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Abstract 

 
 

This paper asks four questions. Is there a difference in the motherhood wage gap (MWG) 
between native born and immigrant women? Do MWGs vary by the number of children within 
immigrant status groups? Further differentiating immigrants, do MWGs vary by country of 
origin?  Fourth, do United Nations indicators for gender-related social conditions and policies 
from immigrant countries of origin explain the variation in immigrant MWGs? 

 
To answer these questions, we use the 2000 U.S. Census Public Use microdata files to 

estimate MWGs for women ages 25 to 49 for both U.S. native born and first-generation 
immigrant women by their country of birth. We then regress the immigrant MWGs on UN 
indicators of origin country measures of gender development and empowerment. 

 
We obtain MWGs between 4 to 14 percent with nonlinear increases by number of 

children. The MWG is smaller for immigrants as a group than U.S. native born women. We find 
the unanticipated result that coming from countries with higher Gender Development Indices and 
Gender Empower Measures is not associated with a smaller motherhood penalty in the U.S. 
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I. Introduction 
 
 Earnings disparities between women who are mothers and those who do not have 

children are a persistent occurrence in the United States (Avelar and Smock, 2003, and Budig 

and England, 2001, and Taniguichi, 1999) as well as cross-culturally (Davies and Gaelle, 2005, 

Gornick, Myers and Ross, 1999, and Harkness and Waldfogel, 1999).  In this paper, we add to 

knowledge about motherhood wage gaps (MWGs), which we define as women’s earnings 

disparities when they have minor children living in their households.  U.S. MWGs are estimated 

between 4 and 12 percent depending on numbers of children and net of controls for 

demographic, human capital, part-time work and job characteristic variables (Anderson et al., 

2003, Budig and England, 2001, Davies and Pierre, 2005, Lundberg and Rose, 2000).   

 In this paper, we bring immigration into the discussion of mothers’ earnings disparities, 

defining immigrant women as those who are first-generation immigrants. We broaden the scope 

of MWG studies beyond those in North America, Europe and Japan, adding immigration as a 

demographic variable and countries of origin that are part of the global South. Drawing from 

immigration literature, we hypothesize that U.S. MWGs vary by nativity. Specifically, we 

hypothesize that among immigrants, women’s experiences with earnings and motherhood are 

diverse and correlated with gender-related social policies from their countries of origin.    

 Immigrants comprise the fastest growing segment of the U.S. population and the U.S. 

labor market (United States Census Bureau, “The Foreign-Born Population: 2000”, 2003).  They 

also include greater numbers from countries across Asia and Latin America and the Caribbean 

since 1965 (Bean and Stevens, p. 23, 2003). The largest increase in the U.S. foreign born 

population as a percent of total population between decennial Censuses from 1870 to 2010 was 
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between 2000 and 2010.  The percentage increased by 4.1 percentage points from 7.0 to 11.1.  

(“How Do We Know?”  U.S. Census Infographic, 2010)  

 Several studies find MWGs to vary cross culturally with larger gaps in countries where 

welfare regimes are more conservative than liberal and smaller earnings gaps in social 

democratic countries.  This may be the case due to social policies, or differential selection into 

labor markets or jobs (Joshi, Paaci and Waldfogel, 1998, and Gornick, Myers and Ross, 1998, 

and Harkness and Waldfogel, 1999). However, cross cultural comparisons focus on native 

population comparisons.  With one exception -- Anderson and Scott’s (2005) study of Sweden, 

MWG studies have not examined whether immigrant MWGs vary from natives.   

 In this paper, we ask four related research questions about U.S. MWGs. Is there a 

difference in the motherhood wage gap between native born and immigrant women?  Second, do 

motherhood wage gaps vary by numbers of children within immigrant status groups? Further 

differentiating immigrants, do MWGs vary by country of origin?  Fourth, testing macro level 

explanations, we ask whether United Nations indicators of gender-related social conditions and 

policies from countries of origin explain the variation in immigrant motherhood earnings gaps.  

II. Background and Hypotheses 

Motherhood Wage Gaps 
 

Empirically, the U.S. motherhood wage gap is estimated as a drop of 4 to 5 percent in 

earnings for mothers with one child, after controlling for demographic, human capital, and job 

characteristic variables (Anderson et al., 2003, Budig and England, 2001, Davies and Pierre, 

2005, Lundberg and Rose, 2000). The gap increases with two or more children, with some 

studies finding the penalty to increase further with three or more children.  Across the majority of 
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studies, for one child, the gap ranges from 3 to 6 percent. For two children, the gap ranges from 5 

to 11 percent. For three or more children, the gap ranges from 4 to 12 percent (Budig and 

England, 2001, Anderson et al. 2003, Davies and Pierre, 2005).  Controlling for time out of the 

labor force and other forms of selectivity do not change this (Anderson et al., 2003, Budig and 

England, 2001, Budig and Hodges, 2011, Korenman and Neumark, 1992, Lundberg and Rose, 

2000, Waldfogel, 1997).
1
 

Theoretically, the MWG literature identifies five explanatory factors.  The first is lost 

human capital during time away from work. This theoretical explanation is the most strongly 

supported by empirical findings.  Overall, mothers may have lower levels of human capital due 

to time spent caring for children in place of accumulating years of education, job experience or 

workplace seniority. Human capital levels translate into wages. A strong finding in support of a 

human capital loss explanation is that changes from full- to part-time work after the birth of a 

child consistently account for a large percentage of the U.S. MWG.  (Budig and England 2001, 

Glauber 2007, Avella and Smock 2003, Glass 2004).  

 Second, employers may perceive mothers as less competent or committed to their jobs 

than women without children, fathers or men without children due to status-based discrimination 

(Budig and England, 2001, Waldfogel, 1998, Glauber, 2007, Ridgeway, 2011).  Waldfogel (1998) 

finds that women have lower earnings than men at every level of family status. In a 

comprehensive study of gender inequality, Ridgeway argues that cultural beliefs about roles 

carry into workplaces. 

 Third, mothers may lose productivity while at a job due to increased family 

responsibilities at home. Most MWG studies use cross sectional or panel data that cannot be used 
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to differentiate the second and third explanations of employer discrimination and lost 

productivity due to increased family responsibilities at home (Budig and England, 2001).  

However, in experimental research, Correll, Benard and Paik (2007) find evidence for status 

based discrimination against mothers. 

 Fourth, mothers with more family resources may work in jobs with lower wages that 

have other features that are convenient. Budig and Hodges (2010) find family resources, work 

effort and compensating differentials account for more of the gap among low earners while high 

earning mothers earn less due to lost human capital during time away from work.
2
 

United States Micro Level MWG Demographic Findings 
 
 The first three questions we ask require micro level demographic analysis by U.S. 

nativity and U.S. immigrants’ countries of origin. At the individual level, MWG studies find that 

the gap varies by education level, race and ethnicity, and age when a first child is born.  Adding 

immigration to these demographics allows us to examine whether these patterns still hold. In 

particular, controlling for immigration will further isolate the effects of race and education. 

 The majority of studies that differentiate MWGs by education attainment find that an 

increase in educational attainment narrows earnings gaps between mothers and women without 

children.  Taniguichi (1999), Todd (2001) and Budig and England (2001) find that the MWG 

declines with higher education.  Ameudo-Dorantes and Kimmel (2005) find a wage boost among 

college-educated women.  In contrast, Ellwood, Wilde and Bachelor (2004) find that penalties 

increase with higher skill. And, Anderson et al. (2003) find that mid-level educated women 

experience wage gaps while those with lower and higher levels do not.  Anderson et al. (2002) 

find that all women with a high school education or higher experience a penalty.  When there are 
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positive correlations with higher education, attainment is theorized by most researchers to 

mitigate wage disparities because it increases earnings overall (Todd, 2001).  In light of these 

findings, the MWG is likely to vary for immigrants by country of origin because median 

education levels vary by county for immigrants. We expect that immigrant women from groups 

with higher median education levels will have smaller MWGs, although findings from only some 

studies analyzing education would lead us to anticipate this.  Adding immigration and country of 

origin as possible MWG explanations will begin to disentangle the effects of race and the effects 

of immigration. 

 MWG analysis by race shows group patterns (Glauber, 2007, and Budig and England, 

2001). Theorists relate racial and ethnic differences to the greater economic security that 

marriage traditionally afforded white relative to African American and Latino mothers, and 

resulting employment patterns (Glauber, 2007).  Motherhood wage gap studies in the U.S. find 

larger earnings gaps between mothers and women without children among white women than 

among African American and Latino women. Glauber (2007) finds that white mothers with one 

or two children earn less than white women who do not have children.  African American 

mothers with one child do not experience a disadvantage relative to childless African American 

women, but a wage gap exists for those with two or more children. 

 Marital status differences do not explain the difference and the study discusses the need 

for additional research to find a precise explanation. Glauber (2007) also finds that Latino 

mothers do not earn less. In contrast, Budig and England (2001) find a small disadvantage for 

both Latino and African American mothers with three or more children.  However, while Budig 

and England (2001) find that married mothers experience a larger gap than never married 
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mothers, neither Budig and England (2001) nor Glauber (2007) find marital status to explain 

differences by race or ethnicity.  Anderson et al. (2003) do not find that human capital differences 

explain all of the MWG for college educated white mothers but only part for white mothers with 

less education and Black mothers regardless of education.  More research is needed to explain 

MWGs for these women. 

 The research on timing of birth during the life course suggests that MWGs vary with 

career stages and educational attainment.  Taniguchi (1999) estimates that women who had a 

child in their 20’s experienced a larger wage penalty than those whose first or only birth was at 

an older age, attributing the difference to the wage benefits of continuous employment during 

early career building.  This relates to our research because fertility patterns vary cross culturally 

(Short 2008).  Amuedo-Dorantes and Kimmel (2005) find the wages of college-educated women 

to be higher for mothers than for non-mothers if they delayed having a child until at least age 30.   

Ameudo-Dorantes and Kimmel (2005) also found that childbearing at older ages was associated 

with lesser MWGs, and that when it was combined with a high educational attainment, there was 

an increase in wages.  According to Anderson, Binder and Kraus (2003), MWGs decrease as 

children age for only mothers with less than a high school education and those with college 

degrees once their children are beyond middle school.  The time period as well as the age of a 

mother may be significant for MWGs.  Waldfogel (1998) finds the size of the gap increased 

between 1978 and 1994.  Comparing two cohorts with data from the mid-1970s through 1980s to 

data from the mid-1980s through 1990s, Avellar and Smock (2003) find that the motherhood 

wage gap has not declined over time. 

Thus, from previous demographic findings, we predict the MWG to be greater for 
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immigrant women when gender roles are reinforced, ethnic and racial identifications are ascribed 

as white and not Latino, education levels are medium or low, or median age at first childbirth is 

younger than age 30.  In this paper, we estimate MWGs for immigrant groups controlling for 

demographics that are significant in MWG literature such as race and ethnicity, age, educational 

attainment, and marital status. 

Cross-Cultural Macro Level MWG Findings 
 
 Most macro level studies allow for broader explanations through cross country 

comparison. Researchers study these disparities in earnings between women with varying 

numbers of children and those without children in the United States as well as European 

countries, Canada and Japan. Comparative studies find that magnitudes of MWGs vary by 

countries’ overall welfare policy regimes and by the combinations of two types of policies 

designed to support working mothers – maternity leave and child care.
3
 Steir, Lewin-Epstein and 

Braun (2001), Rushton and Waldfogel (2007) and Gangl and Ziefl (2009) find that MWGs are 

higher in conservative countries such as Germany where there is less part-time work than in 

more liberal countries such as the U.S. and U.K. German mothers are less likely to switch jobs 

with the specific characteristics of part time, high percentage female or low prestige after giving 

birth and less of the MWG is due to lost human capital during time away from work (Gangl and 

Ziefl, 2009). 

 The authors attribute the differences in magnitude of penalties to discrimination.   

Davies and Pierre (2005) find the largest penalties occur in Germany, U.K., Denmark and Ireland 

with the smallest in Spain and Portugal.  The authors do not find any gaps in France, Italy and 

the Netherlands.  Steir, Lewin-Epstein and Braun (2001) find that welfare regime types are 
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predictive of the sizes of MWGs.  Countries vary in numbers of mothers with pre-school age 

children who work full time.  In conservative countries, women tend to either withdraw from the 

labor force or work full time.   

 The authors use Gornick et al.’s (1998) categorizations of countries’ policies that 

support working mothers based on maternity leave and child care policies. Mothers are more 

likely to maintain continuous employment and have higher earnings in countries where there are 

policies that support working mothers.  And, MWGs for part-time workers may be offset by 

policies. Including Australia as an Anglo-American country, Harkness and Waldfogel (1999) find 

the same regime pattern in a study of wage gaps during the early 1990s.  Davies and Pierre 

(2005) find significant motherhood wage gaps in Germany, Denmark, the U.K., Ireland, Spain 

and Portugal, and absence of disparity after controls for heterogeneity in France, Italy and the 

Netherlands.  By contrast, Harkness and Waldfogel, also analyzing countries by three main 

welfare regime types find that the largest gaps are in the U.K. followed by the U.S. and Germany 

and smallest in Nordic countries.  Much of the gap in the U.K. is attributed to mothers working 

part time in low wage jobs. 

 Maternity leave and child care assistance may lessen MWGs.  Gornick et al. (1998) 

find that MWGs are greatest when public child care and parental leave policies are least 

developed.  MWGs are highest in the U.K. and found in the U.S., Germany, and the Netherlands.  

Job-protected maternity leave has been found to offset the motherhood wage gap in both the U.S. 

and U.K. (Waldfogel, 1998).   Waldfogel (1998) and Higuichi, Waldfogel and Abe (1998) found 

that job protected maternity leave allowed mothers to earn closer to the wages of women without 

children in the U.S., U.K and Japan.  Child care credit positively related to an early return to 
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work.  Meanwhile the marginal tax credit has a negative effect for paid care and no effect for 

unpaid relative care (Klerman and Leibowitz, 2001). Self (2005) hypothesizes that employer, 

employee and child care provider coordination with investments in human capital would 

decrease the MWG.  Fertility patterns have been found to vary widely across countries and may 

be shaped by particular countries’ social policies as well as cultural attitudes (Shorto, 2009).   

 While several studies of cross-cultural variations in MWGs focus on country-level 

social policy differences, the single country demographics of education and timing of first birth 

are also part of comparative research.  A birth before age 25 increases the penalty across 

countries.  Comparison of the U.K. and Germany finds that wage growth recovery occurs only in 

the former.  Cross culturally, education levels affect MWGs to a different extent within different 

countries (Bavel, 2010).  Education narrows MWGs to a greater extent in the U.S., U.K. and 

Canada than Germany with a mid-level effect in Sweden (Gangl and Ziefle, 2009).  Todd  (2001) 

and Albrecht, Edin and Vromm (2000) find that across European countries and the U.S., 

women’s attitudes about mothers’ working in paid employment are not related to their earnings, 

but are related to labor market participation, with variation by country.   Combined with studies 

about U.S. immigrants, these findings of cross country differences correlated with the political, 

social and economic landscapes surrounding policies lead us to hypothesize that immigrants will 

have different experiences by country of origin and to inquire how country of origin may explain 

MWGs within the U.S. 

Social and Economic Context of Immigration 

 Our study is the first to focus on motherhood wage gaps among immigrants in the U.S.  

The immigration literature leads us to ask whether the mechanisms that create MWGs are 
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influenced by the varying experiences of immigrant mothers.  In particular, greater demographic 

diversity has created greater ambiguity in racial and ethnic identities and a wider range of skills 

and backgrounds with varying country of origin policies and norms.  Immigration laws have 

changed since the 1960s to give preference for residence to immigrants with kinship 

relationships, thus influencing who emigrates and further diversifying the immigrant population 

(Duleep and Regets, 1996). 

 Studies find that immigrants have unique social locations and experiences according to 

gender and country of origin due to shared characteristics of human capital, resources and 

histories (Bui, 2004, Read and Cohen, 2007, Foner, 2007, England, Garcia-Beaulieu and Ross, 

2004).  Women immigrate to the U.S. both singly and as family members, arriving in a country 

where numbers of mothers in the labor market are over 70 percent (U.S. Bureau of Labor 

Statistics, 2009).  These findings lead to our first, second and third research questions: given 

findings of immigrants differing experiences, does the MWG vary by immigration status?  If so, 

are MWG variations by numbers of children the same for immigrant and native women?  And, 

findings of differences by countries of origin in the research we describe below lead us to ask, do 

MWGs vary by immigrants’ countries of origin? 

Some scholars argue that globalization and transnational networks may actually be 

reinforcing immigrants’ ethnic identification with their countries of origin (Parreaas, 2001).  

Examples from immigrant country of origin research include Marrow (2003), Foner (in Marrow, 

2003) and Parreaas’ (2001) observations that some groups strategically identify with country of 

origin rather than a broader category.  For example, Marrow (2003) finds that Brazilian 

immigrants identify as Brazilian or American rather than as Hispanic/Latino so as to avoid ethnic 
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stigmatization and downward mobility.    

Studies of recent labor diasporas, such as those of Filipina domestic workers, find women 

are likely to maintain identities related to their countries of origin while establishing new 

networks (Parreaas, 2001).  These examples of identifications among some immigrants maintain 

a distinction between race and geography (Foner in Marrow, 2003).  Some scholars theorize that 

networks as well as identity politics are operating according to country of origin backgrounds.  

As indicators of gender stratification, MWG are likely to vary by immigrants’ countries of origin 

to the extent that these identities are reinforced by policies and social conditions.  

Adding immigration status to MWG findings further refines findings by race and 

ethnicity among general populations of women.  The immigration literature explores increasingly 

complicated racial, ethnic and geographic identifications in the U.S.  There are greater numbers 

of Latino and Asian immigrants than there were two decades ago.  And, fewer immigrants are 

returning to their countries of origin.  Changing demographics have coincided with greater 

ambiguity in racial and ethnic categories. Some immigrant groups are able to choose ethnic 

identifications that are neither clearly white nor black, while for others, immigration and race 

may be conflated.  Multiracial identification has increased (Bean and Stevens, 2003).  In this 

study, we estimate MWGs for immigrants while controlling for race and ethnicity.  

Immigrants in the U.S. Labor Market 

 MWGs may be different among immigrant groups that vary by common demographics 

such as marital status or educational attainment. Cooke (2003) finds that family migration nearly 

always harms the labor market status of the wife.  For immigrants, education obtained in a home 

country may be discounted in the U.S. and work experience may not be easily transferable.  Thus 



 
 

13 
 

education has a different relationship to wealth accumulation for immigrants and natives.  

Immigrants obtain unique socio-economic status in their adaptation process.  

 The hypothesis that MWGs will vary by immigrants’ countries of origin is also 

supported by Antecol’s (2001) finding that while residing in the U.S., the gender wage gap for 

immigrants within their specific country of origin groups is positively correlated with the gender 

wage gap that exists in the same country.  While the MWG is different from the gender wage 

gap, we hypothesize that mothers’ wage gaps will vary for immigrants by country of origin as 

well. 

 Groups that have seen recent increases in numbers of immigrants appear to have 

variations in labor market experiences.  Duleep and Regets (1996) find that country of origin is a 

more important predictor of earnings for recent immigrants than for later immigrants.  Earnings 

of immigrants from different countries converge over time across generations, suggesting that 

country of origin differences are particularly salient for first-generation immigrants (Duleep and 

Regets, 1996).  Mexican immigrants pose a special case because they are a large group with 

relatively low skills (Antecol, 2001).  England, Garcia-Beaulieu and Ross (2004) find labor 

market differences between women who are Latino immigrants from Mexico, Cuba and Puerto 

Rico.  And, Read and Cohen (2007) find that “one size does not fit all” across groups when 

studying employment outcomes for immigrant women by ethnic country of origin.  These 

findings contribute to our expectation that MWGs will vary for immigrants by country of origin 

and that gender-related social policies may persist in explaining sizes of the MWGs. 

Gender Development and Gender Empowerment 
 
 Our fourth research question moves beyond estimating the MWG to explaining it.  We 
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bring together the research on welfare state regimes, social policy and immigration to ask 

whether immigrants’ countries of origins’ social, political and economic features affect MWGs.  

MWG literature that finds differences by country according to welfare regimes and immigration 

literature suggests that social, economic and political context matters.  The cross country 

comparisons lead us to ask whether there continue to be patterns after immigration. While the 

process of immigration itself may have effects that influence MWGs, country of origin 

differences may persist despite any transformations that occur during the immigration process.  

The specific findings for countries of origin lead us to ask whether differences in magnitudes of 

MWGs between immigrant groups within the U.S. will mirror those found between those groups’ 

countries of origin. 

 Specifically, we use United Nations (U.N.) indicators for gender parity including 

gender empowerment and gender development. These indicators allow us to link welfare and 

social policy indicators for countries of origin, education, life expectancy and women’s economic 

and political status relative to men to estimates of MWGs.  We hypothesize that there will be 

variations in the sizes of the MWGs by countries of origins and that the U.N. gender related 

indicators can explain some of the differences. 

We link this variation to economic, social, political and cultural indicators of these 

countries with the goal of identifying why the U.S. MWGs vary across reported country of birth.  

Women who come from countries that delay having children spend more time in the labor force, 

which allows them to accumulate general human capital and offset the depreciation of human 

capital built while receiving their formal education. As mothers, their wages suffer less than 

women who have children at younger ages. 
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Social policy may explain the variance in the gaps. Women who come from countries that 

have more supportive work-family balance policies (e.g., maternity leave) help to minimize or 

reduce the amount of time that mothers spend out of the labor force. When they arrive to the U.S. 

as a mother or become a mother, their wages should be maintained relative to childless women. 

As young girls, mothers-to-be may experience pre-market discrimination and as adults 

they may experience labor market discrimination. Societal norms may steer young girls into 

courses of study that have lower future economic returns. As adults, employers may view 

mothers as less productive because they appear to be less committed to the job and/or company. 

Thus, if a woman comes from a country where there are fewer constraints on the aspirations of 

girls, and where adult women are economically and socially empowered, then that will translate 

into a smaller MWG. The U.S. labor market rewards them for their investments. 

An alternate possibility is that immigrant mothers who come from countries where 

women have greater social, political, and economic empowerment actually have larger MWGs 

then mothers from less supportive countries. If this happens, it is consistent with immigrant 

mothers facing nontrivial opportunity costs of leaving a supportive country and moving to the 

U.S where social policy and attitudes about mothers working are not as supportive. For example, 

many Western European countries have more supportive maternity leave policies than the U.S. 

II. Data and Methods 

 Our data for individual level analyses addressing our first three questions come from the 

5% sample of the 2000 U.S. Census Bureau’s Public Use Microdata Files (PUMS).
4
  The sample 

is restricted to civilian women ages 25 to 49, similar to previous studies.  A total of 4,916 

observations were excluded because industry was coded as military. By using the census and its 
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large samples, we are able to estimate MWGs from self-reported data from mothers born in 

countries within Western and Eastern Europe, Central and South America, Africa and Asia. 

 We use the United Nations’ Human Development Report indicators for gender parity 

including gender development and gender empowerment to answer whether these macro level 

indicators explain the variation in the MWGs of immigrant women. The Gender Development 

Index (GDI) is the standard Human Development Index that is adjusted for gender differences 

(United Nations Development Programme). The Gender Empowerment Measure (GEM) index 

captures an origin country’s level of support to women with regard to promoting the acquisition 

of human capital, availability to fully participate in the labor market, and general attitudes about 

women’s work. 

 The GDI is a composite index of life expectancy at birth, adult literacy rates for those 

ages 15 and older, combined gross enrollment ratios in education and estimated earned income.  

The GEM index is created with measures for percentage of seats in parliament held by women, 

numbers of female legislators and female professional and technical workers, ratio of estimated 

women’s earnings compared to men’s, years women received rights to vote, years women 

became presiding officers of parliaments or parliamentary houses, and women in ministerial 

positions.  After analyzing data for the entire sample of women with earnings, we first subdivide 

the census sample into first-generation immigrant and native born women and then further 

subdivide the sample of immigrant women into country of origin groups. 

Variable Definitions 

Table 1 summarizes all census variables we use for questions 1-3 to estimate the sizes of 

MWGs.  The dependent variable is the natural log of hourly earnings, constructed by dividing 
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annual income from wages or salary during the previous calendar year by the product of weeks 

worked during the past year and the number of hours usually worked during a week. We follow 

other researchers in using census data to construct an hourly earnings variable (Grodsky and 

Pager, 2001, Miller, 2009).  Following Budig and England (2001) and Budig and Hodges (2011), 

we drop outliers of 2,444 observations with wages below $1.00 and 611,996 above $200.00 per 

hour from the sample. A total of 1,884,070 women reported income, weeks and hours worked in 

1999. 

The key independent variable for the analysis is number of children, measured by a set of 

five dummy variables for women with 1, 2, 3 and 4 or more children compared with a reference 

category of women who do not have any children. A mother’s number of reported children 

includes her biological, adopted and stepchildren who are living with her, but it excludes any 

foster children. 

Additional variables include those for race and ethnicity, education, work experience, 

family background characteristics, job characteristics, immigrant characteristics and local labor 

market conditions.  The Census asks separate questions for race and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity.  

Race and ethnicity are coded as a set of dummy variables with White as the reference category 

(Table 1), and Hispanic/Latino ethnicity is coded as a dichotomous variable (0/1), with 

Hispanic/Latino ethnicity coded 1. Educational measures include dummy variables for 

educational attainment with less than high school as the reference category.   

Family and household characteristics include marital status, additional household income, 

and number of adults in the household in addition to a respondent and a spouse residing in the 

household. We construct dummy variables that include married spouse present, married spouse 
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absent/separated, widowed, and divorced as dummy variables with never married as the 

reference category.  We create a variable for additional household income by subtracting total 

personal income from total household income and taking the natural log of this difference.    The 

number of adults in the household in addition to the respondent and a spouse who is in the 

household is created by subtracting the respondent, a spouse if coded as present and respondent’s 

children from a variable for family size. 

We use variables for age and the square of age, which are sometimes used as proxies for 

work experience (see C. Miller for a discussion of this technique). We control for individual job 

characteristics through variables for industry, percentage of women in occupation, professional 

or managerial category, and self employment. The three-digit SIC industry categories are 

collapsed to form 1-digit groupings and the 3-SIC digit occupation codes are used to construct 

the percentage of women in each occupation. We use dummy variables for census industry 

classifications, with education, health and social services as the reference category.  This is the 

largest industry category with 578,225 observations. We create a dichotomous variable to capture 

whether a woman has a job that is classified as professional or managerial (=1) and a dummy 

variable for whether she is self employed (=1). 

To control for immigration status, we use information on place of birth to identify 

whether a woman was born within or outside the U.S.  A woman is identified as a first-

generation immigrant from the census’’ self-reported information on birthplace. For our 

purposes, the term immigrant always refers to a first-generation immigrant, an individual who 

was born outside the U.S.  We use this same variable to separate immigrant women into 

subgroups by country of origin. To capture assimilation patterns for immigrants, we use the 
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survey’s information on an immigrant’s year of arrival to the U.S. using dummy variables for 

three decades with immigration before 1970 as the reference category.  We construct a 

dichotomous variable that measures English speaking ability by collapsing the three “less than 

very well” categories that include those who speak a language other than English at home and 

either do not speak English at all; do speak English, but not well; or speak English well, but not 

very well (=1). 

We use census’ variables for respondent’s region of the U.S. with the Northeast as a 

reference category for dummy variables for the Midwest, West and South.  We construct a 

variable for the percentage immigrant women from the same country of origin with a census 

metropolitan area code out of all immigrant women from that same country of origin to capture 

concentrations which may result in immigrant enclaves and networks which could affect likely 

characteristics. 

Our cross-sectional census data has benefits for regression analysis in that it has a large 

sample size and is the type of data used in some early MWG studies (Hill, 1979).  It also has 

some possible limitations which we address through reference to findings of MWG studies that 

use longitudinal data.  Although estimates that control for person-specific fixed effects and adjust 

for mother’s sample selection into work do not alter the qualitative conclusions found in several 

previous studies, one potential drawback to using a cross-sectional data set is that we cannot 

control for these factors.  Motherhood wage gap researchers have used person-specific effects 

models with longitudinal data to control for individual personal differences.  For example, Budig 

and England (2001) hold both years and persons constant.  Socio-economic and cultural 

differences from native countries may influence selection into the U.S. labor market.  In 
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qualitative research, Foner (1999, 2000) has found such differences as well as differences shaped 

by dynamics after immigration.  This may be a minor problem because studies that account for 

the two potential sources of bias find that they offset each other. 

Our analysis has three parts which together account for micro and macro factors as 

explanations for MWGs. To estimate MWGs, we regress the natural log of hourly earnings on 

dummy variables for numbers of children, adding controls for variables found in motherhood 

wage gap and immigration studies.  We use a model with immigration and child interaction 

variables similar to the equation used by Glauber (2007) with race variables to estimate whether 

MWG sizes change with immigration status, whether they vary by numbers of children, and then 

whether they vary by countries of origin. As a second step, having estimated the MWG for all 

immigrant women together, regardless of country of origin, we look for MWGs within groups of 

women who have immigrated from the same country of origin, thus comparing the earnings of 

first-generation immigrant mothers to first-generation immigrant women without children who 

have the same country of nativity.   

Specifically, we compare the earnings of mothers to a reference category of women 

without children to estimate MWGs in separate samples for women who are native born, then for 

women who are first-generation immigrant women, and finally for all women in the U.S.  We 

also control for first-generation immigrant status in separate MWG analysis with the all women 

in the U.S. to assess with a different regression whether immigrant women experience the same 

or different earnings disparities as U.S. native born women. We estimate regressions with 4 

dummy variables for varying numbers of children.  We also run regressions with a single dummy 

variable measuring whether a woman has 1 or more children. 
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Formally, the initial specification estimates the basic or unadjusted motherhood wage 

gaps: 

 

(1) ,l n 10 iii CW εαα ++=  

 

where lnWi denotes the logarithm of hourly earnings for the ith individual, Ci denotes the vector 

of child dummy variables for individual i. The vector contains dummy variables for the reporting 

of 1 child, 2 children, 3 children, and 4 or more children. Women without children provide the 

base case. To estimate the basic motherhood wage gap among immigrants we add an immigrant 

dummy (I
i
) variable to Equation (1) and interact it with the children dummy variables. 

(2) ,*l n 3210 iiiiii CIICW εαααα ++++=  

 We then include X
i, 

a vector of individual and job characteristics to yield: 

(3) lnWi  = α0 + α1Ci + α2Ii + α3Ii * Ci + α4Xi +εi, 

where Xi denotes race, ethnicity, nativity status, educational attainment, age, current job 

characteristics, geographic location, potential networks with additional immigrant women, 

English language speaking ability and year of immigration. To estimate MWGs for each country 

of origin, Equation (3) is estimated for self-reported birthplaces outside of the U.S.
5
 

We then regress the estimated country-specific MWGs on a variety of measures: the GDI 

and GEM. To respond to potential concerns that the GDI and GEM indices fail to capture other 

important features of the origin country’s economy and society, we also use the indicators’ 

component parts of  number of women in parliament, a country’s legal age of marriage, women’s 

mean age of marriage, the maternity leave laws, the adolescent fertility rate, total fertility rate, 
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women’s labor force participation and the percentage of women age 15 to 19 that are ever 

married as predictor variables in separate regressions.  

III. Results 

Summary Statistics 

Panel A of Table 2 confirms the findings of previous studies. Women with children have 

lower earnings than childless women. Panel B shows the same pattern among only U.S. native 

born while immigrant mothers have nearly the same wages with one child as women without 

children, but lower wages with more children in Panel C of Table 2. The distribution of the 

number of children among immigrants and the general population is similar.  

The last row of each panel in Table 2 shows that 36.7 percent of all women and of U.S. 

native born women ages 25 to 49 do not have any children, compared to 35.2 percent of 

immigrant women. Over one-fifth of native and immigrant women have one child. Twenty-six 

percent of all women and immigrant women have two children. The percentages of all, native 

and immigrant women with three children are 10, 10 and 13 percent. At four or more children, 

the percentages are 3.8, 3.4 and 6.3 percent. Women’s 2002 National Health Statistics in a 

slightly different age range (15-44 years) indicate that 41.6 percent of women did not have a 

child, while 16.2 had one; 21.0 had two and 11.5 had three and 6.9 had four or more. Higher 

percentages of Latino foreign-born women had at least one child than either all women or their 

U.S. born Latino counterparts. 

Although not shown in Table 1, we find that among foreign-born Latino women, 

percentages with 0 to 4 or more children were 21.6, 15.3, 23.1, 22.4 and 17.5. Latino women 

born in the U.S. had percentages for 0 to 4 or more children of 48.6, 16.8, 14.9, 11.4, and 8.2.  
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While these distributions do not tell us about the entire U.S. immigrant population, they do 

suggest that immigrant women may be more likely than native women to have children, which 

our data support (Martinez, Daniels and Chandra, 2012). 

The summary statistics in Table 2 further show that 37.1 percent of all women without 

children have at least a college degree, compared to 25.2 percent for 1 child, 26.1 percent for 2 

children, 20.5 percent for 3 children and 14.7 percent for four or more children. Immigrant 

women have a similar pattern. Thirty-eight percent of immigrants without children have 

completed at least a BA, while 31.0 percent for mothers with one child, 26.1 percent for mothers 

with 2 children, 15.8 percent if they have three children, and 8.7 percent for mothers with four or 

more children. The percent of women in a particular occupation, which measures the extent to 

which occupational segregation exists suggests that both native and immigrant mothers have 

slightly greater representation in occupations with high percentages of women than childless 

women. The number of children does not seem to influence these relationships. Native women 

are slightly more likely than immigrant women to work as professionals and managers.  

Consistent with literature on changing U.S. immigrant demographics, immigrant women 

identify more as Asian or Pacific Islander than all women, 24.9 percent compared to 3.9 percent. 

Forty-three percent of immigrants identified as Hispanic/Latino compared to 10 percent of all 

women.  The average for additional related adults in a household is just above 1 for immigrants 

and just below 1 for all women while immigrant women with and without children have slightly 

higher additional income than the general sample.  There are similar averages for immigrant 

women by age and self employment.  Regionally, a smaller percentage of immigrant women live 

in the Midwest and more live in the West. More women with four or more children live in the 
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West than elsewhere whether they are immigrants or U.S. native born.  Immigrant women with 

more children also have higher means on a scale for limited English proficiency. 

MWG Estimates for All U.S., Native Born and Immigrant Women 
 

We first replicate MWGs seen in the literature. Column 1 of Table 3 reports estimates of 

Equation (1), our basic model.  Without controlling for family, household and employment 

variables, mothers experience a 4.7 percent wage gap with one child compared to women 

without children, which increases to 6.03 percent with two children, 14.24 percent with three 

children and 24.2 percent gap for mothers with four or more children. Column 2 shows that 

controlling for race, Hispanic/Latino ethnicity, marital status, and human capital measures leads 

to a small reduction in the gaps for women with 1 and 2 children.  Larger drops occur for the 

gaps among women with 3 or 4 or more children. MWGs for women with one, two, three and 

four or more children compared to women without children are 3.6, 5.7, 9.5 and 13.7 percent 

with this equation. All control variables are statistically significant at the 0.1 percent level. This 

suggests that some of the wage disparity that mothers experience can be accounted for by 

differences from women without children according to these human capital and demographic 

factors.  For example, as expected from literature, being married and having at least a high 

school education are positively related to earnings levels (Glauber, 2007). 

Immigration status increases the penalty by 6.81 percent (column 3 in Table 3).  

Interactions between immigrant status and motherhood are positive for one and two children and 

negative for three and four or more children. The positive numbers decrease the size of the 

MWG while the numbers increase the size. Thus, the negative estimated coefficients for three 

and four or more children are consistent with findings that the MWG increases with higher 
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numbers of children.  Adding immigrant status and immigrant and children interactions together, 

the MWG for immigrant mothers in the base model in column 3 is 7.0 percent for one child, 10.1 

percent for two children, 23.1 percent for three children and 34.5 for four or more children.  The 

MWG is larger for immigrant mothers than for all mothers together when comparing columns 1 

and 3. 

When all of the controls are added in column 4, including English language speaking and 

year of immigration, immigrant status actually boosts wages.  Immigrant women with children 

have higher wages by 5.7, 3.7, and 1.1 percent for one, two and three children compared to 

native women without children. There is a MWG for immigrant mothers with four or more 

children of .01 percent.
6
   

The full regression model in column 4 of Table 3 with both immigrants and native 

women number of children dummy and interaction variables, results in a 1.3 percent motherhood 

wage gap for native women with one child, a 3.5 percent gap for two children, a 6.9 percent gap 

for three children and a 10.8 percent gap for four or more children compared to native women 

without children.  This is a decrease of 3 to13 percent depending on number of children.  As a 

separate analysis, we add variables in column 4 of 3 in blocks and find that the effect of 

immigrant status becomes positive from a negative coefficient when controls for year of 

immigration are put into the model. With only variables for numbers of children, immigrant 

status and immigrant and child interactions, the coefficients are negative for immigrant status, 

positive for interaction variables for 1 and 2 children and negative for 3 and 4 or more children.  

Adding controls for race changes the sign on the interaction variable for 3 children to positive 

and adding education controls further flip the sign for the 4 or more children variable. 
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In Table 4, we shift to regression coefficients for MWGs by numbers of children with no 

children as the reference category. The first two rows present regression models for immigrants 

and natives separately. These models differ from those estimated in Table 3 because they allow 

all coefficients (e.g., educational attainment) to vary by immigrant status. The reference 

categories are immigrant women without children for the immigrant regression and native 

women without children for the native women regression. When the MWG for immigrant 

women is measured this way, the earnings of immigrant mothers with one child and two children 

are basically the same (0.49 and 0.10 percent differences) as immigrant mothers without 

children; however, immigrant mothers with two or more children earn less. The MWG for 

immigrant mothers compared to immigrant women without children is 2.8 percent for three 

children and 4.7 percent for four or more children.  Only the gap for three or four or more 

children is statistically significant at the 0.1 percent level. 

MWG Estimates for Immigrants by Country of Origin 
 
 Table 4 reveals that there are MWGs for immigrant women from countries with different 

economic, political and cultural backgrounds. As shown in Table 4, there are negative 

coefficients for MWGs for some number of children in 40 countries. The majority of coefficients 

are not statistically significant; however, there are some exceptions. The earnings of immigrant 

mothers from China with two children are 8.1 percent wage higher when compared to immigrant 

women from China without children. The estimate is measured with precision. Statistically 

significant at the 1.0 percent level when compared to immigrant women from their country of 

origin without children, mothers from Germany experience MWGs in the U.S. of 4.7 percent for 

two children, 6.2 percent for three children and at the 5.0 percent level, 9.4 for four or more 
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children.  Immigrant women with four or more children from England have a MWG of 16.9 at 

the 1.0 percent level with four or more children. Additional MWGs measured with statistical 

significance at the 5.0 percent level include 12.9 percent for Italian mothers with three or more 

children and 10.1 with three children for mothers from Trinidad and Tobago, 26.2 percent for 

mothers with four or more children from Belize, 3.2 percent with one and 5.3 percent for four or 

more from the Philippines, 26.3 percent with one child from New Zealand, and 11.7 percent with 

four or more children from Canada. 

 These results begin to support our hypothesis that wage disparities are different for all 

immigrant women and between immigrant women by country of origin. Additional analysis is 

needed to test whether the MWGs for the same numbers of children are statistically significantly 

different across countries of origin. Our findings of MWGs for immigrant women from 

Germany, the U.K. and Canada are consistent with the finding that women within those 

politically conservative and liberal countries experience MWGs and lead us to ask whether there 

is a link between the MWGs found in other studies within those countries and the MWGs that 

immigrant women experience in the U.S.  (Steir, Lewin-Epstein and Braun, 2001,  Rushton and 

Waldfogel,2007, Gangl and Ziefl, 2009, Davies and Pierre, 2005, Harkness and Waldfogel, 1999)  

Our findings for mothers from countries outside of Europe are new to the MWG literature.  The 

statistically significant coefficients for women from China and India, for example, suggest that 

children related wage boosts and disparities impact women from around the globe. We now ask 

whether these MWGs may be linked to differences from countries of origin. 

Bivariate Regression Coefficients for Gender Parity Indicators on Country of Origin MWG  

 With our fourth research question, we move to a macro analysis and incorporate 
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analysis with the United Nations GDI and GEM indices. Tables 5 and 6 contain descriptive 

statistics for these measures and Table 7 has bivariate regression results to answer whether origin 

country characteristics play a role in explaining the variation.  As explained below, we find 

support that it does.  

Table 5 presents U.N. data for the GDI, GEM, and some of their component parts and 

additional gender parity indicators for 21 countries. The GDI ranges from a low of 0.39 in 

Ethiopia to a high of 0.96 in Australia and Canada.  The GEM ranges from 0.3 in Turkey to 0.85 

in Australia. Indicator ranges for countries are for number of women in parliament (3.0 for Iran 

to 31.0 for New Zealand), women’s legal age of marriage (15.0 for Iran to 21.0 for Brazil), 

women’s mean age of marriage (21.0 for Dominican to 32.0 for Barbados), maternity leave (8.6 

for Filipino to 52.0 for Australia), adolescent fertility (3.0 for Japanese to 108.0 for Dominican), 

total fertility (1.2 for Polish and Ukraine to  2.9 for Filipino), women’s labor force participation 

(0.27 Turkish to 0.49 Russia), women ages 15-19 ever married (1.0 for Australia, Barbados, 

China, Italy and Japan to 29.0 for Dominican). Based on literature about welfare regimes, we 

would expect there to be high levels of gender parity in social democratic countries and in the 

global North in general. (Harkness and Waldfogel, 1999)  The U.N. data is consistent with this. 

Table 6 reports the summary statistics for the UN country data. Mean GDI is 0.80 and 

GEM is 0.52. The average number of women in parliament is 13.4, women’s legal age of 

marriage is 17.8, women’s mean age at marriage is 24.6, maternity leave is 115.5, adolescent 

fertility rate is 0.34 and adult fertility rate is 2.2, women’s labor force participation is 0.5 and 

women ages 15-19 ever married is 9.3. 

Table 7 reports the estimates of the simple bivariate regressions. The columns correspond 



 
 

29 
 

to the number of children and each row corresponds to an indicator.  All regressions are weighted 

by the sample size that generated the MWGs reported in Table 4 for the 21 countries where data 

for all U.N. indicators are available. The coefficients are multiplied by -1.  To illustrate the 

interpretation, the estimate of 0.157 in the first cell in Table 7 comes from the regression of the 

MWG for mothers with any children on the GDI. It can be interpreted as follows. Suppose the 

GDI between two countries differs by 10 percentage points. The estimate translates into an 

additional 1.5 percentage point larger wage gap among women from the country with the higher 

GDI. This estimate is statistically significant at the 1.0 percent level.   

Coming from a country with a higher GDI, which proxies for social policy and economic 

opportunity that influence women’s human capital investment decisions and attitudes about paid 

work is associated with larger U.S. MWGs. Coefficients for 2, 3, and 4 or more children are 

statistically significant at 1.0 and 5.0 percent levels. The GEM does not explain the MWG 

variation with precision. Other indicators that are significant are fertility rate and women’s mean 

age at marriage. Higher fertility rates are associated with lower MWGs and higher mean ages at 

marriage are associated with higher MWGs. A ten percentage point increase results in less than a 

1 percent change in MWGs for any, 2, 3 and 4 or more children. Coefficients for mean age at 

marriage are also less than 1 percent. 

The estimates indicate that at least some of the features of the economy, society and 

culture prior to immigration explain the variation in U.S. immigrant MWGs. However, coming 

from countries that are more supportive of women and mothers does not translate into smaller 

U.S. MWGs. In fact, where countries have higher GDI indices, there are larger MWGs for 

women with up to 4 or more children.  
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All of these estimates are consistent with our story that an immigrant mother’s 

experiences (economic, political and social) play key roles in shaping her future earnings 

opportunities relative to immigrant women with the same backgrounds, but who do not have 

children. Yet, coming from a more supportive country (e.g., higher GDI and GEMs) does not 

translate into smaller MWGs. Our results are more consistent with the story that immigrant 

mothers face nontrivial opportunity costs associated with moving to the U.S. where social policy 

and attitudes toward mothers’ work are not as supportive.  Because the U.S. MWG is larger for 

immigrant women from countries with higher GDI indices, mothers who emigrate from these 

countries will face greater disparity in the U.S. labor market than mothers emigrating from 

countries where there is less gender parity to begin with.  Our results also reinforce findings from 

cross country MWG studies that country-level policies are part of an explanation for the size of 

the disparities in earnings between mothers and women without children. Our results find 

support for the effects of welfare regimes persisting after immigration, although additional 

statistical significance tests for the variation in MWGs across countries of origin are needed.   

V. Conclusion 

 Our first question inquires into basic earnings gaps between mothers and women without 

children, taking U.S. nativity into account. Are there MWGs, measured as earnings gaps between 

women without children and those with children, among U.S. native women as a group and 

immigrant women as a group?  We follow previous work that differentiates MWGs by numbers 

of children and ask, are findings for these gaps the same for mothers with varying numbers of 

children?  Further differentiating immigrants by diversity of backgrounds, we ask, are there 

MWG differences across groups of immigrants by their countries of origin?  And finally, testing 
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macro level explanations, we ask whether United Nations indicators for gender-related social 

conditions and policies from countries of origin explain the variation in immigrant women's 

motherhood earnings gaps. This paper provides the first estimates and explanations of the 

motherhood wage gap for U.S. immigrant women.  

We add to several literatures. Our paper adds immigration to the demographic groups in 

the U.S. that previous MWG researchers have studied. We add to social policy and cultural 

explanations of MWGs to cross country comparisons, possibly moving toward a more 

comprehensive explanation of all MWGs. Among studies that are not specifically concerned with 

MWGs, we add to findings about immigrant wages and a growing U.S. immigrant population 

with greater diversity from larger numbers of Asian and Latino immigrants. 

Consistent with previous studies, we find that MWGs exist for both U.S. native born and 

immigrant women.  In separate analysis for both of these groups, the MWG increases as number 

of children increases. There are also MWGs varying by numbers of children within immigrant 

country of origin group. MWGs are statistically significant for all, native and immigrant women 

as groups as well as for some immigrant women within country of origin group.  Our estimates 

are consistent with the story that the economic, political and social conditions prior to arriving in 

the U.S play a role in determining immigrant women’s earnings relative to immigrant women 

with the same backgrounds who do not have children.  

Moving from a micro to a macro analysis, after controlling for human capital, the 

unanticipated result is that coming from more supportive countries is not associated with a 

smaller motherhood penalty in the U.S. Immigrant mothers from countries with higher GDI and 

GEM scores experience larger MWGs in the U.S. This result is more consistent with a narrative 
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that immigrant mothers face nontrivial opportunity costs associated with moving to the U.S. 

where social policy and attitudes toward mothers’ work are not as supportive.   
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Table 1: Variables Used in Regressions to Estimate MWGs 
Variables Definitions and Codes 
Dependent Variable  
Logarithm of Hourly Earnings Natural log of hourly earnings (annual income 

from wages or salary during the previous 
calendar year divided by the product of weeks 
worked during the past year and the number 
of hours usually worked during a week.  
Observations below $1.00 per hour or above 
$200.00 per hour are excluded) 

Independent Variables  
Presence of children  1= one or more children; 0 = else 
Number of children in household (reference = no children)  
          One child 1 = one child; 0 = else 
          Two children 1 = two children; 0 = else 
          Three children 1 = three children; 0 = else 
          Four or more children 1 = four or more children; 0 = else 
U.S. immigrant status  1 = Non-U.S. Birthplace; 0 = else 
Immigrant status and number of children interaction 
variables (reference = U.S. native born or First-generation 
immigrant without children) 

 

          First-generation immigrant mother with one child 1 = Birthplace outside the U.S. and mother 
with one child; 0 =else 

          First-generation immigrant mother with two children 1 = Birthplace outside the U.S. and mother 
with two children; 0 = else 

          First-generation immigrant mother with three children 1 = Birthplace outside the U.S. and mother 
with three children; 0 = else 

          First-generation immigrant mother with four children 1 = Birthplace outside the U.S. and mother 
with four children; 0 = else 

Control Variables  
Age (in years) Ages 18-49 years 
Race (reference = White)  
          African American or Black 1= African American or Black; 0 =else 
          Native American 1 = American Indian or Alaskan Native; 0 = 

else 
          Asian or Pacific Islander 1 = Chinese, Japanese, Other Asian or Pacific 

Islander; 0 = else 
         Other race 1 = Other race; 0 = otherwise 
         Two or more races 1 = Two or more races; 0 = else 
Hispanic/Latino Ethnicity  1 = Hispanic/Latino; 0 = else 
Educational attainment (reference: < high school and no 
GED 

 

          High school  1 = High school or GED; 0 = else 
          Some college 1 = Some college; 0 = else 
          Associate degree 1 = Associate degree; 0  = else 
          Bachelor’s degree 1 = Bachelor’s degree; 0 = else 
          Master’s degree 1 = Master’s degree; 0 = else 



 
 

40 
 

          Professional degree 1 = Professional degree; 0 = else 
          Doctorate 1 = Doctorate; 0 = else 
Marital status ( reference = never married)  
          Married, spouse present 1 = Married, spouse present; 0 = else 
          Married, spouse absent/separated 1 = Married, spouse absent/separated; 0 =else 
          Widowed 1 = Widowed; 0 = else 
          Divorced 1 = Divorced; 0 = else 
Income from other household members Natural log of total household income minus 

total personal income from previous year.  
Income difference coded as 1 if ≤ 0 

Number of additional related adults in household Family size minus self, spouse, and children  
Occupational percent female Percentages of women in each occupation 

from a separate 5% PUMS Census 2000 
general population sample merged into the 
original data 

Occupation as professional or manager  1 = Management, professional or related 
occupation in census broad occupational 
codes; 0 = else 

Self employed (reference = employed by other than self) 1 = Self employed; 0 = else 
Industry (reference = Industry 12 = Education, health and 
social services) 

 

          Agriculture, forestry and fisheries industry  1 = Agri., forestry and fisheries; 0 = else 
          Mining industry  1 = Mining; 0 = else 
          Construction industry  1 = Construction; 0 = else  
          Manufacturing industry  1 = Manufacturing; 0 = else 
          Wholesale trade industry  1 = Wholesale trade ; 0 = else 
          Retail trade industry  1 = Retail trade; 0 = else 
          Transportation and warehousing industry  1 = Transportation and warehousing; 0 = else  
          Utilities industry 1 = Utilities; 0 = else 
          Information and communications industry  1 = Information and communications; 0 = else 
          Finance, insurance, real estate and rental and leasing               
          industry  

1 = Finance, insurance, real estate and rental 
and leasing; 0 = else  

          Professional, scientific, management administrative           
          and waste management services industry  

1 = Prof., scientific, management admin. and 
waste management services; 0 = else 

          Arts, entertainment, , recreation, accommodation and  
          food services industry  

 1= Arts, entertainment, , recreation, 
accommodation and food services; 0 = else 

          Industry category for other services except public    
          Administration 

1= = Other services except public 
administration; 0 = else  

          Public administration industry  1= Public administration; 0 = otherwise  
Opportunities for immigrant enclaves and networks Percentage immigrant women from same 

country of origin in a census metropolitan 
area.  (Those not in an identifiable 
metropolitan area are grouped together.) out 
of all immigrant women from that same 
country of origin 

Region (reference = Northeast)  
          Midwest 1 = Midwest; 0 = else 
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          West 1 = West; 0 = else 
          South 1 = South; 0 = else 
Non-English speaker  1 = Speaks a language other than English at 

home and self reports English speaking ability 
as less than very well; 0 = else 

Year of immigration (reference = U.S. native born or 
immigrated before 1970) 

 

          1970s immigrant  1 = Immigrated from 1970 and 1979; 0 = else 
          1980s immigrant 1 = Immigrated from 1980 and 1989; 0 = else 
          1990s immigrant 1 = Immigrated since 1990; 0 = else 
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Table 2: Summary Statistics by Number of Children 
Panel A: All Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
 
Hourly earnings $14.99 $15.55 $14.87 $14.97 $14.05 $13.00 
       
Race  
White 0.762 

             
0.775  0.768 

          
0.777 

          
0.719 

             
0.609 

African American 0.122 0.112 0.131 0.113 0.140 0.186 
Native American 0.010 0.009 0.009 0.009 0.012 0.023 
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.039 0.045 0.036 0.037 0.031 0.035 
Other Race 0.047 0.038 0.037 0.045 0.075 0.119 
Two or More Races 0.021 0.021 0.018 0.019 0.022 0.029 
       
Ethnicity       
Hispanic/Latino (1 = Hispanic/Latino) 0.103 0.089 0.088 0.102 0.151 0.219 
       
Education       
Less Than High School Degree 0.101 0.086 0.088 0.094 0.145 0.246 
High School Degree 0.266 0.225 0.288 0.286 0.296 0.289 
Some College 0.248 0.226 0.267 0.259 0.256 0.235 
Associate Degree 0.098 0.092 0.104 0.104 0.098 0.082 
Bachelors Degree 0.199 0.256 0.174 0.177 0.146 0.108 
Masters Degree 0.065 0.085 0.058 0.064 0.042 0.027 
Professional Degree 0.017 0.022 0.015 0.016 0.014 0.010 
Doctorate Degree 0.006 0.008 0.005 0.004 0.003 0.002 
 
Family and Household Characteristics       
Married, spouse present 0.599 0.379 0.656 0.771 0.770 0.739 
Married, spouse absent or separated 0.053 0.053 0.053 0.048 0.057 0.074 
Divorced  0.010 0.151 0.170 0.118 0.103 0.089 
Widowed 0.139 0.010 0.012 0.009 0.010 0.012 
Never married 0.198 0.407 0.109 0.054 0.060 0.085 
Number additional related adults in 
household 0.913 0.886 0.887 0.936 0.960 1.036 
Log additional income in household 8.543 7.917 8.523 9.144 9.140 8.927 
       
Age 36.399 35.316 37.025 37.119 36.875 36.807 
       
Occupation Characteristics and Industry       
% of women in current occupation 0.656 0.631 0.663 0.676 0.678 0.665 
Professional or managerial 0.384 0.417 0.369 0.382 0.342 0.280 
Self employed 0.001 0.020 0.022 0.027 0.027 0.027 
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries 0.006 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.010 0.019 
Mining 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 
Utilities 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.005 0.004 0.003 
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Panel A: All Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
Construction 0.016 0.015 0.017 0.016 0.016 0.015 
Manufacturing 0.115 0.113 0.121 0.113 0.113 0.128 
Wholesale 0.026 0.027 0.026 0.025 0.024 0.025 
Retail 0.111 0.040 0.111 0.108 0.114 0.117 
Transportation 0.027 0.091 0.028 0.027 0.028 0.028 
Information and communications  0.031 0.108 0.029 0.025 0.021 0.019 
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and 
leasing communications 0.087 0.283 0.093 0.087 0.070 0.052 
Professional, scientific, management, 
administrative and waste management  0.098 0.081 0.084 0.078 0.071 0.069 
Educational, health and social services 0.320 0.041 0.317 0.354 0.362 0.339 
Arts, education, recreation, 
accommodation and food services  0.077 0.051 0.070 0.069 0.084 0.103 
Other services except public 
administration 0.040 0.020 0.039 0.039 0.040 0.044 
Public administration 0.049 0.089 0.054 0.048 0.042 0.037 
       
Region       
Northeast 0.196 0.210 0.187 0.194 0.184 0.158 
Midwest 0.236 0.215 0.235 0.250 0.262 0.258 
South 0.354 0.342 0.387 0.358 0.334 0.308 
West 0.215 0.233 0.192 0.198 0.219 0.276 
       
Non-English speaker  0.066 0.057 0.056 0.066 0.093 0.153 
 
Local Labor Market Conditions 
Metropolitan area unemployment rate 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.047 0.048 0.050 
Sample Size (% of 1,809,182) 100 36.7 22.9 26.2 10.5 3.8 
Note: Authors’ calculations from the 2000 U.S. Census. The sample is restricted to civilian women 
ages 25 to 49 with hourly wages from $1 to $200 and total household income below $999,998. A total 
of 1,809,182 women reported earnings, weeks and hours worked in 1999. 
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Table 2: Summary Statistics By Number of Children 
Panel B: U.S. Native-Born Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
 
Hourly earnings $15.00 $15.56 $14.80 $14.95 

 
$14.18 $13.26 

       
Race 
White 0.817 

             
0.828  0.814 

          
0.832 

          
0.785 

             
0.691 

African American 0.128 0.116 0.137 0.119 0.150 0.214 
Native American 0.010 0.009 0.010 0.009 0.014 0.027 
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.007 0.011 0.005 0.005 0.005 0.005 
Other Race 0.022 0.019 0.020 0.022 0.031 0.044 
Two or More Races 0.015 0.017 0.015 0.013 0.016 0.021 
       
Ethnicity       
Hispanic/Latino 0.054 0.050 0.050 0.053 0.071 0.093 
       
Education       
Less Than High School Degree 0.076 0.069 0.072 0.069 0.097 0.153 
High School Degree 0.277 0.233 0.299 0.299 0.312 0.321 
Some College 0.259 0.234 0.277 0.271 0.274 0.268 
Associate Degree 0.102 0.094 0.106 0.108 0.104 0.093 
Bachelors Degree 0.201 0.258 0.172 0.177 0.153 0.122 
Masters Degree 0.065 0.084 0.056 0.058 0.045 0.031 
Professional Degree 0.016 0.020 0.013 0.014 0.013 0.010 
Doctorate Degree 0.005 0.008 0.004 0.004 0.003 0.002 
 
Family and Household Characteristics       
Married, spouse present 0.597 0.384 0.651 0.767 0.764 0.724 
Married, spouse absent or separated 0.048 0.046 0.050 0.045 0.053 0.072 
Divorced  0.146 0.157 0.176 0.124 0.110 0.099 
Widowed 0.010 0.010 0.012 0.009 0.009 0.010 
Never married 0.199 0.403 0.112 0.056 0.063 0.095 
Number additional related adults in 
household 0.851 0.801 0.846 0.894 0.906 0.931 
Natural log additional income in 
household 8.479 7.812 8.486 9.119 9.116 8.823 
       
Age 36.462 35.523 37.094 37.088 36.774 36.566 
       
Occupation Characteristics and Industry       
% of women in current occupation 0.660 0.633 0.666 0.685 0.685 0.681 
Professional or managerial 0.393 0.422 0.373 0.364 0.364 0.317 
Self employed 0.023 0.020 0.022 0.027 0.027 0.027 
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries 0.005 0.004 0.004 0.006 0.006 0.008 
Mining 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.001 0.001 0.001 
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Panel B: U.S. Native-Born Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
Utilities 0.005 0.005 0.006 0.004 0.004 0.004 
Construction 0.017 0.016 0.017 0.017 0.017 0.016 
Manufacturing 0.108 0.109 0.117 0.098 0.098 0.099 
Wholesale 0.024 0.026 0.025 0.021 0.021 0.019 
Retail 0.113 0.113 0.113 0.117 0.117 0.126 
Transportation 0.028 0.027 0.028 0.028 0.028 0.031 
Information and communications  0.032 0.041 0.029 0.022 0.022 0.022 
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and 
leasing communications 0.089 0.093 0.094 0.072 0.072 0.057 
Professional, scientific, management, 
administrative and waste management  0.088 0.106 0.082 0.070 0.070 0.068 
Educational, health and social services 0.329 0.288 0.323 0.380 0.380 0.373 
Arts, education, recreation, 
accommodation and food services  0.072 0.078 0.066 0.079 0.079 0.096 
Other services except public 
administration 0.037 0.040 0.037 0.037 0.037 0.040 
Public administration 0.052 0.054 0.057 0.046 0.046 0.042 
       
Region       
Northeast 0.189 0.205 0.178 0.179 0.179 0.159 
Midwest 0.256 0.233 0.252 0.293 0.293 0.301 
South 0.366 0.352 0.398 0.347 0.347 0.325 
West 0.189 0.211 0.172 0.181 0.181 0.214 
       
Non-English speaker 0.011 0.012 0.010 0.010 0.013 0.018 
 
Local Labor Market Conditions 
Metropolitan area unemployment rate 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.046 0.047 
Sample Size (% of 1,570,711) 100 36.9 23.3 26.3 10.1 3.4 
Note: Authors’ calculations from the 2000 U.S. Census. The sample is restricted to civilian women 
ages 25 to 49 with hourly wages from $1 to $200 and total household income below $999,998. A total 
of 1,809,182 women reported earnings, weeks and hours worked in 1999. 
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Table 2 cont.: Summary Statistics By Number of Children 
Panel C: First-generation Immigrant 
Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
       
Hourly earnings $14.89 $15.44 $15.44 $15.14 $13.34 $12.08 
       
Race       
White 0.398 0.407 0.418 0.404 0.369 0.319 
African American 0.085 0.085 0.091 0.078 0.086 0.087 
Native American 0.004 0.004 0.003 0.003 0.004 0.008 
Asian or Pacific Islander 0.249 0.284 0.265 0.252 0.174 0.142 
Other Race 0.209 0.166 0.169 0.207 0.308 0.388 
Two or More Races 0.055 0.055 0.054 0.056 0.058 0.057 
       
Ethnicity       
Hispanic/Latino 0.427 0.358 0.376 0.430 0.576 0.669 
       
Education       
Less Than High School Degree 0.266 0.199 0.210 0.260 0.402 0.579 
High School Degree 0.194 0.171 0.205 0.213 0.213 0.175 
Some College 0.173 0.169 0.189 0.183 0.164 0.116 
Associate Degree 0.077 0.079 0.086 0.082 0.062 0.042 
Bachelors Degree 0.185 0.241 0.192 0.169 0.111 0.061 
Masters Degree 0.066 0.091 0.075 0.057 0.028 0.014 
Professional Degree 0.026 0.032 0.028 0.024 0.016 0.010 
Doctorate Degree 0.013 0.018 0.015 0.011 0.003 0.002 
       
Family and Household Characteristics       
Married, spouse present 0.616 0.340 0.694 0.800 0.797 0.795 
Married, spouse absent or Separated 0.085 0.102 0.085 0.066 0.076 0.084 
Divorced  0.096 0.111 0.122 0.079 0.066 0.054 
Widowed 0.012 0.011 0.014 0.011 0.014 0.016 
Never married 0.191 0.436 0.086 0.044 0.048 0.051 
Number additional related adults in 
household 

1.316 1.469 1.191 1.219 1.246 1.406 

Natural log additional income in household 8.966 8.641 8.806 9.312 9.265 9.295 
       
Age 35.985 33.890 36.505 37.335 37.413 37.663 
       
Occupation Characteristics and Industry       
% of women in current occupation 0.632 0.618 0.641 0.644 0.639 0.609 
Professional or managerial  0.320 0.382 0.339 0.310 0.226 0.149 
Self employed 0.026 0.021 0.027 0.032 0.029 0.026 
Agriculture, forestry and fisheries 0.017 0.011 0.010 0.014 0.029 0.059 
Mining 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.000 0.000 
Utilities 0.003 0.003 0.003 0.002 0.002 0.002 
Construction 0.010 0.011 0.011 0.010 0.009 0.009 
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Panel C: First-generation Immigrant 
Women  Number of Children 
Variable All None 1 2 3 4 or more 
Manufacturing 0.163 0.141 0.153 0.168 0.194 0.234 
Wholesale 0.037 0.035 0.034 0.036 0.042 0.050 
Retail 0.098 0.098 0.100 0.100 0.096 0.087 
Transportation 0.025 0.025 0.026 0.026 0.023 0.019 
Information and communications  0.026 0.035 0.027 0.021 0.016 0.011. 
Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and 
leasing communications 

0.074 0.080 0.081 0.076 0.057 0.037 

Professional, scientific, management, 
administrative and waste management  

0.097 0.119 0.099 0.083 0.074 0.071 

Educational, health and social services 0.261 0.248 0.270 0.279 0.264 0.218 
Arts, education, recreation, accommodation 
and food services  

0.105 0.105 0.098 0.100 0.115 0.127 

Other services except public administration 0.057 0.060 0.055 0.054 0.057 0.058 
Public administration 0.028 0.030 0.030 0.029 0.023 0.018 
       
Region       
Northeast 0.238 0.247 0.256 0.244 0.211 0.155 
Midwest 0.097 0.094 0.099 0.099 0.097 0.104 
South 0.279 0.273 0.299 0.284 0.269 0.247 
West 0.386 0.385 0.346 0.373 0.423 0.494 
       
Non-English speaker 0.428 0.367 0.402     0.440     0.518      0.631     
       
Additional Immigrant Characteristics       
Immigrated before 1970 0.109 0.102 .119     0.123     0.104     0.073     
Immigrated during 1970s 0.205 0.184 0.198     0.216      0.235     0.243      
Immigrated during 1980s 0.343 0.288 0.318     0.382     0.411     0.438     
Immigrated during 1990s 0.349 0.437 0.370  0.282    0.253     0.250 
       
Local Labor Market Characteristics       
Metropolitan area unemployment rate 0.056 0.055 0.055 0.056 0.058 0.060 
Opportunities for immigrant enclaves and 
networks 

2.899 2.634 2.994 3.075 3.029 3.096 

Sample Size (% of 238,471) 100 35.2 20.3 25.6 12.5 6.3 
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Table 3: Main Effects from Regressions of Women's Log Hourly Earnings 
by Number of Children and Immigrant Status (See Appendix for All Coefficients in 

Regressions) 
Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Children (reference = no children)     
 
     One child -0.0470a 

-0.0360a 
-0.0537a 

-0.0129a 

 
     Two children -0.0603a 

-0.0574a 
-0.0642a 

-0.0345a 

 
     Three children -0.1424a 

-0.0949a 
-0.1361a 

-0.0693a 

 
     Four or more children -0.2421a 

-0.1366a 
-0.2242a 

-0.1076a 

     
Immigrant Status, Immigrant and Number of 
Children Interactions (reference= U.S. native born 
or first-generation immigrant without children)     
 
Immigrant (1= born outside the U.S.)   -0.0681a 

0.0529a 

Immigrant by children interactions     
 
     Immigrant*one child   0.0516a   0.0072a 
 
     Immigrant*two children   0.0316a 0.0190b 

 
     Immigrant*three children     -0.0264a  0.0269a 

 
     Immigrant*four or more children   -0.0523a 

0.0456a 

     
“a” = statistically significant at the .001 level; “b”= statistically significant at the .01 level and “c” = 
statistically significant at the .05 level.  Because the number of children is top coded in our data as 9 for 
9 or more children, we estimated regressions 2, 3 and 5 both with and without the 298 observations with 
9 or more children.  Regressions presented in the table include top coded observations.  When 
regressions are estimated without these observations, all variable coefficients remain the same up to the 
third decimal point. 
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Table 4: Motherhood Wage Gap for Immigrants By Birthplace 
Coefficients for Numbers of Children with Reference of No Children (from regressions with 

the same variables as controls as in Column 4 of Table 3) 

 One child 
Two 

children 
Three 

children 
Four or more 

children  R2
 

Sample size 

All Natives -0.0123a -0.0340a 
-0.0681a 

-0.1056a 
0.24 1,570,711 

All Immigrants 0.0049
 

-0.0010
 

-0.0282a 
-0.0465a 

0.27 238,471 

     Germany -0.0044 
 

-0.0466b 
-0.0617b 

-0.0942c 
0.26 9,112 

     England 0.0262 -0.0129
 

-0.0588
 

-0.1685b 
0.24 3,678 

     Italy 0.0173 -0.0729
 

-0.1285c 
-0.1635

 
0.27 2,032 

     Portugal with Azores 0.0473 0.0471 0.0015 -0.0667
 

0.24 1,783 

     Ireland 0.0178 -0.0455 -0.1289 -0.1377
 

0.23 829 

     Poland -0.0505
 

-0.0067 -0.0654
 

-0.0905
 

0.18 2,715 

     Russian Empire 0.0354 0.0382 0.0276 -0.1019
 

0.24 4,893 

     Ukraine 0.0105 0.0132 0.0178 -0.2008 0.30 1,407 

     Serbia 0.3820 -0.0050 0.3072 d 0.61 66 

     Romania 0.0223 0.0367 0.1376 -0.1381 0.30 812 

     Mexico 0.0201c 
0.0131 -0.0012 -0.0206c 

0.13 55,505 

     El Salvador -0.0004 0.0330 0.0231 -0.0210
 

0.12 6,885 

     Dominican Republic 0.0313 0.0149 -0.0153
 

-0.0278 0.13 5,567 

     Cuba -0.0227 -0.0213
 

-0.0400
 

-0.0864
 

0.30 5,342 

     Columbia -0.0167 0.0042 -0.0506 0.0807 0.18 4,183 

     Jamaica 0.0384
 

-0.0079 -0.0292 -0.0223 0.21 5,392 

     Haiti 0.0041 0.0106 0.0142 0.0339 0.25 3,825 

     Trinidad and Tobago 0.0037 0.0160 -0.1005c 
-0.0204 0.23 1,780 

     Barbados 0.0747 0.0327 0.1144 0.1810 0.32 491 

     Belize -0.0228 -0.0937 -0.0031 -0.2619c
 

0.28 402 

     Guyana/British Guiana -0.0085 0.0114 0.0251 0.1858c 
0.25 1,839 

     Brazil 0.0178 0.0216 0.0316 -0.2016 0.26 1,655 

     Iran 0.0449 -0.0080
 

-0.0783
 

0.0465 0.24 1,962 
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 One child 
Two 

children 
Three 

children 
Four or more 

children  R2
 

Sample size 

     Armenia  -0.0399 -0.0699 -0.1248 -0.0075
 

0.24 432 

     Saudi Arabia -0.1533 -0.0508 0.4398  0.4664 0.93 58 

     Egypt -0.0030 -0.0930 -0.1957
 

-0.3653b 
0.26 576 

     Turkey 0.1241 0.0647 -0.1520
  

0.4222 0.28 602 

     Nigeria 0.0679 -0.0093 0.0125 -0.0255 0.26 1,225 

     Ethiopia -0.0857 -0.0935 -0.1621c 
-0.2322

 
0.25 728 

     Ghana -0.0335 -0.0596 -0.0122 0.1764 0.31 556 

     South Africa 0.0778 0.0429 -0.1233
 

-0.2709
  

0.24 506 

     India 0.0308 0.0675b 0.0691c 0.0565 0.27 7,204 

     Pakistan -0.0027 0.0903 0.0557 0.0270 0.24 947 

     Afghanistan 0.2525 -0.0355 0.1709 -0.1657 0.38 240 

     Sri Lanka, Ceylon -0.0554 -0.1247 0.0052 0.6609b 
0.29 198 

     Philippines 0.0320c 
0.0251

 
0.0031

 
0.0531c 0.30 15,172 

     China 0.0452c 0.0812a -0.0014
 

0.0732 0.35 7,295 

     Vietnam 0.0276 0.0247 -0.0039 -0.0102 0.28 8,888 

     Korea 0.0141 0.0186 -0.0411
  

0.0146 0.19 5,251 

     Japan 0.0145 -0.0178 -0.0740
 

-0.1371
  

0.21 3,805 

     Australia 0.1131 0.0086 0.0336 -0.0962 0.25 528 

     Tongan 0.0843 0.0484 0.0637 0.1852 0.35 132 

     New Zealand 0.2627c 0.1157 -0.0673 -0.5506
 

0.36 203 

     Canada -0.0391
 

-0.0249
 

-0.0580
 

-0.1172c 
0.23 6,057 

“a” = statistically significant at the .001 level; “b”= statistically significant at the .01 level and “c” = 
statistically significant at the .05 level. “d” = no observations with this number of children in the 
sample. 
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Table 5: United Nations Data Origin Country Characteristics 

Country GDI GEM 

Number of 
Women in 
Parliament 

Women's Legal 
Age of 

Marriage 

Women's 
Mean Age at 

Marriage 

Maternity 
Leave 

(Weeks) 

Adolescent 
Fertility 

Rate 

Total 
Fertility 

Rate 
Women's 

LFP 

Women age 
15-19 Ever 

Married 
Australian 0.96 0.85 22 18 29 52 14 1.8 0.45 1 
Barbadian 0.89 0.65 11 16 32 12 42 1.5 0.47 1 
Belizean 0.81 0.52 7 18 26 14 79 2.9 0.35 8 
Brazilian 0.80 0.49 6 21 23 17.14 89 2.2 0.43 17 
Canada 0.96 0.82 20 18 27 17.5 14 1.5 0.47 3 
Chinese 0.78 0.53 22 20 23 12.86 8 1.7 0.44 1 
Columbian 0.79 0.50 12 18 23 12 65 2.2 0.45 18 
Dominican 0.77 0.56 16 18 21 12 108 2.8 0.37 29 
English 0.94 0.78 18 18 26 26 24 1.8 0.46 2 
Filipino 0.77 0.59 11 18 24 8.57 47 3.2 0.40 10 
Iranian 0.75 0.35 3 15 22 12.86 20 2.0 0.35 18 
Italian 0.94 0.69 11 18 28 20 6 1.4 0.40 1 
Japanese 0.94 0.56 7 20 29 14 3 1.3 0.41 1 
New Zealander 0.94 0.81 31 20 25 14 22 2.0 0.47 7 
Polish 0.87 0.61 13 18 25 16 13 1.2 0.46 2 
Portuguese 0.9 0.69 17 18 24 17.14 13 1.5 0.47 6 
Romanian 0.81 0.50 7 16 24 18 32 1.3 0.46 6 
Russian 0.8 0.49 8 18 22 20 28 1.3 0.49 11 
Sri Lankan 0.74 0.37 5 18 25 12 25 1.9 0.32 7 
Trinidadian 0.81 0.69 11 18 27 13 35 1.6 0.39 9 
Turkish 0.76 0.30 4 17 22 16 37 2.1 0.27 16 
Ukrainian 0.79 0.46 8 17 22 18 28 1.2 0.48 10 
Vietnamese 0.73 0.56 26 18 22 18 17 2.1 0.48 8 
Notes: Indicators come from the United Nations. 
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Table 6: Summary Statistics on Origin Country Characteristics 
Variable Mean SD Min. Max. Sample Size 
Any Children -0.0027     0.0514  -0.1303    0.0909 21 
1 Child -0.0269    0.0699    -0.2639     0.0546 21 
2 Children 0.0012    0.0552  -0.1049    0.1200 21 
3 Children 0.0340     0.0740 -0.1355    0.1978 21 
4 Children 0.0639     0.2461   -0.6642    0.5395 21 
Gender Development Index (GDI) 0.8008    0.0915         .62        .935 21 
Gender Empowerment Measure GEM) 0.5212     0.1342      .258        .763 21 
Number of Women in Parliament 13.3619     7.4046         2.4 30.8 21 
Women's Legal Age of Marriage 17.7619     1.1359          15 20 21 
Women's Mean Age at Marriage 24.5714     2.4407 21 29 21 
Maternity Leave (Weeks) 115.5 66.5154          14 364 21 
Adolescent Fertility Rate 0.3369     0.1688 0.047          0.6662 20 
Total Fertility Rate 2.1476    0.8232         1.2         3.6 21 
Women's LFP 0.4757     0.1077        0.2 0.62 21 
Women age 15-19 Ever Married 9.2857     7.1982           1 29 21 
Notes: The entries for the presence and number of children are calculated from our family gaps in Table 
3. All other entries are calculations based on United Nations data. 
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                            Table 7: Regressions Explaining the Variation in Country of Origin                 
MWGs among Immigrant Women 

 Any Children 1 Child 2 Children 3 Children 4 Children 

GDI 0.1567b 
0.0785   0.1869c 0.2880b 

0.6524b 

GEM 0.1077
 

0.0894      
 

0 .1027   
 

0.1569      
 

0.4423
 

Number of Women in Parliament 0.0010      0.0007     0.0006    0.0007    0.0052 

Women's Legal Age of Marriage 0.0016    0.0022
 

0.0021      0 .0092
 

0.0072 

Women's Mean Age at Marriage 0.0057b  0.0032       0.0071b 
0.0121b 

0.0182 

Maternity Leave (Weeks) 0.0001
 

2.866e-06 0 .0002 0 .0002
 

0.0009 

Adolescent Fertility Rate 0.0101
 

0.0005   
 

0.0285    
 

0.0745   
 

0.0305
 

Total Fertility Rate -0.0164b 
-0.0112   

 
-0.0162b     

 
-0.0276b   

 
-0.0748b 

 
Women's Labor Force Participation 
Rate -0.0032   

  
0.0668     -0.0136       0 .0329

 
-0.0099

 

Women Age 15-19 Ever Married  -0.0011   -0.0009    -0.0014     -0.0024
 

-0.0048 
Notes: The entries are coefficients from the regression of negative 1 times the coefficients in Table 4 on the variables 
in column 1 of this table. All regressions are weighted based on the sample sizes reported in Table 3.  Statistical 
significance are denoted as “a” for .001 level, b for “.01” level and c for “.05” level. 
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Appendix Table 1: Full Regressions from Table 3 for Women's Log Hourly Earnings 
by Number of Children and Immigrant Status 

Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) 
Children (reference = no children)     
 
     One child -0.0470a 

-0.0360a 
-0.0537a 

-0.0129a 

 
     Two children -0.0603a 

-0.0574a 
-0.0642a 

-0.0345a 

 
     Three children -0.1424a 

-0.0949a 
-0.1361a 

-0.0693a 

 
     Four or more children -0.2421a 

-0.1366a 
-0.2242a 

-0.1076a 

     
Immigrant Status, Immigrant and Number of 
Children Interactions (reference= U.S. native born 
or first-generation immigrant without children)     
 
Immigrant (1= born outside the U.S.)   -0.0681a 

0.0529a 

Immigrant by children interactions     
 
     Immigrant*one child   0.0516a   0.0072a 
 
     Immigrant*two children   0.0316a 0.0190b 

 
     Immigrant*three children     -0.0264a  0.0269a 

 
     Immigrant*four or more children   -0.0523a 

0.0456a 

     
Race and Latino/Hispanic Ethnicity     
Race (reference = White)     
 
     African American  0.0278a  0.0280a 

 
     Native American  -0.0802a 

 -0.0783a 

 
     Asian or Pacific Islander  0.0345a  0.0644a 

    Other Race  -0.0217a  -0.0188a 
    Two or More Races  -0.0120a  -0.0087c 
 
Hispanic/Latino (1 = Hispanic/Latino)  -0.0213a 

 
 

0.0016
  

     
Family and Household Structure      
Marital Status (reference = never married)     
     Married, spouse present  0.0262a  0.0361a 
 
     Married, spouse absent/separated  -0.0389a 

 
 
-0.0314a 
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Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) 

     Widowed  -0.0225a 
 -0.0170a 

     Divorced  0.0122a  0.0142a 

Natural log income from additional household 
members  0.0016a  0.0012a 

 
Number of additional related adults in household  -0.0166a 

 -0.0148a 

     
Education(reference = less than High School 
Degree and no GED)     
     High School or GED  0.1265a  0.1157a 
     Some College  0.2440a  0.2339a 
     Associate Degree  0.3313a  0.3231a 
     Bachelor’s Degree  0.4942a  0.4886a 
     Master’s Degree  0.6209a  0.6190a 
     Professional Degree  0.6851a  0.6850a 
     Doctorate  0.6349a  0.6394a 
 
Age (in years)     0.0537a  0.0511a 

Age Squared    -0.0006a  -0.0006a 
     
Occupation Characteristics, Industry and 
Unemployment Rate     
 
Percentage of women in occupation    0.1207a  -0.1220a 

 
Professional or managerial (1 = professional or 
managerial occupation)  0.2301a  0.2280a 

 
Self employed (1 = self-employed)  -0.0713a 

 -0.0697a 

     
Industry (reference = Education, health and social 
services)     
     Agriculture, forestry and fisheries  --0.1817a  -0.1684a 
     Mining  0.2135a  0.2147a 
     Construction   0.2970a  0.2975a 
     Manufacturing   0.1515a  0.1526a 
     Wholesale trade   0.1193a  0.1239a 
      Retail Trade  0.1359a  0.1397a 
     Transportation and warehousing  -0.0322a  -0.0313a 
     Utilities  0.2136a  0.2145a 
     Information and communications   0.1968a   0.1978a 
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Variable (1) (2) (3) (4) 
     Finance, insurance, real estate, rental and  
           leasing communications   0.1922a   0.1925a 
     Professional, scientific, management,  
           administrative and waste management   0.1189a  0.1214a 
     Arts, education, recreation, accommodation  
           and food services   -0.1322a  -0.1268a 
     Other services except public administration  -0.0655a  -0.0599a 
     Public administration   0.1540a  0.1539a 
Region (reference = Northeast)     
     Midwest  -0.1056a  -0.1075a 
     West  -0.0190a  -0.1317a 
     South  -0.1289a  -0.0213a 
 
Additional Immigrant Characteristics     
 
Non-English speaker    -0.0898a 
 

   
 

Decade of Immigration (reference = U.S. native born 
or immigrated before 1970)     
 
     Immigrated in or between 1970 and 1979    

 
-0.0063

 
 

 
     Immigrated in or between 1980 and 1989    -0.0386a 
 
     Immigrated in 1990 or after    -0.1176a 

 
Opportunities for immigrant enclaves and networks    

 
-0.0005c 

Constant 2.5323a 1.0759a 2.5409a 1.1638a 
R-squared 0.01

 
0.24 0.01

 
0.24

 

“a” = statistically significant at the .001 level; “b”= statistically significant at the .01 level and “c” = 
statistically significant at the .05 level.  Because the number of children is top coded in our data as 9 for 
9 or more children, we ran regressions 2, 3 and 5 both with and without the 298 observations with 9 or 
more children.  Regressions presented in the table include top coded observations.  When regressions 
are run without these observations, all variable coefficients remain the same up to the third decimal 
point. 
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ENDNOTES 
                                                 
1
Budig and England 2001 and Budig and Hodges explain the strategy in using person fixed effects models to 

address omitted variable bias. Dummy variable coefficients are obtained in these models for persons and years using 
panel data.  The result is to hold constant individual heterogeneity factors, although the models cannot control for all 
interactions between person characteristics.  These models control for selectivity into and out of the labor market. 
 
2
Compensating differentials are theorized to occur when mothers trade wages for job characteristics such as flexible 

schedules that allow for greater ease in combining work and family responsibilities. 
 
3
Anderson creates a typology for welfare states according to employment, wage and overall macro-economic policy.  

He finds that among the industrialized countries that he studies, three clusters emerge.  Researchers who have 
studied the MWG by welfare regimes have relied on Epstein Anderson’s typology of countries as either 
conservative, with rights attached to class and status, such as in Germany, Austria, France and Italy, liberal with 
means-tested programs and relatively low levels of social transfers and insurance, such as the U.S., Canada, and 
Australia, or social democratic, which incorporates the middle class into universalistic and decommodifying social 
organization. In later work on motherhood and poverty, Misra, Moller and Budig (2007) build from this typology 
and categorize Netherlands, Germany and Luxembourg as career countries that value and reward care work, 
countries where both women and men are invested in the labor market and there is little support for care work as 
Canada, the U.S. and U.K., choice countries where there is ambivalence as France and Belgium and combination 
earner-carer countries as Sweden, Norway and Finland.   
 
4
Data were obtained from IPUMS USA, Steven Ruggles, Matthew Sobek, Trent Alexander, Catherine A. Fitch, 

Ronald Goeken, Patricia Kelly Hall, Miriam King, and Chad Ronnander.  Integrated Public Use Microdata Series: 
Version 3.0 [Machine-readable database]. Minneapolis, MN: Minnesota Population Center [producer and 
distributor], 2004,  http://usa.ipums.org/usa/. 
 
5
An earlier version of this paper utilized information on citizenship status to identify one’s country of origin. We 

arrived at the same conclusions. 
 
6
 These estimates are the result of combining the coefficients for number of children, immigrant status, and the 

interaction of the immigrant status and number of children variables for households with different numbers of 
children. 

http://usa.ipums.org/usa/#_blank
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