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Abstract:  We investigate whether marrying a foreign-born spouse carries a net premium or 
a penalty for US-born natives in terms of household chores and total work. Marriage market 
theory predicts that the native spouse should receive a premium in the form of fewer hours 
of work and fewer chores. The incentive to specialize has an opposite effect on the hours of 
paid work, and also predicts fewer chores for the native spouse. The net effect on labor 
supply is a combination of these two forces, to be established empirically. After accounting 
for selection into intermarriage, we find that intermarriage increases work and wages and 
reduces chores of American-born men. There are no effects of intermarriage on American 
women’s allocation time and wages.  Spouses of immigrants with higher need for 
assimilation services receive higher marriage premium. While native men benefit from 
intermarriage via higher wages, more favorable allocation of tasks, and more unpaid work 
from the spouse, there are virtually no net observable economic benefits of marrying an 
immigrant for native women.    
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1. Introduction  
 
Around 21% of married couples in the US have at least one foreign-born spouse1. 

Marriage is one of the channels of assimilation for immigrants. It has been shown that 
immigrants benefit from intermarriage with US-born natives in terms of faster wage growth 
and better job market opportunities in the U.S.A. (Kantarevic 2004, Furtado and 
Theodoropoulos 2009) and Australia (Meng and Gregory 2005).  Native spouses assist 
immigrants with access to social capital, finding employment, obtaining legal status, and 
acquisition of language skills (Furtado and Theodoropoulos 2010). Little is known regarding 
effects of intermarriage for the native spouse as none of the existing research addressed 
intermarriage from the perspective of the native spouse. Do US-born native spouses also 
benefit from intermarriage, and if so, how? In this paper we examine natives’ employment 
probability, hours of commercial work, hourly wages, unpaid work at home, and total work 
(the sum of paid and unpaid work) as a function of whether they intermarried with an 
immigrant. 

Marriage market theory predicts that immigrants may be willing to pay a price to marry 
a native in exchange for the ‘assimilation services’ they supply, thereby creating a premium 
for the US born spouse. The premium can take the form of lower labor force participation, 
fewer hours of paid work, less demanding work, or fewer chores on the part of the native 
spouse. It may also take the form of a higher workload for the immigrant spouse who may 
work more for pay or do more chores at home. The size of the premium is likely to vary 
according to the need for assimilation services by the immigrant spouse: it may be close to 
zero for spouses of immigrants from English-speaking countries and for spouses of child 
immigrants who require no language assimilation.  Furthermore, immigrants who are not US 
citizens may receive a higher benefit from acquiring legal status through marriage and thus 
may be willing to pay a higher price for intermarriage.  The premium may be attenuated by 
the fact that native spouses may also benefit from a cultural exchange with the immigrant, 
which would suggest a payment back to the immigrant for exposure to a foreign language 
and cultural immersion.  The premium may be hard to quantify because of an opposite 
impact of intermarriage: intermarried couples – especially couples with a native husband – 
may specialize more, implying more work for pay by native spouses.  

The allocation of home production time of husbands and wives carries implications for 
important outcomes, including children’s success, effort expanded in market work, and 
individual well-being. To the extent that intermarriage affects household division of labor, it 
may also influence these outcomes, the degree to which immigrants succeed in their adopted 
country, and the wellbeing of the US born .   

The Current Population Survey 2003-15 and the American Time Use Survey 2003-15 
allow us to compare the labor supply, wages and time use of US-born men and women 
married to natives and immigrants. Immigrants and natives who choose to intermarry may 
possess unobservable characteristics that distinguish them from their endogamous 
counterparts.  To take account of selection into intermarriage we estimate instrumental 
variable (IV) models that determine both the probability of intermarriage and an outcome of 
interest.  

We find that the net effect of intermarriage is to increase work and wage, and to reduce 
chores of American-born men pointing to the strong specialization effect among native 
husband – foreign wife couples. There are no net effects of intermarriage on American 
women’s allocation time and wages. We find evidence of selection into intermarriage of less 
productive husbands and wives who prefer traditional allocation of work. We also show that 

																																																								
1 Census https://www.census.gov/newsroom/press-releases/2013/cb13-157.html 
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spouses of immigrants with higher need for assimilation services receive a higher marriage 
premium.  We point out several channels through which native men benefit from 
intermarriage: higher wages, more favorable reallocation of time away from chores to paid 
work, and more unpaid work performed by the immigrant wife. In contrast, we find no net 
observable economic benefits of marrying an immigrant husband for native women.    

 
2. Conceptual framework  

 
The conceptual framework we use to analyze intermarriage is based on the marriage 

market analysis pioneered by Gary Becker (1973) and its first application to intermarriage, 
Grossbard-Shechtman(1983). Underlying these analyses is the assumption that an 
individual’s value in marriage is linked to own traits and those of the spouse, and that 
marriage markets incorporate compensating differentials in exchange for marrying a spouse 
with less desirable characteristics. There is evidence that partners trade their higher status 
ethnic characteristics for higher levels of spouse’s education (Merton 1941, Fu 2001, 
Gullickson and Torche 2014).  Women trade marriage to a lower status husband for lower 
labor force participation as shown by Grossbard-Shechtman (1984) Grossbard-Shechtman 
and Neuman (1988) Grossbard-Shechtman and Fu (2002).  

Consider four groups of interrelated heterosexual marriage markets: endogamous 
markets for natives, endogamous markets for immigrants, markets for marriages between 
immigrant men and native women, and markets for marriages between native men and 
immigrant women. Within each group there may be submarkets stratified by additional 
characteristics such as education or age. Following Becker (1973) it is assumed that in each 
market an equilibrium has been established associated with a particular price for a man or 
woman of given characteristics.2 For instance, there is a price for 25-year old immigrant men 
with a high school education marrying 27-year old immigrant women of the same education. 
Supplies express willingness of men with such characteristics to marry a woman with these 
characteristics at a given price. Demands express willingness of a particular type of woman 
to ‘pay’ for marriage to a particular type of man.   

There appears to be a widespread preference for endogamy in view of the advantages 
of marrying similar people, implying that many marriages will be all-native or all-immigrant 
than based on random matching.  For that reason, immigrants may prefer to marry other 
immigrants, especially if they have a similar background. However, in view of cultural and 
social benefits that immigrants may derive from marrying natives—such as a faster way to 
assimilate—it follows that ceteris paribus there will be more immigrants wanting to marry 
natives than natives wanting to marry immigrants. Consequently, the aggregate demands by 
immigrants wanting to marry natives are expected to exceed the aggregate demands by 
natives wanting to marry immigrants. Discrimination against immigrants may also lead to 
relatively lower demand for immigrant spouses. Assuming otherwise similar individual 
supplies of immigrants and natives, and that competition leads to clearing prices in all 
marriage markets, the higher relative demands for native spouses imply that the price of 
native mates will be high relative to the price of immigrant mates.  

In contrast to wages in labor markets, prices in marriage markets are not established in 
monetary terms. Nevertheless we can infer the existence of price differentials by comparing 
outcomes of participants in different marriage markets, such as markets for marriage 
between two natives or between a native and an immigrant. Time use surveys offer data on a 
consequence of variation in price in marriage markets: the time that people work at relatively 
unpleasant aspects of household production typically called ‘chores’. The higher people’s 
value in marriage, the less we expect them to work in tasks that are considered less desirable, 
																																																								
2 The prices may be related to the share of the gain from marriage obtained by an individual (see Becker 1973, 
1981).  
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such as paid work and chores. These activities generate lower “experienced utility” to the 
individuals (Kahneman et al. 2004) and lower happiness (Connelly and Kimmel,2015). 
Accordingly, it is predicted that: all else equal, natives in couple with immigrants will perform fewer 
hours of paid work and chores than their counterparts in all-native (endogamous) marriages. 

This prediction differs from predictions based on theories of intra-household 
bargaining, such as McElroy and Horney (1981) or Friedberg and Webb (2006) which 
require detailed information on the resources and time allocation of both partners. Here we 
only compare intermarried immigrants to endogamous immigrants, and intermarried natives 
to endogamous natives.  

Immigrant spouses who can benefit more from assimilation services are ready to pay a 
higher price for marriage to a native, therefore we predict that natives in couple with non-citizens 
will spend less time on paid work and chores than their counterparts in marriages with citizens.  

When testing these predictions it is important to control for as many characteristics of 
both spouses other than immigration status that could possibly influence individual ‘price’ in 
marriage and how that price translates into time performing chores.  These additional 
characteristics may include education that determines wages, a measure of spouses’ relative 
bargaining power as suggested by Pollak (2005). There is evidence that a spouse with higher 
bargaining power spends less time doing chores and more time enjoying leisure compared to 
the spouse with lower power (Friedberg and Webb 2005). Another factor may be household 
income: richer couples can afford to outsource chores.   

Employment status influences how much time is available for chores.  What if 
immigrants face inferior options on the job market and therefore choose to spend less time 
in paid work and more time in household production?  In general, immigrants indeed work 
in inferior jobs and earn less than the native born (Orrenius and Zavodny 2009). However, 
intermarriage selects for more productive immigrant men and women who earn higher 
wages (Kantarevic 2004, Basu 2015).  Even though theoretically families composed of 
immigrant women and US-born men must have the largest incentive to specialize because of 
their highest wage differential, in practice these couples are less likely to specialize relative to 
couples with two immigrants (Nottmeyer 2014). While we do not address the issue of 
potential endogeneity of paid work hours, which is likely to be an issue for women, we 
control for employment status of husbands and wives in regressions for chores.  

Even though the marriage market theory predicts that natives should work less for pay, 
there is a strong incentive for native spouses to supply more labor because of inferior labor 
market options for immigrants. We tried our best to correct for factors that contribute to 
incentives to specialize, such as education differences, and even corrected for employment 
status directly in household production models. However we understand that these forces 
may be more nuanced and correlated with spouse’s immigrant status: foreign education may 
still be worth less in the US labor market, speaking with an accent may carry a labor market 
penalty, and discrimination against immigrant may exist. Therefore the immigrant status of 
the spouse will almost certainly have an independent positive effect on the labor supply of 
the native spouse. It becomes an empirical matter to establish which effect dominates.  The 
incentive to specialize is particularly strong for native husband-immigrant wife households 
because of higher average wages for men, so the specialization effect should be stronger for 
men.  Both effects work in the same direction for unpaid work, it should decrease in 
intermarriage for both native men and women.  
 

3. Econometric Strategy 
 

Immigrants are defined as first generation migrants: respondents born abroad whose 
parents were also born abroad.  Immigrants whose parents came from two different regions 
of origin (fewer than 5% observations) they are assigned mother’s country of origin. Those 
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born in Puerto Rico, Canada, UK, Australia and New Zealand are considered immigrants.  
Respondents born to US parents abroad are natives, as well as those who have at least one 
US-born parent. 

In order to investigate the link between intermarriage and paid and unpaid work, we first 
estimate the models as if intermarriage was exogenous.  

 
Yit = α1Spouse Immigrantit + α2Xit + uit    (1)   

 
where Y are the outcomes of interest: employment status, usual weekly hours of work 
among employed individuals, log hourly wage, daily minutes spent in chores, in household 
production and in total work. 

 ‘Spouse immigrant’ is a binary variable that equals 1 if respondent’s spouse is born abroad. 
The coefficient on this variable is a premium or penalty for marrying an immigrant 
compared to marrying a US-born native. 

X is a vector of human capital, demographic and family characteristics that affect 
individual’s time allocation and productivity along with the immigrant status of the spouse.  
In the baseline Model 1, X includes four indicators for education, age, age-squared, ethnicity 
dummies (Hispanic, Black, Asian, and Other race), two indicators for whether the native is a 
second generation immigrant with one or two immigrant parents, current state 
unemployment rate, year and state dummies. The indicators for the US born with one or two 
foreign-born parents (3 and 4% of the sample, correspondingly) are included because there is 
evidence that second generation immigrants’ gender roles influence labor supply (Blau 2015).  
We include unemployment rate because it has been shown to affect not only individual labor 
supply but also the allocation of non-market time (Burda and Hamermesh 2010).  State 
indicators are added to capture all other factors such as local cultural norms, marriage laws, 
immigrant shares, and geographic differences, which may influence the allocation of work 
within a household.  Year of the survey indicators account for changes over time.  In time 
use regressions, X also includes controls for the day of the week (Friday, Saturday, Sunday 
and holiday). 

In Model 2, we expand the set of controls by adding family variables that are also likely 
to influence individual’s market and non-market labor supply:  presence of children and 
presence of a child age 0-4, log of unearned income (total family income minus respondent’s 
own labor earnings), spouse’s minus respondent’s years of schooling, and spouse’s minus 
respondent’s age difference.  Unearned income is a determinant of time allocation decisions 
as secondary earners in wealthier families may choose to work less, and wealthier individuals 
may spend less time in chores because they are able to afford more household help. Spouse’s 
age and education differences aims to capture bargaining power within a couple. A spouse 
with lower bargaining power (less educated, older, less good looking) may work more for pay 
(Cite relative BMI study).  In addition, a larger difference in education creates an incentive to 
specialize, with more paid work for the more educated spouse and more chores for the less 
educated spouse. In this study we would like to correct for the incentive to specialize 
because we are interested to know whether there spouse’s immigrant status has a separate 
effect on the outcomes, all else equal.    

Model 3 adds specific controls for the relevant dependent variable: in models for paid 
work hours and wages we add 22 occupational categories, self-employment status and 
government job indicator. The occupation variables aim to account for possible connections 
between work hours, wages, intermarriage and job type as certain jobs may provide more or 
fewer opportunities to meet a foreign-born spouse through travel or on site work, which 
may or may not be correlated with work hours and salaries through occupational segregation 
or some other job characteristic.  In models for unpaid work we add employment status of 
the respondent and employment status of the spouse. This is done to ensure that the 
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observed premium or penalty in unpaid work can be interpreted as compensation for 
assimilation services and is not purely the result of higher or lower preferences for 
specialization among intermarried couples.   

Ideally, we would be interested in examining how spouse’s specific country of origin 
affects marriage prices. However the modest sample sizes by country do not allow this 
analysis, even when we combine groups of countries into nine regions as we do in this study.  

 
IV models .   The approach above assumes that native men and women randomly marry 

immigrant spouses. In reality, natives who marry immigrants may be different from those 
who don’t.  For example, natives who prefer traditional allocation of labor may choose to 
marry an immigrant because immigrants are more likely to adhere to traditional gender 
norms.  If this is true, then a simple OLS regression would find that intermarried native 
husbands spend less time in household production and more time in paid work, while native 
wives do the opposite. It would be tempting to attribute this effect to intermarriage, even 
though it cab ne explained by selection of spouses on preferences for more specialization.  
Other types of selection may be present as well, such as preferences for fertility, so native 
women who want to have more children may choose to marry immigrant men, and 
immigrant women who want fewer children may prefer to marry native men.    
Unobservable traits of both the respondents and their spouses may also bias the coefficient 
on Spouse Immigrant. For example, openness to another culture may be positively associated 
with the likelihood of intermarriage as well as with higher work productivity, thus biasing the 
coefficient on the marriage type upward.  For these reasons, the decision to marry an 
immigrant may be endogeneous to the decision about how much time to devote to paid 
work and household production, so instrumental variable method should be applied when 
we attempt to examine causal links.   

In searching for an instrument, we want one that affects the marriage decision but not 
the labor supply or daily time use decision. Literature that focuses on immigrant’s choice to 
intermarry offers two instruments: the availability of opposite sex partners from the same 
country of origin and of similar age, and sex ratios within immigrant groups (Meng and 
Gregory (2005), Basu (2015)).  

 Availability and sex ratios should affect the probability of marrying an immigrant and 
have no direct effect on the allocation of work in the household.  We assume that the way 
we construct the availability ratios from past Census data fulfills this condition: our measures 
of mate availability are decades apart from the measures of work for many respondents.  We 
also experimented with using sex ratio among native-born instead of the foreign-born by age 
group and state.  While results were overall rather similar, the instruments were less 
significant in several models, mostly likely because the natives’ gender ratio varies less by 
state and year than the ratio among immigrants. 

Z is the availability of foreigners of opposite sex measured by the share of all 
immigrants of opposite sex from all countries belonging to the ten year age group of 
potential marriage age (men 20-29 and women age 18-27) to all potential partners of 
opposite sex including, foreign and native born, residing in state s at time t  .  Log 
transformation is used because the distribution is right-skewed. For men,  

 
Z = log( N immigrant womenast/N all womenast)     
   

Sex ratio is the ratio of all immigrant men to all immigrant women by age group and 
state. 

SR = N immigrant menast/N immigrant womenast 
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These instruments are constructed using personal weights data from pooled 1% Census 
data for 1960 and 1970, and separate 5% Census data for 1980, 1990, 2000, and 2010 by 
state. The two-year difference in the age groups reflects the average age difference between 
husbands and wives in the US. The ratios are calculated by state and age group and matched 
to Census year including the respondent’s potential marriage decade:  1960 and 1970 for 
those who turned 22 before 1975; 1980 Census for those who turned 23 before 1985; 1990 
for those who turned 24 before 1995; 2000 for those who turned 25 before 2005, and the 
2010 Census for those who turned 25 after 2005.  We progressively increase marriage age to 
adjust for the fact that it increased over this period. For example for men age 20-29 who 
reached marriage age around year 1990 in California, Z is the ratio of all immigrant women 
age 18-27 in California in 1990 to all women in this age group in California. For intermarried 
spouses, the marriage year of the native is set to be equal the year of arrival of the immigrant 
spouse plus 2.   

The probability of intermarriage among natives is modeled as a function of instruments 
and personal demographic characteristics: 

 
IMit = β1Zit  + β2SRit +  β3Xit + eit    (2)   

 
Vector X is the same as above with one modification: it excludes indicators for the state of 
residence because the instruments rely on variation by state. Instead, the regressions include 
identifiers for 4 US regions (Midwest, Northeast, West, South).  The error term eit captures 
other unobservable factors that may affect the probability to intermarry, such as religious 
beliefs or gender role expectations.  Errors in regressions are clustered by state in this and all 
regressions in this study. 

Equations (1) and (2) are estimated as systems of equations, where intermarriage 
probability is a probit equation and the other outcome is a linear model.  

In all regressions the availability ratio is a highly significant determinants of 
intermarriage, and the sex ratio is significant in most models.  Yet we are aware of the 
possibility that the instruments may not be entirely exogenous to paid work and chores. 
These ratios may be linked to spouses’ decisions indirectly, via outside options in divorce: 
spouses from large immigrant groups with many potential partners may have higher 
bargaining power than spouses from small groups. In this case the exclusion restriction 
would be invalid.  Even though the ratios come from a different year than outcomes, often 
decades apart, these ratios are correlated over time as the size of immigrant enclaves has 
been stable (Card, 2009).  Living in enclaves may be a source of a bargaining power because 
of available alternative partners for the immigrant spouse as more potential partners are 
available. Natives may be more likely to marry immigrants who are willing to do more 
chores, and their odds of finding a spouse like this are higher in areas with higher immigrant 
availability ratios.  On the other hand, immigrants who live in areas with low availability of 
potential partners of the same ethnicity may be more assimilated and more likely to be 
intermarried, and therefore less willing to trade chores for assimilation services than those 
who live in immigrant enclaves. Furthermore, instruments can be correlated with 
unobservable characteristics of the respondents.  For example, people who are more 
productive and more interested in other cultures may tend to live in big cities where 
immigrant concentration is higher. All these forces can lead to the coefficient on 
intermarriage to either underestimate or overestimate the true effect of marrying an 
immigrant even in IV regressions. Nonetheless, availability ratios and group sex ratios have 
long become common instruments for intermarriage in the literature, as thus far no better 
variable is available. 

To relieve some of these concerns, the models described in the Results section pass 
under-identification and weak instrument tests. The values of the F-test of excluded 
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instruments are sufficiently high to reject the null of a model that suffers from a weak 
correlation between the instruments and the endogenous variable. Hansen’s J-statistics does 
not reject the null that overidentification restrictions are valid, i.e. uncorrelated with the error 
term, and that the excluded instruments are correctly excluded from the estimated equation.  

Next, a few words of caution regarding the model’s assumptions, which are also 
common in literature yet deserve to be criticized.  In building this model and in calculating 
availability ratios we implicitly made strong assumptions that (1) people select a partner at 
age 22-25, which is our best guess in absence of information on marriage year, (2) 
respondents did not divorce or remarry since age 22-25, despite high divorce and remarriage 
rates, (3) the state in which respondents resided around marriage age is where they currently 
live, despite high labor mobility, (4) immigrants play a passive role of spouses being chosen, 
similar to models of immigrant’s choice where native spouses are being chosen – either way 
only one side of the decision is highlighted, (5) intermarried couples in our sample make up a 
representative sample of all intermarried couples, whereas in reality we may be observing 
couples who married relatively recently and those whose marriage lasted longer than average 
(because we do not observe intermarried couples that already got divorced and now showing 
up as single or as married to natives).  Given all these disclaimers, instrumental variable 
results should be interpreted with caution. 
 

4. Data and descriptive statistics  
 

We analyze data from March Current Population Survey 2003-15 and from its annual 
supplement, American Time Use Survey 2003-153. Respondents’ records are linked across 
both surveys.   

CPS-March 2003-2015:   
This is a large nationally representative dataset with information on demographic 

characteristics, labor market status, wages, and identifiable countries of birth of respondents 
and their parents.  The drawbacks of the survey are: missing information on marriage 
duration, relatively small samples of than intermarried adults that prevent analysis by region, 
and missing information on how well immigrants speak English, a variable that had been 
shown to affect labor market success. 

We choose married individuals, both spouses ages 23-60. This age restriction allows us to 
focus on the labor market choices of prime age adults.  We exclude a handful of records with 
missing information on employment status, and fewer than 100 couples with 25 years or 
more of age difference between spouses.  

Our sample of US-born adults includes 46,578 men and 46,521 women. About 5% are 
married to immigrants, 2,147 men and 2,156 women, with Mexico and Latin America being 
the most frequently mentioned birthplaces of foreign-born spouses.  The least common 
intermarriages are with immigrants from Africa and India /Bangladesh/ Pakistan, and we 
have fewer than 100 observations for these family unions in the dataset. 

We use the following measures of labor supply and wages in our analysis, all are collected 
in March referring to the previous calendar year:  

1) Employment status.  This variable equals one if the respondent worked for more than 
one hour a week and for more than two weeks in the year prior to the survey.  

2) Usual hours of work. It is the reported number of usual weekly hours worked at all 
jobs, measured among employed only. 

3) Log wage.  Hourly wages are reported in the survey for hourly employees. For other 
employees we compute wages as weekly income divided by usual hours of work.  

 

																																																								
3 Documenation and data files for both surveys are at http://bls.gov/tus/ 
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ATUS 2003-15:  This dataset is a time use supplement to the CPS.  The survey is 
conducted several months after the CPS, and respondents are asked to update the main 
demographic, labor market and family status variables. Unfortunately, only one household 
member is selected to participate, and thus we would not be able to examine directly the 
allocation of time between spouses. Instead, we compare the allocation of time for 
intermarried and non-intermarried natives by marriage type.   
We removed over 800 records with more than 3 hours of missing activities, fewer than 15 
min of sleep, more than 22 hours of chores, paid work or personal care each.  The rationale 
behind these exclusions is that we aim to study a typical day of a typical couple, and thus 
exclude possible emergencies. 
 

We examine the following categories of domestic work where all categories include 
related travel:    
 
(1) Chores:  cooking, cleaning, laundry, interior and exterior home repairs, maintenance and 
decoration, grocery shopping, outdoors and vehicle care, household organization and 
planning, mail, financial management such as paying bills. ATUS codes: 02xxxx (except 
0206xx 020904) + 070101+1802xx+180701. 
 
(2) Household production (Chores+Care). Care includes care of children, adults, and pets.  
ATUS codes: 03xxxx+ 04xxxx+1803xx+ 1804xx+0206xx+0807xx+ 0903xx+ 180807+ 
180903.   
 
(3) Total work (Chore +Care +Paid work). Paid work includes formal and informal income 
generating activities, work related social time and commute. ATUS codes for Paid work:  
05xxxx (except 0504xx) +1805xx.  
 

The definition of chores is potentially controversial. Some elements of household 
production such as spending time with children or cooking, can be enjoyable, and thus at the 
margin they are potentially no different from leisure, or even preferred to leisure (Kimmel 
and Connelly, 2007).  Other activities that are not included in household production may be 
considered chores, such as non-grocery shopping, buying and using professional services 
(childcare services, banking, legal, real estate, cleaning, repair, outdoor maintenance, and 
vehicle repairs).  We chose to exclude ‘shopping and using service’s because these activities 
are almost certainly correlated with higher income.  Our definition of work also excludes 
human capital investment activities (education) and job search.  

The sample includes over 24,500 US-born men (4.9% intermarried) and over 26,000 US-
born women (4.5% intermarried).  

 
Summary statistics:  Table 1 compares descriptive characteristics of natives by type of 

marriage and gender and sample sizes by immigrant spouse’s region of origin.  Intermarried 
men are 1 year younger and intermarried women are 3 years younger than their non-
intermarried counterparts. Native men who have immigrant wives are more educated than 
their endogamously married counterparts, while women who have immigrant husbands are 
slightly less educated than other women.  US natives with immigrant spouses are more likely 
to be Hispanic or Asian and they are more likely to have children. On average, ‘native wife-
immigrant husband’ couples have more children than other types of couples, and all-native 
couples have fewer children.  Second generation immigrants (natives with at least one 
foreign-born parent) are more likely to marry immigrants than later generations.  Despite 
taking care of larger families, native-born women married to immigrants are more likely to be 
employed and to work longer hours. US men in intermarried unions earn higher wages than 
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men in endogamous native unions. For women, wages do not differ significantly by spouse’s 
immigrant status.  Average household income is around $85,000 in native-native families, 
and higher for families with a foreign wife, and lower for families with a foreign husband.  

Daily minutes spent in chores, household production and total work are plotted in 
Figure 1. There are no significant differences by marriage type.  

Next, we use regression analysis to accounts for a number of factors that influence 
chores besides marriage type.  For employment probability model, we estimate a linear 
model and a probit model and obtain similar results. Only probit results are reported below. 
A relatively large percentage of respondents report no chores on survey day: 28% native men 
report zero chores, and 12% report zero household production on survey day.   
About 9.5% of native women and 4% of women did no household production. A smaller 
share of respondent report zero minutes for total work: 8% and 4% of men and women. 
While these numbers seem reasonable given that the survey oversamples weekend days, we 
compute a separate set of results for chores using tobit models.  Tobit results turned out 
overall similar to OLS results, so we report only OLS results below. Survey weights are used 
throughout the study. 
 

5. Estimation Results  
 

5.1.  Labor supply ,  wages ,  chores  and intermarriage :  explor ing assoc iat ions  
 
Table 2 columns 1-5 summarize estimates of the OLS coefficient on Spouse immigrant for 

3 employment variables, two models for the probability of being employed and three models 
for paid work hours among the employed respondents.  

 The coefficients are not statistically significant in the models for men’s employment 
status and women’s hours of work, but statistically significant and negative in women’s 
employment regressions and in men’s work hours regressions. US-born men married to 
immigrant women are as likely to be employed as men married to native-born women, but 
those who are employed work about 35m less per week. Women who are married to foreign-
born men are about 3% less likely to work for pay. The negative coefficients remain 
significant even after accounting for spousal and family characteristics and for the 
occupation and job type.  

The last two columns in table 2 show coefficients on Spouse Immigrant in wage 
regressions. The coefficients are negative and statistically significant for men, suggesting that 
being married to a foreign-born wife is associated with 3% lower wages.  The coefficients are 
not significantly different from zero for women.  These associations do not offer an 
explanation why men’s wages are lower in intermarriage, whether less productive men 
intermarry, or whether foreign-born wives are less demanding of earnings, or whether some 
other unobservable factor influences both variables. 

Table 3 presents estimates for three household production variables, with three models 
for each variable, separately for men and women.  The coefficients on Chores, Household 
Production and Total Work are negative in regressions for men and positive in regression for 
women, however none of the coefficients are statistically significant.  The coefficients remain 
insignificant when we control for family characteristics and for the employment status for 
the respondent and spouse. 

Appendices 1A and 1B show full sets of controls in regressions for two of the size 
models, wages and chores.  To save space we do not include full set of estimates from other 
regressions. Coefficients on other controls have expected signs. 
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5.3. Assimilat ion serv i ces  
 
If the marriage price theory holds, and the labor supply and wage premiums are 

payments for assimilation services, then the premiums should increase with the spouse’s 
need for assimilation services.  We expect that native spouses of immigrants who are more in 
need to assimilation work less for pay and do fewer chores. However, the premium in the 
form of lighter workload may be attenuated by higher degree of specialization because 
immigrants who are more in need of assimilation also face inferior labor market options. The 
native spouse in this case may choose to work more for pay, not less, but time spent in 
chores should decrease even more. 

We test this first by splitting foreign spouses into two groups based on their need for 
assimilation services: those whose English language is likely to be the first language, and 
those for whom English is the second language. The first group includes immigrants from 
English-speaking countries and child immigrants who arrived before age 12.  The two 
groups split our sample of immigrant spouses approximately in half, a division that 
corresponds well with Pew Research Center (2014) report that about half of all immigrants 
are proficient in the English language.  The first three columns in Table 4 Panel A show 
coefficients on Spouse Immigrant interacted with the two groups.  There are no significant 
effects of the spouse’s immigrant status on labor supply for natives whose spouse speaks 
English like native. In contrast, the coefficients on an indicator of ‘intermarried to spouse 
from a non-English speaking country’ are significant and negative in five out of six 
regressions for men and women. Marriage to an immigrant who is likely to benefit from 
language assimilation is associated with lower probability of employment (2% lower among 
men and 4% lower among women), 1h shorter weekly paid work among men, and 5% lower 
wages for native men and women. One exception is paid work hours for women, which are 
not affected by husband’s need for assimilation.  In light of our theory, lower labor supply 
and lower wages may be viewed as a premium for the native spouse.  Alternatively, these 
associations may be due to selection of less productive natives into marriages with relatively 
new immigrants from non-English speaking countries.    

Focusing on the last three columns of Table 4, where estimates of time use regressions 
are presented with various interactions, we see that the coefficients are not significant, 
suggesting that chores, care and total work are not affected by spousal need for language 
assimilation.  Surprisingly, daily minutes of total work do not change despite lower 
involvement of the second group of natives in the labor force. This may be either due to 
errors in reporting daily vs weekly paid work, or because of differences in informal income 
generating activities (also included in total work) of spouses of non-English speaking 
immigrants and others.  

Another group of immigrant who are likely to benefit more from assimilation services 
are non-US citizens. Being a foreign citizen, or to a larger extent an ‘illegal alien”, entails 
fewer options in terms of employment since most formal jobs require legal status and often 
citizenship. Informal job options for non-citizens other than students and work-visa-holders 
are limited to a few, such as childcare, house cleaning and maintenance.  Marriage to a native 
is a way to obtain citizenship, usually after five years of marriage.  We would expect that 
native spouses of non-citizens gain extra for providing a pathway to citizenship, via less work 
for pay and fewer chores, all else equal. Yet the incentive to specialize is stronger in families 
with a non-citizen spouse, which should be taken into account. In Panel B, we interact 
Spouse Immigrant with the citizenship status of the spouse.  The coefficient on Spouse 
Immigrant-US citizen are negative and significant in regressions for men’s hours of work and in 
women’s employment status suggesting that marriage to a US citizen is tied to lower labor 
force participation among native wives and lower hours of work among native husbands 
despite theoretical prediction that spouses of non-citizens should spend less time in the labor 
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force.  It is almost certainly due to higher degrees of specialization in couples with a non-
citizen spouse. Estimates from the time use equations for men in the last three columns of 
Table 4 echo higher specialization.  Men married to non-US citizens spend 18min less in 
chores and 28min less in chores and care activities per day.   Thus men do not reduce their 
contribution to total work but rather shift time from household production to paid work, as 
evidenced by the small positive non-significant coefficient in Total Work regression. Native 
spouses reduce paid work and increase chores when the immigrant spouse receives 
citizenship and becomes more employable.  Notably, men reduce chores as they spend more 
time in paid work while the spouse is not a citizen, while women do not reduce chores. 
Wage regressions suggest that marriage to a non-citizen, not to citizen, is associated with a 5-
6% wage penalty for the native spouse. 

In Panel C we come up with one more test of whether assimilation services carry a price 
in the marriage markets.  While some of these services – exposure to the native spouse’s 
network and language – benefit the immigrant spouse whether married or cohabiting, other 
services – citizenship status - are available only for married partners.  Thus the expectation is 
that married status would have a larger impact on the native spouse’s labor supply.  We add 
back into the sample cohabiting partners previously excluded, we include a control for 
cohabiting status, and interact the coefficient on Spouse Immigrant with the married status. 
The coefficients on Partner Immigrant are not statistically significant, while the coefficients on 
Spouse Immigrant remain significant as they were in the main set of labor supply regressions.  
Interestingly, native men in unmarried couples spend 37min less per day in chores in 
partnerships with immigrant women compared to being partners with US-born women.  
 

5.3.  Causal  e f f e c t s  o f  intermarriage 
 
Next we explore whether there are causal effects of marrying an immigrant for labor 

supply, wages and unpaid work of native men and women.  Table 5 presents IV coefficients 
obtained by estimating each of the outcome models simultaneously with the probability that 
spouse is an immigrant. Spouse immigrant regression is a probit regression while three 
outcomes are linear models with full sets of controls as in Model 2 above (the results do not 
change when we include Model 3 controls in the second stage). We have three sets of Spouse 
Immigrant probability regressions (stage 1), one for each outcome, with similar coefficients.  
We report only two sets of these results, for labor supply and for time use data.  The 
coefficients on both instruments are highly significant in regression for men and women. 
Higher ratio of available immigrant partners increases the probability of intermarriage for US 
native men and women, while higher ratio of men to women among immigrants reduces this 
probability.  According to the coefficients on other variables in Appendix 2A and 2B, higher 
probability of intermarriage is also related to being Black, Asian, Hispanic or other race, 
having an immigrant parent, living in metropolitan area, having a younger spouse and young 
children.  

Native men who are predicted to be married to an immigrant because of favorable 
immigrant availability ratio and unfavorable sex ratio among immigrants at the time of 
marriage face the same employment probability, but work significantly more hours per week  
(10 extra hours). They also receive a wage premium of around 10%.  

According to the IV results for time use outcomes, native men who are predicted to be 
married to an immigrant are doing significantly fewer chores (27m less per day) and less 
household production (36m less) than their counterparts predicted to be married to a US-
born woman.  Total work however is predicted to be the same across marriage types.  

Focusing on the results for women, we notice that none of the coefficients on Spouse 
Immigrant are significant in regressions for women.  It is possible that some women also 
experience a wage premium and also reduce chores like their male counterparts do – the 
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coefficients on Spouse Immigrant are large in regressions for wages and chores, but not 
statistically significant. We saw earlier that on average women are slightly less likely to work 
for pay in intermarriage. It appears that this effect is due to selection by preferences rather 
than a consequence of intermarriage.  

 
5.4. Discuss ion o f  resul ts  

 
It appears that marriage to an immigrant wife causes a native man to reallocate work 

from domestic chores to paid work. This increase in labor supply has a positive effect on 
wages resulting in a wage premium. We also saw that even with this increase in paid work, 
intermarried men on average spend slightly less time in paid work than other men and 
receive 3% lower wages. One possibility is that there is a negative selection of native men 
into intermarriage, but these men improve outcomes as a result of their marriage choice.  
Since immigrant women do more chores than native women, it is likely that intermarriage 
leads to higher and more traditional specialization in native male-immigrant female couples 
compared to native-native or immigrant-immigrant marriages.  This is indeed true. Table 6 
column 1 presents result from a pooled regression for immigrants and natives with the same 
set of controls as before (except second generation status which would only apply to native 
respondents).  The share of paid work by the husband in total paid work (the sum of wife’s 
and husband’s weekly usual paid work hours) is higher for immigrant couples and for 
couples with a native husband and an immigrant wife compared to all native families.  

In order to get a better sense of tradeoffs involved in various marriage types, we estimate 
models for the same outcomes of interest using the pooled sample of immigrants and natives 
for men and women. The coefficients show that immigrant men whose spouses are also 
immigrants are more likely to be employed, but once employed, they work 1h15m less and 
receive 13% lower wages than native men. They spend 9m less in chores, 20m less in chores 
and care, but about the same amount of time in total work as native men.  Immigrant men 
whose wives are US-born work on average as much as native men for pay, but receive a 
3.6% wage penalty; they also spend 11m less in household production.  Smaller wage penalty 
for intermarried immigrant men is often interpreted as intermarriage wage premium in the 
literature.  

Immigrant women who are married to immigrant husbands are 12% less likely 
employed, and receive 11% lower wages than native women.  Even controlling for 
employment status, they do substantially more chores and total work than native women 
(30m extra each). Intermarried immigrant women are 8% less likely employed than their 
native counterparts, and face a wage penalty of 3%.  Thus intermarriage is associated with 
more involvement in labor force and higher wages for women.  Immigrant wives of US-born 
husbands spend 10m more in chores and 22m more in total work per day even after 
accounting for employment status. This can be interpreted as a price immigrant wives pay 
for marrying a native, although selection by preferences for household production may also 
be present.  

In our previous study we examined the connection between intermarriage and household 
production among immigrants. We showed that immigrant wives spend more time in 
household production and total work than US-born women do. Native husbands therefore 
receive more household services in marriages with immigrants than in marriages with 
natives. We also showed that immigrant husbands do not increase chores in intermarriage, 
and thus spend less time in chores than native husbands do, suggesting that US-born wives 
receive fewer household services if married to immigrants. 

Do native men benefit from marrying an immigrant? To the extent that chores are less 
desirable than paid work by men, higher degree of specialization may be desirable by men. 
On top of that, intermarriage comes with a considerable wage premium and more total work 
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performed by the spouse, so yes, it looks like a net gain for native men compared to 
marrying a native spouse. 

Do native women benefits by marrying an immigrant compared to marrying an 
American-born man?  For those women who have preferences for traditional allocation of 
work, intermarriage may provide a way to remain out of the labor force. For other women 
gains from intermarriage are likely indirect, as we do not find any direct effects in the form 
of significant reduction in housework or a change in paid work as a result of marrying an 
immigrant husband.  Their immigrant spouses receive lower wages and don’t contribute 
more to chores than native spouses would.  While theoretically women should be able to 
leverage their bargaining power to demand more chores from immigrant husbands, there is 
no evidence that they do. A possible explanation may be in the realm of gender behavior that 
trumps women’s bargaining choices.  Alternatively, women may be compensated with 
indirect gains such as expanded knowledge and awareness from exposure to other language 
and culture, and pay back for these gains to the immigrant spouse by doing more chores.  
 

6. Conclusions   
 

Based on a comparison of natives who are in marriages with immigrants with natives in 
endogamous marriages, our research shows that U.S.-born men who marry an immigrant 
spend less time on chores and more time in paid work than their counterparts married to 
another native, while there is no similar effect among US-born women married to immigrant 
husbands.  Native husbands, but not native wives, also enjoy a wage premium in 
intermarriage.   

Two main forces are at play when it comes to the individual’s time allocation: marriage 
price, which creates an incentive to reduce paid work and chores, and specialization, which 
creates an incentive to increase paid work and reduce chores.  We find evidence that the 
marriage price effect exists, and that it is linked to assimilation services provided by the 
native spouse to the immigrant spouse.  In case of “immigrant wife-native husband” couples, 
the strong specialization effect dominates and leads to increased labor supply of native men.  
Native husbands spend less time in chores while immigrant wives spend more time in chores 
than native wives.  In case of “native wife-immigrant husband” households, the two effects 
cancel each other out resulting in no change in native women’s labor supply.  Native wives 
do not reduce chores, while their immigrant spouses shift time slightly towards more paid 
work away from chores. We speculate that native wives perform more chores in 
intermarriage than our theories predict that they would.  

We point out several channels through which native men benefit from intermarriage: 
higher wages, more favorable reallocation of time away from chores to paid work, and more 
unpaid work performed by the immigrant wife. In contrast, we find no net observable 
economic benefits of marrying an immigrant husband for native women.    

Our results were obtained in an instrumental variable framework correcting for 
endogeneity of intermarriage. We find some evidence of selection into intermarriage of less 
productive husbands and wives who prefer traditional allocation of work.  

This study adds to the previous literature on immigrant assimilation. It also contributes 
to the literature on intermarriage between various groups defined by race, education or 
religion, a literature that rarely looks at time in household production as a possible indicator 
of variation in marriage market conditions.  

Further research will hopefully establish whether there is not something uniquely 
American about our findings. We also hope that future work can use a larger dataset, 
allowing for the comparisons of marriage market prices by country of origin of the spouse.  
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Table 1. Summary statistics and sample sizes. 

 
  Native    Native    

MEN   WOMEN   

  US-born 
spouse 

Foreign 
spouse   US-born 

spouse 
Foreign 
spouse   

Age 44.4 43.2 * 42.7 39.1 * 
Years of education 14.2 14.6 * 14.3 14.1   
Years of education, sp 14.3 14.4   14.2 13.7 * 
Black 0.07 0.07   0.07 0.06   
Hispanic 0.05 0.23 * 0.05 0.36 * 
Asian 0.01 0.05 * 0.01 0.04 * 
Other race 0.03 0.03   0.03 0.02   
Two parents immigrants 0.03 0.19 * 0.03 0.28 * 
One parent immigrant 0.04 0.10 * 0.04 0.12 * 
Age difference, sp minus own -1.74 -2.49 * 1.77 1.88 * 
Presence of own children 0.55 0.59   0.55 0.66 * 
Number of children 1.05 1.10   1.05 1.31 * 
Household income 84,726 87,993 * 84,183 78,417 * 
Employed 0.88 0.89   0.73 0.69 * 
Spouse employed 0.73 0.64 * 0.89 0.88   
Weekly hours of work, if emp 44.6 43.6 * 37.0 37.2   
Weekly hours of work, if emp, sp 37.1 37.1   44.6 44.0   
Wage, if >0 27.6 28.4 * 21.2 21.5   
Wage of spouse, if >0 21.4 21.8   27.6 26.4 * 
Spouse not US citizen   0.43    0.47   
Chores, min/day 107 100   164 172   
HP (Chores+Care) 163 157   252 273   
Total work (Chores+Care+Paid work) 445 443   431 446   
N CPS sample 44,431 2,147   44,365 2,156   
East. Europe, FSU, Israel   123    80   
Western Europe   170    203   
East Asia   324    113   
India, Bangladesh, Pakistan   25    32   
Middle East, Turkey, N.Africa   203    145   
Mexico   460    652   
Central & South America   416    434   
Africa   37    75   
Caribbean Islands   110    114   
Canada,UK,Australia,N Zealand   251     285   
N ATUS sample 23,485 1,104   25,401 1,125   
East. Europe, FSU, Israel   64    41   
Western Europe   104    127   
East Asia   178    52   
India, Bangladesh, Pakistan   16    30   
Middle East, Turkey, N.Africa   114    62   
Mexico   217    200   
Central & South America   202    267   
Africa   17    57   
Caribbean Islands   46    62   
Canada,UK,Australia,N Zealand   132     191   

 
Notes: Weighted means. Income is reported in intervals; we convert it to a continuous value 
by using the maximum of two income measures: the midpoint of the reported income 
interval and the computed annual earnings (weekly earning times the number of weeks 
worked last year).  Income and wages are converted to 2015 dollars using CPI from 
www.bls.gov.  Mean values other than time use are from CPS, time use values are from 
ATUS.  * t-test for the equality of means by intermarried status, significant at 5%. 
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Figure 1. Chores, household production and total work, by gender and intermarried status. 
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Table 2.  Coefficients on Spouse Immigrant in labor supply regressions, CPS 2003-15. 
 

  Employed  probit Paid work hrs/wk (employed) OLS Log wage (employed) OLS 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

MEN               
Spouse immigrant -0.01 -0.01 -0.68 -0.64 -0.6 -0.035 -0.033 -0.032 
  [0.008] [0.008] [0.25]*** [0.25]** [0.25]** [0.016]** [0.016]** [0.014]** 
N 46,578 46,578 41,718 41,718 41,718 35,990 35,990 35,990 
R2    0.03 0.03 0.06 0.28 0.29 0.36 

WOMEN               
Spouse immigrant -0.026 -0.028 0.17 0.17 -0.02 -0.022 -0.02 -0.02 
  [0.012]** [0.012]** [0.37] [0.37] [0.016] [0.016] [0.016] [0.016] 
N 46,521 46,521 33,370 33,370 33,370 30,072 30,072 30,072 
R2     0.02 0.05 0.1 0.26 0.26 0.37 

 
 
Notes: Here and all tables, robust standard errors in brackets. 
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%.  
Full sets of controls are shown in Appendix 1 for Log wage regressions. 
Model 1 includes the following controls: age, age-sq, educ, ethnicity, second generation 
immigrant status, metropolitan residence, unemployment rate, state, year. 
Model 2 adds controls for the presence of children, presence of children under age 5, age 
difference, years of schooling difference, log unearned income.  
Model 3 adds 21 occupational dummies, self-employed status and government job status. 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Table 3. Coefficients on Spouse Immigrant in time use regressions, ATUS 2003-15. 
 
 

  Chores Household Production Total Work 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 

MEN, N=24,589               
Spouse immigrant -5.35 -6.3 -5.44 -8.85 -9.47 -9.25 -7.22 -6.4 -2.2 
  [5.35] [6.20] [5.28] [6.98] [7.56] [6.48] [8.40] [8.13] [8.13] 
R2 0.08 0.08 0.09 0.07 0.1 0.12 0.26 0.27 0.33 
WOMEN, N=26,526               
Spouse immigrant 10.84 9.55 8.79 10.49 5.12 3.83 15.41 11.24 12.67 
  [8.45] [8.40] [8.63] [10.47] [9.81] [10.01] [11.30] [11.10] [10.20] 
R2 0.04 0.05 0.09 0.03 0.12 0.18 0.22 0.24 0.29 

 
 
Models 1 and 2 include the same controls as in Table 2. 
Model 3 includes employment status of the respondent and the spouse. 
Full sets of controls are shown in Appendix 1 for Chores regressions.  
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Table 4.  Coefficients on Spouse Immigrant by characteristics of the spouse. 
 
 

MEN Employed Paid work Log wage Chores Household 
Production 

Total 
Work 

A. English speaking status        		 		   
MEN      

	    
English speaking 0.006 0.11 0.001 -3.57 -5.25 -8.54 
  [0.011] [0.40] [0.024] [9.80] [11.21] [13.85] 
Not English speaking -0.019 -1.1 -0.053 -6.48 -11.45 1.29 
  [0.010]** [0.29]*** [0.020]*** [5.84] [7.40] [7.64] 

WOMEN             
English speaking -0.014 0.47 0.019 7.64 4.98 5.99 
  [0.017] [0.55] [0.021] [10.00] [12.44] [11.05] 
Not English speaking -0.037 -0.06 -0.049 9.74 2.87 18.19 

  [0.015]** [0.46] [0.021]** [8.28] [9.21] [11.72] 
B. Citizenship status             

MEN   
 

      
US citizen -0.009 -0.73 -0.019 3.48 4.19 -9.45 
  [0.010] [0.32]** [0.021] [7.77] [8.59] [8.91] 
Not US citizen -0.011 -0.53 -0.051 -17.69 -27.68 7.75 

  [0.011] [0.37] [0.021]** [4.82]*** [6.73]*** [10.86] 
WOMEN             

US citizen -0.034 0.11 0.015 11.33 10.32 14.44 
  [0.016]** [0.51] [0.021] [8.08] [7.77] [11.03] 
Not US citizen -0.02 0.24 -0.06 5.57 -4.42 10.42 

  [0.016] [0.48] [0.022]*** [11.02] [15.77] [13.63] 
C. With cohabiting couples             

MEN             
Partner immigrant 0.009 0.29 -0.042 -37.48 -27.88 -6.83 
  [0.023] [0.95] [0.043] [10.72]*** [18.66] [33.62] 
Spouse immigrant -0.013 -0.58 -0.033 -3.83 -7.27 0.11 
  [0.008] [0.25]** [0.014]** [5.32] [6.52] [7.43] 

N 48,722 44,838 38,778 25,554 25,554 25,554 
R2   0.07 0.37 0.08 0.11 0.34 

WOMEN          
Partner immigrant -0.028 -0.49 0.043 2.34 -5.95 19.88 
  [0.037] [0.79] [0.043] [16.81] [22.11] [29.71] 
Spouse immigrant -0.028 0.41 -0.006 8.36 5.37 14.02 
  [0.012]** [0.36] [0.014] [8.51] [9.31] [8.92] 

N 48,825 36,091 32,674 27,650 27,650 27,650 
R2   0.1 0.39 0.08 0.17 0.29 

 
 
 
All regressions are OLS Model 3, except Employment probability probit Model 2.  The 
number of observations and R-squared in Panels A and B are the same as in Tables 2 and 3.  
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Table 5. IV estimates, labor supply equations 
 

 
 
 
 
First stage IV regression is a probit model for the probability of intermarriage. Second stage 
regressions are OLS. First and second stage equations are estimated simultaneously. Only 
coefficients from the first stage of the wage and chores equations are shown in the table. 
Coefficients are similar for other outcomes. Full regression results are in Appendix 2A.  State 
indicators are replaced with 4 US regions. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

  Spouse 
immigrant 

Employed 
status Paid work  Log wage Spouse 

immigrant Chores Household 
Production 

Total 
Work 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
MEN     

	
  		

	 	
		

Spouse immigrant   0.003 10.02 0.108   -27.29 -35.77 3.2 
    [0.009] [0.87]*** [0.034]***   [8.07]*** [9.73]*** [57.65] 
Availability ratio 0.267   

	
  0.25 

	 	
  

  [0.026]***   
	

  [0.03]*** 
	 	

  
Sex ratio -0.254   

	
  -0.29 

	 	
  

  [0.114]**       [0.13]*** 
	 	

  
F-test for instruments 21     82       
Hansen's J-stat  1.56  	

  1.2      
P-value (p=0.21)  	

  (p = 0.27)      
N 35,990 46,578 41,718 35,990 24,589 24,589 24,589 24,589 

WOMEN                 
Spouse immigrant   0.003 10.02 0.108   -20.31 -15.86 12.28 
    [0.009] [0.87]*** [0.034]***   [20.18] [26.85] [73.27] 
Availability ratio 0.176   

	
  0.22 

	 	
  

  [0.039]***   
	

  [0.03]*** 
	 	

  
Sex ratio -0.586   

	
  -0.61 

	 	
  

  [0.142]***       [0.15]*** 
	 	

  
F-test for instruments 24      58       
Hansen's J-stat  0.72   

	
  0.45 

	 	
		

P-value (p=0.39)   
	

  (p=0.50) 

	 	
		

N 30,072 46,578 41,718 35,990 26,526 26,526 26,526 26,526 
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Table 6. Pooled regressions for immigrants and natives. 
 

  
Husband's 
share of 

paid work 
Employed Paid work  Log wage Chores Household 

Production 
Total 
Work 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 
MEN               

Immigrant, spouse immigrant 0.06 0.011 -1.25 -0.127 -9.01 -19.56 3.54 
  [0.01]*** [0.005]** [0.19]*** [0.010]*** [3.58]** [4.42]*** [6.14] 
Immigrant, spouse native 0 -0.009 0.1 -0.036 -7.84 -10.92 -3.4 
  [0.01] [0.007] [0.28] [0.015]** [5.50] [6.26]* [9.39] 
Native, spouse immigrant 0.03 0.001 -0.55 -0.025 -4.23 -6.91 -1.3 
  [0.01]*** [0.007] [0.24]** [0.014]* [4.97] [5.64] [7.97] 
R2 0.1   0.07 0.4 0.01 0.04 0.03 
N 55,121 55,121 51,355 44,303 29,689 29,689 29,689 

WOMEN               
Immigrant, spouse immigrant   -0.122 0.34 -0.113 29.79 14.48 29.71 
    [0.009]*** [0.25] [0.012]*** [4.14]*** [4.82]*** [5.57]*** 
Immigrant, spouse native   -0.076 0.08 -0.034 10.15 6.97 21.67 
    [0.013]*** [0.38] [0.017]* [5.66]* [6.57] [7.55]*** 
Native, spouse immigrant   -0.021 0.26 0.002 6.57 5.27 11.99 
    [0.012]* [0.35] [0.014] [5.00] [6.14] [7.32] 
R2     0.09 0.39 0.05 0.12 0.04 
N   55,535 39,452 35,660 32,228 32,228 32,228 
 
 
 
Sample: married immigrants and natives age 22-60 from CPS 2003-15 and ATUS 2003-15.   
Dependent variables are listed in the top row. Reference category for independent variable: 
‘Native, spouse native.’ Other controls in all regressions: age, age-squared, education, ethnicity, 
unemployment rate, metropolitan residence, state, year, age difference, years of schooling 
difference, presence of children, children under age 5, log unearned income. Regressions for paid 
work and wages also control for occupations, self-employment and government job status. Time 
use regressions control for the day of the week, and employment status of respondent and spouse.  
These are versions of Model 2 for the probability of being employed and Model 3 for all other 
outcomes.  
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Appendix 1A.   Probit and OLS results for men    
 

MEN Log wage Chores 
  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Spouse immigrant -0.035 -0.033 -0.032 -5.64 -5.19 -5.44 
  [0.016]** [0.016]** [0.014]** [5.38] [5.43] [5.28] 
Age 0.069 0.063 0.056 2.91 2.65 3.83 
  [0.003]*** [0.003]*** [0.003]*** [0.95]*** [1.07]** [1.07]*** 
Age-squared -0.071 -0.061 -0.055 -2.23 -1.76 -3.25 
  [0.003]*** [0.004]*** [0.003]*** [1.08]** [1.21] [1.23]** 
No high school -0.215 -0.236 -0.213 4.86 4.87 3.27 
  [0.013]*** [0.013]*** [0.013]*** [7.30] [7.37] [7.41] 
Some college 0.119 0.137 0.095 -2.7 -2.75 -3.2 
  [0.007]*** [0.008]*** [0.007]*** [2.12] [2.35] [2.25] 
College degree 0.429 0.451 0.346 -3.55 -3.44 -2.7 
  [0.008]*** [0.009]*** [0.010]*** [2.50] [2.83] [2.92] 
Graduate degree 0.57 0.613 0.485 -9.42 -9.14 -8.97 
  [0.011]*** [0.012]*** [0.014]*** [3.26]*** [3.72]** [3.83]** 
Black -0.242 -0.242 -0.181 -21.88 -21.82 -25.6 
  [0.010]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]*** [4.64]*** [4.61]*** [4.60]*** 
Hispanic -0.1 -0.093 -0.065 -6.35 -6.57 -8.08 
  [0.013]*** [0.013]*** [0.013]*** [5.01] [4.95] [4.84] 
Asian -0.027 -0.031 -0.023 -17.42 -17.38 -19.35 
  [0.039] [0.038] [0.033] [8.60]** [8.49]** [8.84]** 
Other race -0.102 -0.098 -0.075 -0.65 -0.62 -4.85 
  [0.019]*** [0.018]*** [0.017]*** [10.87] [10.78] [10.12] 
Two parents immigrant 0.009 0.009 0.009 9.05 9.26 9.58 
  [0.018] [0.018] [0.017] [4.79]* [4.74]* [4.85]* 
One parent immigrant 0.016 0.012 0.014 -3.56 -3.62 -3.18 
  [0.016] [0.016] [0.015] [5.53] [5.52] [5.42] 
Unemployment rate -0.011 -0.01 -0.008 0.07 0.09 -0.34 
  [0.004]*** [0.004]** [0.004]* [1.32] [1.31] [1.19] 
Metropolitan residence 0.096 0.094 0.071 1.24 1.18 0.77 
  [0.008]*** [0.008]*** [0.007]*** [2.95] [2.98] [2.93] 
Years of schooling diff   0.017 0.015  0.18 -0.42 
    [0.002]*** [0.002]***  [0.57] [0.59] 
Age diff, sp minus own   0.004 0.004  0.38 0.41 
    [0.001]*** [0.001]***  [0.24] [0.22]* 
Children present   0.052 0.044  3.05 4.34 
    [0.008]*** [0.007]***  [2.13] [2.21]* 
Child age 0-4 present   0.014 0.011  1.87 3.43 
    [0.007]* [0.007]*  [2.85] [2.84] 
Unearned income   -0.018 -0.016  0.7 0.14 
    [0.001]*** [0.001]***  [0.23]*** [0.23] 
Self employed    -0.438     
     [0.15]***     
Government job    0.005     
     [0.008]     
Employed        -61.4 
         [4.08]*** 
Spouse employed        15.54 
          [1.97]*** 
Occupations     X       
State, year, day(chores) X X X X X X 
N 35,990 35,990 35,990 24,589 24,589 24,589 
R2 0.28 0.29 0.36 0.08 0.08 0.1 
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Appendix 1B.  Probit and OLS results for women.  
 

WOMEN Log wage Chores 

  Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
Spouse immigrant -0.022 -0.02 -0.007 10.84 9.55 8.79 
  [0.016] [0.016] [0.014] [8.45] [8.40] [8.63] 
Age 0.044 0.05 0.04 8.12 5.58 6.71 
  [0.003]*** [0.003]*** [0.003]*** [0.90]*** [0.96]*** [0.97]*** 
Age-squared -0.046 -0.051 -0.04 -8.09 -3.94 -5.49 
  [0.004]*** [0.004]*** [0.004]*** [1.08]*** [1.14]*** [1.16]*** 
No high school -0.254 -0.263 -0.169 22.46 22.41 11.54 
  [0.016]*** [0.016]*** [0.016]*** [6.01]*** [5.90]*** [5.77]* 
Some college 0.14 0.151 0.063 -8.53 -9.1 -8.13 
  [0.008]*** [0.009]*** [0.008]*** [2.92]*** [2.98]*** [3.07]** 
College degree 0.458 0.473 0.333 -14.78 -15.61 -14.69 
  [0.009]*** [0.010]*** [0.010]*** [2.81]*** [2.99]*** [2.86]*** 
Graduate degree 0.671 0.699 0.536 -23.09 -24.58 -20.03 
  [0.011]*** [0.012]*** [0.013]*** [3.53]*** [3.98]*** [4.15]*** 
Black -0.057 -0.052 -0.036 -30.12 -30.08 -28.08 
  [0.011]*** [0.011]*** [0.011]*** [3.77]*** [3.78]*** [3.68]*** 
Hispanic -0.058 -0.051 -0.039 1.1 0.09 0.49 
  [0.014]*** [0.014]*** [0.013]*** [6.19] [6.65] [6.74] 
Asian 0.057 0.05 0.045 4.73 6.39 10.91 
  [0.037] [0.038] [0.034] [7.96] [7.42] [6.42]* 
Other race -0.031 -0.03 -0.015 3.4 2.7 1.6 
  [0.019] [0.019] [0.019] [10.81] [10.95] [9.68] 
Two parents immigrant 0.043 0.041 0.023 7.99 6.97 6.84 
  [0.019]** [0.019]** [0.017] [7.48] [7.29] [7.28] 
One parent immigrant 0.01 0.009 0.002 -2.62 -2.55 -2.91 
  [0.017] [0.017] [0.016] [6.09] [6.04] [5.55] 
Unemployment rate -0.005 -0.005 -0.003 -2.16 -2.09 -1.8 
  [0.004] [0.004] [0.004] [1.38] [1.35] [1.24] 
Metropolitan residence 0.097 0.091 0.073 -9.33 -9.31 -10.44 
  [0.008]*** [0.008]*** [0.008]*** [3.29]*** [3.17]*** [3.09]*** 
Years of schooling diff  0.011 0.009   0.36 -0.86 
   [0.002]*** [0.002]***   [0.65] [0.63] 
Age diff, sp minus own  0.001 0.001   1.11 1.16 
   [0.001] [0.001]   [0.28]*** [0.26]*** 
Children present  -0.022 -0.014   25.45 19.55 
   [0.008]*** [0.008]*   [2.41]*** [2.54]*** 
Child age 0-4 present  0.077 0.059   11.16 3.09 
   [0.008]*** [0.008]***   [2.92]*** [2.72] 
Unearned income  0.001 -0.001   -0.76 -1.07 
   [0.001] [0.001]   [0.45]* [0.44]** 
Self employed   0.523      
    [0.411]      
Government job   0.057      
    [0.008]***      
Employed       -63.89 
        [3.32]*** 
Spouse employed        16.68 
           [3.18]*** 
Occupations     X       
State, year, day(chores) X X X X X X 
N 30,072 30,072 30,072 26,526 26,526 26,526 
R2 0.26 0.26 0.37 0.05 0.06 0.09 
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Appendix 2A.  IV regression results, labor supply. 
 

  MEN WOMEN 

IV Spouse 
immigrant 

Employed 
status Paid work  Log wage Spouse 

immigrant 
Employed 

status Paid work  Log wage 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Spouse immigrant 		 0.003 10.02 0.108 		 -0.006 -3.62 0.119 

  		 [0.009] [0.87]*** [0.034]*** 		 [0.031] [2.87] [0.077] 
Age 0.02 0.023 0.36 0.058 0.006 0.022 0.17 0.04 
  [0.014] [0.002]*** [0.06]*** [0.003]*** [0.022] [0.002]*** [0.08]** [0.003]*** 
Age-squared -0.018 -0.03 -0.41 -0.056 -0.017 -0.03 -0.29 -0.04 
  [0.019] [0.003]*** [0.07]*** [0.003]*** [0.028] [0.003]*** [0.10]*** [0.003]*** 
No high school 0.164 -0.063 -1.42 -0.217 0.323 -0.136 -0.83 -0.174 
  [0.064]** [0.010]*** [0.35]*** [0.009]*** [0.079]*** [0.011]*** [0.54] [0.021]*** 
Some college 0.115 0.008 0.47 0.097 -0.032 0.035 -0.64 0.066 
  [0.038]*** [0.004]** [0.15]*** [0.007]*** [0.052] [0.005]*** [0.21]*** [0.009]*** 
College degree 0.164 0.034 0.82 0.35 0.008 0.047 -0.7 0.338 
  [0.047]*** [0.005]*** [0.21]*** [0.010]*** [0.053] [0.007]*** [0.23]*** [0.015]*** 
Graduate degree 0.27 0.042 1.89 0.493 0.045 0.099 1.05 0.546 
  [0.050]*** [0.007]*** [0.29]*** [0.015]*** [0.071] [0.008]*** [0.27]*** [0.014]*** 
Black 0.167 -0.046 -1.81 -0.17 0.187 0.03 1.96 -0.029 
  [0.049]*** [0.008]*** [0.21]*** [0.015]*** [0.105]* [0.008]*** [0.26]*** [0.017]* 
Hispanic 0.441 -0.014 -1.92 -0.063 0.695 0.006 2.08 -0.046 
  [0.065]*** [0.005]*** [0.16]*** [0.028]** [0.086]*** [0.016] [0.47]*** [0.018]** 
Asian 0.381 -0.034 -0.74 -0.013 0.227 0.043 2.5 0.055 
  [0.080]*** [0.020]* [0.89] [0.035] [0.172] [0.030] [0.51]*** [0.036] 
Other race 0.081 -0.032 -0.44 -0.07 -0.021 -0.034 1.41 -0.02 
  [0.091] [0.009]*** [0.43] [0.013]*** [0.091] [0.015]** [0.41]*** [0.019] 
Two parents immigrant 0.757 -0.002 -1.82 0.002 0.855 -0.006 0.17 0.017 
  [0.085]*** [0.008] [0.32]*** [0.021] [0.054]*** [0.015] [0.63] [0.025] 
One parent immigrant 0.46 0.018 -0.04 0.014 0.5 0.003 -0.44 0.001 
		 [0.049]*** [0.004]*** [0.35] [0.017] [0.051]*** [0.012] [0.45] [0.012] 
Unemployment rate -0.001 -0.009 -0.2 0.003 0.021 -0.013 -0.06 0.004 
		 [0.009] [0.003]*** [0.06]*** [0.006] [0.009]** [0.003]*** [0.07] [0.006] 
Metropolitan residence 0.301 -0.005 -1.02 0.095 0.305 -0.024 -0.36 0.094 
		 [0.049]*** [0.004] [0.18]*** [0.012]*** [0.066]*** [0.007]*** [0.23] [0.008]*** 
Years of educ diff -0.004 0.001 0.02 0.016 -0.017 -0.016 -0.45 0.01 
		 [0.006] [0.001]** [0.04] [0.001]*** [0.016] [0.001]*** [0.04]*** [0.001]*** 
Age diff, sp minus own -0.02 -0.001 0.06 0.004 -0.009 -0.001 0.01 0.001 
		 [0.005]*** [0.000] [0.02]*** [0.001]*** [0.004]** [0.001] [0.02] [0.001]** 
Children present -0.085 0.012 0.72 0.046 0.088 -0.07 -2.51 -0.015 
		 [0.033]** [0.003]*** [0.15]*** [0.008]*** [0.040]** [0.005]*** [0.17]*** [0.008]* 
Child age 0-4 present 0.068 -0.004 -0.06 0.012 0.004 -0.13 -1.74 0.059 
  [0.031]** [0.004] [0.12] [0.008] [0.029] [0.006]*** [0.21]*** [0.008]*** 
Unearned income -0.004 -0.001 -0.09 -0.016 -0.006 0.002 -0.12 0 
  [0.004] [0.000] [0.02]*** [0.001]*** [0.005] [0.001]** [0.02]*** [0.001] 
Self-employed     1.25 -0.452 		  -3.04 0.559 

      [0.25]*** [0.155]*** 		  [0.47]*** [0.422] 

Government job     -1.25 0.008 		  1.34 0.061 

      [0.15]*** [0.012] 		  [0.19]*** [0.009]*** 

Availability ratio 0.267 		
	

		 		 0.176 

	
		

  [0.026]*** 		
	

		 		 [0.039]*** 

	
		

Sex ratio -0.254 		
	

		 		 -0.586 

	
		

  [0.114]** 		 		 		 		 [0.142]*** 		 		
4 regions, Fri, Sat, Sun  X X X X X X X X 
22 occupation dummies    X X   X X 
F-test for instruments 21      24     
Hansen's J-stat 1.56   

	
  0.72 

	 	
  

 P-value (p=0.21)   
	

  (p=0.39) 
	 	

  
N 35,990 46,578 41,718 35,990 30,072 46,521 33,370 30,072 
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Appendix 2B.  IV regression results, time use. 
 

  MEN, N=24,589 WOMEN, N=26,526 

IV Spouse 
immigrant Chores Household 

Production 
Total 
Work 

Spouse 
immigrant Chores Household 

Production 
Total 
Work 

  1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 
Spouse immigrant   -27.29 -35.77 3.2   -20.31 -15.86 12.28 
    [8.07]*** [9.73]*** [57.65]   [20.18] [26.85] [73.27] 
Age 0.05 3.71 -67.62 6.23 0.01 6 -98.41 9.07 
  [0.02]*** [1.12]*** [1.18]*** [1.55]*** [0.03] [0.97]*** [1.12]*** [1.50]*** 
Age-squared -0.06 -3.16 -6.11 -6.24 -0.02 -4.68 -7.33 -9.45 
  [0.02]*** [1.30]** [1.36]*** [1.85]*** [0.03] [1.15]*** [1.36]*** [1.80]*** 
No high school 0.06 -2.18 -7.25 -10.73 0.18 7.89 -5.94 -13.98 
  [0.08] [6.23] [7.99] [7.97] [0.07]*** [5.01] [7.51] [6.59]** 
Some college 0.1 -1.74 2.98 10.99 -0.1 -7.41 -4.44 -2.92 
  [0.05]** [2.32] [2.98] [4.66]** [0.06]* [2.93]** [3.65] [3.64] 
College degree 0.18 -0.53 9.67 4.72 0 -13.12 -0.4 -4.05 
  [0.06]*** [2.95] [3.42]*** [4.59] [0.07] [2.93]*** [2.77] [4.92] 
Graduate degree 0.26 -5.65 7.48 8 0.04 -17.76 0.75 8.76 
  [0.06]*** [3.81] [3.94]* [4.89] [0.08] [4.11]*** [4.93] [5.80] 
Black 0.17 -26.05 -39.03 -50.17 0.19 -28.12 -50.05 -44.18 
  [0.05]*** [4.50]*** [4.84]*** [5.52]*** [0.08]** [3.62]*** [4.57]*** [5.65]*** 
Hispanic 0.52 -7.69 -7.99 -7.35 0.76 3.13 -11.52 -12.66 
  [0.07]*** [5.03] [6.44] [7.50] [0.09]*** [7.48] [7.68] [11.52] 
Asian 0.42 -14.71 -16.71 8.84 0.24 6.23 0.44 33.37 
  [0.12]*** [7.47]** [8.64]* [18.20] [0.17] [4.73] [8.09] [10.69]*** 
Other race 0.2 -8.34 -4.93 -12.02 0.01 -3.83 -6.52 19.84 
  [0.14] [9.70] [10.30] [13.82] [0.11] [9.06] [11.06] [10.44]* 
Two parents immigrant 0.71 11.51 14.63 -7 0.9 14.62 18.01 -1 
  [0.07]*** [4.70]** [6.93]** [12.85] [0.08]*** [7.42]** [9.14]** [19.45] 
One parent immigrant 0.39 -1.42 -0.25 -5.69 0.48 -1.61 2.5 0.02 
		 [0.07]*** [5.53] [7.42] [7.93] [0.06]*** [5.83] [8.39] [7.01] 
Unemployment rate -0.01 0.5 0.88 -1.2 0 -0.68 -0.42 0.8 
		 [0.01] [0.98] [1.11] [1.40] [0.01] [0.76] [0.81] [1.00] 
Metropolitan residence 0.27 0.46 3.48 -5.18 0.28 -8.49 -9.01 -9.76 
		 [0.06]*** [2.67] [3.24] [4.84] [0.06]*** [2.87]*** [3.32]*** [3.97]** 
Years of educ diff -0.01 -0.15 1.1 0.11 -0.02 -0.52 0.38 -1.72 
		 [0.01] [0.59] [0.73] [0.77] [0.01] [0.62] [0.62] [0.88]* 
Age diff, sp minus own -0.03 0.36 0.17 0.45 0 1.25 1.41 0.44 
		 [0.01]*** [0.21]* [0.26] [0.40] [0.01] [0.24]*** [0.36]*** [0.46] 
Children present -0.14 4.74 33.38 37.67 0.14 23.09 72.06 50.68 
		 [0.05]*** [2.20]** [3.42]*** [4.16]*** [0.05]*** [2.51]*** [3.80]*** [3.17]*** 
Child age 0-4 present 0.05 3.43 60.75 51.55 -0.01 3.42 99.15 78.6 
  [0.05] [2.81] [4.01]*** [4.07]*** [0.04] [2.74] [3.73]*** [3.68]*** 
Unearned income 0 0.26 0.33 0.25 -0.01 -1.01 -1.07 -1.7 
  [0.01] [0.23] [0.31] [0.57] [0.01] [0.44]** [0.50]** [0.54]*** 
Employed   -41.37 [25.88] 240.38   -55.78 [24.85]** 130.08 
    [3.80]*** [4.39]*** [5.60]***   [2.95]*** [3.75]*** [3.82]*** 
Spouse employed   15.7 17.33 9.56   19.14 23.86 12.04 
    [1.89]*** [2.23]*** [3.88]**   [3.61]*** [5.06]*** [4.56]*** 
Availability ratio 0.267      0.176 

	
		

  [0.026]***      [0.039]*** 

	
		

Sex ratio -0.254      -0.586 

	
		

  [0.114]**      [0.142]*** 

	
		

4 regions, Fri, Sat, Sun  X X X X X X X X 
F-test for instruments 82    58     
Hansen's J-stat 1.2    0.45 

	 	
  

 P-value (p = 0.27)       (p=0.50) 		 		   

 
 
 

 


