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Labour market entries and exits of women from défe: origin countries in the

UK

Abstract

Labour force participation rates of women diffaosgly by ethnic origin. Even though
existing research using cross-sectional studiesiGamnstrated that part of these differences
can be attributed to compositional differencesumhn capital, household conditions and
gender attitudes, residual ‘ethnic effects’ tydicaémain. To further our understanding of
women’s labour market behaviour across ethnic ggpwe use a large-scale longitudinal
study and apply a dynamic perspective to examinefaorelevant life-course events in
addition to individual characteristics, gendertattes and religiosity contribute to the
explanation of ethnic differences in women'’s labfmuiice entries and exits in the UK. Our
findings show that, adjusting for all these factdnslian and Caribbean women do not differ
from White majority women in their labour force gnand exit probabilities but that
Pakistani and Bangladeshi women are less likegnter and more likely to exit the labour
market, whereas Black African women have higheryenaites. We also find that relations
between life-course events and labour market tiiansidiffer by ethnic group. Most notably,
Pakistani and Bangladeshi women’s labour markasitians are less sensitive to child-
bearing and Caribbean women'’s transitions lesstsento partnership changes than other
women'’s.

Key words: Ethnic minority women, labour force participation, labour market
transitions, life-cour se events, gender attitudes

1. Introduction
In the context of a secular increase in women’sualiorce participation (LFP) across the last
few decades in Western nations (Charles 2011)jspens ethnic differentials in the rates of
women being either employed or actively searchmgaf job are perceived as problematic
with regard to female emancipation and the soclasal integration of immigrant women
(Kokkonen, Esaiasson, and Gilljam 2014). While maglsting literature has focused on the
lower LFP rates of (certain) minority women, patteof LFP differ in complex ways across
immigrant origin groups. In the UK, for instancela8k African and Indian women have
similar LFP rates to White majority women, Pakistand Bangladeshi women have much
lower rates, while Black Caribbean women have flighigher rates (See Supplementary

Materials, Figure A.1). A number of studies havedrto explain ethnic differences in LFP



rates by compositional differences in human capitedusehold conditions, and, more
recently, gender attitudes and religiosity (Dalendley, and Dex 2006; Berthoud and
Blekesaune 2007; Khoudja and Fleischmann 2015)n Bveugh these factors account for a
substantial share of the differences between graupssidual ethnic group effect remained in
all cases, leaving outstanding questions about ih@auld best be explained. In light of the
relative stagnation in equalisation of labour mamgeportunities among women relative to
men (Charles, 2011), addressing these questiongdpsoan opportunity for a more complete
understanding of the factors linked to women’s LF&thermore, it informs the debate about
how cultural influences shape immigrants’ adaptionthe host-society (Polavieja, 2015;
Read, 2004).

Previous studies that examined ethnic differencesvomen’s LFP have mostly
focused on the stock of women in the labour fotcen@ or multiple time points (Bevelander
and Groeneveld 2006; Dale, Lindley, and Dex 2006)s tends to assume that labour market
status is constant over time, and across diffecehbrts that have different labour market
exposure and experience of economic cycles. Anadysihnic differences in women’s labour
force transitions makes it possible instead to exarseveral key issues that are implicit in
much of the discussion of ethnic differences in LBBt which have rarely been evaluated
(but see Taniguchi and Rosenfeld 2002). We theszetxploit a recent panel survey to

analyse labour force transitions, focusing on thmeén contributions.

First, we examine how labour force transitions larked to net differences in female
LFP. Earlier cross-sectional studies necessarftydpen the question as to whether ethnic
differences in female LFP rates were due to vamain entrance or exit rates (or both). The
extent to which patterns of entry or exit driveigion in LFP across groups is potentially
informative about the particular processes impliddne and Ellwood 1986; Taniguchi and

Rosenfeld 2002). For example, higher rates ofsiggest issues around retention, rather than



reluctance to participate, while lower rates ofrgrtre more likely to indicate structural or

more deep-seated cultural obstacles.

Second, we examine how far ethnic differencesuitucal factors, such as religiosity
and gender attitudes, contribute to the explanabiodivergent labour force entry and exit
rates of ethnic minority women (Reimers 1985). @itlee influence of prevailing norms from
countries of origin (Norris and Inglehart 2012) d@hd strong intergenerational persistence of
gender attitudes (Bisin and Verdier 2000; Farré ¥etla 2013; Polavieja and Platt 2016),
women from certain ethnic groups may have more (aitetrs less) traditional attitudes
regarding the gendered division of labour, influagctheir preferences for domestic and
childrearing specialisation. Going beyond previoesearch, we test whether women with
more traditional attitudes are not only less likedyenter but also more likely to exit the
labour market compared to women with egalitariandge attitudes but otherwise similar
characteristics, thereby aligning their behaviouthvtheir preferences (cf. Hakim 2000).
Religion, and especially Islam, is often criticathscussed in public debates about gender
equality and immigrant integration (Voas and Flemann 2012), and religiosity clearly
differs markedly across ethnic groups (Platt 20B4it. while studies show that more religious
women also tend to have more traditional attituates therefore participate less in the labour
market (Khoudja and Fleischmann 2015), it is urenivhether labour market entries, exits
or both are affected by women’s religious beliefdependently of the traditional gender

attitudes that tend to accompany religiosity.

Third, we address the role of life-course eventsiggering labour market entries and
exits in an ethnically diverse setting (c.f. Bane &llwood 1986; Jenkins 2011). We focus on
childbirth, partnership change, and household ireamanges net of women’s income, and
evaluate their influence on women’s labour forcansitions. Children and partnership

breakdown are well-known causes of change in ferbhBe (Manning and Swaffield 2008;



Brewer and Nandi 2014); and loss of (partner'spme may drive women into the labour
force regardless of preferences, while an incréaggusehold income may facilitate exit
from the labour force. Studying labour force tréinsis allows us to connect life-course
events such as starting cohabitation with a padndrchildbirth more directly with women’s
decisions about their LFP. Examining these relatiaoross women from different ethnic
groups enables us to estimate the specific conimuof life-course events to ethnic

differences in transitions.

Female LFP is particularly well suited to study wemis labour market behaviour net
of the influence of broader labour market condgiothat can be expected to operate
differently for women of different ethnic groupsnémployment or earning levels may be a
direct consequence of external factors such asrimiis@tion or a lack of sufficient
employment opportunities; LFP is arguably to a éargxtent an individual choice, even if
non-participation can be influenced by anticipatigtrimination, long-term unemployment
and limited earnings opportunities. However, evaough LFP is in principle an individual
choice, it is still possible that external factstech as normative expectations in a woman’s
family or ethnic group, different occupational opjpmities, or ethnic inequality in access to
formal childcare might not only shape such prefeesnbut also affect the degree to which
women can realize them. This is best captured bgystg responsiveness to potential
influences through comparing moves into and odalbur force participation. A further aim
of this study is therefore to explore how far tleéationship between attitudes, life-course
events and women’s labour market transitions vdretsieen ethnic groups. This informs us
about the degree to which commonly used explamatdiemale labour market participation

can be generalized to women with varying cultueadkgrounds.

The UK provides a particularly rich context for theidy of differences in women’s

LFP across ethnic groups. The minority populatiomprises a number of sizeable groups,



with differentiated migration histories, and patter of settlement, participation and
occupation. As noted, LFP rates differ across etlgnbups and we encompass this diversity
in our analysis. Ethnic minority women’s particijpat in the UK takes place in a context of a
gendered labour market, with a substantial degr@e@ipational segregation, and high rates
of part-time work and changes in occupational ttayees following motherhood (Manning

and Petrongolo 2008; Olsen and Walby 2004).

We use the first six waves of Understanding Sgcibe UK Household Longitudinal
Study from 2009/10 to 2014/15 (University of Ess#X16) to analyse both labour force
entries and exits across a sample of women comgrithe five largest (non-European)
minority groups in the UK, namely Indian, PakistaBangladeshi, Black Caribbean and
Black African, and white British majority women. Omain research questions are whether
we can understand ethnic differences in LFP throddferences in entry and exit and
whether we can explain these ethnic differencesansitions through variation not only in
compositional factors but also gender attitude$igiosity and life-course events. In an
additional exploratory analysis, we also test hawthese factors have the same impact on
women'’s labour market transitions across the paercethnic groups under study, examining
the often implicit assumption that economic behavican be understood similarly across all
cultural contexts. The study is, to our knowledgee of the first to use dynamic models to
analyse ethnic differences in labour market trassit of women in a European country and is

therefore of value in its descriptive as well agsrexplanatory contribution.

2. Theoretical Background

2.1.The influence of cultural factors: Gender aitiés and religiosity



Gender attitudes, or gender ideology, refer, bypagkeaking, to perceptions and normative
beliefs about gender specific tasks and positinrsociety (van de Vijver 2007). In this study,
we define gender attitudes as the degree of supgoatgendered division of paid and unpaid
work, with unpaid work including household taskscls as cleaning and cooking, but also
childrearing. Individuals with traditional gendettitudes consider unpaid household work
and childrearing to be the primary tasks of womehile they consider men to be mainly
responsible for providing an income for the hous&hdn contrast, individuals with

egalitarian gender attitudes think that paid angaich work should both be equally divided
between men and women. Hakim’s (2000) prefereneeryhargues that individual attitudes
of women have become more important for life-coudisions due to increasing

individualisation and female emancipation in Waeastesociety. Gender attitudes might
therefore be expected to have a substantial effec woman’s decision to enter or exit the

labour force; and this might either happen direotlyndirectly.

Directly, gender attitudes can influence the ptisation of time between domestic
work and paid work. Women with traditional gendéitades might simply choose to focus
on domestic work rather than on paid work (Khouaa Fleischmann 2015). But women
with traditional gender attitudes might also chotsehave more children or have higher
incentives to live with a partner who wants to be sole breadwinner of the family, both of

which might indirectly lead to lower participatiamthe labour market (Reimers 1985).

The causal relation between gender attitudes andhlée LFP is theoretically and
empirically contested. Empirical studies that haxamined the causal relationships between
gender attitudes and later labour market behaviound evidence for an effect of early
gender attitudes on later labour market outcomasiiibgham 2008) but also of labour
market behaviour on later gender attitudes (Cdirgad Konrad 2007; Kroska and Elman

2009). Following the psychological theory of cogret dissonance, one would argue that



labour market behaviour shapes attitudes by makidiyiduals value what they are doing
(Kroska 1997). A woman not active in the labour keamould therefore tend to maintain or
develop more traditional attitudes to decreaserejmncies between her behaviour and her
values (Gangl and Ziefle 2015). In contrast, plahraional choice theory proponents would
argue that individuals have certain preferences tiiey strive to fulfil in their behaviour
(Hakim 2000; Hakim 2002), implying that more tramiital women would be slower to enter
and faster to exit the labour market to align theihaviour with their preferences. This may
particularly be the case when they experienceeatidnsition (partnership or parenting) that
brings their preferences into relief. We hypothegdizat women with more traditional gender
attitudes are less likely to enter and more likelgxit the labour market. It is acknowledged
that differences in rates of women’s LFP crossemaily are linked not only to policy
regimes but also to local, country-specific genalenms (Charles 2011). Since gender norms
and values are subject to early socialisation p®e® (Bandura 1997; Moen, Erickson, and
Dempster-Mcclain 1997; Burt and Scott 2002), weeexmender attitudes to vary across
ethnic groups (Kane 2000; van de Vijver 2007), dratefore contribute to explaining ethnic

differences in women’s labour force transitions.

Religion is often related to female LFP (Lehrer 39Religiosity, rather than simply
religious affiliation, is deemed to foster traditad gender attitudes since nearly all world
religions can be characterised by a homogeneoualg neligious elite and a strict gender
hierarchy embedded within their promoted normsr{Bsrhoff and MacKie 1985). Religious
beliefs might therefore impact later life-courseidmns about LFP, or more indirectly, about
giving birth, and in turn indirectly affect labounarket attachment. Religiosity varies
substantially across ethnic and religious group#) Wuslims often showing much higher
religiosity than other groups, and might therefprevide some explanation for differences in

labour force transitions. However, whereas oldseaech among immigrants has found a



strong relationship between religiosity and femakP (van Tubergen 2007) more recent
studies find no or rather low associations in immaig groups (Fleischmann and Phalet 2012;
Maliepaard, Gijsberts, and Lubbers 2012). Theserdent findings might reflect that the
relation between religiosity and gender attitudesnss to be more complex for second-
generation immigrants with evidence pointing to thexoupling of religious beliefs from
gender ideology, and consequently labour forcagiaation, among Muslim women (Ahmad
2001; Scheible and Fleischmann, 2012; Georgiadis Manning 2011). As our analysis
includes first as well as second-generation imnmmggawe hypothesize that religiosity is
negatively related to labour market entry and padit related to labour market exinly
insofar as it is mediated by gender attitudes amtirectly related fertility behaviour. We

expect no independent effect of religiosity oved above such attitudes and behaviour.

2.2. Changes in household conditions: Partnersimgome and children

A major limitation of existing studies on ethnidffdrences in the effects of
partnership (and household conditions more gerngrati women'’s LFP is that they are based
on static models, which only address the assoaiatiopartnership status with concurrent
female LFP. Inherent to this approach is the teagén assume symmetric effects, meaning,
for instance, that starting a partnership incresisegrobability of exiting the labour market
as much as it decreases the probability of entetir8pme studies have shown that this might
not be the case (Jeon 2008; Paull 2007) even thdogte is little consistent evidence.
Overall, we expect partnership changes to prontpsrat which women both enter and exit
the labour market compared to no change. This bélldue to both changes in financial
incentives and pressures and in normative expenttand practices relating to women’s

participation held by both women and their partners



Domestic work in couples continues to be primaciyducted by the female partner,
leaving partnered women with less time to focustlugir career (Breen and Cooke 2005;
Gershuny and Sullivan 2003). Moreover, enteringaginership might promote deep-seated
notions about the traditional gendered division dafmestic work, which could trigger
women’s labour market exit either on their own bebaby wanting to meet the expectation
of a partner (or a family) with traditional view€§nningham 2008). In addition, partners are
likely to increase family income reducing the neitys for women to participate
economically. Conversely, separating from a pannight decrease the normative pressure to
focus on domestic work and, in turn, increase ikelihood of women re-entering the labour
force. The end of a partnership typically reducesnen’s household income (Brewer and
Nandi 2014), increasing the incentive to (re-)erther labour market. In the context of low
state benefits, strong labour market activationcped and no statutory alimony for separated
women, as in the UK, it is challenging for singlemen to sustain life as a homemaker.

Even when women remain in partnerships their ppgtmon is likely to be influenced
by their partner’s financial resources. Conditioaalthe partner providing sufficient income
to maintain the couple, women can choose to foausoonestic work. However, a decrease in
the partner’'s income might be expected to incrélaseneed for women to become active in
the labour market in order to maintain the livingrglard of the household. Conversely, an
increase in household (partner’s) earnings mighilifate women’s exit from the labour
market. The exception may be where the ‘povertp’tm the form of the interaction of
earnings and state benefits renders low paid wosneRP not viable in the context of
reduced or non-existent partner's earnings. Thisugported by the mixed evidence on
women’s labour supply response to partner’s jols I@sg. Harkenss and Evans 2011). In

contrast, continuously single women who are notducation are less likely to face the



domestic constraint of women in partnerships amdettonomic necessity to enter the labour
market will be highest for them.

In sum, therefore, we hypothesise that women |egpertnerships will tend to enter
the labour market, whereas women who form partigssiill be more likely to exit. We
expect single women to be the least likely to éx@ labour market and the most likely to
enter. We expect that women who are continuoustinpeed will be the least likely to enter
and the most likely to exit. In addition to theesff of partnership changes, we hypothesize
that an income decrease of other household menjtxénsarily the partner) will increase the
chances of women entering the labour market whilenarease in household income will
increase the probability of women exiting the labmarket. However, due to the poverty
trap, we expect this effect will be weaker, or eveversed, in low income households. Since
partnership patterns vary across ethnic groupstiiBed 2005; Georgiadis and Manning
2011), and ethnic groups are also differentiatethé@r income volatility and poverty (Fischer
and Nandi 2015), such life transitions may agailp b@ account for some of the variation in
LFP across ethnic groups.

Children in the household, regardless of partnprdtatus, are among the most
recognized factors in decreasing women’s LFP (vanLippe and van Dijk 2002). Children
of pre-school age tend to have the strongest negaffect on women’s LFP. In countries in
which public childcare is not easily accessibleghsas the UK, mothers are especially likely
to be primarily responsible for raising the chiltliie the father is in paid work. Lone parents
in receipt of state benefits are also not expettextek work until their youngest child is five
years old. Even those with strongly egalitarianwdemay adapt to more traditional
behaviours following the birth of a child, with essch illustrating how mothers subsequently
adapt attitudes to fit these behaviours (Baxteal.e2015). Once children reach school age (5

years in the UK), the mother’s need to stay at hdeweases. Moreover, the cost of children

10



increases with age (Banks and Johnson 1993) arzkloam increase the need for mothers to
work, regardless of their partnership status. Besttie trigger event of childbirth, the number
of children already in the household is also rehéveor women’s decision whether to
participate in the labour force (Jeon 2008). An itoigal new-born might make little
difference if there are already young childrenha household but if it is the first or second
child, women might feel more pressure to reducé theonomic activity. Since women of
different ethnic groups have different numbers biidten and tend to start families at
different ages, with Pakistani and Bangladeshi (Ket al. 2017), these compositional

differences may help to explain differences in labmarket exit net of other characteristics.

2.3. Ethnic differences in women’s LFP in the UK

Non-European migration to the UK has been dominbied range of ethnic groups primarily
from former colonies in the Caribbean, South Agid @frica. These have occurred along
different timescales and have involved differerttgras of women’s migration, with primary
migration among women from the Caribbean in thdiezamigration period (1950s-1960s)
and more family re-unification among women from oAsia joining labour migrants from
India, Pakistan and Bangladesh in the 1970s-80%cakf migrants are more recent and have
included highly educated student migrants alongeefieggees and family reunification (ONS
2013). Differences in timing of migration as wel @ characteristics of migrants have
resulted in differentiated patterns of settleméamily structure and LFP across these main
ethnic minority groups.

Women from different ethnic groups tend to conest in different occupations,
linking them to different patterns of pay, condisy and labour market flexibility, and
demonstrate different labour market attachmentdi@leell and Guinea-Martin 2005; Platt

2006). For example, rates of part-time work aredoacross minority compared to majority
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group women; and there are higher rates of puldatos work among Caribbean women
(Platt 2006). Minority group women additionally éasubstantially higher unemployment
than majority group women (ONS 2013). Existing egsh has tended to identify unexplained
ethnic differences in LFP, even after taking actooh individual characteristics and
household conditions. Qualitative and quantitataeounts have emphasised the potential
role of life-course events as well as differententations to family and gender roles and
religiosity (Brah 1993; Dale et al. 2006; Holdswodnd Dale 1997), at the same time as
some convergence across generations (Ahmad 20@tgi@eis and Manning 2011).

More specifically, Pakistani and Bangladeshi (&meé smaller extent Indian) women
marry earlier and more often (while divorcing Iéssquently) than White majority women,
whereas Caribbean and Black African women areivelst more often single (Georgiadis
and Manning 2011). Moreover, Pakistani and Bangladas well as Black African women
tend to have more children than women from therogitlenic groups, while lone parenthood
is particularly high among Black African and BlaClribbean women (Berthoud 2005; Nandi
and Platt 2010). As noted, these compositionaédifices may help to understand differences
in labour market entry and exit. At the same tisteidies in the UK and the Netherlands
(Bevelander and Groeneveld 2006) have highlighteat the effect of partnership and
children might differ according to women'’s cultueadd family context. Holdsworth and Dale
(1997) found that partnership was a key factor @ased with lower LFP among Bangladeshi
and Pakistani women, though for White majority wonmaving a child was the key trigger.
Dale et al. (2006) found a positive effect of havien partner on White and Black women’s
economic activity, no effect on Indian women andemative effect for Bangladeshi and
Pakistani women. Black Caribbean lone mothers t@isd to have a substantially higher LFP
rate than single mothers from other groups; andlitgtiae research has linked Black

Caribbean women’s motherhood and partnership patterthe context of migration as labour
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migrants as well as to the historical determinaritsvork and family life in the Caribbean
(Reynolds 2005).

Originating in countries in which traditional fosmof family organization are the
norm, we expect Pakistani and Bangladeshi womdésave rather traditional gender attitudes.
Based on previous research we can also expect mlusk. Pakistani and Bangladeshi,
women to be more religious than women from othbgicais groups, with consequences for
their endorsement of traditional divisions of lahdye would therefore expect Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women to show greater homogeneity eir thender attitudes than women in
other groups. This may reduce the explanatory pmi¢hese attitudes if we investigate the
labour market transition of only Pakistani and Badgshi women. White majority and
Caribbean women are likely to have less traditicatsitudes due to their socialization in
countries with a stronger acceptance of non-trawmkti family forms, while Indian and Black
African women might be expected to lie somewhergetween.

Hence, we hypothesize that we can explain ethifferdnce in women’s labour
market entry and exit rates by adding to relevawlividual characteristics compositional
differences between ethnic groups in gender atguahd specified life-course events. At the
same time, we would also expect the role of sontbede compositional factors and events to

reflect group-specific cultural and family context.

3. Dataand Methods

3.1.Data
We use the first six waves tinderstanding Societyhe UK Household Longitudinal Study
(UKHLS). An annual panel study that started in 2008LHS has a number of features that
make it particularly suitable for addressing ouse@ch aims. First, it is a nationally

representative household panel survey with a laegeple size of over 28,000 households in

13



the general population sample (GPS) at wave 1 (2009Second, it has a substantial ethnic
minority boost (EMB), of an additional 4,000 houslkts, which allows for more fine-grained
analysis of individual ethnic groups than a styigtoportional sample would allow. Third, it
collects annual information from respondents onrtberrent state and on events that have
happened between waves. Information is collected bloyh interviewer-administered
questionnaire and a self-completion questionnairenfeasures more likely to be subject to
social desirability bias (De Maio 1984). Fourth, dbllects information from all adult
household members of the original sample. Henpeoitides information on existing and on
new partners. Fifth, it contains measures essebotiaur research questions: gender attitudes,
religiosity, ethnic self-categorization, country ofigin and ethnic identity of the parents,
family status and household context, as well asdstal measures of socio-demographics,
economic status, health etc. For further infornrmtioon the study, see
www.understandingsociety.ac.uk.

UKHLS has a rich array of questions enabling thestwction of ethnic group
(McFall, Nandi, and Platt 2016)Ve use the self-reported ethnic group of the redponand
their parents and information on own/parental/gpamndntal country of birth to allocate
respondents to an ethnic group category. Ethnitcastgorization is the basis for our
ethnicity measure: we distinguish between (1) Whaetish/White Irish/other White
background, (2) Indian and Sri Lankan, (3) Pakistard Bangladeshi, (4) Caribbean and
mixed Caribbean, (5) Black African and mixed Afnc&Ve supplement this information with
that on parents’ ethnic identity and country ofttbiand grandparents’ country of birth to

allocate additional respondents with relevant asgb these groups.

! More precisely, we proceed in the following waye\tse the ethnic self-categorization (on the almaweed
predetermined ethnic categories) of the respondenitssis for our classification. In a second sigpalso
assign respondents to one of the ethnic grougdefat one of their ancestors was born in thelmiry of
origin of the minority group. If respondents haaestors from more than one of the minority groupe<tly the
case for Indians, Pakistanis and Bangladeshi),sed the self-categorization of the respondent@ethnic
categorization of their parents (by the respondirtf)e case that the respondent identified as &Vkite also

14



Our sample comprises all women who responded ligaat two of the six waves; and
excludes those who were continuously students. Mewehose who changed their student
status, were considered as leaving or enterindath@ur market (we provide more detail on
this below). The sample was restricted to womendalgetween 16 and 65 years. Our
analytical sample comprises 54,668 person-wavegrty 16,062 women (12,748 White
majority, 886 Indian and Sri Lankan, 1110 Pakistamd Bangladeshi, 625 Caribbean and

mixed Caribbean, and 693 African and mixed African)

3.2. Measures

3.2.1. Entering the labour market and exiting the labotarket
Respondents are considered as participating, oreadh the labour force if they are either
employed or actively looking for a job and willifg start paid work at short-notice. We
measure entry and exit from the labour force with dummy variables. Women who were
inactive at 1 and active atptare considered to have entered the labour mawk#i those
continuously inactive as reference group) and womleo were active at tand inactive att
are considered to have left the labour market (whitse continuously active as reference
group). Hence, we have two separate samples fonastg entry and exit probabilities
(compare the approach used by Jeon 2008).
Those respondents who were students in one wavhdiut different economic status in a
preceding or subsequent wave were treated withiapeare. Being a student does not
inherently mean being active or inactive in theolabmarket, but what it means rather
depends on how higher education is framed in flieecburse, and, in our case, particularly

how it can be constructed in relation to the ecarostatus of the respondents in the

used the ethnic categorization of the parentsentity White British born in Africa or India and
Indians/Pakistanis with (grand)parents in Africander to allocate them appropriately.
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preceding or succeeding year. We therefore disishga between becoming a student after
already having been active or inactive and becoraittiye or inactive after having been a
student. While the latter tends to depict the raglifle-course stage of young people deciding
to become inactive or active after finishing edigrgtthe former does not necessarily stand
for a change in one’s orientation in the labour kearWe therefore considered respondents
who became active after being a student as entdretabour market and those who became
inactive after being a student as leaving the lalmarket. In contrast, we did not consider
women who became a student after being alreadyeadi inactive as changing their
economic status. Becoming a student after havirem laetive is most likely to mean either
reorienting oneself on the labour market or impngvones qualifications. Starting education
after having been a homemaker (which is the sniailesip in the sample), however, is not

necessarily indicative of entering the labour marke

3.2.2. Gender attitudes
The UKHLS offers a small number of items to meagygrader attitudes. We chose “A pre-
school child is likely to suffer if his or her mathworks” and “A husband’s job is to earn
money; a wife’s job is to look after the home amehily” as our measures. Whereas the
former emphasizes potential (perceived) negativeseguences of women’s employment for
their children’s well-being, the latter one is gyreleological as it refers without any pretext
to a preference for separated life spheres betwesmand women. These two items therefore
cover important dimensions of gender attitul®espondents answered on a five-point scale
ranging from “strongly agree” through “neither agreor disagree” to “strongly disagree”

with the statements. We reversed the coding saathégher value represents more traditional

2 Of the three other items available, two lackedoemual clarity (“Both the husband and wife shoeddtribute
to the household income” and “Employers should netthers combine jobs and childcare”) and did aatllon
the same latent factor as the other items in aicoafory factor analysis. The final one was tooikinto the
one on children’s suffering if his/her mother wot&se included (“All in all, family life suffers aen the
woman has a full-time job”).
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gender attitudes. Having measures of this variablgave 2 and wave 4, we decided to use
measurement at wave 2 for predicting transitiors titcur during the first three waves and
the measurement at wave 4 for transitions in tls¢ tlaree waves. The two items had a

Pearson’s correlation of only .46 and were theeebmth included in the analysis.

3.2.3. Religiosity
Our measure for religiosity is based on the questidow much difference would you say
religious beliefs make to your life? Would you gagy make... (1) a great difference, (2)
some difference, (3) a little difference, (4) orditference?”. We recoded the variable so that
a higher value means that religious belief makererddference to the respondent’s life. This
item on religiosity was asked in Wave 1 and Wavandl, as for gender attitudes, we use the
first measurement for predicting transitions durithg first three waves and the second

measurement for transitions in the last three waves

3.2.4. Household Changes

To measure partnership status and change we user def/el categorical variable with (1)
women who remained in partnerships over two corisecwaves as the reference group, (2)
women who remained single/divorced/widowed, (3)g&fdivorced/widowed women who
started a partnership and (4) women who becoméesilingprcee/widow between two waves.

To evaluate income changes, we use a measure akelhold income net of the
woman’s own income. We test for the impact of iases or decreases of more than 20 per
cent in this net household income. Moreover, gitleat we might expect income effects to
vary for poorer compared to more affluent househiadd low-income households face higher

marginal tax rates, that is the rate at which héenefe withdrawn as earnings rise, we also
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control for low income, measured as less than 6@eet of the overall equivalent household
median.

We constructed a measure of change in the numbehitifren in the household
younger than five years old. This variable can haught of as the number of new-borns
minus the number of children reaching UK school @gggears) between waves. We created
two dummies: one indicates whether the number idrem below the age of 5 increased, and
one whether it decreased in order to capture clsamgthe required amount of childcare as
precisely as possible. An additional variable ieduso account for the overall number of

children in the household below the age of 16.

3.2.5. Control variables

To control for educational level, we use years @fication instead of highest educational
degree to have a measure that is comparable agtfusis groups, some of whom may have
obtained their highest qualification in a differex@untry. For those educated in the UK, we
transformed the highest educational degree achiexedears of education based on the age
at school start in the UK (5 years) and the predicage at receiving the respective
qualification. The UK education system is relatvelgid in terms of years spent acquiring
specific qualifications, with few repeat years amith the majority of university students
completing their degree directly after secondahost within the prescribed three years. For
those respondents who did not follow their educatiothe UK, we used the regular school
age in their respective country of birth to caltelaheir years of schooling (UNESCO
Institute for Statistics, 2017).

We additionally control for English language skillsth a dummy variable that is
coded 1 if the respondent indicated having diftieslin (a) speaking day-to-day English, (b)

speaking English on the phone, (c) reading Engbisi{d) completing forms in English and
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coded O if the respondent did not claim to havdiadities with English in any of these
situations, or if English was their first language.

We control for time-varying general health using-point scale ranging from (1)
excellent to (5) poor, which was measured at ewatrye. We would expect those with poorer
general health to be more likely to be or moveajuhe labour market and less likely to enter
it. Years since migration is controlled for by aifevalue variable that indicates whether the
respondent was born in the UK (0), or whether s Itved in the UK for (1) at most five
years, (2) between 6 and 10 years and (3) morelibaears. We also control additionally for

age (centred) age squared, and wave in which dhesition was observed.

3.2.6. Dealing with missing values
Partly as a result of lower response on the setigietion element of the questionnaire, the
share of respondents with missing values on thesitéor gender attitudes, religiosity,
education and general health cumulatively accouftiedbout 10 per cent of the sample and
were therefore too high, particularly within thdw@t minority groups, to be dealt with by
listwise deletion (Acock 2005). We assume thatdae are missing at random and therefore
multiply impute complete sets of responses for rhputed data sets, following the rule of
thumb that the number of imputed datasets shouicegipond to the percentage of missing
cases (White, Royston, and Wood 2011). We usednetlaequations as the imputation
method with labour market status and change, atiinimarital status, children in the
household, age, age squared, wave, household in@mleding women’s income) and years

since migration as predictors in the imputation elod

3.3. Method of Analysis
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Given the relatively small number of events of iag that occur between any two
sweeps, we follow standard practice in poolinggafrwaves from across the first four waves
of the study. We then model the transitions betwideand t2 (e.g. moves into or out of the
labour force for those at risk) with time-invarisatime-variant characteristicsUsing a base
transition specification (see the discussion in gedlpri and Jenkins 2008), we estimate
average marginal effects based on logit models tfer transitions. This allows us
straightforwardly to explore and quantify the extenwhich there are a) ethnic differences in
rates of entry and or exit which contribute to @ledifferences in LFP and b) the extent to
which such differences in labour force transitiaze be accounted for by the relevant
variables outlined in our hypotheses above.

Modelling transitions is a common application ton@ladata in the econometric
literature. It has been applied to study, for ineeg movements of individuals into and out of
poverty (Cappellari and Jenkins 2004; Stewart anaffield 1999) or the labour market
(Jeon 2008). For investigating transitions, thetistg point, or initial measurement status may
lead to an over-estimate of state dependencepd#etlinitial conditions’ represent a greater
underlying propensity to be in a given state (Cdppeand Jenkins 2008; Wooldridge, 2005).
In our case, this means that some of the ethnierdiices and the effects we find in our
transition models might be caused by factors tleétrdhine the labour force status at the first
observation. In other words, the group of women \ah® at risk of becoming inactive, or
becoming active, is a non-random sample since thesgroup of women who are already
active or inactive respectively at the beginninghed observations. Whether a woman is in
one or the other group in the first place might teéated to unobserved individual

characteristics. Following Orme (2001), and as iadpby Jeon (2008), we incorporate

% If the respondent did not participate inwe usedstas the consecutive wave. Similarly, if responderese
only part of the sample atdand §, we used these waves as the basis to measuriitr@nsr trigger events.
Respondents with a two-wave gap, meaning thosenthia, for instance, only present in wave 1 andevgv
were excluded from the analysis.
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generalized residuals to adjust for initial corahis by estimating the generalised residuals as
given in Gourieroux et al. (1987)ollowing this method, first, a logit regressiar £FP in

the year of the first observation is estimated gigihmodel that includes basic predictors for
LFP (see Table Al in online supplement). In a sdcetep, a generalized residual is
calculated based on this logit regression, whickthen included as a predictor in the final
logit models of entering and leaving the labour kear

Our modelling strategy is the following: In a finstodel, we examine how far ethnic
differences in women'’s labour force transitions explained by various control variables. In
a second step, we test the contribution of religroand gender attitudes to labour force
transitions. We then evaluate the explanatory paf@nter-wave events (such as partnership
separation, the birth of a child, or a substartf@nge in the household income) for ethnic
differences in women’s labour force transitionsg @ubsequently test in how far accounting
for initial conditions affects the ethnicity coeffents, and the other relevant predictor
variables. In a final analysis, we explore whethercontribution of the trigger events and the
cultural factors to labour market transitions digfey ethnic group.

Analysis was conducted in Stata 13.1. All analyadpist for the complex survey
design of the UKHLS by incorporating adjustments &ustering and stratification and
employing the design weight to adjust for sampfangbabilities and initial non-response (see
Knies 2014), and using Stata’s svy command. Standarors are adjusted for repeat

observations on individuals.

3.4. Robustness of results
Besides the initial condition bias, results maydle sensitive to unobserved heterogeneity

between individuals. Differences in exit and entes, particularly over extended periods of

“ Other methods have been suggested, but Capelldgn&ins (2008) could not find substantial differemvhen
comparing the different approaches for the riskegkiving social assistance.
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time, may reflect underlying unobserved differenicethe propensity to engage in the labour
market (Allison 2014). In order to test the robess of our results to the potential influence
of unobserved heterogeneity, we estimate randomctefinodels, both probit and linear
probability models. As our results were consistanbss these specifications, when compared
with an unweighted AME specification (see Tablesail A5 in the online supplement) and
since the literature has not yet clarified howaket account of complex sample designs and
weights in particular in mixed (random effects) ralsd we preferred the original
specification outlined above, and focus on theltestom these models.

Additionally, we estimated fixed effects logit mdsléor labour market entries and exits
and compared them with random effects logit modelfurther test the robustness of our
results, and to possibly strengthen the causamslaif our analysis (see Table A6 in the
online supplement). However, due to the inefficien€ fixed effects models, the number of
cases on which these estimates are based are 8oadover, these models cannot account
for weight, person sampling units, or strata. Themaim of this test is therefore to get an
impression to what extent unobserved heterogemeity affect our estimates rather than a

arrive at a better estimation of the true coeffitse

4. Results

4.1. Descriptive Results
Table 1 illustrates how patterns of labour markatgitions vary between ethnic groups. Most
striking is the particularly low LFP rate of Pakist and Bangladeshi women. While this
finding is not new, we can now see that it is dniveot only by low rates of labour market
entry but also by particularly high rates of labonarket exit compared to the other ethnic
groups. If the LFP of Pakistani and Bangladeshi wonwvas primarily driven by overall

cultural norms of women’s participation, ratherrtithe intersection with life-course events,
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we might expect lower entry rates, but not necdgsdifferent rates of exit for those in work.
Higher exit rates might also imply greater discgeraent to participate stemming from more
limited opportunities or higher unemployment rates.

While Pakistani and Bangladeshi women have an eateyof 14 per cent (this is the
share of women entering the labour market betweand k.1 (or2)divided by the share of
women that remain inactive in the same time fraM#é)ite majority women have an entry

rate of 31 per cent, Indian and Sri Lankan womearary of 24 per cent and Caribbean and
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Table 1: Range, mean/proportion (M), standard diewvigSD) and number of person-year observations (N

All groups White majority Indian/ Pakistani/ Caribbean/  Black African/
Sri Lankan Bangladeshi mixed mixed African
Caribbean
Variable Range N M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD M SD
Labour force entry (Ref.
remain inactive) 0/1 11556 .28 31 .24 14 .39 .38
Labour force exit (Ref. 4,1 43115 o5 04 06 16 05 08
remain active)
Economic activity 0-2 54668
Active in Labour Force 0 .80 .84 74 .38 .82 74
Homemaker 1 .19 .15 .25 .61 .16 .23
Full-time student 2 .01 .01 .01 .01 .02 .03
Ethnic origin group 0-4 54668
White majority 0 .81
India/Sri Lankan 1 .05
Pakistan/Bangladeshi 2 .06
Caribbean/mixed 3 04
Caribbean '
Black African/mixed 4
. .04

African
Partnership status 0-3 54668
Remains in partnership 0 .65 .66 .76 .70 .32 .45
Remains single 1 31 .30 .22 .26 .64 48
Partnership started 2 .02 .02 .01 .02 .02 .03
Partnership ended 3 .02 .02 .01 .02 .02 .04
Change in no. of
children <5 years -3to4 54668 -.01 34 -01 .32 -.02 .38 -04 51 -.02 .33 -03 40
Number of children<16 0-9 54668 .83 108 .75 101 .97 106 149 142 77 100 127 134
Household (HH) income  0-2
changes
HH income stable 0 54668 .53 .54 .48 .35 .55 .49
HH income decrease 1 54668 20 20 21 27 19 22
20%
HH income increase 2 54668 27 26 31 38 26 29
20%
_HH below 60% median  0/1 54668 34 32 o5 32 58 51
income
Religiosity 1-4 54126 220 1.18 1.93 1.06 3.172.01 370 66 286 116 349 .94
chg'r'lfsre” sufferifmother ;5 51695 280 1.09 270 105 331119 359 110 268 104 322 118
Husbands should eamn, ) 5 51705 521 107 213 102 255120 307 120 217 108 249 1.8
wife should stay at home
Years of education 4-18 54587 13.32 2.79 13.36 2.7013.61 297 1212 333 1364 261 1356 3.14
English problems 0/1 54668 .03 .01 .14 .35 .29 0 12
Age 16-66 54668 41 19 131'8 4175 1198 40011053 3535 995 4058 11.71 3855 1.11
Years since migration 0-3 54629
White majority/Second 0 .84 .94 .37 .38 .73 .18
generation
<=5 years 1 .01 .01 .07 .04 .01 .07
>5 years & <=10 years 2 .03 .01 .15 .10 .02 .22
>10 years 3 12 .04 41 .48 .24 .53
General Health 1-5 54365 241 1.01 2.36 .99 25602 278 108 267 1.00 232 102
Wave 2-6 54668 381 141 381 1.41 3.82.41 388 141 383 141 3.76 141
Generalized residual 927 051377 4y 38 3 36 .04 44  -31 44 05 36 -03 44

Notes: Descriptives based on unweighted sample.
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African women of almost 40 per cent. The exit @t@akistani and Bangladeshi women is 16
per cent (the share of women exiting the labourketaretweenctand f.1r2)divided by the
share of women that remain active in the same tiamee), which is four times higher than
the exit rate of White majority women (four per feindian/Sri Lankan and Caribbean
women have an exit rate of five to six per centlevttie rate of Black African women is
slightly higher at about 8 per cent. It is worthing that even though Caribbean women have
a similar LFP rate as White majority women, tharfer have a substantially higher entry rate
(by about eight percentage points) as well as a&gdrat higher exit rate. Similarly, African
women have a similar LFP rate as Indian/Sri Lankamen but a much higher entry rate and
a somewhat higher exit rate. This could sugges$tGaabbean and African women are more
flexible in their decisions to participate in tlabur market over the life-course than White
majority and Indian/Sri Lankan women and may ingidaat different explanatory
approaches are required for the different group$?.LWhile White majority women make
extensive use of part-time work to combine LFP \atimily commitments, the greater
dependence on full-time work among Caribbean amadiBAfrican women may present
starker choice.

This can be linked to the fact that Caribbean wgnreparticular, have very distinct
partnership patterns. Whereas over 65 per cent lmteéAmajority, Indian/Sri Lankan and
Pakistani and Bangladeshi women are partneredtaesmewaves, this is only the case for 32
percent of the Caribbean women. The majority ofrtlage, and remain, single from one year
to the next. Black African women fall in-betweentlwiabout 45 per cent continuously
partnered and 48 per cent continuously single. ifgrmo cultural factors, White majority
women are by far the least religious, whereas Rakisand Bangladeshi women are the most
religious. The latter also show the most traditlagender attitudes whereas White majority

women, together with Caribbean women, have thet lgaditional attitudes. Interestingly,
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across ethnic groups, the Pearson’s correlationdsst religiosity and “a pre-school child is

likely to suffer if his or her mother works” is .1#hile the correlation between religiosity and

“A husband’s job is to earn money; a wife’s joltaslook after the home and family” is .15,

indicating a rather weak aggregate relationshipveeh being highly religious and having

traditional gender attitudes.

4.2 .Multivariate analysis of labour market transitis

Table 2: Average marginal effects for enteringl#i®mur market

8 @)

©)

(4)

®)

Predictors LM entry LM entry LM entry LM entry LM entry
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)

Indian/Sri Lankan -.03 (02) -.02 (.02) -.03 (.02) -.02 (.02) -.02 (.02)

Pakistani and Bangladeshi “09  (02) -.07" (.02) -.09” (.02) -07" (.02) -07" (.02)

Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean .04 (.03) .03 (.03) .02 (.03) .01 (.03) .01 (.03)

Black African/mixed African A4 (.03) a4 (.03) A1 (.03) 12" (.03) 12" (.03)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)

Remained single J5 (.02) a4 (.02) 15" (.02)

Partn. started .05 (.03) .05 (.03) *.06 (.03)

Partn. ended .09 (.03) .08 (.03) .08 (.03)
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)

Child <5 year old increase -2 (.02) -2 (.02) =23 (.02)

Child < 5 year old decrease -.01 (.02) -.01 2X.0 -.02 (.02)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)

Household income decrease 20% 06 (.01) 06" (.01) 07" (.01)

Household income increase 20% .01 (.01) .01 1)(0 .01 (.01)
HH below 60% median income 09 (.01) -.08" (.01) -.09" (.01)
Religiosity .01 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.01)
Children suffer if mother works -02 (.00) -.02" (.00) -02" (.01)
Husbands should earn, wife -.04" (.00) -o04" (.00) -o4” (.00)
should stay at home
Generalized residual 08 (.01)
No of children aged under 16 -1o (01) -107 (.01) -.08" (.01) -o7" (.01) -o7" (.01)
Years of Education .02 (.00) 02" (.00) 02" (.00) 02" (.00) 02" (.00)
English language problems -b7 (03) -05 (.03) -.07 (.03) -.05 (.03) -.05 (.03)
Age (centred) -0T  (00) -.o0f" (.00) -of” (.00) -of” (.00) -o1” (.00)
Agen2 .00 (.00) .00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.00 1.00
Years since migration (Ref.=native-
born/Second generation)

<=5 years -.05 (.03) -.05 (.03) -.02 (.03) -.02 310 -.01 (.03)

>5 & <=10 years -.02 (02) -.01 (.02) -.00 (02) 1.0 (.02) .01 (.02)

>10 years -.02 (.02) -.02 (.02) -.02 (.02) -.02 2.0 -.02 (.02)
General health -04 (00) -04" (.00) -o4" (.00) -o4" (.00) -o4" (.00)
Wave 01"  (.00) 01" (.00) 01" (.00) 01" (.00) .00 (.00)
N 11484 11484 11484 11484 11484

"p<.05" p<.01,” p<.001 (two-tailed test)

Notes: The overall number of observations for laboarket entries in the descriptive table is slight
higher than the number of observations here bec&useissing values were not imputed for unknown

reasons.
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4.2.1. Entering the labour force
Table 2 shows the estimates from a series of maddibour market entry. Model 1 shows
that considerable ethnic differences in labour reagntry rates persist even after accounting
for number of children in the household, years auaation and other variables
conventionally considered of relevance for womdd®®. More specifically, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women have lower entry rates whereasakf women have higher entry rates
than White majority women.

In Model 2, we include gender attitudes and re$gio As expected, both items on
gender attitudes show that women who support a rmaditional gender ideology are less
likely to enter the labour market than women whgeake them. Also in line with our
expectations, religiosity has no effect on womeladbour market entries net of gender
attitudes. In an additional model (available upeqguest), we included religiosity without
gender attitudes, and it still had no significaffe&, nor did it reduce the ethnic group
coefficients. This indicates that, contrary to coommassumptions, religiosity plays no
substantial role in explaining ethnic differencesvomen’s labour market entries.

Model 3 shows that, net of the control variable=mnaining single increases the
likelihood of entering the labour market, relatitee remaining partnered, as we expected.
Moreover, results show a marginally significantefipercentage points increase in labour
market entries after partnerships started and @& marcentage points increase after
partnerships ended. In line with our hypothesis,find that a 20 per cent decrease in the
household’s income (net of the woman’s income)aases women'’s probability of entering
the labour market by about 6 percentage points.

We also find strong evidence that a new child sanisilly decreases the likelihood of
entering the labour market, but women with a chhlat has reached school age are no more

likely to enter the labour market than inactive vamwithout any change in young children
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in the household. The overall number of childrethie household decreases the probability of
entering the labour market in a given year, in Wit our expectations.

Model 4 combines religiosity and gender attitudeth Wfe-course events but shows
no substantial change in coefficients when these dfe factors are accounted for
simultaneously.

As already briefly mentioned, while the substantidferences in labour force entry
between Caribbean and majority group women are wted for by their different
circumstances and characteristics, difference looda market entry rates for other ethnic
groups remain substantial. Even after accountingttie control variables, Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women have nine percentage points landr Black African/mixed African
women have 14 percentage points higher entry ratelsiding the items on gender attitudes
in Model 2 lowers the average marginal effectsafihg Pakistani and Bangladeshi origin on
entry rates by about two percentage points to ferdiice of seven percentage points from
White majority women. This indicates that Pakistand Bangladeshi women’s lower entry
rates are partly explained by their more traditiagender attitudes. In contrast, the higher
entry rates of Black African/ mixed African womeangpared to White majority women are
not explained by adding gender attitudes to the ehashich is not surprising considering
that the former have on average somewhat moreitradi attitudes than the latter. Changes
in family context and household income seem naxalain the lower entry rate of Pakistani
and Bangladeshi women as it remains about nineeptge points lower than the labour
force entry rate of White majority women in Modell8 contrast, for Black African/mixed
African women the differences decrease from 14g#age points to an entry rate that is 11
percentage points higher than White majority woraaiter accounting for life-course events.
Model 4 shows that Pakistani and Bangladeshi wostiéinhave a seven percentage points

lower entry rate than White majority women wher&ack African/mixed African women
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have a twelve percentage points higher entry fEtes is an important point as it indicates
that those factors that are most discussed in iteeature on women’s labour market
participation are insufficient to explain contrasti ethnic difference in women’s labour
market entries. The generalized residual that we iadModel 5 to account for initial
condition bias is positively related to labour nerkntries but does not substantively affect
the other coefficients.

Table 3: Average marginal effects for exiting tabdur market

@ 2 (3 4) ©)

Predictors LM exit LM exit LM exit LM exit LM exit
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)

Indian/Sri Lankan -.00 (.00) -.01 (.00) -.00 (.00)-.01 (.00) -.01 (.01)

Pakistani and Bangladeshi 06 (.01) 04" (.01) 05"  (.01) 047 (01) 03" (.01)

Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean .00 (.01) .01 (.01).00 (.01) .00 (.01) .01 (.01)

Black African/mixed African .01 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01) -.00 (.01) .01 (.01)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)

Remained single -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) :.01 (.00)

Partn. started .00 (.01) .00 (.01) -.00 (.01)

Partn. ended .00 (.01) .00 (.01) .00 (.01)
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)

Child <5 year old increase 04 (.00 04" (.00) .04 (.00)

Child < 5 year old decrease -.00 (.00) -.00 0.0 .00 (.00)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)

Household income decrease 20% .01 (.00) 01" (.00) .01 (.00)

Household income increase 20% 01 (.00) 01" (.00) .01 (.00)
HH below 60% median income ‘01 (.00) of (.00) .01 (.00)
Religiosity -.00 (.00) -.00 (00) -.01 (.00)
Children suffer if mother works 01 (00) 01" (00) .01 (.00)
Husbands should earn, wife .01"  (.00) 01" (00) .01 (.00)
should stay at home
Generalized residual -b4a  (.00)
No of children aged under 16 B2 (.00) 02" (.00) .02"  (.00) 02" (.00) 02" (.00)
Years of Education -06 (00) -00° (00) -00° (00) -.00" (.00) -00" (.00)
English language problems .01 (.01) .01 (01) .02 (.01) .01 (.01) .01 (.01)
Age (centred) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -00 (.00) -.00 (.00)
Age2 .007  (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (.00)
Years since migration (Ref.=native-born/
Second generation)

<=5 years .04 (.02) .03 (.02) .04 (.02 .03 (.02) .03 (.02

>5 & <=10 years .02 (01) .01 (01 .01 (01) .01 .01y .01 (.01)

>10 years .01 (.00) .01 (.00) .01 (.00) .01 (.00) 01 . (.01)
General health .01 (.00) .01 (.00) .01 (.00) 01" (.00) .01 (.00)
Wave -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00) <00 (.00)
N 42987 42987 42987 42987 42987

"p<.05" p<.01,” p<.001 (two-tailed test)
Notes: The overall number of observations for labuarket exits in the descriptive table is slightlgher than
the number of observations here because 125 migalngs were not imputed.

4.2.2. Exiting the labour force
Table 3 gives the results for women’s labour maekets. Model 1 shows that after including

control variables only Pakistani and Bangladeshmen show significantly higher labour
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market exit rates than White majority women. In Mbd8, we include religiosity and the two
items on gender attitudes. As expected, the twosten gender attitudes show a significant
positive effect on the likelihood of exiting thebtaur market, and religiosity is not
independently positively related to women’s laboarket exit.

In Model 3, we find little evidence for a relatidmg between partnership dynamics
and women'’s likelihood of exiting the labour marlkeaicept for a marginally significant and
weak negative effect of remaining single. Howeweg, find strong evidence that an increase
in children under 5 in the household triggers higlages of labour market exit, supporting our
expectation. We also find that a substantial irseea the household’s income is associated
with a greater likelihood of women exiting the lalbonarket. Results also show a positive
relationship between a decrease in the household@nme and women exiting the labour
market. Model 4 includes all the factors of theliearmodels but does not show much
difference in the coefficients.

From the descriptive results, we already know thiierences between ethnic groups
in exit rates are not as pronounced as for entigsra with the exception of Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women who have a 12 percentage poigiehexit rate than White majority
women. Model 1 shows that individual characterssegplain about half of this difference so
that about six unexplained percentage points @iffee in the exit rate remain after we
account for these factors. Including gender attituch Model 2 also explains some of the
differences in the exit rate between Pakistani Badgladeshi and White majority women.
However, the ethnic group coefficient remains staally significant, indicating that about 4
percentage points difference remains unaccounted Ifeorporating life-course events
(Model 3) and the generalized residual (Model Selyacontribute to the explanation of

ethnic differences in women'’s exit rates.
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Table 4: Average marginal effect for entering thiledur market, by ethnic group

(€] (2 (3 4) ()
White majority Indian/Sri Pakistani/ Caribbean African

Predictors Lankan Bangladeshi
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)

Remained single 09 (o1 .20 (.06) 47" (05) .02 (09) .28 (.05

Partn. started .03 (.02) 22 (.13) .04 (.o6) -.07 (.14) A1 (.08)

Partn. ended .05 (02) .07 (.15) A8 (07) .07 (16) .18  (.10)
Changes in young children in HH (Ref.=no
changes)

Child <5 year old increase -16 (02) -25" (07) -.06 (.04) -.08 (.10) -.08 (.07)

Child < 5 year old decrease -.01 (.01) -.00 (.05) .02 - (.02) .00 (.09) -.03 (.06)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)

Household income decrease 20% 04 (01) af (.04)  -.00 (.02) -.03 (06) .11 (.05)

Household income increase 20% .00 (.01) .00 (.03)00 . (.02) -.05 (.06) .09 (.04)
HH below 60% median income -6 (01) -.08 (.04) -.01 (02) -21 (07) -15"  (.04)
Religiosity .00 (.00) -.02 (01) -.00 (01) -.01 07) .02 (.02)
Children suffer if mother works 01 (00) -.02 (02) -.01 (01) -.01 (.03) -05 (.02)

Husbands should earn, wife should stay at -.03™  (.00) -.00 (01) -.02 (01) -.05 (.03) -.06" (.02
home

No of children aged under 16 -b5  (00) -.02 (02) -.01 (02) -1% (03) -.06" (.02
Years of Education .01 (o0) .01 (.01) .02"  (.00) .02 (01) .02  (.01)
English problems -.03 (.04) -.02 (.04) ~07 (.03) .00 ) -.03 (.05)
Age -01"  (00) -.01 (.00) -.00 (.00) -.01 (.01) -.00 (.00)
Age”2 (centred) -.00 (.00) .00 (.00) .00 (00) -.00 (.00) -.00 (.00)

Years since migration (Ref.=native-
born/Second generation)

<=5 years .01 (04) -17 (05) .01 (.05) .01 (.09)
>5 & <=10 years 05 (03) -12 (.04)  -.05 (.03) .20 (11) -.10 (.07)
>10 years -.02 (02) -.04 (.05) .02 (03) .08 (.08).12 (.07)
General health -03 (00) -03 (01) -.01 (01) -.02 (02) -05 (.02
Wave 01" (.00) -.00 (.01) .01 (.01) .04 (.02) -.00 (.01)
N 7521 810 2157 404 591

*p<.10, p<.05" p<.01," p<.001 (two-tailed test)

Table 5: Average marginal effect for exiting thbdar market, by ethnic group

1) (2) (3) 4) (5)
White majority Indian/Sri Pakistani/ Caribbean African

Predictors Lankan Bangladeshi
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)

Remained single -01  (00) -.04 (.02) .05 (.04) .01 (.02) .04 (.02)

Partn. started -.00 (.01) -.00 (.04) .04 (.07) .00 (.03) .03 (.04)

Partn. ended .01 (.01) .03 (.05) A7 (.14) .01 03).
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)

Child <5 year old increase 06 (.01) .04 (.02) .06 (.04) .08 (.02) .06 (.02)

Child < 5 year old decrease -.00 (.01) -.00 (.02) .04 - (.05) -.00 (.02) .04 (.03)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)

Household income decrease 20% 02 (.00) -.01 (.02) .09 (.04) .01 (.01) 04 (.02

Household income increase 20% 02 (.00) .00 (01) -01 (03) -01 (.01) .02 (.02)
HH below 60% median income 01 (.00) .01 (.01) .00 (.03) .03 (02 -02 (.02)
Religiosity -.00 (.00) -01  (.01) .01 (.02) -.00 (.01) -02  (.01)
Children suffer if mother works .01 (00) .00 (.01) 03 (.01) .00 (.01) 02  (.01)

Husbands should ear, wife should stay at .01°  (00) .05  (01) .03  (01) .0f  (00) .00  (01)
home

No of children aged under 16 B2 (.00) .01 (.01) .07 (.01) .02 (.01) .03 (.01)
Years of Education -00  (.00) .00 (00) -.01 (01) -.00 (.00) -01 (.00)
English problems -.00 (.02) 04 (.02) 12 (.05) .00 ) .04 (.03)
Age -000  (00) .00 (00) .00 (00)  -.00 (00)  -.00 (.00)
Age”2 (centred) gs (00) .00 (00) .06  (00) .00 (00) .00 (.00)

Years since migration (Ref.=native-
born/Second generation)

<=5 years 06 (03) -02 (02) .09 (11) .05 (.05)
>5 & <=10 years 03 (02) -02 (02) -10  (03) .01 (04) .01 (.03)
>10 years 01 (01) .01 (02) .03 (03) .02 (02) 01 . (02
General health .01 (00) -.00 (.01) .03 (.01) .01 (.01) .02 (.01)
Wave .00 (00) -.01 (00) -.01 (01)  -.00 (00) -01 100
N 36684 2076 1164 1614 1409

*p<.10, p<.05" p<.01," p<.001 (two-tailed test)
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4.2.3. Differences between the ethnic groups
The assumption underlying the analysis so far a$ life-course events and gender attitudes
operate consistently across groups and, alongsidiévidual characteristics, represent
potential sources of compositional variation acregmic groups that can help account for
ethnic differences in labour force transitions. &ivhat the overall sample is dominated by
an 81 per cent share of White majority women, thretationships will tend to be driven by
those that pertain to the majority population. Dmlere the extent to which life-course
transitions, gender attitudes and religiosity ofgera a consistent fashion across groups, we
estimated Model 4 separately for each ethnic grégpthe number of events for any given
minority group is rather small (particularly thaursitions in partnerships), the significance
levels for their coefficients should be treatedwgbme caution. Instead, Tables 4 and 5 allow
more qualitative consideration of the overall cetesicy of contributory factors across groups
in their size and sign. Given the comparison ishiwwitgroups, strong within-group
homogeneity on certain factors is likely to resultthese factors offering rather limited
explanatory power for differences in transitionshivi the group, even if they are relevant to
explaining differences between groups.
Table 4 shows the results for women entering thedamarket by ethnic group. We see that
partnership seems to affect Caribbean women irifereint way to women from other ethnic
groups. Specifically, we see that Caribbean womka rmain single over two waves are no
more likely to enter the labour market than Cardyb&omen who remain partnered. In the
other ethnic groups, single women are more likelyenter the labour market. Changes in
household income dynamics also seem to impact wenpeabability of entering the labour
market differently across ethnic groups. PakistBangladeshi and Caribbean women do not
show higher entry rates following a substantialrdase in the household income while we

can observe this relationship for the other etlgnaups. Pakistani and Bangladeshi women

32



are also the only group that is not negatively céé in their labour market entry by a low
household income.

Interestingly, we can also see that an increaskarhousehold’s income seems to be
positively linked to the labour market entries dfiéan women, possibly because the poverty
trap means work is only economically viable if framary earners reach a certain threshold.
For the other ethnic groups, we can find no eviddnc this relationship.

Another interesting finding is that having youngldten in the household seems not
to affect Pakistani and Bangladeshi women’s properie enter the labour market. By
contrast, women from other ethnic groups are i&s$ylto enter the labour market when they
give birth or when they have children under the afy&6 in the household. Finally, gender
attitudes are not related to labour market enwielndian and Sri Lankan and Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women, suggesting either that individti#udes are more homogeneous within
these minority groups or that attitudes are notraéfor these women'’s decision to enter the
labour market.

We find fewer differences between women from défeérethnic groups in the labour
market exit models (see Table 5). Children seeimdease women'’s labour market exits in
all ethnic groups even though a few details difféne labour market exits of Pakistani and
Bangladeshi women are not directly affected by raareiase in young children and Indian
women are not affected in their labour market elyjtghe total number of children under the
age of 16 in the household. Household income Igtt&f relevance for Indian and Sri Lankan
women'’s labour market exits whereas a decreasingverhousehold income is positively
linked to labour market exits in all other ethnicogps, which perhaps provides more
evidence for the poverty trap.

More traditional gender attitudes are associatdtl iigher rates of exit in all ethnic

groups and are therefore linked as much, if notegiar withdrawal from the labour market as
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they are to entering the labour market in the fpisice. Interestingly, we find a somewhat
negative relationship between religiosity and labamarket exits for Indian and Sri Lankan
and for Black African women, while no such tendemayr be shown in the other ethnic

groups.

5. Conclusion and Discussion
This paper examined transitions into and out of I#ur force of women from different
ethnic groups in the UK. We argued that in ordenriderstand and explain ethnic differences
in female LFP rates, it is necessary to examine wbgnen enter or exit the labour market.
Our main goal was to explain ethnic differencesvamen’s labour market transitions, with a
focus on gender attitudes and on potential triggyents related to children, partnership, and
household income changes.

We show that compared to the other ethnic grougkisRni and Bangladeshi women
have the most distinctive labour force transiti@attgrns. Not only do they have much lower
labour force entry rates than White majority wonoermvomen from other ethnic groups, they
also have much higher exit rates. This is the rea#woy their overall LFP rate is substantially
lower than in the other ethnic groups. In contrastian and Sri Lankan women do not differ
substantially from their White majority counteraih their labour market entry and exit
patterns. Another interesting pattern is that Ge#dn women have considerably higher entry
rates than White majority women and also slighilyhkbr exit rates while having a similar
overall LFP rate, suggesting that they might hawveoae flexible attitude towards LFP. The
same can be said about African women who have @imhifP rates as Indian women but
higher entry and exit rates. These descriptiveitfigsl already show that LFP rates are not

necessarily indicative of the patterns in which veonirom different ethnic groups enter or
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exit the labour market, which highlight the impaorta of studying labour market dynamics in
addition to static LFP rates.

Our findings regarding the influence of partnerssiow that changes in the partner’s
income play a crucial role for women’s labour markensitions: with a deteriorating
financial situation of the household women are nilikkely to enter the labour market while
with an increasing household income, women are tilagly to exit the labour market. These
results are in line with household specializatibrory and have been confirmed in other
studies (Becker 1965; Bernasco, de Graaf, and W&48). Since changes in household
income to some extent reflect partnership changésnot very surprising that we find little
evidence for the additional influence of startingemding a partnership on female labour
market exits. But we do find that ending a parthgrss positively related to labour market
entries, which suggests that non-financial reasoeslso driving women back into the labour
market after a break up. We also find that beyaadsitions triggered by the economic
situation of the household, remaining single insesawomen’s likelihood of entering the
labour market. This indicates that some of the raeidms that connect partnership with a
lower LFP of women manifest themselves not direaftgr changes in the partnership status,
but rather in the long-term. Alternatively, it cdube that women who do not intend to
participate in the labour market are also mordyike be in a partnership, but accounting for
the role of initial conditions produced substarigva&milar results, suggesting this is not the
main reason. These findings suggest that partrershithe UK often occur within a broader
normative framework of a traditional gendered donsof paid and domestic work. This
accords with the wider trend that has been notedrids stagnation of progress in women’s
LFP, the high rates of part-time work among womeith whildren, and flatlining of

progressive gender attitudes in recent years (Bdd2810).

35



Besides the effect of partnership status, we sh@w @n increase in the number of
children below the age of five decreases the lika&ld of entering the labour market and
increases the likelihood of women exiting the labmarket, even while controlling for the
number of children that are already present in lbesehold. These results are hardly
surprising given the previous empirical researdt thund a similar association (Jeon 2008;
Schober 2013; Smeaton 2006). More interesting as we could not find this relationship
among Pakistani and Bangladeshi women. It is ples#ifat the decision on participation is
taken earlier, prior to the birth of a child, os, @gued by Holdsworth and Dale (1997), it is
the impact of partnering rather than children tisatritical for Pakistani and Bangladeshi
women compared to White majority women. Howevee, fiict that we cannot find a larger
effect of changes in partnership for Pakistani Badgladeshi women is not fully in line with
this interpretation, leaving a puzzle for futursearch to investigate further.

We find that women with more traditional attitude® less likely to enter and more
likely to exit the labour market, confirming earlieesearch that showed the importance of
women’s attitudes for their LFP after accounting ftne most common alternative
explanations (Read 2004; Khoudja and Fleischmantb0Furthermore, differences in
gender attitudes partially explain why Pakistanil &angladeshi women have lower labour
force entry rates and higher exit rates than Wimi#gority women even after accounting for
life-course events and individual characteristloscontrast, religiosity seems to be of little
relevance for women'’s decision to enter or exitléi®ur market, which leads us to conclude
that the role of religiosity is probably overstatagublic debates about the LFP of women in
general and ethnic minority women in specific. maalditional analysis, we also assessed to
what degree support for traditional gender attisudendition the effect of life-course events
on labour market transitions, but results do né¢rod clear-cut interpretation (see Tables A2

and A3 in the online supplement).
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As we noted, gender attitudes and partnership &ild-lbearing are unlikely to be
independent. Here we view gender attitudes asdhsegjuences of early socialization within
the family and cultural group, meaning that lifeurse events are likely to mediate some of
their effect. We thus measured gender attitudes poithe transitions of intereStHowever,
given that we know that attitudes also adapt ta@ucistances, we might also expect
partnership and child bearing to influence the tgweent of attitudes over the longer term.
Such an analysis is beyond the scope of this stindythe time span of the observations, but
would merit further investigation.

Ultimately, we were not able to fully account fdt the differences in labour force
transitions across women from different ethnic golEven accounting for initial conditions
by adding generalized residuals in the model didhave a substantial effect on the ethnic
coefficients or on our predictors leading us to teaclusion that the variations in labour
force transitions between the ethnic groups arielylto be due to differences in the ethnic
composition of the two initial samples (women akriof entering or exiting the labour
market). Even in additional models that allowed fanobserved individual-level
heterogeneity (see Table A4 and A5 in online suppl&), we could not explain the lower
entry rates of Pakistani and Bangladeshi womentlaadhigher entry rates of African women
nor the higher exit rates of Pakistani and Bangladevomen. These findings strongly
indicate that earlier models of female LFP, basedimalividual level characteristics have
some shortcomings in explaining labour market behavwof women with different cultural
backgrounds. This impression is supported by tiparsg¢e analyses for each ethnic group,
which showed some notable ethnic differences irr¢laion between the explanatory factors

and women'’s labour market transitions. The relatgps were mostly as expected for White

® We conducted additional analyses excluding wai@2land wave 3 to 4 transitions where the attudere
measured contemporaneously with the outcome anakthits were the same. Our additional FE estimates
suggested some caution in interpreting a caudakin€e of the role of gender attitudes on labourketaexits
(Table A6 in online supplement).
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majority women, but there were some unexpectedrfgsdfor certain ethnic minority groups.
These were perhaps most pronounced for, but natelinto, Pakistani and Bangladeshi
women whose labour market entries were not drivercholdren, income or attitudes and
whose higher labour market exits were not relatedhtanges in partnerships or children in
the household. Partnership changes seemed alse tof fittle relevance for Caribbean
women’s labour market transitions. This raises tjoes about which further factors might be
of importance when analysing the labour market bieloa of non- White majority women,
and how we should adjust our models of women’s &€¢brdingly.

One potential explanation is that the quality oé fobs available to women from
different ethnic groups influences their decisiorparticipate or not. That is, women adjust
their expectations and adopt greater householdiadgation, where they observe more
limited options for participation or potential renda. We know that occupational distributions
vary substantially across ethnic groups and thatonty groups face labour market
discrimination, restricting their opportunities. Wenducted some additional exploratory
analysis (available on request) in which we ingzged whether (lower) earnings and (fewer)
hours worked resulted in a greater propensity tbteg labour market among those in work.
We found that those women working fewer hours (@msequently accruing fewer earnings)
were more likely to exit. However, this still faileéo account for the higher rates of exit
among Pakistani and Bangladeshi women.

Other candidates for explaining inter-group differes in LFP might therefore be
norms and values not accounted for in our mode\anying degrees of involvement of the
larger family and ethnic community in women’s demisto participate in the labour market.
Residential neighbourhoods may offer different @ational opportunities, which may
impact women’s attitudes to LFP, as well as beitessn which group norms around LFP are

reinforced or relaxed (Zuccotti and Platt 2016). idém’s behaviours might also be
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influenced not only by their own attitudes but alspthe behaviours of their parents and
partners (Platt and Polavieja 2016; Arcarons 2@t #)y wider local or origin communities,
linking our findings to contemporary discussionstloé role of culture in women’s labour
supply (Polavieja 2015, Finseraas and Kotsadam )2(uch discussions of culture link
practices and attitudes in origin societies to behas in destination societies into the second
generation, via processes of (partial) intergemarat transmission. While these discussions
leave the ‘content’ of such cultural explanationsleveloped, they speak to the ways in
which migration literature is now linking theoretlcapproaches to the drivers of migration,
with those relating to conditions under which migeamigrate, the aims of their migration,
and the modes of incorporation experienced at megstn, all of which are implied in ‘origin
country effects’ (Czaika and de Haas, 2013; Lu#tral. 2017; Massey 1999, Portes and
Borosz 1989).

As a consequence, even though our analysis islitad ethnic groups in the UK, the
deeper insights about how ethnicity shapes womlafvsur market behaviour may also be
applicable to other migrant-receiving countriese Tonditions in the origin countries and the
reasons for migration are often comparable amoegv#rious ethnic minority groups. For
instance, like the Pakistani and Bangladeshi womewr UK sample, Turkish women, who
belong to the largest ethnic minority group in Gany and the Netherlands, as well as
comprising substantial populations in Belgium anehBark, also came primarily as family
migrants from regions that are shaped by a stroegatence of traditional gender norms and
low female LFP (Spierings 2015). Patterns of fanmidgmation also show some similarities
across these Turkish and Pakistani and Bangladesmen (Kulu et al. 2017), as do high
levels of transnational marriages into the secoedegption (Charsley et al. 2012) and
relatively high levels of group concentration. Té@mbination of close country of origin

connections and non-economic migration orientatiamtribute to intergenerational
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transmission and maintenance of more traditionaldge attitudes as well as to re-inforce
patterns of LFP that are more similar to thosehia origin country. This would tend to
suggest that for groups with such migration andiorhistories, relatively traditional — and
homogenous — gender attitudes will both help t@aotfor differences in LFP as compared
to majority populations, and yet be insufficientftdly account for them. Our findings also
speak to analyses of LFP differences among ethmonty women whose origins lie in
Muslim majority countries. They indicate that fomgs on religiosityper seas a potential
cause is unlikely to be fruitful. The additionatfars proposed above (including family and
community influences) might valuably be tested mtufe studies to establish how
multidimensional patterns of migration and destoraexperience (Luthra et al. 2017) lead to
specific labour market dynamics.

A tradition of economic migration and ‘breadwinnstatus, combined with insertion
into specific, skilled labour markets marks outther different nexus of drivers, motivations
and context of reception. There are women fromGhebbean islands in the Netherlands
(mainly the Antilles and Aruba), who migrated undemilar circumstances to the Caribbean
women in the UK (who are mainly from Jamaica, blsoafrom many other Caribbean
islands), and who share historical experiencesatitms of family formation and labour that
can be traced back to slavery. At the same tinrgelaroportions of these women are now
second or third generation and have shared in canbrmader socialization patterns with the
majority population (Peach 2005), even as theyirretame distinctive patterns of family
formation and LFP. Our findings would suggest floatsuch women, patterns of fluctuations
in LFP will be linked to compositional differencescluding their susceptibility to the impact
of children and fertility (though not partnershipd) would strengthen the theoretical
arguments about the historical influences on farfolynation and LFP if this was indeed

found to be the case.
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Women from Africa migrate to a wide range of Eurapecontexts that might be
thought to be broadly comparable to the UK. Yelytaee a diverse ‘group’ encompassing a
wide range of national and ethnic origins as wsllnaigration motivations and historical
(colonial) relationships to countries of destinati@ee e.g. Mazzucato et al. 2014). Within
this diversity, labour migration combined with alaly traditional attitudes (and relatively
large families) set their experience somewhere éetvthat of Caribbean and Pakistanis and
Bangladeshis. Despite this diversity, it was nenadgss surprising that so little of their
increased probability of labour market entry cob&lexplained by compositional effects. A
more complete account of the different migratiomteats and drivers, and destination
contexts and communities that stratify these hgreous groups in other country contexts,
or where it is further possible to disaggregateratign histories and origins, would facilitate
the development and testing of the causes of theR. To better provide an empirical
underpinning from which to theorise the combinagi@nd relative contribution of origin-
level-factors, migration motivations and contextgeception more generally, we first need
more country specific studies on ethnic differenocesomen’s labour market participation in
different national contexts.

Despite exploiting longitudinal data, incorporatirtgmporal ordering into our
analysis, and adjusting for within-individual vdran on repeat observations (see
Supplementary Material) we do not make strong dda#iout the direction of effects in our
analysis. It is possible that, in fact, transitiamshe labour force are causing women to make
changes (or no changes) in their partnership. dtss possible that an additional unobserved
factor is responsible for changes in partnerskapifiy and participation, or a whole range of
life-dimensions. This question can only be answdrgdnore sophisticated analyses, likely

exploiting yet larger samples and more events tirahave here.
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Regardless of these limitations, we have demouestiatthis paper how crucial it is to
not only look at ethnic differences in labour marktocks of women, but also at their
differences in labour market transitions. Focusomglife-course events as well as gender
attitudes as explanations of ethnic differencesamen’s labour market transition, we were
able to demonstrate their relevance to labour magké&rance and exit and to account for
some of the variation between the ethnic groups @ueot all of it. Future research is needed
to interrogate further what might be driving theneening differences.
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A. Appendix: Supplementary figuresand tables

Figure Al: Economic activity and inactivity among@mven aged 16-64 (excluding students)
by selected ethnic group

B Economically active Economically inactive
White UK 24
Indian 25
Pakistani & Bangladeshi 58
Black African / Mixed African 23
Black Caribbean / Mixed Caribbean 20
0 20 40 60 80 100
Per cent

Source: ONS 2011 Census. Constructed by authars Tatble BDOO76.

Table Al: Initial Condition model

Initial Condition LFP

Predictors Logit model
Age 0.025" (0.002)
Agen2 -0.000 (0.000)
Years of Education 0.215 (0.009)
hhincome_exclf 0.000 (0.000)
No of children aged -0.833" (0.037)
under 5
Government Office
Region
North East Ref.
North West 0.246 (0.128)
Yorkshire and the -0.002 (0.133)
Humber
East Midlands 0.152 (0.134)
West Midlands -0.001 (0.126)
East of England -0.011 (0.133)
London -0.577 (0.123)
South East 0.020 (0.128)
South West 0.063 (0.129)
Wales 0.033 (0.136)
Scotland 0.308 (0.136)
Northern Ireland -0.005 (0.149)
Constant -1.963 (0.182)
N 15295

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.10, p<0.05~ p<.01,” p<.001



Additional analysis

In additional analyses, we examined first, howWwamen’s gender attitudes at an early stage
of the survey condition the relation between lite#se events and labour market transitions,
and second, to what extent unobserved heterogenaitthe individual level affects the
results.

Interaction effects

Evidence for interactions between life-course evesmid gender role attitudes is
shown for labour market entries in Table A2 andolabmarket exits in Table A3.
Surprisingly, the interaction between the two gendée attitudes and remaining single go in
opposite directions. We find a significant positiméeraction between the item “a pre-school
child is likely to suffer if his or her mother warkand being single suggesting that single
women are more likely to enter the labour markethdy have high values on this item.
However, as the negative partial effect of “a preeml child is likely to suffer if his or her
mother works” is of similar size as the interacti@mm, and therefore cancels it out, the
dominant effect is the positive one of remaininggt on labour market entries. There is a
significant negative interaction between the otjEnder role attitudes item “A husband'’s job
Is to earn money; a wife’s job is to look after theme and family” and remaining single,
suggesting that single women who endorse this cdamariess likely to enter the labour market
than single women who don’t. Somewhat more diffictd understand is the positive
interaction term of “a pre-school child is likelg suffer if his or her mother works” and
starting a partnership. This implies that moreitradal women are more likely to enter the
labour market than egalitarian women when they miovevith their partner or spouse.
However, the result was sensitive to the numbevadfes we included, and we do not want to

over-interpret this unexpected effect.
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We also find a marginally significant negative naietion between the view that a
child is likely to suffer if the mother works and ancrease in young children in the
household, supporting our expectation that wometh wiore traditional attitudes are less
likely to enter the labour market after giving hikcompared to women with more egalitarian
attitudes.

For labour market exits, we find a positive inteéi@t between “A husband’s job is to
earn money; a wife’s job is to look after the homa@tl ending a partnership suggesting that
traditional women are more likely to exit the labanarket than egalitarian women after a
partnership ended. We also find significant inteoexs of similar size between both gender
role attitudes items and an increase in young aildn the household — though in opposite
directions. Considering that the partial effectstioé two gender role attitude items are
positive and of similar size as the interactiomigrit seems that, overall, gender role attitudes

do not substantially moderate the effect of giviiirgh on women’s labour market exits.

Unobserved heterogeneity
To account for individual unobserved heterogenadsoss the different waves we

estimated random effects probit models with indinald at the second level and time/person
observations at the first level, while using a tdusd standard error for person sampling units
(Table A4 & A5). We could not find any difference the results that would lead us to

different conclusions compared to the average malrgiffect models described in the main
text. The differing results in the random effectedels can in fact be explained by the

unaccounted weights as unweighted average margfifegtt models come to almost identical

conclusions.

To further test the robustness of our resultsestenated fixed effects logit models
for labor market entries and exits and comparedhtivéh random effects models (Table A6).

As fixed effects logit models do not allow the wdgrobability weights or clustered standard
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errors, we estimated the models not accountingrigraspects of the complex sample design
and compared them to random effects models thatdidisnot account for these issues.
Hence, the main aim of this test is to get an ideahat degree unobserved heterogeneity
may affect our estimates (and not to get a bestirmation of the true coefficients).

Additional caution should be used in interpreting tesults given the limited amount of
change in the covariates over this period. Modghdws the estimates of the random effects
coefficients for labor market entries and exits Muatlel 2 shows the coefficients of the fixed
effects models (from which years since migratiod ttabe removed to enable the models to

converge).

Even though the coefficients in the fixed effecisd@ls have, expectedly, higher standard
errors, the results of the random effects and fedéelcts models are relatively similar.

In both models, the effects of gender attitudesarahges in the number of young children in
the household on labour market entries are sigmfiand go in the same direction. The
effects of partnership coefficients on labour magkdries are significant in the random
effects model, but not in the fixed effects mo@eien though they do go in the same
direction. The same applies for the effects of @ekese in the household income on labour
market entries.

In the random and fixed effects model for labor ke&exits, partnership, children, and
household income coefficients are also similartiothe effect size of having new children
is smaller and the effect size of remaining sidgiger in the fixed effects than in the random
effects estimates).

The main differences between the random effectdiaad effects models for labour market
exits are that religiosity has a significant negaeffect in the fixed effects model and a

smaller and insignificant negative effect in thedem effects model. The two gender attitude
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items are significant in the random effects modelIrot in the fixed effects model. This
suggests that we might have to interpret the effetgender attitudes on labour market exits
in our main analysis with caution.

Concerning the effects of ethnicity on women'’s labmarket entries and exits, the
interaction between time and ethnic group in thenkigelel shows how propensity to exit the
labour market changes over time, rather than pnogidn estimate of the main effect of
ethnic group (including all the unobserved factmssociated with it) that we derive from the
RE model. Such interactions are of interest whentémporal process is of interest, that is the
extent to which inequalities in participation amereasing or reducing over time. Given that
the ethnicity coefficients are also heavily inflaed by the design weight, the coefficients
here should be interpreted with caution.

The results of the fixed effects model for labowarket entries show that over time
Pakistani/Bangladeshi are less likely to ented@abeur market, i.e. over this short period,
they are not increasing their propensity to eritedabour market, but the opposite. In
contrast, Black Caribbean women increase theitivel@robability of entering the labour
market over time.

The results of the fixed effects model for labowarket exits show that all the minority
groups are increasingly less likely to exit overdj conditional on having a job, even if their

initial probabilities of exit relative to White Bish women differ.
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Table A2: Average marginal effects for entering ligour market with interactions

AME AME: Interaction AME: Interaction effects
Predictors effects accounting
for initial condition
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)
Indian/Sri Lankan -0.017 (0.023) -.01 (.02) -0.013  (0.022)
Pakistani & Bangladeshi -0.071  (0.019) -.07 (.02) -0.067" (0.019)
Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean 0.014 (0.027) .01 .03)( 0.009 (0.027)
Black African/mixed African 0.177 0.032) .17 (.03) 0.117 (0.031)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)
Remained single 0.145  (0.016) .14 (.02) 0.150" (0.016)
Partn. started 0.050  (0.028) .06 (.03) 0.063 (0.028)
Partn. ended 0.085 (0.031) .08 (.03) 0.081 (0.031)
Changes in young children in HH (Ref.=no
changes)
Child <5 year old increase -0.219 (0.024) -2& (.03) -0.243" (0.027)
Child < 5 year old decrease -0.011 (0.015) -.01 2)(.0 -0.017 (0.015)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)
Household income decrease 20% 0064 (0.012) .06 (.01) 0.064" (0.012)
Household income increase 20% 0.006 (0.010) .00 1) (.0 0.004 (0.010)
HH below 60% median income -0.085 (0.013) -.08 (.01) -0.087" (0.012)
Religiosity 0.004 (0.005) .00 (.00) 0.004 (0.005)
Children suffer if mother works -0.020  (0.005) -.03" (.01) -0.028" (0.008)
Husbands should earn, wife -0.036" (0.005) -.0%3 (.01) -0.026" (0.008)
should stay at home
Generalized residual 0.074 (0.013)
Childsuffermotherwork X Single .03 (.01) 0.027 (0.010)
Childsuffermotherwork X Partn.start 07  (03) 0.065 (0.026)
Childsuffermotherwork X Partn.end .03 (.03) 0.032 (0.029)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Single J02  (.01) -0.024 (0.009)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Partn.start -.03 (.02) 03D. (0.023)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Partn.end -.00 (.02) $.00 (0.025)
Childsuffermotherwork X birth -.04 (.02) -0.042 (0.025)
Childsuffermotherwork X childo5 -.00 (.01) -0.002 (0.013)
Husbandearn,wifehome X birth -.04 (.02) -0.039 .028)
Husbandearn,wifehome X childo5 .02 (.01) 0.017 .018)
Childsuffermotherwork X income increase .00 (.01) -0.000 (0.011)
Childsuffermotherwork X income decrease -.00 X.01 -0.002 (0.011)
Husbandearn,wifehome X income increase -.01 (.01) -0.008 (0.010)
Husbandearn,wifehomeX income decrease .01 (.01) .0060 (0.011)
No of children aged under 16 -0.071  (0.006) -.07" (.01) -0.071" (0.006)
Years of Education 0.020  (0.002) .07 (.00) 0.021" (0.002)
English language problems -0.050 (0.026) -.05 (.03) -0.052 (0.025)
Age -0.008™ (0.001) -.01" (.00) -0.008" (0.001)
Agen2 -0.000 (0.000) -.00 (.00) -0.000 (0.000)
Years since migration (Ref.=native-born/
Second generation)
<=5 years -0.017 (0.034) -.01 (.03) -0.012 (0.033)
>5 & <=10 years 0.009 (0.024) .01 (.02) 0.007 (8)02
>10 years -0.019 (0.020) -.02 (.02) -0.017 (0.019)
General health -0.035  (0.004) -.04 (.00) -0.038" (0.004)
Wave 0.011" (0.003) .oI" (.00) 0.003 (0.003)
N 11484 11484 11484

Standard errors in parentheses

*p<0.10, p<0.05" p<.01,” p<.

001
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Table A3: Average marginal effects for exiting thbour market with interactions

AME AME: Interaction effects AME: Interaction effec
Predictors accounting
for initial conditions
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)
Indian/Sri Lankan -0.006  (0.004) -.01 (.00) -0.005 (0.005)
Pakistani & Bangladeshi 0.037 (0.009) .0F (.01) 0.034" (0.009)
Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean 0.003 (0.006) .01 .01)( 0.007 (0.006)
Black African/mixed African -0.000 (0.006) .01 (o1 0.006 (0.007)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)
Remained single -0.009 (0.002) -.00 (.00) -0.007 (0.003)
Partn. started 0.001 (0.006) -.00 (.01) -0.001 B0
Partn. ended 0.005  (0.007) .00 (.01) 0.002 (0.007)
Changes in young children in HH (Ref.=no changes)
Child <5 year old increase 0.040 (0.003) .0F (.00) 0.043" (0.003)
Child < 5 year old decrease -0.001 (0.004) -.00 0)(.0 0.001 (0.004)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)
Household income decrease 20% 0009 (0.003) o1 (.00) 0.011" (0.003)
Household income increase 20% 0.010 (0.002) o1 (.00) 0.010" (0.002)
HH below 60% median income 0.007 (0.002) .01 (.00) 0.006 (0.002)
Religiosity -0.002  (0.001) -.00 (.00) -0.001 (0.001)
Children suffer if mother works 0.005 (0.001) o1 (.00) 0.007" (0.002)
Husbands should earn, wife 0.007"  (0.001) o1 (.00) 0.007" (0.002)
should stay at home
Generalized residual -0.036 (0.003)
Childsuffermotherwork X Single -.00 (.00) -0.001 (0.002)
Childsuffermotherwork X Partn.start -.00 (.01) .0@0 (0.006)
Childsuffermotherwork X Partn.end .00 (.01) 0.001 (0.006)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Single .00 (.00) 0.002 00®)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Partn.start -.00 (.01) 00D. (0.005)
Husbandearn,wifehome X Partn.end ~01 (.01) 0.015 (0.005)
Childsuffermotherwork X birth .01 (.00) 0.005 (0.003)
Childsuffermotherwork X childo5 .00 (.00) 0.001 0.q04)
Husbandearn,wifehome X birth -o1 (.00) -0.007 (0.003)
Husbandearn,wifehome X childo5 -.01 (.00) -0.007 (0.005)
Childsuffermotherwork X income increase -.00 .00 -0.004 (0.003)
Childsuffermotherwork X income decrease -.00 X.00 -0.000 (0.003)
Husbandearn,wifehome X income increase .00 (.00) 0.002 (0.002)
Husbandearn,wifehomeX income decrease -.00 (.00) -0.000 (0.003)
No of children aged under 16 0.014 (0.001) .07 (.00) 0.015" (0.001)
Years of Education -0.003 (0.000) -.00" (.00) -0.004" (0.000)
English language problems 0.010 (0.008) .01 (.01) .009 (0.008)
Age -0.000  (0.000) -.00 (.00) -0.000 (0.000)
Age2 0.000"  (0.000) .00 (.00) 0.000" (0.000)
Years of migration (Ref.=native-born 0.000 ) 0.000 )
/Second generation)
<=5 years 0.034  (0.018) .03 (.02) 0.027 (0.016)
>5 & <=10 years 0.009  (0.008) .01 (.01) 0.009 (8)00
>10 years 0.006  (0.005) .01 (.00) 0.007 (0.005)
General health 0.009 (0.001) o1 (.00) 0.009" (0.001)
Wave -0.000  (0.001) -.00 (.00) -0.002 (0.001)
N 42987 42987 42987

Standard errors in parentheses
*p<0.10, p<0.05" p<.01,”

p<

.001
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Table A4: Random effect probit models for entettimg labour market (not accounting for

design weight)
AME Random effect AME Random effect
Predictors (unweighted) probit (unweighted): probit: Accounting
Accounting for for
initial conditions initial conditions
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)
Indian/Sri Lankan -0.01  (0.02) -0.03 (0.11) -0.01 0.0Q) -0.03 (0.12)
Pakistani & Bangladeshi -0.06 (0.01) g (0.09) -0.06" (0.01) -0.38"  (0.09)
0.3
Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean 0.00 (0.02) 0.03 10.12-0.00 (0.02) 0.00 (0.12)
Black African/mixed African 017 (0.03) 05§ (0.12) 0.4l (0.03)  0.55" (0.12)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in
partnership)
Remained single 05 (0.01) 0.6 (0.06) 0.16 (0.01) o0.71" (0.06)
Partn. started 0.07 (0.03) 034 (0.12) 0.07 (0.03) 0.35 (0.12)
Partn. ended 01 (0.03) 046 (0.13) 01§  (0.03) 0.48 (0.12)
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)
Child <5 year old increase 019 (0.02) g (0.10) -0.18" (0.02) -0.8§"  (0.10)
0.88"
Child < 5 year old decrease -0.01 (0.01) -0.00  (0.06-0.02 (0.01) -0.03 (0.06)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)
Household income decrease 20% g'o6 (0.01) 0.27° (0.05) 0.06 (0.01) 0.28 (0.05)
Household income increase 20% 0.01 (0.01) 0.05 5§0.0 0.01 (0.01) 0.05 (0.05)
HH below 60% median income -0/08 (0.01) - (0.06) -0.08" (0.01) -0.38"  (0.06)
0.37"
Religiosity 0.01  (0.00) 0.03 (0.02) 0.01 (0.00) 0.03 (0.02)
Children suffer if mother works -0.02 (0.00) 0‘ (0.02) -0.02" (0.00) -0.08" (0.02)
0.1
Husbands should earn, wife -0.03"  (0.00) - (0.02) -0.03° (0.00) -0.18  (0.02)
should stay at home 0.18"
Generalized residual 0064 (0.01) 018 (0.03)
No of children aged under 16 -086 (0.00) 4 (0.03) -0.06" (0.00) -0.35" (0.03)
0.34"
Years of Education 0.02 (0.00) 0.12° (0.01) 0.0 (0.00) 0.7 (0.01)
English language problems -0.05 (0.02) -0.30° (0.11) -0.04 (0.02) -0.28§ (0.11)
Age -0.0f"  (0.00) 4 (0.00) -0.0I" (0.00) -0.08° (0.00)
0.0
Agen2 0.00 (0.00) 0.00 (0.00)  0.00 (0.00) 0.00 @.0
Years since migration (Ref= native-
born/
Second generation)
<=5 years -0.05 (0.02) -0.34 (0.14) -0.05  (0.02) 031 (019
>5 & <=10 years -0.03 (0.02) -019 (0.11) -0.03 (0.02) -0.18  (0.10)
>10 years -0.02  (0.01) -0.14 (0.08) -0.02 (0.01) .130 (0.08)
General health -0.03  (0.00) g (0.02) -0.03" (0.000 -0.18  (0.02)
0.1
Wave 0.0 (0.00) 0.1 (0.02) 0.00 (0.000 040  (0.02)
Constant - (0.17) 1.9 (0.17)
2.08"
var(_cons[pidp])
Constant 0.8 (0.09) 0.87" (0.09)
N 11550 11550 11550 11550

Standard errors in parentheses

*p<0.10, p<0.05" p<.01,” p<.001
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Table A5: Random effect probit models for exitihg tabour market (not accounting for

design weight)
AME Random effect AME Random effect
Predictors (unweighted) probit (unweighted): probit: Accounting
Accounting for for
initial conditions initial conditions
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)
Indian/Sri Lankan -0.00 (0.00) 0.01  (0.08) 0.00  0(). 0.02 (0.08)
Pakistani & Bangladeshi 004 (0.01) 049 (0.08) 0.0  (0.01) 0.46 (0.08)
Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean d.01 (0.01) 0.18 (0.08) 0.01 (0.01) 0.20 (0.08)
Black African/mixed African 0.02 (0.01) 0.23 (0.09) 0.02 (0.01) 0.22 (0.09)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in
partnership)
Remained single -0.00  (0.00) -0'07 (0.04) -0.01 (0.00) -0.10  (0.04)
Partn. started 0.00 (0.01) 0.00 (0.08) 0.00 (0.01) -0.01 (0.08)
Partn. ended 0.00 (0.01) 0.03 (0.09) 0.00 (0.01) 020. (0.09)
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)
Child <5 year old increase 005 (0.000 0.63° (0.05) 0.05" (0.00)  0.66" (0.05)
Child < 5 year old decrease -0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.06 0.00 (0.00) 0.03 (0.06)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)
Household income decrease 20% g'o1 (0.00) 0.18° (0.04) o0.01" (0.00) 0.16" (0.04)
Household income increase 20% g:01 (0.00) 0.14" (0.03) 0.01" (0.00) 0.14" (0.03)
HH below 60% median income 0/01 (0.00) 0.08 (0.04) 0.00 (0.00) 0.08 (0.04)
Religiosity -0.00 (0.00) -0.02 (0.02) -0.00 (0.00) 0.02 (0.02)
Children suffer if mother works 061 (0.00) 018 (0.02) o0.0f" (0.00) 0.08 (0.02)
Husbands should earn, wife 0.0 (0.00) 0.13° (0.02) o0.01" (0.00) 0.7 (0.02)
should stay at home
Generalized residual 0062 (0.00) -0.35" (0.03)
No of children aged under 16 062 (0.00) 0.24" (0.02) 0.02° (0.00) 0.24" (0.02)
Years of Education -0.00  (0.00) g (0.01) -0.06" (0.00) -0.08" (0.01)
0.0
English language problems 002 (0.01) 0.3 (0.12) 0.02 (0.01) 0.29 (0.12)
Age -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 (0.00) -0.00 .0Q0)
Agen2 0.00° (0.000 0.06° (0.00) 0.00" (0.00)  0.06" (0.00)
Years since migration (Ref.=native-
born/
Second generation)
<=5 years 0.02 (0.01) 0.29% (0.13) 0.02 (0.01) 0.27 (0.13)
>5 & <=10 years 0.01 (0.01) 018 (0.09) o0.0i (0.01) 0.18 (0.09)
>10 years 0.01  (0.00) 0.0 (0.06) 0.01 (0.00) 0.10  (0.06)
General health 0.01 (0.00) 0.4 (0.02) o0.01" (0.00) 0.14" (0.02)
Wave -0.00 (0.00) 0.01 (0.01) -0b0 (0.00) -0.01 (0.01)
Constant - (0.11) -1.977  (0.11)
2.24"
var(_cons[pidp])
Constant 0.46 (0.03) 0.47 (0.03)
N 43079 43079 43079 43079

Standard errors in parentheses

*p<0.10, p<0.05~ p<.01,” p<.001
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Table A6: Random and fixed effects of labor mai@ries and exits

(1) (2) (1) (2)

Predictors RE enter FE enter RE exit FE exit
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)

Indian/Sri Lankan -0.05 (0.18) 0.04 (0.17)

Pakistani and Bangladeshi 067 (0.16) 1.08 (0.17)

Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean 0.05 (0.20) 0.41 (0.18)

Black African/mixed African 1.0T (0.20) 0.52 (0.19)
Ethnic group (Ref.=White)#wave

Indian/Sri Lankan -0.16 (0.16) 021  (0.11)

Pakistani and Bangladeshi -0.27 (0.12) -0.12 (0.11)

Black Caribbean/mixed Caribbean 051 (0.27) -0.24 (0.13)

Black African/mixed African -0.09 (0.16) -0.01 0.15)
Partnership (Ref.=Remains in partnership)

Remained single 1.71 (0.11) 0.3 (0.35) -0.18 (0.10) -0.69 (0.29)

Partn. started 0.60 (0.21) 0.31 (0.34) -0.02 (0.17) -0.34 (0.26)

Partn. ended 0.81 (0.21) 0.25 (0.35)  0.06 (0.20) -0.25 (0.31)
Changes in young children in HH
(Ref.=no changes)

Child <5 year old increase -154  (0.18) -0.93 (0.29) 125" (0.10) 0.24 (0.13)

Child < 5 year old decrease -0.01 (0.10) 0.13 (0.130.03 (0.13) -0.19 (0.17)
Household (HH) income (Ref.=stable)

Household income decrease 20% 047  (0.09) 0.07 (0.15) 035  (0.08) 0.45" (0.12)

Household income increase 20% 0.07 (0.08) 0.12 3J0.1 0.31" (0.07) 0.33 (0.10)
HH below 60% median income 067  (0.09) 0.04 (0.19) o0.48 (0.08) -0.13 (0.15)
Religiosity 0.05 (0.04) -0.03 (0.11) -0.06 (0.03) .18 (0.09)
Children suffer if mother works -0.18 (0.04) -0.25 (0.11) 021"  (0.04) 0.12 (0.09)
Husbands should earn, wife -0.32" (0.04) -0.23 (0.11) 0.28"  (0.04) 0.06 (0.08)
should stay at home
No of children aged under 16 060 (0.04) -1.06° (0.18) 0.56" (0.04) 0.96" (0.13)
Years of Education 071 (0.02) 0.22 (0.17) -0f1 (0.01) 0.2% (0.13)
English language problems -057  (0.19) 0.00 () 0.71 (0.24)  0.00 )
Age (centred) -0.06 (0.01) -0.03 (0.26) -0.01 (0.01) -0.16 (0.21)
Agen2 0.00 (0.00) -0.01 (0.000 0.06°7 (0.00) 0.0f" (0.00)
Years since migration (Ref.=native-born/
Second generation)

<=5 years -0.58 (0.24) 0.62 (0.26)

>5 & <=10 years -0.31 (0.19) 0.4b (0.19)

>10 years -0.23 (0.14) 0.22 (0.13)
General health -0.32 (0.04) -0.27 (0.07) 0.36" (0.03) 0.13 (0.06)
Wave 0.21" (0.03) 0.65 (0.26) 0.04 (0.02) 0.50 (0.21)
Constant -3.57 (0.29) 4700  (0.27)
Insig2u
Constant 0.94 (0.11) 1.20° (0.10)
N 11550 2777 43079 3422

Standard errors in parentheses. The models dacnouat for design weight, person sampling unitstoata.
*p<0.10, p<0.05" p<.01,” p<.001
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