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Summary  

 
Despite the increasing prevalence of dual-earner couples, women still perform the bulk of domestic 
and parental tasks within the household. In this paper, we investigate the role of the parental model 
in the persistence of this gender inequality. We study the possible correlation between the domestic 
time of parents and their young adult co-resident children using the French time-use survey 
conducted in 1999-2000 in which all family members aged above 14 years old were interviewed. 
Estimation results show a positive relationship between child and parental housework times. Girls' 
participation in domestic tasks is much higher than that of boys, but a gendered effect of the 
intergenerational relationship is not systematically confirmed and depends on the type of domestic 
tasks. 
 

Keywords : domestic time,  intergenerational transmission, gender roles, young adult 
 
Résumé :  
 
En dépit de la participation croissante des femmes au marché du travail et de la plus grande 
fréquence des couples bi-actifs aujourd’hui, les femmes effectuent encore la majeure partie des 
tâches domestiques et parentales au sein du ménage. Dans cet article, nous étudions le rôle du 
modèle parental dans la persistance de cette inégalité entre les sexes. Nous regardons la possible 
corrélation entre le temps domestique passé par les parents et celui passé par leurs enfants, jeunes 
adultes co-résidents, à l’aide de l'enquête emploi du temps française réalisée en 1999-2000. Cette 
enquête a pour particularité d’interroger tous les membres de la famille âgés de plus de 14 ans. Les 
résultats montrent une relation positive entre le temps passé aux travaux ménagers par l'enfant et 
par les parents. La participation des jeunes filles aux tâches ménagères est déjà beaucoup plus élevée 
que celle des garçons. Cependant la corrélation positive observée entre les deux générations n'est 
pas systématiquement confirmée et dépend du type de tâches domestiques. 
 
Mots-clefs: temps domestique, transmission intergénérationnelle, genre, jeunes adultes 
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I. Introduction 

 Although the gender gap in time spent on unpaid work has declined over the last decades, 

women still perform the bulk of domestic labor (VOICU et alii, 2009, SHELTON and JOHN, 1996). The 

increasing number of dual-earner couples has led to a narrowing of this gender gap in housework, 

but has not eliminated it, even when both partners are working full-time. Trends from seventies in 

the male-female distribution of domestic activities in the United States (BIANCHI et alii, 2006) and 

France (CHENU and HERPIN, 2002, RICROCH and ROUMIER, 2011) show almost the same pattern.  In both 

countries, the relative share of housework done by women has decreased since 1970.  

 A noticeable point is that this decrease is mainly due to a reduction of the time spent by 

women on unpaid work rather than an increase in male participation. In fact, the increase in female 

labor force participation has not been followed by a greater male involvement in domestic activities 

(GERSHUNY, 2000). Time spent in housework by men (parental care being excluded) has remained 

more or less constant since the mid 1980s. Of course, the gender gap in domestic work is not of the 

same magnitude in all industrialized countries. As shown in ANXO et alii [2011], it is higher in Italy 

(roughly 22 hours a week) than in Sweden (around five hours), France being in an intermediate 

position1. Nonetheless, the gender gap remains apparent even in countries which have made 

substantial progress towards gender equality, such as Nordic countries.  

 What explains the persistence of the gender gap in domestic work? Why has the division of 

domestic labor been only modestly affected by the increase in female labor force participation? The 

aim of this article is to assess the role of the family in explaining gender differences in domestic tasks. 

Up to now, intergenerational transmission has been studied primarily to explain the persistence of 

income and educational inequalities (LEFRANC, 2011) or labor force behavior (FERNANDEZ et alii, 2004). 

The correlation between the familial and labor force behaviors of children and of their parents may 

go beyond the social and economic situation of families, however. For instance, the intergenerational 

transmission of divorce (AMATO and DEBOER, 2001, WOLFINGER, 2000) and fertility (BOOTH and KEE, 

2009) are key findings in the demographic literature.  

 Our contribution focuses on how a young adult’s involvement in housework may be linked to 

domestic time devoted by parents. Several mechanisms may be evoked to explain an 

intergenerational correlation in domestic activities within the family. A first explanation is that the 

relationship might stem from imitation behaviors such as “doing by watching”, parental behavior 

being a sort of model reproduced by children. It is also often claimed that during childhood, parents 

transmit common values and norms to their children that affect their preferences and encourage 

them to reproduce similar behaviors (BECKER, 1993). Another explanation could be related to a joint 

                                                 
1
 The weekly gender gap in housework (childcare excluded) is around 13 hours in France. 
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decision-making process within the family, the quantity or quality of household domestic goods 

being decided at the household level.  

  Whether the parent-child correlation is driven by some mechanism of transmission (related 

to norms or imitation) or by the household decision-making process, assessing the magnitude of the 

correlation in family behaviors is of great interest because it may explain the persistence of behaviors 

across generations. Housework is an interesting field for analyzing such intergenerational 

relationships because it lies at the heart of gender norms and might inform about the creation of 

these norms at young ages. 

 The first originality of our contribution is that the intergenerational correlation of unpaid 

work has rarely been studied so far, even though it has been advanced as an explanation for the 

transmission of working preferences. As emphasized in FERNANDEZ et alii [2004, p. 1250], “men 

brought up by working mothers may have greater household productivity arising perhaps from a 

different attitude toward participating in housework”. Determining whether domestic preferences 

are transmitted from one generation to the next within the family is hence a crucial issue. It means 

that individuals might begin their married life with different skills inherited from the parenting 

model, and these skills might differ by sex. Moreover, this paper aims to test a possible gender 

asymmetry in the parent-child correlation in domestic tasks.  

 A second originality of our research concerns our population of interest. We focus on the 

participation in domestic work of young adults who live with their parents, before couple formation 

and couple specialization, whereas most economic research on housework concentrates on prime-

age individuals after couple formation, and often specifically on dual-earner couples (ALVAREZ and 

MILES, 2003, HERSCH and STRATTON, 1997)2. Our empirical analysis sheds new light on male and female 

comparative advantages before entering the marriage market.  

 The remainder of our paper is organized as follows. In the next Section, we provide a brief 

overview of the existing literature. In Section 3, we describe the French data and our various 

indicators of domestic time. We present our empirical strategy and discuss our econometric results 

in Section 4. Finally, Section 5 concludes. 

 

II. Literature review  

 There is still a considerable debate about the factors contributing to the persistence and 

reproduction of gender inequality in the domestic workload. As emphasized in Becker [1973], 

unequal sharing of housework may be seen as the result of marriage specialization choices. This 

                                                 
2
 Exceptions are BIANCHI and ROBINSON (1997) who focus on the time use of children and more recently Bonke (2010). The 

literature is more extensive in developing countries (for instance VU, 2012, LIN and ADSERA, 2012), where child labor is more 
frequent as an economic necessity and might compete with their education needs.  
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specialization is the result of an efficient division of work between husbands and wives and is thus 

one of the main benefits of marriage. Spouses investing proportionally more in domestic production 

are those who have a comparative advantage in this area. The advantage in home production might 

be the consequence of a relative disadvantage on the labor market (due to the gender wage gap) or 

might come from a productivity advantage in household activities. These advantages in household 

work productivity may also be derived from early training (LUNDBERG and ROSE, 1999)3. Curiously, little 

is known about this early training which seems to be at the heart of gender inequality in housework 

division.  

 Up to now, the marriage specialization theory has failed to explain the following paradox. 

Even in couples where the wife earns more than her husband, the woman still spends more time on 

domestic tasks. This stylized fact cannot be explained by pure economic factors. Gender norms and 

stereotypes have been advanced by the economic literature on identity formation to explain this 

over-investment of women in the domestic sphere (AKERLOF and KRANTON, 2000). There are gender 

norms about what a man or a woman should or should not do, with a social cost of deviating from 

the behaviors expected under these norms. These norms might partly explain the above paradox. 

Actually, economists know little about the creation and possible transmission of these norms within 

the family and how they maintain gender inequalities in domestic work from one generation to the 

next.  

 The focus on teenagers is particularly interesting because their behavior is not the result of a 

within-spouses negotiation process that aims to maximize efficiency by marital specialization. Even if 

their behavior were the result of family bargaining, there is no economic reason to think that this 

behavior might be gendered, except if gendered social norms exist. Teenagers who live with their 

parents are generally not yet working and even if they are, the possible advantage for men on the 

labor market should be low at these ages. However, a gender social norm might involve different 

behaviors if a boy (or a girl) grows up with some behavioral restrictions (either transmitted from 

parents, peers or the society) about what a boy or girl should do or should not do. We will analyze to 

what extent these norms and gender stereotypes may be transmitted directly by the parental model 

by measuring the correlation between the domestic behaviors of parents and their children.  

 The empirical literature on teenagers’ participation in housework shows that even though 

their participation remains limited, girls participate significantly more than boys (BONKE, 2010, BIANCHI 

and ROBINSON, 1997, KOOREMAN, 2007). Using the Spanish time-use survey, ALVAREZ and MILES-TOUYA 

[2012] find that if parents adhere to traditional gender norms about housework division, the gap 

                                                 
3
 Biological factors have also been suggested (specifically for child care activities), but other authors assume that there are 

no biological differences in the capacity to learn different domestic tasks (BAKER and JACOBSEN, 2007, SOFER and THIBOUT, 
2011). 
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between the unpaid work performed by boys and girls is larger. Participation of boys in female-

oriented tasks, defined as those activities generally performed mainly by women (such as cooking, 

setting the table, washing dishes, doing laundry and cleaning the home), is particularly dependent on 

the father’s investment in such tasks. Using the American National Longitudinal Survey of Youth, 

FARRÉ and VELLA [2013] find a strong positive correlation between mothers’ attitudes and daughters’ 

labor market participation, also visible for daughters-in-law, but they find no effect for sons. 

  In what follows, we will focus on the correlation of domestic production patterns between 

parents and children. On the one hand, children might reduce their participation when parents 

devote a lot of time to domestic tasks due to substitution in family tasks. On the other hand, 

participation of both children and parents might be positively linked because parents and children 

share common preferences and requirements about the cleanliness of the home or the quality of 

meals. We also study how the parental model of time allocation and the associated stereotypes 

affect children’s participation and examine whether intergenerational correlation differs when 

considering the different roles of fathers and mothers on boys and girls. 

 

III. Description of the Data 

III-1 The French Time Use Survey 

 We study the intergenerational correlation of domestic time within the family using the Time 

Use survey conducted in France by INSEE from February 1998 to February 1999 on a sample of 8,186 

respondents4. Data was collected over a one-year period in order to account for possible seasonal 

variations in the way individuals organize their time. Three distinct questionnaires were used to 

collect information: i) a household questionnaire describing the composition of the household along 

with some characteristics of the dwelling and household resources; ii) an individual questionnaire 

with information on the respondent's work and leisure activities; iii) an individual daily booklet in 

which respondents were asked to note down the details of their activities over one randomly 

selected day. Each line corresponds to a time unit of exactly 10 minutes5. 

 The French 1998-1999 survey is especially well-suited to study the pattern of 

intergenerational correlation in domestic work since all family members aged over 14 and living in 

the household had to complete both the individual questionnaire and the daily booklet. By linking 

the answers of the young adult co-resident children and those of their parents, we can observe the 

amount of time devoted to various domestic activities by family members of two different 

generations over the same period of time since all household members aged 15 and over had to 

                                                 
4
 The 1998-1999 Time Use survey is available online to researchers through the Quetelet network (http://www.reseau-

quetelet.cnrs.fr/spip/).  
5
 Each respondent is required to note the start and end times of each activity, so there should be no measurement errors 

due to recall bias. 
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complete the booklet on the same day6. A drawback of this focus on co-resident children is that it 

entails some sample selection which may potentially affect the measure of intergenerational 

correlation. 

 Indeed, the characteristics or preferences of older children still living with their parents are 

likely to differ from those of children living independently and this could affect their involvement in 

domestic activities. Several studies have shown that the leaving-home decision was positively related 

to the child’s income (LE BLANC and WOLFF, 2006) and is influenced by the educational choices of 

children, the receipt of public transfers as well as the comfort of the parental home (ERMISCH and DI 

SALVO, 1997, MARTINEZ-GRANADO and RUIZ-CASTILLO, 2002, HU, 2001). All these characteristics may 

affect their housework involvement. For instance, co-resident children might be tempted to 

postpone their home-leaving decision if most domestic tasks are completed by their parents.  

 Unfortunately, there is no information in the Time survey on the number and characteristics 

of children living independently, and the direction of the selection bias is difficult to determine ex 

ante. On the one hand, if older co-resident children decide to stay longer at home because they 

contribute little to domestic tasks, this means that we would underestimate the parent-child 

correlation in such activities. On the other hand, parents may expect their older children to spend 

more time on domestic tasks as part as an implicit family contract. When considering the various 

reasons why young adults still live with their parents, the Eurobarometer shows that material 

constraints, mainly financial ones and the lack of affordable housing, are the most cited7. At the same 

time, a comfortable life with parents without the responsibilities of independent living, which 

certainly include domestic work, is also evoked but by only 15% of French young adults aged 15-30.  

 Overall, this suggests that the selection bias due to the restriction on co-resident children 

should be limited when studying the intergenerational correlation of domestic activities. Keeping this 

shortcoming in mind, we constructed a sample of co-resident children matched with their parents. 

Since detailed information on time use of both the parents and their children is needed, we selected 

our sample in the following way. Firstly, we excluded all the children below age 15 because 

respondents under 15 were not asked to fill in a daily booklet. Secondly, we excluded adult children 

aged above 23, which corresponds approximately to the average age at leaving the parental home in 

France (23 years for daughters and slightly above 24 years for sons according to Eurostat [2009])8. 

Our final sample contains 1,507 children aged 15-23 belonging to 1,082 families.  

                                                 
6 We could not use the most recent French Time Use survey conducted in 2009-2010 because no more than two randomly 
selected members of the household aged above 10 were interviewed. 
7
 See http://ec.europa.eu/public_opinion/archives/ebs/ebs_151_summ_en.pdf.   

8
 We have assessed the robustness of our results with respect to this upper age limit. We reach very similar conclusions 

with different values for the upper age. 
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 We now present the various indicators of domestic work considered in our empirical analysis. 

As is usually the case in economic studies on domestic tasks, our first indicator is the total time spent 

by each family member on the different domestic tasks (expressed in minutes per day). This 

information is obtained directly from the daily booklet. We classify the following activities as 

domestic: cooking, washing dishes, laying or clearing the table, activities linked to shopping for food 

and cleaning the home, laundry and ironing, paperwork, do-it-yourself and gardening, and caring for 

pets. We choose to exclude childcare because teenage participation in childcare is very dependent 

on the family composition (and the presence of siblings in the household who are young enough to 

require childcare). Furthermore, child care as a family-oriented activity is also likely to increase the 

utility of caregivers, contrary to the other domestic activities.   

 A difficulty with the participation of teenagers in domestic tasks it that it may be less 

frequent and less regular than that of adults (SHELTON and JOHN, 1996). Observing only one day may 

not necessarily be representative of the true contribution to domestic workload9. Another frequent 

criticism of the time indicators is that time differs from productivity. Some people may take very 

different amounts of time to perform a given task (for an output of the same quality). In the 

individual questionnaire of the Time Use survey used, each person was also asked whether he or she 

had undertaken one of the following activities over the last four weeks: shopping, cooking, cooking 

for guests, washing-up, cleaning, ironing, do-it-yourself, and gardening. Our second indicator 

therefore corresponds to the number of times the activity was performed over the last four weeks. It 

allows taking into account the young adult participation on a larger observational period than on day.  

 

III-2 The pattern of domestic tasks within the family 

 We begin with a description of our sample (see Table I). It includes slightly more sons than 

daughters (52.2% versus 47.8%). On average, the children are 18.3 years old and the mean number 

of children living in the parental home is 2.44 (whatever their age). The father’s average age is 

around 47.7 years, 2.5 years more than the mother, and 27% of them have completed high school at 

least. The mother is more educated than the father in 25% of cases. The proportion of employed 

fathers is very high (88.9%), while 36.9% of mothers have a full time job and 31.9% a part-time job. 

Finally, 29% of respondents were interviewed on either a Saturday or a Sunday. 

Insert Table I 

 Table II gives some statistics summarizing the time devoted to domestic tasks by the children 

and their parents. The total time recorded in the booklet is positive for 61.4% of the children. This 

means that more than one-third of them do no housework on the day of interview, which seems a 

                                                 
9
 Nonetheless, the drawback of the daily interview is not specific to children as it also applies to all individuals whose 

participation is irregular or not daily. 
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high proportion. For participants, the total contribution amounts to one and a half hours (92.6 

minutes exactly). There are substantial differences when considering the different activities 

performed during the last month. On average, children are more likely to devote time to cleaning 

(54.1%), shopping (50.0%), washing-up (48%) and cooking (42.3%). The largest contributions for 

participants are observed for washing-up (15.2 times per month), cooking (10.8 times) and cleaning 

(9.2 times). 

Insert Table II 

 We observe significant differences in the behavior of boys and girls. The participation rate in 

domestic tasks is 21.9 percentage points higher for girls compared to boys (72.8% versus 50.9%). A 

similar pattern is found for time devoted to domestic tasks among the subsample of participants. On 

average, boys devote 78.4 minutes to these activities, 25 minutes less than girls (92.6 minutes). So, 

our results suggest a gendered pattern of household work for young adult children living with their 

parents. Using the monthly frequency indicators, we also find that the participation rate is much 

higher for girls than for boys. The difference is large especially for cleaning (+33.8%), ironing 

(+30.9%), washing-up (+27.2%) and cooking (+23.2%). Conversely, boys are more frequently involved 

than girls in do-it-yourself (+28.2%) and gardening (+8.1%)10. 

 We find that parents are much more involved in domestic activities than their children. Their 

participation rate calculated from the daily booklet is 85.4%, which is nearly 40% higher than that of 

the younger generation (85.4/61.4=1.391). The gap is even higher when considering the time per 

participant. On average, fathers and mothers devote about 4 hours to domestic work compared to 

around 1.5 hours for children. For each selected activity, the participation rate is always higher for 

parents than for children: +31 percentage points for shopping, +29.7 points for gardening, and 

around 25-27 points for ironing, cooking and do-it-yourself. 

 As evidenced for the young generation, we find significant differences in the investment of 

fathers and mothers. While almost all mothers (98.2%) have done some domestic tasks on the 

interview day, the proportion is 25.5 points lower for fathers. Among participants, the difference is 

quite remarkable since fathers spend more than two hours less on domestic activities than mothers 

(289.3 minutes for mothers versus 162.2 minutes for fathers). Do-it-yourself and gardening are 

characterized by higher male participation rates (+53.9% for do-it-yourself, +6.8% for gardening). 

Conversely, ironing (+86.5%), cleaning (+66.4%) and cooking (+59.9%) are activities essentially 

performed by mothers. Among participants, there are also substantial differences by gender. 

                                                 
10

 When considering the monthly frequencies among participants, the largest negative gender gaps are observed for 
cooking (-3.6 times per month for boys), washing-up (-3.6) and cleaning (-2.7). The gap is positive for do-it-yourself (+2.8 
times per month for boys). 
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Compared to mothers, the monthly frequency of fathers is 16.4 times lower per month for cooking, 

13.3 times lower for cleaning and 12.3 times lower for washing-up. 

 A very interesting result from Table II is that the child’s behavior tends to mirror the parental 

situation, albeit on a smaller scale. Tasks mainly performed by women at the parental level such as 

cooking, cleaning, washing-up and ironing are also those mainly performed by daughters among 

children. Conversely, the do-it yourself tasks mainly performed by fathers are also mainly performed 

by sons. Activities generally more evenly shared by male and female adults are also more often 

shared by male and female children. Next, we investigate the correlations between the parents' and 

child’s involvement in domestic activities, which are presented in Figure 1.  

Insert Figure 1 

 When considering the total times recorded from the daily booklet, we obtain a positive 

correlation between the parents’ and child’s investments in domestic tasks. The coefficient of 

correlation is 0.160 and is significant at the 1% level. However, we note a few differences for the 

selected activities. The intergenerational correlation is large for shopping (0.144), washing-up 

(0.104), cleaning (0.142), do-it-yourself (0.118) and gardening (0.156), but it is not significant at the 

5% level for the other activities11. If parents spend a lot of time on a task, it does seem to release 

their children from doing the same task. This positive intergenerational correlation in domestic 

activities tends to rule out the idea that the efforts of the two generations could be substitutes 

within the household. It could mean that in some families there are more demanding standards for 

home cleanliness or expected quality of domestic production, for example. This positive correlation 

might come from a mimetic effect between children and parents or the share of common 

preferences and requirements about domestic production.  

 In Figure 2, we investigate the role of gender in this process of intergenerational correlation 

by comparing the coefficients of correlation between sons and fathers, and between daughters and 

mothers12. Overall, the correlation in total domestic time is much higher for women than for men 

(0.179 versus 0.126). The mother-daughter correlation is substantially higher for shopping, cleaning 

and, to a lesser extent, for ironing and gardening, while the reverse pattern is found for do-it-yourself 

and, more surprisingly, for washing-up and cooking. Albeit descriptive, these findings suggest that 

fathers could have an influential role on their children’s participation in domestic activities. In what 

follows, we turn to an econometric analysis to assess the magnitude of the intergenerational 

correlation in domestic activities net of the influence of family characteristics. 

Insert Figure 2 

 

                                                 
11

 The correlation is even negative for cooking, with a coefficient of -0.005 (not significant). 
12

 Standard errors reported in Table 3 are clustered at the family level.  
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IV Econometric analysis and results 

IV-1 Intergenerational correlation in domestic activities 

 We first focus on the intergenerational correlation in housework time between the child and 

parent generations to check whether we observe a substitution or rather a mimetic effect between 

parental and child involvement in domestic tasks. For the presentation, we denote by �� the time 

devoted by a child � to housework; �� and �� have a similar interpretation for the father � and for 

the mother �, so that �� 	 �� 
 �� is the total parental contribution to domestic tasks. We assess 

the correlation in housework time by estimating the following model: 

�� 	 ���� 
 ��         (1) 

In (1), the coefficient �� sheds light on the correlation between child and parental housework time. 

We assume that the error term �� is normally distributed such that ��~N�0, ��
��. Our dependent 

variable �� is censored since many children perform no housework at all (38.4% based on 

information reported in the daily booklet)13. Assuming the existence of a latent variable ��
�  measuring 

the propensity for a child to spend time on domestic tasks, we observe �� 	 0 when ��
� � 0 and 

�� 	 ��
�  otherwise, so that �� 	 max �0; ��

��. We estimate a Tobit model to account for this 

censoring. In subsection 4.3, we will investigate the sensitivity of our results to alternative 

econometric specifications. 

 As shown in model A of Table III, we obtain a positive correlation in the family times devoted 

to domestic activities, which is significant at the 1% level. At the sample means, each additional hour 

devoted by parents to housework increases by around 5.6 minutes (0.093*60) the time devoted by 

the child to these activities. At the monthly activity level, the coefficients of intergenerational 

correlation are all positive, although two of them are not statistically significant (cooking and 

ironing). The highest correlations are found for cooking for guests (if parents perform this task one 

additional time unit during the month, then the child’s participation increases by 0.282 units), 

gardening (+0.251), washing-up (+0.201) and do-it-yourself (+0.187). Some of these tasks are 

sometimes assimilated to semi-leisure (gardening and do-it-yourself) or call for more skills (cooking 

for guests and washing up) and might require more training. Some Learning by doing from parents is 

then possible. In any case, these results confirm the positive correlation between children and 

parental domestic participation that might come from a mimetic effect or learning process. 

Insert Table III here 

 Because the intergenerational correlation in family times may be driven by background socio-

economic factors, we decide to introduce two sets of explanatory variables specific to the child and 

                                                 
13

 As shown in Table 2, the proportion of zero values for participation in each activity per month ranges between 45.9% for 
cleaning to 88.7% for gardening (and even 92.7% for cooking for guests). 
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to the parents denoted by �� and ��, with �� and �� the associate vectors of coefficients. We extend 

our previous model in the following way: 

�� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ��       (2) 

 We introduce the following covariates in our different regressions: age, number of siblings, 

number of sisters and child’s birth order, father’s age, age gap between the parents, blended family, 

father’s education, education gap between parents (mother and father have same education, mother 

is more educated), father’s and mother’s employment (distinguishing full-time from part-time for 

women), household income (log), housing variables (number of rooms per household, having a 

garden, living in a rural area, presence of dishwasher and of microwave oven) and the day of 

interview (either weekday, Saturday or Sunday). Estimates of specification (2) correspond to model B 

in Table III. 

 Our main finding is that controlling for all these characteristics has almost no influence on 

the magnitude of the intergenerational correlation. This result reveals the existence of an 

intergenerational correlation that goes beyond socioeconomic differences. On average, children with 

parents spending more time on domestic activities are likely to spend more time on domestic tasks, 

and this relationship remains significant after accounting for their observable characteristics. It 

remains somewhat difficult to explain the children’s contribution to domestic tasks since very few 

parental characteristics have a significant influence on the selected outcomes14. An exception is the 

influence of parental education since children with highly educated parents spend 25 minutes less on 

domestic tasks on average. Apart from that, the parental model plays a major role in the domestic 

participation of children. If we assume that shopping, cooking or cleaning are necessary activities of 

daily life to be able to eat or live in a clean house, what will matter is not so much the parental 

socioeconomic situation, but whether the parents have themselves spent time on these domestic 

tasks or not.  

 Two important covariates in our regressions are child’s gender and age. First, being a girl 

increases by more than one hour the total amount of time devoted to domestic tasks. The longer 

time spent by daughters compared to sons may be the sign of strong sex-oriented norms of domestic 

work within the family, even at young ages. Secondly, time devoted to housework is positively 

correlated to age. On average, the total time spent increases by about 4 minutes for each additional 

year of age. Conversely, there is no interaction within the sibship since neither the number of 

siblings, the number of sisters nor the birth order do affect the child’s domestic activity. Finally, more 

                                                 
14

 Detailed estimates are available from the authors upon request. 
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time is devoted to domestic activities during the week-end, probably because young adults have 

more free time15. 

 After accounting for family background, cooking for guests, gardening, do-it-yourself, 

cleaning and shopping remain the monthly activities characterized by the highest intergenerational 

correlations. Depending on their gender, young adults tend to specialize in domestic activities. Girls 

spend more time than boys on ironing (+13.2 times per month), washing-up (+11.8 times per month), 

cleaning (+10.2 times per month) and cooking (+9.7 times per month). Conversely, they are less 

involved in do-it-yourself (-14.2 times per month) and, to a lesser extent, gardening (-4 times per 

month). Interestingly, these two last activities are not correlated with the child’s age, whereas 

washing-up, cooking and ironing are the three activities most sensitive to the child’s age. Parents 

might expect to receive more help in those more routine activities as the children grow older. 

 We now investigate whether there is any difference in the parent-child transmission of 

housework for boys and girls. For that purpose, we define a dummy variable � such that � 	 1 when 

the child is a girl and � 	 0 otherwise. We estimate the following model: 

�� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 !���� � �� 
 ��     (3) 

where the dummy � is also included in the vector of control variables . If the parental time spent on 

domestic tasks has a more pronounced influence either on sons or on daughters, then the coefficient 

!� associated with the crossed term ��� � �� should be significant. It will be positive, for instance, if 

the intergenerational correlation in housework is higher for girls than for boys. 

 The corresponding estimates are presented in model C of Table III. When considering total 

domestic time, we find a comparable effect of the intergenerational coefficient compared to that 

one previously found, but no difference between boys and girls. The positive estimate found for the 

interaction term is quite low and not significant. Similar results are found for each activity, the only 

exception being cooking for guests with a positive interaction term (equal to 0.283 and significant at 

10%) meaning that the intergenerational correlation is stronger for girls. So, we conclude that girls 

devote more time to domestic tasks than boys. The child’s effort and parental investment in 

domestic tasks are then mutually influenced, but this intergenerational correlation is of similar 

magnitude for boys and girls.  

 

IV-2 The distribution of parental housework time 

 We now attempt to capture the specific influence of paternal involvement and maternal 

involvement, respectively, in domestic tasks. Indeed, a same amount of total parental time spent on 

domestic activities might be shared differently between the mother and father. A simple way to 

                                                 
15

 When the child is interviewed either on Saturday or Sunday, then the total amount of time spent on housework increases 
by 21 minutes. 
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account for the contribution of both spouses is to add to equation (2) the parental inputs �� and �� 

instead of the aggregate parental time ��
16: 

�� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ��      (4) 

The question of interest is to know whether the role played by the father (measured by ��) is 

different from that of the mother (measured by ��). We implement a Wald test to assess the 

relevance of the null assumption "#:  �� 	 ��.  

Insert Table IV 

 The corresponding estimates are reported in model A of Table IV. For the child’s total 

domestic time, we find positive and significant coefficients for both paternal and maternal domestic 

time. Interestingly, the paternal influence is 73.5% higher than the maternal influence, but we are 

not able to reject the assumption that these two coefficients are similar (the significance level being 

around 30%). In fact, we reach the same conclusion for the eight selected activities. The 

corresponding Wald statistic is never significant at conventional level. Thus, we conclude that for a 

given child the intergenerational correlation is not affected by who is involved in housework within 

the family. 

 While our results suggest that the child’s investment in housework does not depend on the 

specific contribution of each parent, we did not account so far for the fact that a large proportion of 

fathers never perform certain domestic tasks17. It could be that seeing the father involved in 

housework (even for a limited time) will influence the child’s decision to undertake some domestic 

activities. Let %� be a dummy variable such that %� 	 1 when �� & 0 and %� 	 0 otherwise. We 

estimate the following regression �� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ��%� 
 ��. The corresponding 

estimates, available upon request, show that a child devotes more time to domestic tasks when the 

father does some housework (net of the total parental contribution).  

 When the father performs such activities, the domestic time spent by the child increases by 

around 17 minutes. Among the eight selected activities, the participation dummy is positive and 

significant for five of them at the 10% level. The highest effects are found for washing-up (+3.4 times 

per month), cleaning (+3.2 times per month) and do-it-yourself (+2.6 times per month). This 

highlights the symbolic role of paternal participation in domestic tasks in encouraging children to 

behave likewise (both in quantity and type of tasks). It appears less influential for the most equally 

shared tasks such as cooking, while it increases the likelihood of child involvement in the domestic 

                                                 
16

 An alternative specification to account for the relative role of spouses is to add an indicator measuring the share of the 
mother’s contribution to the total spousal contribution. Let �' 	 ��/��� 
 ���. The corresponding model would be 

�� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 �'�' 
 ��. If there is no effect of the spousal distribution of domestic activities, then we 

should have �' 	 0. We reach very similar results with this specification. 
17

 For total domestic time, 27.3% of fathers have null values. For the various activities, the proportion ranges between 
25.2% for do-it-yourself and 93.6% for ironing. 
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tasks performed mainly by women, such as washing-up and cleaning, and also those mainly 

performed by men, such as gardening and do-it-yourself.  

 In a next step, we assess whether there is any difference in the respective influence of 

paternal and maternal inputs between boys and girls. In particular, it could be that the father’s time 

is more influential for sons than for daughters while the maternal role is more important for 

daughters than for sons. To study this question, we add in equation (4) two interaction terms 

between the child’s gender and, respectively, the paternal and maternal time:  

�� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 !�)�� � �* 
 !���� � �� 
 ��  (5) 

 In (5), the coefficient !�  indicates whether the influence of the father’s time is the same for 

boys and for girls and !� has a similar interpretation for maternal time. Put differently, these 

coefficients are such that !� 	 ��
�+, - ��

�+# and !� 	 ��
�+, - ��

�+#. We rely on a Wald test to test 

the assumption that !� - !� 	 0. Note that our approach corresponds to a difference-in-difference 

strategy since !� - !� 	 )��
�+, - ��

�+#* - ���
�+, - ��

�+#�.  

 We find very similar results with both sets of estimates, which are reported in model B of 

Table IV18. On the one hand, the child’s total domestic time is not influenced by these new 

interaction terms. On the other hand, we observe interesting differences in the role of fathers and 

mothers, respectively, on sons and daughters for some activities. The coefficient !�  is negative and 

significant for washing-up, ironing (at the 10% level), do-it-yourself and gardening. For these 

activities, the father-son correlation is higher than the father-daughter correlation )��
�+, . ��

�+#*. 

The higher correlation for male-oriented activities (mainly performed by men) was an expected 

result that may stem from both the gendered social norms and the father’s model. 

 By contrast, our result of a higher correlation for boys on almost all female-oriented tasks, 

which is significant for two of them, is more surprising and interesting. It suggests that the domestic 

behavior of sons is not only driven by social norms, but also by the father’s participation (or by the 

joint decision process within household). A son’s investment in such domestic tasks is more 

influenced by the father’s involvement in such tasks than by that of the mother. Similarly, the 

coefficient of the mother !� is positive for cleaning and gardening. For these two activities, the 

mother’s influence is stronger for daughters than for sons since ��
�+, & ��

�+#. We compare the 

influence of fathers on sons and daughters to that of mothers by testing the assumption !� 	  !�. 

Results from a Wald test show that the maternal effect differs from the paternal effect on daughter’s 

involvement (or boy’s involvement) for four activities: washing-up, ironing, do-it-yourself and 

gardening. Overall, our results suggest that a gendered intergenerational correlation of housework 

exists, but for some specific tasks only.  

                                                 
18

 In panel B of Table 5, we drop observations with missing values for �', which occurs when both �� 	 0 and �� 	 0. 
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IV-3 Robustness checks 

 In this subsection, we investigate more closely the robustness of our findings. In particular, 

we try alternative econometric specifications to estimate the intergenerational correlation in 

domestic activities and attempt to account for unobserved heterogeneity at the sibship level. 

 

 IV-3-1 Tobit model estimation 

 Given the censoring of our various dependent variables, we turn to Tobit models to study the 

determinants of domestic tasks. A drawback of this parametric approach is that the consistency of 

the Tobit estimates depends crucially on the assumption of normality of the residual. We apply some 

diagnostic tests based on generalized residuals to test the null assumption of normality (see Cameron 

and Trivedi, 2005). Results from a Lagrange multiplier test lead to a strong rejection of the normality 

hypothesis19. 

 It is thus important to assess whether the failure of normality affects our results. Specifically, 

we consider a two-part model, with one equation for the censoring mechanism (whether the 

participation in domestic time is null or not) and a second model for the outcome condition on 

strictly positive values. The probability for a child of undertaking some domestic task is first 

estimated using a Probit model. The probability that the child takes part in domestic tasks during the 

day of interview is positively correlated with the total parental time (t=4.23). Assuming that the two 

parts of the model are independent, the second part is estimated using an OLS regression on the 

subset of children involved in domestic tasks. We also get a positive correlation between the daily 

times of the parent and the child, with a coefficient of 0.056 (t=4.08). 

 When considering each specific activity, we find that the parental activity has no effect on 

either the probability of participating or the number of times per month for cooking and ironing. A 

similar pattern was found with the Tobit specification. The intergenerational correlation obtained 

from the Probit model is always positive and significant for the six remaining activities, while the 

correlation estimated on positive frequencies is positive and significant only for shopping, cleaning, 

do-it-yourself and gardening. 

 Since the validity of maximum likelihood methods for censored data requires a correct 

specification of the error distribution, several semiparametric alternatives have been proposed (see 

CHAY and POWELL, 2001). In what follows, we rely on the censored least absolute deviation (CLAD 

                                                 
19

 Rewriting (2) as �� 	 �� 
 �� (� includes characteristics of both child and parents), we denote by �/  and �0�
� the 

estimated parameters. For uncensored observations, we calculate the four powers 1���|�� & 0�, 1)��
�3�� & 0*, 

1)��
43�� & 0* and 1���

53�� & 0� using ��̂ 	 ��� - ��/�/�0�. Let 7̂ 	 -��//�0� and 8/ 	 9�-7̂�/�1 - Φ�7̂��. For left-censored 

observations at zero, we calculate 1���|�� 	 0� 	 -8/ , 1)��
�3�� 	 0* 	 1 - 7̂8/ , 1)��

43�� 	 0* 	 -�2 
 7̂��8/  and 

1���
53�� 	 0� 	 3 - �37̂ 
 7̂4�8/. The statistic for the Lagrange multiplier test is, for instance, equal to 78.5 for the child's 

daily domestic time. For the eight monthly activities, the statistic ranges between 25.4 (cooking) and 187.4 (shopping). 
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hereafter) estimator proposed by POWELL [1984]. The data are trimmed to compensate for the 

censoring issue and coefficients are obtained from a regression step applied to the trimmed 

sample20. When estimating (2) for the child’s total daily time, the CLAD estimator gives a coefficient 

of 0.080 for the correlation with total parental time, with a bootstrapped standard error of 0.023. 

This is very close to the value found with the Tobit specification, the parental time coefficient being 

equal to 0.094. So, we are confident in the relevance of our results from the Tobit models, although 

the assumption of normality of errors for the various domestic tasks is not supported21. 

  

IV-3-2 Joint estimation of parent-child behaviors 

 So far, we have estimated several regressions which explain the time-use of the child as a 

function of the exogenous time-use of parents. However, the observed correlation between the 

parent and child’s time values may simply be due to the household decision-making process22. Put 

differently, this means that a joint estimation of the parent's and child's decision to participate in 

domestic tasks could be more appropriate. We decide to turn to conditional mixed process 

estimators to jointly estimate the parental and child outcomes (ROODMAN, 2011). 

 Consider first the case of the parent-child correlation. Instead of estimating (2), we now 

estimate a joint model with �� and �� as dependent variables. Let �� 	 ��� 
 �� and �� 	 ��� 
 ��, 

with � a set of family characteristics. Assuming that �� is continuous (almost all parents undertake 

domestic activities) and �� is censored, then the joint model comprises one continuous equation and 

one Tobit equation. The residuals �� and �� are supposed to follow a bivariate normal distribution. 

Denoting by = the coefficient of correlation between �� and ��, then this coefficient provides 

another measure of the correlation in domestic tasks between the parent and child behaviors net of 

family observed heterogeneity.23  

 Our results are shown in panel A of Table V. Concerning the daily domestic time, we find a 

value of 0.168 for the correlation between �� and ��, which is significant at the 1 percent level. This 

coefficient obtained from a modeling of the joint parent-child participation is slightly higher than the 

intergenerational correlation of 0.094 reported in Table III. More broadly, we reach very similar 

conclusions with both approaches, i.e. an estimation of a joint parent-child model or an estimation of 

the child’s time as a function of parental time. The coefficients of correlation between the parent and 

                                                 
20

 The key idea behind the CLAD estimator is that medians are preserved by monotone transformations of the data. 
21

 We have also estimated a linear model to explain the child’s domestic time. Again, we find a positive correlation between 
the child and parental daily time, with a coefficient equal to 0.060 (t=5.40). 
22

 Writing and estimating a structural model describing how parents and children decide about housework is beyond the 
scope this paper. 
23

 For some activities over the last four weeks, we estimate a parent-child model with two Tobit equations. We decided to 
use a Tobit model when the proportion of zeros for a dependent variable was greater than 5%. 
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child residuals for the various activities over the last four weeks are always positive and significant, 

except for cooking and ironing. 

Insert Table V 

 Next, we try to disentangle the interaction between the child and, respectively, the father 

and the mother. As an alternative of (4), we estimate a joint model with ��, �� and �� as dependent 

variables using the same type of mixed process estimator. The corresponding specification includes 

the three following equations �� 	 ��� 
 ��, �� 	 ��� 
 �� and �� 	 ��� 
 ��.The residuals ��, 

�� and �� are supposed to follow a trivariate normal distribution and we focus more closely on the 

three coefficients of correlation =��, =�� and =�� which shed light on the interaction between 

unobservables for the father-mother, father-child and mother-child relationships, respectively. The 

corresponding model is a trivariate Tobit when both ��, �� and �� are treated as censored variables, 

while it comprises two Tobit equations and one continuous outcome when �� is treated as a 

continuous outcome (�� and �� are censored)24. 

 Results are presented in panel B of Table V. For daily domestic time, the three coefficients of 

correlation are positive, but we note that =�> & =�>. A similar result was found in Panel A of Table 

IV. There are a few differences for the selected activity frequencies over the last four weeks. Firstly, 

for activities like cooking, cleaning or ironing, the correlation between both parents is negative (but it 

is only significant for cooking), which suggests some substitution and specialization in the spousal 

contributions. Conversely, the spousal correlation is very high and positive for shared activities like 

cooking for guests, do-it-yourself or gardening. Secondly, the father-child correlations are always 

significant except for ironing, while the mother-child correlation is not significant for cooking, 

cleaning and ironing. Thirdly, we obtain similar father-child and mother-child coefficients for many 

activities like cooking for guests, washing up, do it yourself and gardening25.  

   

IV-3-3 Unobserved heterogeneity and domestic tasks within the sibship 

 An interesting feature of our data is that they provide information on the housework 

behavior of siblings. This allows us to deal with unobserved heterogeneity at the family level26. 

Suppose, for instance, that there are some unobserved traits of the parents that are transmitted to 

the children, like preferences for leisure or altruism. Such unobservables might bias our previous 

estimates of the intergenerational correlation of housework. To investigate differences in behavior 

among siblings, we first estimate a model of the form: 

                                                 
24

 As shown in Table 5, the proportion of women not doing any domestic tasks over the last four weeks is very low for 
several activities.  
25

 Conversely, the father-child coefficients tend to be higher for cooking and cleaning. 
26

 Up to now, we only take into account this information by clustering the standard errors of our various regressions at the 

famiy level.  
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��� 	 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ���� 
 ?� 
 ���      (6) 

 We explain the domestic time of a child � with parents @ as a function of family 

characteristics �� (specific to each child), ��, �� and ��, and of two error terms ?� and ���. The term 

?� picks up the unobserved heterogeneity at the parental level, while ��� is a random perturbation. 

We suppose that ?� and ��� are normally distributed such that ?�~A�0; �B
�� and ���~A�0; �� 

�� and 

are independent of each other. Under the assumption that the family-specific error term is 

uncorrelated with the family characteristics, the corresponding model is a random effects Tobit 

model estimated by maximum likelihood and quadrature techniques. 

 As shown in column (1) of Table VI, we find little difference for total domestic time between 

the random effect specification and the simple Tobit regression27. We observe a positive influence of 

both the paternal and maternal domestic time on the child’s time devoted to these tasks, but these 

two coefficients are not significantly different (the critical probability is 0.159). In column 2, we 

introduce two interaction variables corresponding to the product of the child’s gender and the 

domestic time of the father and mother. The random effect estimates do not support the idea that 

there are gender differences in the intergenerational transmission of housework behavior since both 

interaction terms remain insignificant. 

Insert Table VI here 

 A potential shortcoming of the random effect estimates is that they depend on the 

assumption that the family-specific component ?� is independent of the family characteristics. There 

may be some reasons to believe that this assumption does not hold. For instance, more educated 

parents may have a higher (unobserved) preference for leisure. Thus, we decide to relax the 

assumption that the family component is orthogonal to the covariates and turn to a fixed effect 

specification. As a preliminary step, we focus on the extensive margin of housework and consider the 

probability Pr ���� & 0� for a child � of performing some domestic tasks on the day of interview. In 

our sample, 61.4% of children have positive time values28. 

  Specifically, we rely on the conditional Logit model originally proposed by CHAMBERLAIN 

[1980]. A difficulty with this fixed effect specification is that all the characteristics remaining invariant 

at the household level are picked up by the family fixed effect. In our context, both the paternal and 

maternal time values do not vary among siblings by definition. This implies that our parameters of 

interest �� and �� (and also ��) are not identified. However, we can still consider a fixed effect 

framework to study the gender-specific impact of time spent by parents on housework by gender on 

the total time spent by their children. Indeed, the coefficients associated with the interaction terms 

                                                 
27

 We reach similar conclusions when estimating the random effect Tobit models for the eight selected activities. 
28

 Among families with two children living at home, in 19.9% of cases neither sibling performed any domestic tasks on the 
day of interview. The proportion of families with two positive time values is 40.6%. 
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)�� � �* and ��� � �� will be identified using information for families including siblings of different 

genders.  

 The fixed-effect Logit estimates are presented in column 3 of Table VI. All families with no 

variation in the domestic time values of siblings are dropped from the sample, which reduces the 

number of observations to 322. This change in the sample composition is important as it is expected 

to affect our previous results. For instance, the average number of siblings is now much higher as 

families with only one child are excluded. We find that the probability of doing some housework on 

the day of interview is higher for girls than for boys. Also, while the paternal interaction term is 

insignificant, we obtain a negative coefficient for the maternal interaction term. This effect suggests 

that the intergenerational correlation in housework stemming from the maternal role is lower for 

girls than for boys, but it is only significant at the 10% level. 

 A difficulty with the full estimation of fixed effect non-linear models is that parameters are 

subject to the incidental parameters problem29. While the bias in coefficients may be large with very 

small or small group sizes, it has been shown that there was almost no bias for the fixed effect 

estimates in the case of a Tobit model (GREENE, 2004). Finally, we estimate a censored regression 

model with family fixed effect. We rely on the semiparametric trimmed least squares estimator 

proposed by HONORÉ [1992], which is consistent and asymptotically normal even when the time 

dimension of the panel is low. As shown in column (4), the conditional Logit and fixed effect Tobit 

estimates show that only the interaction term between maternal domestic time and the child’s 

gender is significant. 

 

V Concluding comments 

 The aim of this paper was to study the intergenerational correlation of housework patterns 

with potential differences by gender. Our empirical analysis is based on the French time-use survey 

conducted in 1999-2000 in which all family members aged above 14 years old were interviewed. We 

thus link the housework decisions of teenagers and young adults to those of their parents. Our main 

results are as follows. 

 First, we find significant gender differences in the domestic work of young adults. Co-resident 

girls aged 15-23 spend around one hour more on housework than boys. This gender gap in unpaid 

work before couple formation is puzzling for economists since it cannot be linked to marital 

specialization, but is consistent with the theory of identity formation. Secondly, we obtain a positive 

intergenerational correlation in domestic work, meaning that domestic time spent by a child 

                                                 
29

 Estimators of fixed effects are inconsistent in a panel of finite length (which is the case in our context given the average 
size of the sibship). The incidental parameters problem occurs when this inconsistency is transmitted to the estimator of 
the other parameters of the model. 
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complements but does not substitute to time spent by parents. One additional hour of parental 

housework leads to an increase of around 5 minutes in the child’s domestic participation. Thirdly, we 

observe a gender asymmetry in the intergenerational correlation of domestic tasks between boys 

and girls in certain domestic tasks. 

 The positive intergenerational correlation, which is robust to different specifications, may 

stem from various mechanisms. It may be due to parents who use more or less consciously gendered 

stereotypes when allocating household labor to children (RALEY and BIANCHI, 2006). It could also come 

from a joint decision-making process within the family, with household members sharing common 

values about housework. Lastly, it might be explained by the behavior of children who reproduce the 

parental model through mimetism or common preferences. Unfortunately, these explanations 

cannot be disentangled with the data at hand and we leave this issue for future research. 

 As they stand, our results may be helpful for targeting public policies towards greater gender 

equality. In particular, the magnitude of the intergenerational correlation of housework and gender 

roles should be taken into account when implementing public policies since they create persistent 

effects (for or against gender equality) over time. Since unequal participation of teenagers by gender 

is correlated to that of their parents, the current unequal gender division of parents will contribute to 

the unequal housework division of the next generation, who will themselves become parents one 

day and may potentially transmit these norms to a third generation. Clearly, appropriate policies 

integrating these long-term consequences are needed to avoid an intergenerational multiplier of 

gender inequality in housework. 
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FIGURE 1. - Parent-Child Correlation in Domestic Activities 

  
Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
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FIGURE 2. - Father-Son and Mother-Daughter Correlation in Domestic Activities 

 
Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 

 Note: F-S stands for "father-son", M-D for "mother-daughter". 
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TABLE I. - DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS OF THE SAMPLE 

Variables Boys Girls Boys and girls 

mean s.d. mean s.d. mean s.d. 

Child: girl 0.000 0.000 1.000 0.000 0.478 0.500 

Child: age 18.304 2.380 18.226 2.356 18.267 2.369 

Child: size of the sibship 2.438 1.295 2.510 1.248 2.472 1.273 

Child: birth order 1.450 0.727 1.480 0.764 1.464 0.745 

Father’s age 46.944 5.889 47.379 6.504 47.152 6.193 

Father’s age - mother’s age 2.548 4.312 2.569 4.694 2.558 4.497 

Blended family 0.079 0.270 0.108 0.311 0.093 0.290 

Father’s education: no education, primary school 0.291 0.455 0.315 0.465 0.303 0.460 

Father’s education: secondary school 0.440 0.497 0.404 0.491 0.423 0.494 

Father’s education: high school, undergraduate 0.162 0.368 0.168 0.374 0.165 0.371 

Father’s education: graduate, postgraduate 0.107 0.309 0.114 0.318 0.110 0.313 

Father’s education > mother’s education 0.347 0.476 0.341 0.474 0.344 0.475 

Father’s education = mother’s education 0.398 0.490 0.419 0.494 0.408 0.492 

Father’s education < mother’s education 0.254 0.436 0.240 0.427 0.248 0.432 

Father’s employment 0.889 0.314 0.850 0.357 0.871 0.336 

Mother’s full time employment 0.369 0.483 0.319 0.466 0.345 0.476 

Mother’s part time employment 0.319 0.467 0.318 0.466 0.319 0.466 

Household income (log) 9.687 0.485 9.651 0.513 9.670 0.499 

Number of rooms per household member 1.185 0.387 1.168 0.385 1.177 0.386 

Dishwasher 0.740 0.439 0.712 0.453 0.727 0.446 

Microwave oven 0.635 0.482 0.632 0.482 0.634 0.482 

Garden 0.762 0.426 0.738 0.440 0.750 0.433 

Rural area 0.299 0.458 0.264 0.441 0.282 0.450 

Interviewed on Saturday/Sunday 0.290 0.454 0.294 0.456 0.292 0.455 

Number of observations 786  721  1,507  

 Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
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TABLE II. - PARENTS’ AND CHILD’S INVESTMENT IN DOMESTIC TASKS 

Variables Daily  
domestic  
time 

Number of activities performed over the last four weeks  

Shopping Cooking Cooking for 
guests 

Washing-up Cleaning Ironing Do-it-yourself Gardening 

Participation in domestic tasks (over the day) (over the last four weeks) 

Fathers and mothers 0.854 0.810 0.685 0.340 0.642 0.637 0.496 0.478 0.410 
Father 0.727 0.646 0.386 0.129 0.415 0.305 0.064 0.748 0.444 
Mother 0.982 0.974 0.985 0.551 0.868 0.969 0.928 0.209 0.376 

∆=Father-Mother -0.255*** -0.328*** -0.599*** -0.423*** -0.452*** -0.664*** -0.865*** 0.539*** 0.068*** 
Boys and girls 0.614 0.500 0.423 0.073 0.480 0.541 0.224 0.224 0.113 
Boys 0.509 0.430 0.312 0.041 0.350 0.379 0.076 0.359 0.151 
Girls 0.728 0.577 0.544 0.108 0.623 0.717 0.386 0.076 0.071 

∆=Boys-Girls -0.219*** -0.147*** -0.232*** -0.067*** -0.273*** -0.338*** -0.309*** 0.282*** 0.081*** 
Time (in minutes) (in number of times over the last four weeks) 

Fathers and mothers 200.969 7.670 16.549 0.968 15.037 11.501 4.454 4.465 3.503 
Fathers 117.857 4.625 4.775 0.305 6.265 2.403 0.251 7.633 3.870 
Mothers 284.081 10.714 28.323 1.630 23.809 20.598 8.656 1.297 3.137 

∆=Fathers-Mothers -166.224*** -6.089** -23.547*** -1.325** -17.543*** -18.194*** -8.405*** 6.336*** 0.733** 
Boys and girls 56.822 3.342 4.545 0.214 7.297 4.988 1.316 1.532 0.547 
Boys 39.911 2.611 2.659 0.087 4.534 2.842 0.323 2.620 0.653 
Girls 75.257 4.139 6.602 0.352 10.309 7.327 2.398 0.347 0.433 

∆=Boys-Girls -35.346*** -1.528*** -3.943*** -0.266*** -5.775*** -4.485*** -2.075*** 2.273*** 0.220 
Time for participants (in minutes) (in number of times over the last four weeks) 

Fathers and mothers 235.231 9.468 24.154 2.846 23.434 18.032 8.979 9.333 8.559 
Fathers 162.201 7.166 12.386 2.371 15.083 7.874 3.948 10.206 8.734 
Mothers 289.264 10.999 28.761 2.957 27.431 21.223 9.324 6.206 8.352 

∆=Fathers-Mothers -127.063*** -3.833** -16.376*** -0.586** -12.348*** -13.349*** -5.376*** 4.000*** 0.383 
Boys and girls 92.573 6.679 10.754 2.927 15.189 9.223 5.867 6.852 4.853 
Boy 78.425 6.071 8.531 2.125 12.960 7.497 4.233 7.301 4.311 
Girl 103.352 7.173 12.143 3.256 16.555 10.219 6.219 4.545 6.118 

∆=Boy-Girl -24.927*** -1.102* -3.612*** -1.131 -3.595*** -2.722*** -1.986** 2.756** -1.807 

Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
Note: the sample comprises 1,507 children (1,082 families). Significance levels for the mean-comparison tests are respectively 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). 
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TABLE III. - EFFECT OF PARENTAL DOMESTIC ACTIVITY ON CHILD’S DOMESTIC ACTIVITY 

Variables Daily 
domestic 
time 

Number of activities performed over the last four weeks  

Shopping Cooking Cooking for 
guests 

Washing-up Cleaning Ironing Do-it-yourself Gardening 

Model A          
Parent: daily domestic time/activity over  0.093*** 0.121*** 0.031 0.282*** 0.201*** 0.141*** 0.018 0.187*** 0.251*** 
 the last four weeks (5.80) (4.22) (0.53) (2.71) (4.90) (4.63) (0.32) (4.83) (5.14) 
Other family characteristics NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO NO 
Log likelihood -6171.9 -3344.9 -3203.4 -633.6 -3688.9 -3761.3 -1783.9 -1805.5 -964.6 
Model B          
Child: girl 64.952*** 3.094*** 9.745*** 4.738*** 11.800*** 10.206*** 13.248*** -14.236*** -3.998*** 
 (7.56) (3.79) (8.15) (3.09) (8.96) (10.12) (8.76) (-9.06) (-2.99) 
Child: age 4.242*** 0.343** 1.339*** 0.444** 1.416*** 0.387** 0.774*** 0.328 0.048 
 (2.71) (2.30) (6.04) (2.34) (5.35) (2.08) (3.93) (1.52) (0.21) 
Parent: daily domestic time/activity over  0.094*** 0.111*** 0.030 0.281*** 0.196*** 0.119*** 0.071 0.161*** 0.206*** 
 the last four weeks (5.77) (3.90) (0.55) (3.12) (4.98) (3.97) (1.19) (4.14) (4.43) 
Other family characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Log likelihood -6098.4 -3294.9 -3091.1 -602.9 -3579.1 -3645.2 -1653.7 -1692.8 -929.0 
Model C          
Child: girl 52.306*** 1.828* 11.596*** 3.975** 13.970*** 8.087*** 13.029*** -12.640*** -4.620*** 
 (3.56) (1.74) (3.18) (2.58) (5.24) (5.15) (7.37) (-6.96) (-2.70) 
Child: age 4.237*** 0.338** 1.340*** 0.456** 1.410*** 0.388** 0.772*** 0.341 0.053 
 (2.71) (2.27) (6.04) (2.40) (5.32) (2.09) (3.94) (1.58) (0.23) 
Parent: daily domestic time/activity over  0.078*** 0.068 0.060 0.152 0.234*** 0.071* 0.057 0.211*** 0.184*** 
 the last four weeks (3.76) (1.57) (0.74) (1.41) (4.13) (1.70) (0.61) (4.27) (3.71) 
Parent: daily domestic time/activity over  0.031 0.080 -0.056 0.283* -0.071 0.090 0.023 -0.145 0.055 
 the last four weeks * Child : girl (1.03) (1.50) (-0.53) (1.87) (-0.99) (1.61) (0.20) (-1.59) (0.64) 
Other family characteristics YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES YES 
Log likelihood -6097.8 -3293.5 -3090.1 -601.8 -3578.6 -3644.0 -1653.6 -1691.1 -928.7 

Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
Note: Estimates from Tobit models. Standard errors are clustered at the family level, significance levels being respectively 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The sample comprises 1,507 children 
(1,082 families). The other family characteristics include number of siblings, number of sisters, birth order, father’s age, difference between father and mother’s age, blended family, father’s 
education (four categories), two dummies comparing father and mother’s education (mother and father have same education, mother is more educated), father’s employment, mother’s full-
time employment, mother’s part-time employment, household income (log), number of rooms per household member, presence of dishwasher and of microwave oven, having a garden, living 
in a rural area and interviewed on either Saturday or Sunday. 
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TABLE IV. - EFFECT OF PATERNAL AND MATERNAL DOMESTIC ACTIVITY ON CHILD’S DOMESTIC ACTIVITY 

Variables Daily 
domestic 
time 

Number of activities performed over the last four weeks 

Shopping Cooking Cooking for 
guests 

Washing-up Cleaning Ironing Do-it-yourself Gardening 

Model A 
Child: girl 65.011*** 3.136*** 9.750*** 4.795*** 11.801*** 10.246*** 13.302*** -14.262*** -3.993*** 
 (7.57) (3.84) (8.16) (3.13) (8.96) (10.16) (8.77) (-9.09) (-2.97) 
Child: age 4.265*** 0.343** 1.338*** 0.448** 1.416*** 0.384** 0.780*** 0.325 0.048 
 (2.73) (2.30) (6.04) (2.36) (5.35) (2.07) (3.95) (1.50) (0.21) 
Father: daily domestic time/activity over  0.118*** 0.075 0.048 0.477** 0.188*** 0.214*** 0.385 0.146*** 0.209*** 
 the last four weeks (4.01) (1.52) (0.86) (2.21) (3.42) (3.30) (1.37) (3.05) (3.44) 
Mother: daily domestic time/activity over  0.068** 0.132*** -0.029 0.234** 0.203*** 0.086** 0.060 0.212** 0.203** 
 the last four weeks (2.34) (3.60) (-0.35) (2.30) (3.64) (2.37) (0.99) (2.44) (2.40) 
Test: Father’s time = mother’s time [value;prob] [1.07;0.302] [0.79;0.374] [0.90;0.343] [1.00;0.318] [0.04;0.848] [2.64;0.104] [1.28;0.259] [0.39;0.533] [0.01;0.926] 
Log likelihood -6097.4 -3294.4 -3090.8 -602.5 -3579.1 -3643.4 -1653.1 -1692.5 -928.9 
Model B 
Child: girl 54.461*** 1.815* 9.641** 3.991*** 10.806*** 7.512*** 12.865*** -12.154*** -4.243*** 
 (3.55) (1.71) (2.11) (2.58) (3.68) (4.75) (7.34) (-6.79) (-2.59) 
Child: age 4.259*** 0.338** 1.337*** 0.458** 1.394*** 0.387** 0.766*** 0.342 0.092 
 (2.73) (2.26) (6.03) (2.41) (5.26) (2.09) (3.91) (1.59) (0.41) 
Father: daily domestic time/activity over  0.092*** 0.037 0.087 0.319 0.315*** 0.235*** 0.714** 0.219*** 0.310*** 
 the last four weeks (2.61) (0.51) (1.04) (1.27) (4.20) (2.96) (2.34) (3.74) (4.13) 
Mother: daily domestic time/activity over  0.061* 0.086 -0.043 0.100 0.141* 0.010 0.012 0.160 0.017 
 the last four weeks (1.67) (1.63) (-0.38) (0.85) (1.77) (0.20) (0.13) (1.39) (0.21) 
Father: domestic time/activity * Child: girl 0.055 0.068 -0.072 0.482 -0.254*** -0.054 -1.022* -0.270** -0.263** 
 (1.19) (0.77) (-0.66) (1.22) (-2.59) (-0.46) (-1.85) (-2.53) (-1.99) 
Mother: domestic time/activity * Child: girl 0.014 0.089 0.016 0.267 0.110 0.139** 0.072 0.161 0.396*** 
 (0.31) (1.23) (0.11) (1.61) (1.08) (2.18) (0.58) (0.94) (2.63) 
Test: Father’s time = mother’s time [0.29;0.591] [0.30;0.582] [1.31;0.252] [0.63;0.427] [2.53;0.112] [5.06;0.025] [4.76;0.029] [0.18;0.673] [5.90;0.015] 
Test: Father’s time * girl = mother’s time * girl [0.39;0.532] [0.03;0.856] [0.37;0.545] [0.24;0.625] [6.69;0.010] [2.01;0.156] [3.67;0.055] [4.06;0.044] [8.26;0.004] 
Log likelihood -6096.5 -3292.9 -3090.4 -601.2 -3575.1 -3640.9 -1651.2 -1688.9 -922.3 

Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
Note: Estimates from Tobit models. Standard errors are clustered at the family level, significance levels being respectively 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The sample comprises 1,507 children 
(1,082 families). The other family characteristics include number of siblings, number of sisters, birth order, father’s age, difference between father and mother’s age, blended family, father’s 
education (four categories), two dummies comparing father and mother’s education (mother and father have same education, mother is more educated), father’s employment, mother’s full-
time employment, mother’s part-time employment, household income (log), number of rooms per household member, presence of dishwasher and of microwave oven, having a garden, living 
in a rural area and interviewed on either Saturday or Sunday. 
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TABLE V. - JOINT ESTIMATION OF PARENTAL AND CHILD DOMESTIC ACTIVITIES 

Variables Daily 
domestic 
time 

Number of activities performed over the last four weeks 

Shopping Cooking Cooking for 
guest 

Washing-up Cleaning Ironing Do-it-yourself Gardening 

Model A – parent and child equations  
% of censored values for parents 0.6 0.2 0.3 41.9 10.3 2.1 6.3 20.4 43.1 
Specification for parental equation Continuous  Continuous  Continuous Tobit Tobit Continuous  Tobit Tobit Tobit 
% of censored values for child 38.6 50.0 57.7 92.7 52.0 45.9 77.6 77.6 88.7 
Specification for child’s equation Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit  Tobit 
Correlation between residuals of parental  0.168*** 0.129*** 0.018 0.168*** 0.169*** 0.113*** 0.050 0.164*** 0.262*** 
 and child equations (6.08) (4.06) (0.56) (4.25) (5.08) (4.05) (1.19) (4.62) (6.36) 
Log likelihood -16250.5 -9183.3 -8478.0 -3680.8 -9474.2 -9529.2 -6738.4 -6721.4 -4829.7 
Model B – father, mother and child equations          
% of censored values for father 27.3 35.4 61.4 87.1 58.5 69.5 93.6 25.2 55.6 
Specification for father’s equation Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit Tobit 
% of censored values for mother 1.8 2.6 1.5 44.9 13.2 3.1 7.2 79.1 62.4 
Specification for mother’s equation Continuous Continuous Continuous Tobit Tobit Continuous Tobit Tobit Tobit 
% of censored values for child 38.6 50.0 57.7 92.7 52.0 45.9 77.6 77.6 88.7 
Specification for child’s equation Tobit Tobit  Tobit Tobit Tobit Continuous Tobit Tobit Tobit 
Correlation between residuals of father 0.170*** 0.073* -0.247*** 0.223*** 0.103*** -0.042 -0.110 0.153*** 0.281*** 
 and mother equations (4.83) (1.89) (-7.68) (5.29) (2.58) (-1.01) (-1.54) (3.05) (6.49) 
Correlation between residuals of father 0.168*** 0.086** 0.062* 0.169** 0.162*** 0.138*** 0.082 0.148*** 0.237*** 
 and child equations (5.35) (2.50) (1.68) (2.48) (4.45) (3.51) (1.13) (3.99) (5.05) 
Correlation between residuals of mother  0.104*** 0.121*** -0.020 0.151*** 0.138*** 0.039 0.043 0.146*** 0.239*** 
 and child equations (3.22) (3.85) (-0.67) (3.62) (3.97) (1.26) (1.02) (3.08) (4.77) 
Log likelihood -23094.4 -12757.7 -10769.9 -4399.4 -12188.0 -11163.7 -7241.5 -8006.4 -6603.3 

Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
Note: Estimates from conditional mixed process regressions. Standard errors are clustered at the family level, significance levels being respectively 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% (*). The total 
sample comprises 1,507 children (1,082 families). Each equation include the following family characteristics: number of siblings, number of sisters, birth order, father’s age, difference 
between father and mother’s age, blended family, father’s education (four categories), two dummies comparing father and mother’s education (mother and father have same education, 
mother is more educated), father’s employment, mother’s full-time employment, mother’s part-time employment, household income (log), number of rooms per household member, 
presence of dishwasher and of microwave oven, having a garden, living in a rural area and interviewed on either Saturday or Sunday. 
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TABLE VI. - RANDOM AND FIXED EFFECT ESTIMATES OF PATERNAL AND MATERNAL DOMESTIC TIME ON CHILD’S DOMESTIC TIME 

Variables (1) (2) (3) (4) 

Child: girl 65.082*** 60.922*** 2.137*** 153.920*** 
 (8.37) (4.13) (2.91) (3.73) 
Child: age 4.344*** 4.329*** 0.167 4.179 
 (2.78) (2.77) (1.58) (0.55) 
Father: domestic time 0.116*** 0.094***   
 (4.74) (2.95)   
Mother: domestic time 0.062** 0.065*   
 (2.46) (1.95)   
Father: domestic time * Child: girl  0.048 0.003 -0.032 
  (1.10) (1.24) (-0.27) 
Mother: domestic time * Child: girl  -0.006 -0.003* -0.224** 
  (-0.13) (-1.72) (-1.97) 
Other family characteristics Yes YES YES YES 
Test: Father’s time = mother’s time [1.98;0.159] [0.33;0.567]   
Test: Father’s time * girl = mother’s time * girl  [0.69;0.405] [3.96;0.137] [3.93;0.140] 
Log likelihood -6082.5 -6081.9 -96.1 - 

Source: INSEE Time Use survey 1999, authors’ calculations. 
Note: (1) and (2) are estimates from random effect Tobit models, (3) are estimates from a fixed-effect conditional Logit 
model and (4) are estimates from a fixed effect Tobit model. Significance levels are respectively 1% (***), 5% (**) and 10% 
(*). The sample comprises 1,507 children (1,082 families). The fixed effect Logit model is estimated on 322 observations 
(348 families). The other family characteristics include number of siblings, number of sisters, birth order, father’s age, 
difference between father and mother’s age, blended family, father’s education (four categories), two dummies comparing 
father and mother’s education (mother and father have same education, mother is more educated), father’s employment, 
mother’s full-time employment, mother’s part-time employment, household income (log), number of rooms per household 
member, presence of dishwasher and of microwave oven, having a garden, living in a rural area and interviewed on either 
Saturday or Sunday. 



Publications des Documents de Travail

N° 206. – Anne SOLAZ et François-Charles WOLFF, Intergenerational Correlation of Domestic Work: Does 
 Gender Matter?, mars 2014, 32 p.

N° 205. – Christelle HAMEL, Maud LESNÉ et Jean-Luc PRIMON, La place du racisme dans l’étude des discrimi-
nations, Série  Trajectoires et Origines (TeO) : enquête sur la diversité des populations en france, février 2014, 28 p.

N° 204. – Laure MOGUÉROU, Emmanuelle SANTELLI, Christelle HAMEL et Jean-Luc PRIMON, La taille des 
familles et le devenir scolaire des enfants d’immigrés, février 2014, 102 p.

N° 203. – Clara CHAMPAGNE, Ariane PAILHÉ et Anne SOLAZ, 25 ans de participation des hommes et des 
femmes au travail domestique : quels facteurs d’évolutions ?, février 2014, 38 p.

N° 202. – Olivier THÉVENON et Angelica SALVI DEL PERO, Gender Equality (f)or Economic Growth? Effects of 
Reducing the Gender Gap in Education on Economic Growth in OECD Countries, février 2014, 26 p.

N° 201. – Olivier THÉVENON, Institutional drivers of female labour Force particpation in OECD countries, 
janvier 2014, 40 p.

N° 200. – Olivier THÉVENON, Politiques familiales, fécondité et emploi des femmes : apports et limites des 
comparaisons au niveau national/Family policy, fertility and women’s employment: value and limitations of 
national comparisons, janvier 2014, 44 p

N° 199. – Olivier THÉVENON et Anne SOLAZ, Parental Leave and Labour Market Outcomes:Lessons from 
40 Years of Policies in OECD countries, janvier 2014, 38 p

N° 198. – Marie DIGOIX, Coming out et ordre normatif en Islande, octobre 2013, 134 p.

N° 197. – Actes de la Journée Doctorale de l’Ined du 30 juin 2011, septembre 2013, 220 p.

N° 196. – Patrick SIMON, Vincent TIBERJ, Sécularisation ou regain religieux : la religion des immigrés et de 
leurs descendants, juillet 2013, 38 p.

N° 195. – Gilles PISON, Laetitia DOUILLOT, Géraldine DUTHÉ, Malick KANTE, Cheikh SOKHNA,  
Jean-François TRAPE, Successes and Failures in the Fight against Child Mortality in Sub-Saharan Africa:  
Lessons from Senegal, juin 2013, 34 p.

N° 194. – François HÉRAN, L’usage des langues dans la recherche publique en France, d’après l’enquête Elvire, 
juin 2013, 90 p.

N° 193. – André WIELKi, Pratique de Sas Windows ...9.3, Volume 2, mars 2013, 255 p.

N° 192. – André WIELKI, Pratique de Sas Windows v 9.2…, Volume 1, mars 2013, 211 p.

N° 191. – Carole BONNET, Alice KEOGH, Benoît RAPOPORT, Quels facteurs pour expliquer les écarts de patri-
moine entre hommes et femmes en France ?, mars 2013, 44 p.

 – Carole BONNET, Alice KEOGH, Benoît RAPOPORT, How can we explain the gender wealth gap in 
France?, mars 2013, 46 p.

N° 190. – Christelle HAMEL et Muriel MOISY, Immigrés et descendants d’immigrés face à la santé, Série  Trajectoires 
et Origines (TeO) : enquête sur la diversité des populations en france, janvier 2013, 50 p.

N° 189. – Christelle HAMEL, Bertrand LHOMMEAU, Ariane PAILHÉ, Emmanuelle SANTELLI, Rencontrer son 
conjoint dans un espace multiculturel et international, Série Trajectoires et Origines (TeO) : enquête sur la diver-
sité des populations en france, janvier 2013, 32 p.

N° 188. – Cora Leonie MEZGER KVEDER, Temporary Migration:A Review of the literature, janvier 2013, 44 p.

N° 187. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Présentation, questionnaire et documentation de la troisième vague de l’Étude 
des relations familiales et intergénérationnelles (Erfi-GGS 2011), décembre 2012, 328 p.

N° 186. – Zahia OUADAH-BEDIDI et Jacques VALLIN, Fécondité et politique de limitation des naissances en  Algérie : 
une histoire paradoxale, octobre 2012, 20 p.

N° 185. – Zahia OUADAH-BEDIDi, Fécondité et nuptialité différentielles en Algérie : l’apport du recensement de 
1998, octobre 2012, 42 p.

N° 184. – Maud LESNÉ et Patrick SIMON, La mesure des discriminations dans l’enquête « Trajectoires et  Origines », 
septembre 2012, 32 p.

N° 183. – Yael BRINBAUM, Mirna SAFI, Patrick SIMON, Les discriminations en France : entre perception et expé-
rience, septembre 2012, 34 p.

N° 182. – Dominique MEURS, Bertrand LHOMMEAU et Mahrez OKBA, Emplois, salaires et mobilité intergénéra-
tionnelle, 2012, 48 p.



N° 181. – Christelle HAMEL et Ariane PAILHÉ, Former une famille en contexte migratoire, septembre 2012, 35 p.

N° 180. – Marie-Thérèse LETABLIER et Anne SALLES, Labour market uncertainties for the young workforce in 
France and Germany: implications for family formation and fertility, juillet 2012, 79 p.

N° 179. – Aline F. DÉSESQUELLES, Self-Rated Health of French Prison Inmates: Does Time Spent Behind Bars 
Matter?, mai 2012, 14 p.

N° 178. – Aline F. DÉSESQUELLES, Self-Rated Health of French Prison Inmates: Measurement and Comparison 
with Other Health Indicators, mai 2012, 20 p.

N° 177. – Béatrice VALDES, Khalid ELJIM, Christophe BERGOUIGNAN, Patrick FESTY, Jean-Paul SARDON (coord.), 
Évaluer et valoriser la base européenne de micro-données de recensement. Les résultats du projet ANR CENSUS, 
janvier 2012, 355 p.

N° 176. – Patrick SIMON et Vincent TIBERJ, Les registres de l’identité. Les immigrés et leurs descendants face à 
l’identité nationale, janvier 2012, 30 p.

N° 175. – Vincent TIBERJ et Patrick SIMON, La fabrique du citoyen : origines et rapport au politique en France, 
janvier 2012, 32 p.

N° 174. – Angela LUCI et Olivier THÉVENON, The impact of family policy packages on fertility trends in developed 
countries, janvier 2012, 40 p.

N° 173. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Leila SABONI, Béatrice VALDES, Presentation and Modifications to the 
Generations and Gender Survey Questionnaire in France (Wave 2). L’Étude des relations familiales et intergéné-
rationnelles (Érfi.), novembre 2011, 146 p.

N° 172. – Cris BEAUCHEMIN, Hugues LAGRANGE, Mirna SAFI, Transnationalism and immigrant assimilation in 
France: between here and there?, Imiscoe Annual Conference, Workshop 6: Integration and transnationalism: how 
are the two connected? Warsaw, Poland – 7-9 September 2011, 2011, 26 p.

N° 171. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Claire SCODELLARO, Discrimination au logement et ségrégation ehno- raciale 
en France, 2011, 30 p.

N° 170. – Audrey SIEURIN, Emmanuelle Cambois, Jean-Marie Robine, Les espérances de vie sans incapacité en 
France : Une tendance récente moins favorable que dans le passé, 2011, 30 p.

N° 169. – Ariane PAIHLÉ et Anne SOLAZ, Does job insecurity cause missing births in a high fertility European 
country. Evidence for France, 2011, 32 p.

N° 168. – Équipe TeO, coordonné par Patrick SIMON, Cris BEAUCHEMIN et Christelle HAMEL, Trajectoire et 
 Origines. Enquête sur la diversité des populations en France. Premiers résultats, 2010, 152 p.

N° 167. – Angela LUCI, Olivier THEVENON, Does economic development drive the fertility rebound in OECD 
countries?, 2010, 45 p.

N° 166. – Cris BEAUCHEMIN , Lama KABBANJI, Bruno SCHOUMAKER, Sept communications présentées lors de 
la table ronde sur les migrations entre l’Afrique et l’Europe, Dakar, Sénégal, 21 novembre 2009, 244 p.

N° 165. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Présentation, questionnaire et documentation de la seconde vague de l’étude 
des relations familiales et intergénérationnelles (Erfi-GGS2), 211 p.

N° 164. – Carole BONNET, Anne SOLAZ, Elisabeth ALGAVA, La séparation conjugale affecte-t-elle l’activité profes-
sionnelle ? Une estimation basée sur les méthodes d’appariement, 2009, 36 p.

N° 163. – Olivia EKERT- JAFFÉ, Le coût du temps consacré aux enfants : contraintes de temps et activité féminine/
The Real Time Cost of Children in France is Equally Shared by Mothers and Fathers, 2009, 48 p.

N° 162. – Laurent GOBILLON et François-Charles WOLFF, Housing and location choices of retiring households : 
Evidence from France, 2009, 28 p.

N° 161. – Matthieu SOLIGNAC, Les politiques de conciliation vie professionnelle/vie familiale menées par les em-
ployeurs : élaboration d’une typologie des établissements de l’Enquête Familles-Employeurs, 2009, 143 p.

N° 160. – Géraldine DUTHÉ, Raphaël LAURENT, Gilles PISON, Vivre et mourir après 60 ans en milieu rural afri-
cain. Isolement, recours aux soins et mortalité des personnes âgées à Mlomp, 2009, 26 p.

N° 159. – Nathalie DONZEAU et Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SON, La mobilité résidentielle depuis la fin des Trente 
 Glorieuses, 2009, 34 p.

N° 158. – Olivier THÉVENON, The costs of raising children and the effectiveness of policies to support parenthood 
in European countries: a Literature Review 2009, 612 p.

N° 157. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SON, L’émergence du sentiment d’insécurité en quartiers défavorisés. Dépassement 
du seuil de tolérance… aux étrangers ou à la misère ? 2009, 20 p.

N° 156. – Maryse Marpsat, The Ined Research on Homelessness, 1993-2008, 2008, 218 p.

N° 155. – Éva BEAUJOUAN, Anne SOLAZ, Childbearing after separation: Do second unions make up for earlier 
missing births? Evidence from France, 2008, 24 p.

N° 154. – Carole BONNET, Laurent GOBILLON, Anne LAFERRÈRE, The effect of widowhood on housing and loca-
tion choices, 2008, 40 p.



N° 153. – Louise MARIE DIOP-MAES, La population ancienne de l’Afrique subsaharienne. Les éléments d’évalua-
tion, 2008, 20 p.

N° 152. – Traduction en Russe du N° 121.

N° 151. – P. FESTY, J. ACCARDO, D. DEMAILLY, L. PROKOFIEVA, I. KORTCHAGINA, A. SZUKIELOJC-BIENKUNS-
KA, L. NIVOROZHKINA, L. OVTCHAROVA, M. SEBTI, A. PATERNO, S. STROZZA, I. ELISEEVA, A. SHEVYAKOV, 
Mesures, formes et facteurs de la pauvreté. Approches comparative, 2008, 196 p.

N° 150. – Géraldine DUTHÉ, Serge H. D. FAYE, Emmanuelle GUYAVARCH, Pascal ARDUIN, Malick A. KANTE, 
Aldiouma DIALLO, Raphaël LAURENT, Adama MARRA, Gilles PISON, La détermination des causes de décès par 
autopsie verbale : étude de la mortalité palustre en zone rurale sénégalaise, 2008, 42 p.

N° 149. – Maryse MARPSAT, Services for the Homeless in France. Description, official statistics, client recording 
of information. A report for the European Commision, 2007, 84 p.

N° 148. – Olivier THÉVENON, L’activité féminine après l’arrivée d’enfants : disparités et évolutions en  Europe à 
partir des enquêtes sur les Forces de travail, 1992-2005, 2007, 56 p.

N° 147. – Magali BARBIERI, Population en transition. Dix communications présentées au XXVe Congrès  général de 
la population, Tours, France, 18-23 juillet 2005, 2007, 201 p.

N° 146. – François CHAPIREAU, La mortalité des malades mentaux hospitalisés en France pendant la deuxième 
guerre mondiale, 2007, 36 p.

N° 145. – Maryse MARPSAT, Explorer les frontières. Recherches sur des catégories « en marge », Mémoire présenté 
en vue de l’habilitation à diriger des recherches en sociologie, 2007, 274 p.

N° 144. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER et Pascal SEBILLE, Modifications to the Generations and Gender Surveys 
questionnaire in France (wave 1), 192 p.

N° 143. – Ariane PAILHÉ et Anne SOLAZ, L’enquête Familles et employeurs. Protocole d’une double enquête et 
bilan de collecte, 180 p.

N° 142. – Annie BACHELOT et Jacques de MOUZON, Données de l’enquête « Caractéristiques des couples deman-
dant une fécondation in vitro en France », 2007, 44 p.

N° 141. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Shoshana GROSSBARD et Rémi MOUGIN, Economic Analysis of the Childbearing 
Decision, 2007, 108 p.

N° 140. – Véronique HERTRICH and Marie LESCLINGAND, Transition to adulthood and gender: changes in rural Mali

N° 139. – Patrick SIMON et Martin CLÉMENT, Rapport de l’enquête « Mesure de la diversité ». Une enquête expéri-
mentale pour caractériser l’origine, 2006, 86 p.

N° 138. – Magali BARBIERI, Alfred NIZARD et Laurent TOULEMON, Écart de température et mortalité en France, 
2006, 80 p.

N° 137. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Mobilités internes différentielles en quartiers sensibles et ségrégation, 2006, 42 p.

N° 136. – Francisco MUNOZ-PÉREZ, Sophie PENNEC, avec la collaboration de Geneviève Houriet Segard, Évolution 
future de la population des magistrats et perspectives de carrière, 2001-2040, 2006, XXX + 114 p.

N° 135. – Alexandre DJIRIKIAN et Valérie LAFLAMME, sous la direction de Maryse MARPSAT, Les formes margi-
nales de logement. Étude bibliographique et méthodologique de la prise en compte du logement non ordinaire, 
2006, 240 p.

N° 134. – Catherine BONVALET et Éva LELIÈVRE, Publications choisies autour de l’enquête « Biographies et en-
tourage », 2006, 134 p.

N° 133. – Arnaud RÉGNIER-LOILIER, Présentation, questionnaire et documentation de l’« Étude des relations 
familiales et intergénérationnelles » (Erfi). Version française de l’enquête « Generations and Gender Survey » 
(GGS), 2006, 238 p.

N° 132. – Lucie BONNET et Louis BERTRAND (sous la direction de), Mobilités, habitat et identités, Actes de la jour-
née d’étude « Jeunes chercheurs ». Le logement et l’habitat comme objet de recherche. Atelier 3, 2005, 92 p.

N° 131. – Isabelle FRECHON et Catherine Villeneuve-Gokalp, Étude sur l’adoption, 2005, 64 p.

N° 130. – Dominique MEURS, Ariane PAIHLÉ et Patrick SIMON, Mobilité intergénérationnelle et persistance des 
inégalités. L’accès à l’emploi des immigrés et de leurs descendants en France, 2005, 36 p.

N° 129. – Magali MAZUY, Nicolas RAZAFINDRATSIMA, Élise de LA ROCHEBROCHARD, Déperdition dans l’en-
quête « Intentions de fécondité », 2005, 36 p.

N° 128. – Laure MOGUEROU et Magali BARBIERI, Population et pauvreté en Afrique. Neuf communications pré-
sentées à la IVe Conference africaine sur la population, Tunis, Tunisie, 8-12 décembre 2003, 2005, 184 p.

N° 127. – Jean-Louis PAN KÉ SHON, Les sources de la mobilité résidentielle. Modifications intervenues sur les 
grandes sources de données dans l’étude des migrations, 2005, 30 p.

N° 126. – Thierry DEBRAND et Anne-Gisèle PRIVAT, L’impact des réformes de 1993 et de 2003 sur les retraites. 
Une analyse à l’aide du modèle de microsimulation Artémis, 2005, 28 p.



N° 125. – Kees WAALDIJK (ed), More or less together: levels of legal consequences of marriage, cohabitation and 
registered partnership for different-sex and same-sex partners: a comparative study of nine European countries, 
2005, 192 p. (s’adresser à Marie DIGOIX)

N° 124. – Marie DIGOIX et Patrick FESTY (eds), Same-sex couples, same-sex partnerships, and homosexual mar-
riages: A Focus on cross-national differentials, 2004, 304 p.

N° 123. – Marie DIGOIX et Patrick FESTY (sous la dir.), Séminaire « Comparaisons européennes », années 2001-
2002, 2004, 220 p.

N° 122. – Emmanuelle GUYAVARCH et Gilles PISON, Les balbutiements de la contraception en Afrique au Sud du 
Sahara, septembre 2004, 48 p.

N° 121. – Maryse JASPARD et Stéphanie CONDON, Genre, violences sexuelles et justice. Actes de la journée- 
séminaire du 20 juin 2003, 2004, 135p.

N° 120. – Laurent TOULEMON et Magali MAZUY, Comment prendre en compte l’âge à l’arrivée et la durée de séjour 
en France dans la mesure de la fécondité des immigrants ? 2004, 34 p.

N° 119. – Céline CLÉMENT et Bénédicte GASTINEAU (coord.), Démographie et sociétés. Colloque international 
« Jeunes Chercheurs », Cerpos-Université Paris X-Nanterre, 1er et 2 octobre 2002, 2003, 350 p.

N° 118. – Monique BERTRAND, Véronique DUPONT et France GUÉRIN-PACE (sous la dir.), Espaces de vie. Une 
revue des concepts et des applications, 2003, 188 p.

N° 117. – Stephanie CONDON et Armelle ANDRO, Questions de genre en démographie. Actes de la journée du 
22 juin 2001, 2003, 128 p.

N° 116. – Maryse JASPARD et l’équipe Enveff, Le questionnaire de l’enquête Enveff. Enquête nationale sur les vio-
lences envers les femmes en France, 2003, 10 + 88 p.

N° 115. – Zahia OUADAH-BEDIDI et Jacques VALLIN, Disparités régionales de l’écart d’âge entre conjoints en 
 Algérie. Évolution depuis 1966, 2003, 32 p.

N° 114. – Magali MAZUY, Situations familiales et fécondité selon le milieu social. Résultats à partir de l’enquête 
EHF de 1999, 2002, 60 p.

N° 113. – Jean-Paul SARDON, Fécondité et transition en Europe centrale et orientale, 2002, 38 p.

N° 112. – Thérèse LOCOH, Deux études sur la fécondité en Afrique : 1) Structures familiales et évolutions de la 
fécondité dans les pays à fécondité intermédiaire d’Afrique de l’Ouest ; 2) Baisse de la fécondité et mutations fa-
miliales en Afrique sub-saharienne, 2002, 24 p. et 30 p.

N° 111. – Thierry DEBRAND et Anne-Gisèle PRIVAT, Individual real wages over business cycle: The impact of 
macroeconomic variations on individual careers and implications concerning retirement pensions, 2002, 38 p.

N° 110. – Recueil préparé par Amandine LEBUGLE et Jacques VALLIN, Sur le chemin de la transition. Onze commu-
nications présentées au XXIVe Congrès général de la population à Salvador de Bahia, Brésil, août 2001, 2002, 234 p.

N° 109. – Éric BRIAN, Jean-Marc ROHRBASSER, Christine THÉRÉ, Jacques VÉRON (intervenants et organisa-
teurs), La durée de vie : histoire et calcul. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 7 février 2000, 2002, 70 p.

N° 108. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Montée de l’espérance de vie et concentration des âges au décès, 2002, 20 p.

N° 107. – Alexandre AVDEEV, La mortalité infantile en Russie et en URSS : éléments pour un état des recherches, 
2002, 48 p.

N° 106. – Isabelle ATTANÉ (organisatrice), La Chine en transition : questions de population, questions de société. 
Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 31 janvier et 1er février 2001 (s’adresser à Céline PERREL), 2002, 46 p.

N° 105. – A. AVDEEV, J. BELLENGER, A. BLUM, P. FESTY, A. PAILHÉ, C. GOUSSEFF, C. LEFÈVRE, A. MONNIER, 
J.-C. SEBAG, J. VALLIN (intervenants et organisateurs), La société russe depuis la perestroïka : rupture, crise ou 
continuité ? Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 1er mars 2001 (s’adresser à Céline PERREL), 2001, 124 p.

N° 104. – Jacques VÉRON, Sophie PENNEC, Jacques LÉGARÉ, Marie DIGOIX (éds), Le contrat social à l’épreuve 
des changements démographiques ~ The Social Contract in the Face of Demographic Change, Actes des 2e Ren-
contres Sauvy, 2001, 386 p.

N° 103. – Gilles PISON, Alexis GABADINHO, Catherine ENEL, Mlomp (Sénégal). Niveaux et tendances démogra-
phiques ; 1985-2000, 2001, 182 p.

N° 102. – La famille en AOF et la condition de la femme. Rapport présenté au Gouverneur général de l’AOF. par 
Denise SAVINEAU (1938). Introduction de Pascale Barthélémy, 2001, XXII-222 p.

N° 101. – Jean-Paul SARDON, La fécondité dans les Balkans, 2001, 88 p.

N° 100. – Jean-Paul SARDON, L’évolution récente de la fécondité en Europe du Sud, 26 p.

N° 99. – S. JUSTEAU, J.H. KALTENBACH, D. LAPEYRONNIE, S. ROCHÉ, J.-C. SEBAG, X. THIERRY et M. TRIBA-
LAT (intervenants et organisateurs), L’immigration et ses amalgames. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 
24 mai 2000, 2001, 94 p.

N° 98. – Juliette HALIFAX, L’insertion sociale des enfants adoptés. Résultats de l’enquête « Adoption internatio-
nale et insertion sociale », 2000 (Ined – Les Amis des enfants du monde), 2001, 58 p.

N° 97. – Michèle TRIBALAT, Modéliser, pour quoi faire ? 2001, 10 p.



N° 96. – O. EKERT-JAFFÉ, H. LERIDON, S. PENNEC, I. THÉRY, L. TOULEMON et J.-C. SEBAG (intervenants et orga-
nisateurs), Évolution de la structure familiale. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 28 juin 2000, 2001, 110 p.

N° 95. – A. ANDRO, A. LEBUGLE, M. LESCLINGAND, T. LOCOH, M. MOUVAGHA-SOW, Z. OUADAH-BEDIDI, 
J. VALLIN, C. VANDERMEERSCH, J. VÉRON, Genre et développement. Huit communications présentées à la 
Chaire Quetelet 2000, 2001, 158 p.

N° 94. – C. BONVALET, C. CLÉMENT, D. MAISON, L. ORTALDA et T. VICHNEVSKAIA, Réseaux de sociabilité et 
d’entraide au sein de la parenté : Six contributions, 2001, 110 p.

N° 93. – Magali MAZUY et Laurent TOULEMON, Étude de l’histoire familiale. Premiers résultats de l’enquête en 
ménages, 2001, 100 p.

N° 92. – Politiques sociales en France et en Russie, INED/IPSEP, 2001, 246 p.

N° 91. – Françoise MOREAU, Commerce des données sur la population et libertés individuelles, 2001, 20 p. + Annexes.

N° 90. – Youssef COURBAGE, Sergio DELLAPERGOLA, Alain DIECKHOFF, Philippe FARGUES, Emile MALET, 
Elias SANBAR et Jean-Claude SEBAG (intervenants et organisateurs), L’arrière-plan démographique de l’explosion 
de violence en Israël-Palestine. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 30 novembre 2000, 2000, 106 p.

N° 89. – Bénédicte GASTINEAU et Elisabete de CARVALHO (coordonné par), Démographie : nouveaux champs, 
nouvelles recherches, 2000, 380 p.

N° 88. – Gil BELLIS, Jean-Noël BIRABEN, Marie-Hélène CAZES et Marc de BRAEKELEER (modérateur et interve-
nants), Génétique et populations. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 26 janvier 2000, 2000, 96 p.

N° 87. – Jean-Marie FIRDION, Maryse MARPSAT et Gérard MAUGER (intervenants), Étude des sans-domicile : le 
cas de Paris et de l’Ile-de-France. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 19 avril 2000, 2000, 90 p.

N° 86. – François HÉRAN et Jean-Claude SEBAG (responsables modérateurs), L’utilisation des sources administra-
tives en démographie, sociologie et statistique sociale. Séminaire de la valorisation de la recherche, 20 septembre 
2000, 2000, 170 p.

N° 85. – Michel BOZON et Thérèse LOCOH (sous la dir.), Rapports de genre et questions de population. II. Genre, 
population et développement, 2000, 200 p.

N° 84. – Michel BOZON et Thérèse LOCOH (sous la dir.), Rapports de genre et questions de population. I. Genre et 
population, France 2000, 2000, 260 p.

N° 83. – Stéphanie CONDON, Michel BOZON et Thérèse LOCOH, Démographie, sexe et genre : bilan et perspec-
tives, 2000, 100 p.

N° 82. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFE et Anne SOLAZ, Unemployment and family formation in France, 2000, 26 p.

N° 81. – Jean-Marie FIRDION, L’étude des jeunes sans domicile dans les pays occidentaux : état des lieux, 1999, 28 p.

N° 80. – Age, génération et activité : vers un nouveau contrat social? Age, cohort and activity: A new “social 
contract”?, Actes des 1res rencontres Sauvy (s’adresser à Marie DIGOIX), 1999, 314 p.

N° 79. – Maryse MARPSAT, Les apports réciproques des méthodes quantitatives et qualitatives : le cas particulier 
des enquêtes sur les personnes sans domicile, 1999, 24 p.

N° 78. – Les populations du monde, le monde des populations. La place de l’expert en sciences sociales dans le 
débat public, Actes de la Table ronde pour l’inauguration de l’Ined, 1999, 54 p.

N° 77. – Isabelle SÉGUY, Fabienne LE SAGER, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive des données informatiques, 
1999, 156 p.

N° 76. – I. SÉGUY, H. COLENÇON et C. MÉRIC, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive de la partie nominative, 
1999, 120 p.

N° 75. – Anne-Claude LE VOYER (s’adresser à H. LERIDON), Les processus menant au désir d’enfant en France, 
1999, 200 p.

N° 74. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Le rôle des vaccinations dans la baisse de la mortalité, 1999, 20 p.

N° 73. – Bernard ZARCA, Comment passer d’un échantillon de ménages à un échantillon de fratries ? Les enquêtes 
« Réseaux familiaux » de 1976, « Proches et parents » de 1990 et le calcul d’un coefficient de pondération, 1999, 20 p.

N° 72. – Catherine BONVALET, Famille-logement. Identité statistique ou enjeu politique ? 1998, 262 p.

N° 71. – Denise ARBONVILLE, Normalisation de l’habitat et accès au logement. Une étude statistique de l’évolu-
tion du parc « social de fait » de 1984 à 1992, 1998, 36 p.

N° 70. – Famille, activité, vieillissement : générations et solidarités. Bibliographie préparée par le Centre de 
 Documentation de l’Ined, 1998, 44 p.

N° 69. – XXIIIe Congrès général de la population, Beijing, Chine, 11-17 octobre 1997 :

Contribution des chercheurs de l’Ined au Congrès, 1997, 178 p.

Participation of Ined Researchers in the Conference, 1997, 180 p.

N° 68. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Évolution de la mortalité aux âges élevés en France depuis 1950, 1998, 42 p.

N° 67. – Isabelle SEGUY, Enquête Jean-Noël Biraben « La population de la France de 1500 à 1700 ». Répertoire des 
sources numériques, 1998, 36 p.



N° 66. – Alain BLUM, I. Statistique, démographie et politique. II. Deux études sur l’histoire de la statistique et de 
la statistique démographique en URSS (1920-1939), 1998, 92 p.

N° 65. – Annie LABOURIE-RACAPÉ et Thérèse LOCOH, Genre et démographie : nouvelles problématiques ou effet 
de mode ? 1998, 27 p.

N° 64. – C. BONVALET, A. GOTMAN et Y. GRAFMEYER (éds), et I. Bertaux-Viame, D. Maison et L. Ortalda, Proches 
et parents : l’aménagement des territoires, 1997.

N° 63. – Corinne BENVENISTE et Benoît RIANDEY, Les exclus du logement : connaître et agir, 1997, 20 p.

N° 62. – Sylvia T. WARGON, La démographie au Canada, 1945-1995, 1997, 40 p.

N° 61. – Claude RENARD, Enquête Louis Henry. Bibliographie de l’enquête, 1997, 82 p.

N° 60. – H. AGHA, J.-C. CHASTELAND, Y. COURBAGE, M. LADIER-FOULADI, A.H. MEHRYAR, Famille et fécon-
dité à Shiraz (1996), 1997, 60 p.

N° 59. – Catherine BONVALET, Dominique MAISON et Laurent ORTALDA, Analyse textuelle des entretiens 
« Proches et Parents », 1997, 32 p.

N° 58. – B. BACCAÏNI, M. BARBIERI, S. CONDON et M. DIGOIX (éds),

Questions de population. Actes du Colloque Jeunes Chercheurs :

I. Mesures démographiques dans des petites populations, 1997, 50 p.

II. Nuptialité – fécondité – reproduction, 1997, 120 p.

III. Histoire des populations, 1997, 90 p.

IV. Économie et emploi, 1997, 50 p.

V. Vieillissement – retraite, 1997, 66 p.

VI. Famille, 1997, 128 p.

VII. Santé – mortalité, 1997, 136 p.

VIII. Population et espace, 1997, 120 p.

IX. Migration – intégration, 1997, 96 p.

N° 57. – Isabelle SÉGUY et Corinne MÉRIC, Enquête Louis Henry. Notice descriptive non nominative, 1997, 106 p.

N° 56. – Máire Ní BHROLCHÁIN and Laurent TOULEMON, Exploratory analysis of demographic data using gra-
phical methods, 1996, 50 p.

N° 55. – Laurent TOULEMON et Catherine de GUIBERT-LANTOINE, Enquêtes sur la fécondité et la famille dans 
les pays de l’Europe (régions ECE des Nations unies). Résultats de l’enquête française, 1996, 84 p.

N° 54. – G. BALLAND, G. BELLIS, M. DE BRAEKELEER, F. DEPOID, M. LEFEBVRE, I. SEGUY, Généalogies et re-
constitutions de familles. Analyse des besoins, 1996, 44 p.

N° 53. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Comment suivre l’évolution de la mortalité par cause malgré les dis-
continuités de la statistique ? Le cas de la France de 1925 à 1993, 1996, 46p.

N° 52. – Catherine BONVALET et Eva LELIÈVRE, La notion d’entourage, un outil pour l’analyse de l’évolution des 
réseaux individuels, 1996, 18 p.

N° 51. – Alexandre AVDEEV, Alain BLUM et Serge ZAKHAROV, La mortalité a-t-elle vraiment augmenté brutale-
ment entre 1991 et 1995 ? 1996, 80 p.

N° 50. – France MESLÉ, Vladimir SHKOLNIKOV, Véronique HERTRICH et Jacques VALLIN, Tendances récentes de 
la mortalité par cause en Russie, 1965-1993, 1995, 70 p. Avec, en supplément, 1 volume d’Annexes de 384 p.

N° 49. – Jacques VALLIN, Espérance de vie : quelle quantité pour quelle qualité de vie ? 1995, 24 p.

N° 48. – François HÉRAN, Figures et légendes de la parenté :

I. Variations sur les figures élémentaires, 1995, 114 p.

II. La modélisation de l’écart d’âge et la relation groupe/individu, 1995, 84 p.

III. Trois études de cas sur l’écart d’âge : Touaregs, Alyawara, Warlpiri, 1995, 102 p.

IV. Le roulement des alliances, 1995, 60 p.

V. Petite géométrie fractale de la parenté, 1995, 42 p.

VI. Arbor juris. Logique des figures de parenté au Moyen Age, 1996, 62 p.

VII. De Granet à Lévi-Strauss, 1996, 162 p.

VIII. Les vies parallèles. Une analyse de la co-alliance chez les Etoro de Nouvelle-Guinée, 1996, 80 p.

IX. Ambrym ou l’énigme de la symétrie oblique : histoire d’une controverse, 1996, 136 p.

N° 47. – Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Denise ARBONVILLE et Jérôme WITTWER, Ce que coûtent les jeunes de 18 à 25 ans, 
1995, 122 p.

N° 46. – Laurent TOULEMON, Régression logistique et régression sur les risques. Deux supports de cours, 1995, 56 p.



N° 45. – Graziella CASELLI, France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Le triomphe de la médecine. Évolution de la mor-
talité en Europe depuis le début de siècle, 1995, 60 p.

N° 44. – Magali BARBIERI, Alain BLUM, Elena DOLGIKH, Amon ERGASHEV, La transition de fécondité en 
 Ouzbékistan, 1994, 76 p.

N° 43. – Marc De BRAEKELEER et Gil BELLIS, Généalogies et reconstitutions de familles en génétique humaine, 
1994, 66 p.

N° 42. – Serge ADAMETS, Alain BLUM et Serge ZAKHAROV, Disparités et variabilités des catastrophes démogra-
phiques en URSS, 1994, 100 p.

N° 41. – Alexandre AVDEEV, Alain BLUM et Irina TROITSKAJA, L’avortement et la contraception en Russie et dans 
l’ex-URSS : histoire et présent, 1993, 74 p.

N° 40. – Gilles PISON et Annabel DESGREES DU LOU, Bandafassi (Sénégal) : niveaux et tendances démogra-
phiques 1971-1991, 1993, 40 p.

N° 39. – Michel Louis LÉVY, La dynamique des populations humaines, 1993, 20 p.

N° 38. – Alain BLUM, Systèmes démographiques soviétiques, 1992, 14 + X p.

N° 37. – Emmanuel LAGARDE, Gilles PISON, Bernard LE GUENNO, Catherine ENEL et Cheikh SECK, Les facteurs 
de risque de l’infection à VIH2 dans une région rurale du Sénégal, 1992, 72 p.

N° 36. – Annabel DESGREES DU LOU et Gilles PISON, Les obstacles à la vaccination universelle des enfants des 
pays en développement. Une étude de cas en zone rurale au Sénégal, 1992, 26 p.

N° 35. – France MESLÉ, Vladimir SHKOLNIKOV et Jacques VALLIN, La mortalité par causes en URSS de 1970 à 
1987 : reconstruction de séries statistiques cohérentes, 1992, 36 p.

N° 34. – France MESLÉ et Jacques VALLIN, Évolution de la mortalité par cancer et par maladies cardio- vasculaires 
en Europe depuis 1950, 1992, 48 p.

N° 33. – Didier BLANCHET, Vieillissement et perspectives des retraites : analyses démo-économiques, 1991, 120 p.

N° 32. – Noël BONNEUIL, Démographie de la nuptialité au XIXe siècle, 1990, 32 p.

N° 31. – Jean-Paul SARDON, L’évolution de la fécondité en France depuis un demi-siècle, 1990, 102 p.

N° 30. – Benoît RIANDEY, Répertoire des enquêtes démographiques : bilan pour la France métropolitaine, 1989, 24 p.

N° 29. – Thérèse LOCOH, Changement social et situations matrimoniales : les nouvelles formes d’union à Lomé, 
1989, 44 p.

N° 28. – Catherine ENEL, Gilles PISON, et Monique LEFEBVRE, Migrations et évolution de la nuptialité. L’exemple 
d’un village joola du sud du Sénégal, Mlomp, 1989, 26 p.

(Sénégal) depuis 50 ans, 1re édition : 1989, 36 p. ; 2e édition revue et augmentée : 1990, 48 p.

N° 27. – Nicolas BROUARD, L’extinction des noms de famille en France : une approche, 1989, 22 p.

N° 26. – Gilles PISON, Monique LEFEBVRE, Catherine ENEL et Jean-François TRAPE, L’influence des changements 
sanitaires sur l’évolution de la mortalité : le cas de Mlomp, 1989, 36 p.

N° 25. – Alain BLUM et Philippe FARGUES, Estimation de la mortalité maternelle dans les pays à données incom-
plètes. Une application à Bamako (1974-1985) et à d’autres pays en développement, 1989, 36 p.

N° 24. – Jacques VALLIN et Graziella CASELLI, Mortalité et vieillissement de la population, 1989, 30 p.

N° 23. – Georges TAPINOS, Didier BLANCHET et Olivia EKERT-JAFFÉ, Population et demande de changements 
démographiques, demande et structure de consommation, 1989, 46 p.

N° 22. – Benoît RIANDEY, Un échantillon probabiliste de A à Z : l’exemple de l’enquête Peuplement et dépeuplement 
de Paris. INED (1986), 1989, 12 p.

N° 21. – Noël BONNEUIL et Philippe FARGUES, Prévoir les « caprices » de la mortalité. Chronique des causes de 
décès à Bamako de 1964 à 1985, 1989, 44 p.

N° 20. – France MESLÉ, Morbidité et causes de décès chez les personnes âgées, 1988, 18 p.

N° 19. – Henri LERIDON, Analyse des biographies matrimoniales dans l’enquête sur les situations familiales, 
1988, 64 p.

N° 18. – Jacques VALLIN, La mortalité en Europe de 1720 à 1914 : tendances à long terme et changements de struc-
ture par âge et par sexe, 1988, 40 p.

N° 17. – Jacques VALLIN, Évolution sociale et baisse de la mortalité : conquête ou reconquête d’un avantage fémi-
nin ? 1988, 36 p.

N° 16. – Gérard CALOT et Graziella CASELLI, La mortalité en Chine d’après le recensement de 1982 :

 I. – Analyse selon le sexe et l’âge au niveau national et provincial, 1988, 72 p. II. – Tables de mortalité par pro-
vince, 1988, 112 p.

N° 15. – Peter AABY (s’adresser à J. VALLIN), Le surpeuplement, un facteur déterminant de la mortalité par rou-
geole en Afrique, 1987, 52 p.

N° 14. – Jacques VALLIN, Théorie(s) de la baisse de la mortalité et situation africaine, 1987, 44 p.



N° 13. – Kuakuvi GBENYON et Thérèse LOCOH, Différences de mortalité selon le sexe, dans l’enfance en Afrique 
au Sud du Sahara, 1987, 30 p.

N° 12. – Philippe FARGUES, Les saisons et la mortalité urbaine en Afrique. Les décès à Bamako de 1974 à 1985, 
1987, 38 p.

N° 11. – Gilles PISON, Les jumeaux en Afrique au Sud du Sahara : fréquence, statut social et mortalité, 1987, 48 p.

N° 10. – Philippe FARGUES, La migration obéit-elle à la conjoncture pétrolière dans le Golfe ? L’exemple du Koweït, 
1987, 30 p.

N° 9. – Didier BLANCHET, Deux études sur les relations entre démographie et systèmes de retraite, 1986, 26 p.

N° 8. – Didier BLANCHET, Équilibre malthusien et liaison entre croissances économique et démographique dans 
les pays en développement : un modèle, 1986, 20 p.

N° 7. – Jacques VALLIN, France MESLÉ et Alfred NIZARD, Reclassement des rubriques de la 8e révision de la 
Classification internationale des maladies selon l’étiologie et l’anatomie, 1986, 56 p.

N° 6. – Philippe FARGUES, Un apport potentiel des formations sanitaires pour mesurer la mortalité dans l’en-
fance en Afrique, 1986, 34 p.

N° 5. – Jacques VALLIN et France MESLÉ, Les causes de décès en France de 1925 à 1978, 1986, 36 p.

N° 4. – Graziella CASELLI, Jacques VALLIN, J. VAUPEL et A. YASHIN, L’évolution de la structure par âge de la 
mortalité en Italie et en France depuis 1900, 1986, 28 p.

N° 3. – Paul PAILLAT, Le vécu du vieillissement en 1979, 1981, 114 p.

N° 2. – Claude LÉVY, Aspects socio-politiques et démographiques de la planification familiale en France, en Hon-
grie et en Roumanie, 1977, 248 p.

N° 1. – Georges TAPINOS, Les méthodes d’analyse en démographie économique, 1976, 288 p.

Mars 2014


