00292) (0.00291) (0.00194) (0.00200) (0.00161) (0.00161)
Age of Partner -0.259 -0.285 0.139 0.125 0.0601 0.0653

(0.480) (0.470) (0.296) (0.298) (0.277) (0.279)
Age of partner Squared 0.00341 0.00340 -0.00229 -0.00235 -0.00161 -0.00175

(0.00543) (0.00534) (0.00285) (0.00281) (0.00273) (0.00267)
Siblings -0.284 -0.391 -0.145 -0.220* -0.206 -0.227**

(0.236) (0.249) (0.118) (0.107) (0.128) (0.103)
Income
Uncomfortable 7.681*** 8.292*** 4.917** 5.404** 5.224** 5.350**

(2.661) (2.750) (2.155) (2.143) (2.025) (2.009)
Sufficient 7.796** 8.257*** 7.075*** 7.406*** 7.559*** 7.642***

(2.756) (2.852) (1.729) (1.786) (1.517) (1.590)
Tight 4.828 5.192 4.575** 4.826*** 5.128*** 5.161***

(3.056) (3.145) (1.648) (1.691) (1.537) (1.613)
ard time -0.0663 0.100 -0.643 -0.551 0.302 0.329

(2.654) (2.710) (1.642) (1.681) (1.617) (1.631)
Education
Primary -1.601 -1.745 -0.0527 0.0418 1.054 0.967

(1.521) (1.496) (1.313) (1.318) (1.378) (1.439)
Lower Secondary 3.803** 3.911*** 4.698*** 4.740*** 4.813*** 4.827***

(1.348) (1.348) (1.033) (1.062) (0.867) (0.877)
Upper-Secondary 9.410*** 9.805*** 8.360*** 8.592*** 8.487*** 8.554***

(0.939) (0.889) (0.725) (0.711) (0.552) (0.545)
College 9.925*** 10.50*** 9.835*** 10.20*** 10.41*** 10.52***

(0.744) (0.678) (0.668) (0.709) (0.729) (0.793)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 15.52 13.57 16.28 14.64 14.21 13.79

(14.02) (14.11) (10.84) (10.72) (9.936) (9.409)

Observations 1,851 1,851 2,735 2,735 2,916 2,926
R-squared 0.189 0.187 0.149 0.148 0.157 0.158

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

Table 27: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects LFP of second generation
immigrant in France
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G Magnitude of coefficients

Table 28: Magnitude of the coefficients in our smaple

TFR OLS Model Size LFP OLS Model Size

TFR at birth 0.14 LFP at birth 0.48
TFR end of education 0.32 LFP end of education 1.05
TFR in 2008 0.25 LFP 2008 2.41
LFP in 2008 0.64-1.9 TFR 2008 0.38-1.19
Siblings 0.06-0.09 Siblings 0.59-1.03
Age of partner 0.3-1.3 Age of partner 0.93-2.8
Age Age
18-20 0.97-1.3 18-20 5.58-11.28
21-25 1.28-1.84 21-25 5.01-13.37
26-30 1.04-1.44 26-30 2.07-9.6
31-35 0.40-0.62 31-35 2.62-8.3
36-40 0.25-0.30 36-400.82-4.89 0.82-4.89
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H Summary Statistics by County

Table 29: Summary statistics by Country of Origin

Country Number of
children

TFR at
birth

TFR at end of
educ

TFR
2008

Hours
worked

LFP at
birth

LFP at end of
educ

LFP
2008

Algeria 1.26 6.94 4.17 2.72 23.17 4.37 8.20 13.13
Austria 1.31 2.2 1.46 1.42 33.68 40.46 45.50 53.38
Belgium 1.35 2.07 1.62 1.85 26.10 29.74 38.36 46.91
Benin 0.86 6.82 6.24 5.46 20.65 53.08 61.21 75.68
Bulgaria 1.05 2.13 1.54 1.56 20.94 59.44 50.64 48.31
Burkina Faso 1.24 6.76 6.73 6.03 30.55 51.82 73.78 81.17
Cambodia 0.87 6.18 4.49 3.01 25.02 75.57 77.38 76.04
Cameroon 1.22 6.33 6 5.21 21.55 45.20 56.14 76.55
Central African 1.33 5.91 5.55 5.28 19.06 62.06 64.57 .
Chad 0 .68 6.86 7.23 6.80 24.25 23.35 55.58 55.43
Congo, Dem,
Rep,

1.71 6.40 6.68 6.62 18.95 . 69.13 67.50

Congo, Rep, 1.62 5.93 5.05 4.79 19.92 52.89 58.57 51.66
Cote d’Ivoire 1.28 7.50 6.27 5.22 22.26 54.09 49.06 58.45
Czech Republic 1.16 2.10 1.50 1.51 34.16 . 51.97 49.32
Denmark 1.3 2.04 1.67 1.89 32.6 48.85 59.46 59.90
Equatorial
Guine

2.40 5.78 5.90 5.36 23 . 56.53 .

Finland 1 1.94 1.73 1.85 147 46.92 58.82 57.38
France 1.03 2.23 1.84 2.01 27.94 43.46 46.64 51.10
Gabon 0.77 5.49 4.59 4.18 14.06 52.28 51.86 45.33
Gambia 2.2 6.23 6.02 5.64 15.6 58.24 56.15 49.26
Germany 1.18 2.03 1.36 1.38 31.83 41.71 45.82 52.52
Ghana 1.92 6.62 5.96 4.35 26.42 58.20 54.25 68.36
Greece 1.15 2.16 1.47 1.5 25.94 30.17 36.02 42.42
Guinea 2.30 6.36 6.27 5.49 15.08 44.40 45.16 .
Guinea-Bissau 2.05 6.24 6.33 5.17 21.63 2.13 2.21 .
Hungary 1.29 1.99 1.64 1.35 23.94 44.77 49.89 42.73
Ireland 2.2 3.54 2.33 2.06 5.2 30.23 35.31 56.82
Italy 1.26 2.20 1.41 1.45 31.86 27.71 34.19 38.66
Lao PDR 1.02 6.16 4.83 3.32 24.36 . 80.60 72.51
Latvia 1 1.92 1.56 1.58 20 64.06 53.54 55.00
Lithuania 1 2.13 1.39 1.45 17.50 . 52.75 50.51
Luxembourg 1.13 1.78 1.60 1.61 26.73 29.26 38.60 48.05
Mali 1.50 7.13 6.93 6.67 19.12 22.73 40.25 68.32
Mauritania 2.03 6.45 5.52 5.05 22.54 17.67 26.14 28.18
Morocco 1.13 5.78 3.46 2.54 21.10 15.99 24.29 26.56
Netherlands 1.41 2.43 1.59 1.77 24.32 28.20 42.91 58.33
Nigeria 1.33 6.55 6.20 5.90 20.75 34.03 45.27 53.27
Poland 0 .92 2.36 1.75 1.39 32.9 59.44 55.06 46.61
Portugal 1.28 2.64 1.72 1.39 31.13 33.14 48.74 55.83
Romania 0.97 2.59 1.57 1.6 25.44 59.71 54.31 46.80
Senegal 1.31 7.08 5.83 5.09 19.51 35.42 41.13 38.09
Slovak Republic 1.83 2.48 1.70 1.34 30 . 53.09 51.00
Slovenia 1.6 2.20 1.52 1.53 25 . 51.41 53.53
Spain 1.27 2.62 1.57 1.45 29.74 21.62 33.49 50.35
Sweden 1.11 1.93 1.72 1.91 32.66 49.40 64.86 59.80
Togo 1.04 6.91 5.82 5.00 26.60 46.32 68.25 79.20
Tunisia 1.31 5.65 3.17 2.05 24.10 17.58 21.51 24.73
Turkey 1.53 4.61 2.98 2.18 20.75 46.55 32.46 24.01
United Kingdom 1.37 2.38 1.76 1.91 24.03 41.51 49.46 55.97
Vietnam 1.05 5.46 3.16 1.91 25.09 73.51 70.72 71.01
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I Alternative Age Controls

Table 30: OLS Model: How fertility in origin country affects number of children of
second generation woman immigrant in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

TFR at birth 0.0732*** 0.0881***
(0.0166) (0.0133)

TFR at the end of education 0.175*** 0.189***
(0.0173) (0.0133)

TFR in 2008 0.216*** 0.199***
(0.0443) (0.0319)

LFP in 2008 -0.00339** -0.00620*** -0.0104***
(0.00122) (0.000855) (0.000864)

Age dummies
18-20 -1.606*** -1.557*** -1.555*** -1.480*** -1.921*** -1.792***

(0.211) (0.216) (0.226) (0.229) (0.262) (0.248)
21-25 -1.164*** -1.147*** -1.072*** -1.034*** -1.395*** -1.323***

(0.108) (0.111) (0.0930) (0.0979) (0.104) (0.106)
26-30 -0.899*** -0.885*** -0.801*** -0.766*** -1.067*** -1.005***

(0.0671) (0.0705) (0.0590) (0.0639) (0.0692) (0.0718)
31-35 -0.406*** -0.394*** -0.323*** -0.298*** -0.513*** -0.472***

(0.0676) (0.0724) (0.0625) (0.0660) (0.0647) (0.0713)
36-40 -0.249*** -0.242*** -0.188*** -0.171*** -0.293*** -0.266***

(0.0721) (0.0699) (0.0586) (0.0569) (0.0574) (0.0597)
More than 50 0.0603 0.0400 0.156 0.109

(0.158) (0.167) (0.142) (0.162)
Partner’s Age dummies
18-20 -0.333 -0.281 -0.235 -0.157 -0.274 -0.190

(0.387) (0.393) (0.391) (0.410) (0.387) (0.416)
21-25 -0.750*** -0.737*** -0.687*** -0.665*** -0.693*** -0.682***

(0.168) (0.173) (0.162) (0.173) (0.157) (0.176)
26-30 -0.512*** -0.490*** -0.454*** -0.418*** -0.468*** -0.429***

(0.0703) (0.0719) (0.0728) (0.0730) (0.0764) (0.0744)
31-35 -0.172* -0.162 -0.118 -0.0924 -0.126 -0.0940

(0.0887) (0.0943) (0.0894) (0.0954) (0.0869) (0.0977)
36-40 -0.0173 -0.0173 0.0258 0.0334 0.0148 0.0210

(0.0603) (0.0590) (0.0610) (0.0609) (0.0610) (0.0605)
More than 50 0.0403 0.0545 -0.0396 -0.0374 -0.00436 0.00892

(0.185) (0.189) (0.126) (0.130) (0.114) (0.124)
Siblings 0.0191** 0.0194** 0.0158 0.0172 0.0216 0.0292*

(0.00840) (0.00758) (0.00972) (0.00999) (0.0139) (0.0141)
Education
Primary 0.275** 0.279** 0.147* 0.138* 0.0974 0.0802

(0.107) (0.111) (0.0771) (0.0743) (0.0766) (0.0801)
Lower Secondary -0.188* -0.167* -0.164 -0.154 -0.222** -0.211**

(0.0938) (0.0919) (0.0964) (0.0915) (0.0866) (0.0855)
Upper-Secondary -0.404*** -0.403*** -0.314*** -0.320*** -0.398*** -0.424***

(0.0597) (0.0628) (0.0466) (0.0459) (0.0506) (0.0518)
College -0.667*** -0.675*** -0.477*** -0.480*** -0.616*** -0.643***

(0.0860) (0.0857) (0.0813) (0.0804) (0.0799) (0.0842)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 2.828*** 2.596*** 2.545*** 2.220*** 3.001*** 2.589***

(0.143) (0.112) (0.0892) (0.0822) (0.0909) (0.0701)

Observations 2,289 2,304 2,937 2,956 2,947 2,966
R-squared 0.297 0.296 0.314 0.308 0.302 0.286

Robust standard errors in parentheses
*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 31: OLS Model: How LFP in origin country affects hours worked of second
generation immigrant in France

(1) (1.b) (2) (2.b) (3) (3.b)

LFP at birth -0.0256 -0.0203
(0.0237) (0.0206)

LFP at the end of education 0.0402* 0.0524**
(0.0212) (0.0235)

LFP in 2008 0.111** 0.120***
(0.0409) (0.0419)

TFR at the end of education -1.121*** -0.811*** -0.465
(0.373) (0.281) (0.301)

Age dummies
18-20 -17.17*** -17.11*** -18.70*** -18.08*** -17.50*** -17.09***

(4.191) (4.236) (4.222) (4.213) (4.130) (4.181)
21-25 -12.44*** -12.50*** -12.96*** -12.63*** -12.25*** -12.02***

(3.203) (3.264) (2.534) (2.556) (2.606) (2.621)
26-30 -8.666*** -8.792*** -9.008*** -8.750*** -8.047*** -7.830***

(1.955) (1.975) (1.345) (1.263) (1.211) (1.188)
31-35 -6.139*** -6.305*** -6.403*** -6.247*** -5.588*** -5.458***

(1.917) (1.901) (1.524) (1.498) (1.471) (1.487)
36-40 -2.422 -2.734 -3.306*** -3.232*** -2.462** -2.374**

(1.724) (1.678) (1.112) (1.124) (1.073) (1.087)
More than 50 -2.801 -2.586 -3.641* -3.716*

(2.278) (2.291) (1.764) (1.832)
Partner’s Age dummies
18-20 0.499 1.649 0.805 1.874 2.238 2.912

(6.096) (6.167) (6.614) (6.779) (6.956) (7.433)
21-25 1.178 1.874 1.776 2.205 2.554 2.891

(3.479) (3.434) (2.834) (2.749) (2.700) (2.661)
26-30 0.881 1.399 1.474 1.836 2.187 2.439

(1.839) (1.795) (1.732) (1.743) (1.645) (1.694)
31-35 2.372 2.633 3.164** 3.391** 3.621** 3.802***

(1.598) (1.587) (1.438) (1.440) (1.275) (1.300)
36-40 -0.497 -0.163 0.156 0.355 0.190 0.321

(1.031) (1.043) (1.157) (1.153) (1.025) (1.062)
More than 50 2.546 1.863 0.735 0.273 0.853 0.563

(1.716) (1.737) (2.352) (2.190) (2.212) (2.070)
Siblings -0.367 -0.547 -0.262* -0.404** -0.339* -0.422**

(0.301) (0.348) (0.151) (0.187) (0.164) (0.177)
Education
Primary -1.686 -1.937 -0.200 -0.0448 0.844 0.807

(1.655) (1.632) (2.061) (2.082) (1.894) (1.911)
Lower Secondary 5.743** 5.941** 5.183*** 5.277*** 5.149*** 5.202***

(2.529) (2.482) (1.249) (1.272) (1.347) (1.352)
Upper-Secondary 9.991*** 10.69*** 8.255*** 8.714*** 8.285*** 8.559***

(0.966) (1.012) (0.911) (0.886) (0.771) (0.700)
College 10.65*** 11.71*** 9.661*** 10.42*** 10.16*** 10.62***

(0.736) (0.928) (1.208) (1.088) (1.223) (1.068)
Partner’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Mother’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes yes yes yes yes
Region yes yes yes yes yes yes
Constant 25.60*** 21.93*** 24.20*** 20.78*** 19.55*** 17.47***

(2.137) (1.381) (1.591) (1.588) (2.262) (2.054)

Observations 1,859 1,859 2,755 2,755 2,937 2,947
R-squared 0.132 0.129 0.089 0.086 0.095 0.094

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

59



J Hurdle Model

Table 32: Hurdle Model: : How LFP in origin country affects FLFP of second generation
immigrant in France, horse-race version

Variables Outcome: Hours Worked Single Selection lnsigma

LFP at birth 0.00538 -0.0117***
(0.0334) (0.00297)

LFP at the end of education 0.0889** -0.00235
(0.0385) (0.00618)

LFP in 2008 -0.0815*** 0.0202***
(0.0313) (0.00499)

TFR at the end of education -0.315 0.00285
(0.260) (0.0281)

Number of children -0.276***
(0.0380)

Age
18-20 -8.685* -0.745

(5.088) (0.566)
21-25 -4.791 -0.273

(3.218) (0.481)
26-30 -2.965 -0.0803

(2.885) (0.379)
31-35 -2.600 -0.0235

(2.245) (0.263)
36-40 -1.685 0.0494

(1.381) (0.157)
Squared age -0.00145 0.000468*

(0.00287) (0.000279)
Age of partner -0.240 0.0205

(0.330) (0.0367)
Age of partner Squared 0.00322 -0.000246

(0.00412) (0.000415)
Siblings -0.107 -0.0137

(0.246) (0.0134)
Education
Primary -0.172 0.0219

(1.709) (0.140)
Lower Secondary 1.501 0.298**

(1.634) (0.133)
Upper-Secondary 3.009*** 0.607***

(0.939) (0.0912)
College 4.343*** 0.589***

(1.090) (0.0861)
Partner’s Education
Primary 3.830*** 0.436***

(1.069) (0.154)
Lower Secondary -0.307 -0.0174

(1.626) (0.134)
Upper-Secondary 0.452 -0.0647

(1.028) (0.101)
College -0.115 -0.176*

(1.039) (0.102)
Mother’s Education yes yes
Father’s Education yes yes
Region yes yes
Constant 42.04*** -0.661 2.313***

(8.015) (1.147) (0.0337)

Observations 1,855 1,855 1,855
Robust standard errors in parentheses

*** p<0.01, ** p<0.05, * p<0.1
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Table 33: Average marginal effects on hours worked, horse-race version

Average marginal Effects Delta-method
- dy/dx

Std. Err. z P>—z— 95% Conf. Interval

LFP at birth -0.1205242 0.0327524 -3.68 0.000 -0.1847177 : 0.0563307
LFP at the end of education 0.0271247 0.0630629 0.43 0.667 -0.0964764 : 0.1507258
LFP in 2008 0.1652409 0.0506003 3.27 0.001 0.0660662 : 0.2644156
TFR at the end of education -0.1539793 0.2840591 -0.54 0.588 -0.7107248 : 0.4027663
Number of children -2.909889 0.3878679 -7.50 0.000 -3.670096 : -2.149682

K The interlink between culture and economic de-
cisions

Weber studied culture and economic evolution and he argued that the transcendental
premise of any science of culture is in the circumstance that we are people of culture.
His full statement is: ”We are men of culture, endowed with the capacity and the will of
assuming a conscious position in the face of the world conferring sense to it”. He also
came up with the idea of subculture, where groups like race, ethnicity, religion, region,
occupation, gender, and sexual preference live a certain lifestyle based on different values
and norms. Others like Durkeim held the belief that culture has logical, functional,
and historical relationships to society. Other thoughts on culture are from Marx who
focused on the struggle between groups of people with diverging economic interests
whose economy determined the cultural structure of values and ideologies. He believed
that the economic aspect affects the cultural one, different from Hegel who believed
that culture affects the material aspect.

The literature has established the relevance and power of culture in behavior, decision-
making, beliefs, and outcomes, but there is still a gap in exploiting the heterogeneity
of cultural norms. This depends of course on how we define culture, as its definition
can be ambiguous in different contexts. The main cultural traits used in economics are
values and beliefs.19 There are different ways along with problematics in measuring
culture. Surveys are a common way of studying culture although they come with

19Alesina and Giuliano (2015) distinguishes between formal and informal institutions by reviewing
work to assess the presence of a two-way causal effect between culture and institutions. The first
one is the legal system and regulations of a country, while the second can be viewed as trust and
interaction between people. These two are strongly interlinked and they both affect one another.
They are complementary and interact.
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causality problematics. Nevertheless, studying people from heterogenous backgrounds,
in the same institutional environment, allows capturing the cultural traits that influence
people’s decisions and economic outcomes. Cultural values can be so strong as to
influence not only migrants but also the second-generation descendants in the host
country.

L French Institutional Context

France had an excellent reputation for welcoming immigrants during the onset of the
Industrial Revolution. This was related to a significant migrant wave between 1830
and 1850. Six million people died in France during the First World War. Immigration
was unrestricted up to the conclusion of World War I, when 4.3 million foreigners
entered France between 1850 and 1920. 6 % of the population, or little under 3 million
people, were immigrants from French colonies. Italy, Spain, Belgium, and Switzerland
were among the bordering nations who immigrated, and all four soon merged into the
French culture and population.20

France experienced a labor deficit following World War II, and in order to make up for
this shortfall, the French government hired immigrants from all over the world. After
Vietnam gained its independence from France and Algeria’s war, there was a signifi-
cant influx of immigrants from both countries in 1954. Immigrants were more prevalent
during the course of the 20th century. Between the 1920s and 1960s, there were around
300,000 new arrivals per year. Only in 1970 did the migratory growth pattern start to
slow and become more steady. Immigration from Europe began to decline in the sec-
ond part of the century, while African and Asian immigrants rose. The integration and
assimilation procedures that immigrants and second-generation immigrants had to go
through in France and beyond are described in Barou (2018) and Scullion (1995). The
majority of immigrants to France were still from European nations like Portugal, Italy,
and Spain, but more recent migratory flows occurred from North Africa, particularly
Algeria (which was a part of France until 1962) and the former protectorates of Morocco
and Tunisia. French or former French holdings in Central Africa, Asia, and the Amer-
icas came after them. Due to this significant number of immigrants, France became a
favorite country for refugees seeking asylum. Immigrants worked in the steel, construc-
tion, mining, agricultural, and automobile industries. During the 1970s, France had an
economic crisis, and in 1974 it began formulating immigration policies that included
limiting immigration from its former colonies.

France and other European Union nations withdrew from accepting asylum seekers in
the latter half of the 20th century. Racial prejudice and social antagonism were preva-
lent in political climates during economic downturns.From the middle of the 1980s

20According to INSEE data published in 2008 the migration composition was: Italians (35 %) were
followed by Poles (20 %), Spanish (15 %), Belgians (10 %), and a smaller number of people from
central and eastern European countries.
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onward, France adopted an integration program, allocating government funds to orga-
nizations that urged immigrants to assimilate and follow French law while preserving
their own cultures and customs. Since the 1970s, the issue of immigrant assimilation
and societal cohesiveness has gained attention once more. Social injustices and calls
for cultural appreciation posed an economic threat to the French republican paradigm.
These reasons made racial discrimination more pervasive, increased pressure from the
populist extreme right and ongoing assimilation, and pushed for an integrative strategy
prior to 1970. In conclusion, the history of immigration in France is rather complex.
Baudin et al. (2021) and provide a thorough overview of it.
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