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TOPICS

• MEASURING INTERGENERATIONAL & SIBLING 
CORRELATIONS FOR SCHOOLING & EARNINGS

• INTERGENERATIONAL INEQUALITY
• THEORY: NATURE v NURTURE
• HYPOTHESIS TESTING
• EVIDENCE FROM ISRAEL
• POLICY IMPLICATIONS
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3 PAPERS

• DO ABLER PARENTS HAVE FEWER 
CHILDREN?  OXFORD ECONOMIC PAPERS 
2007

• DECONSTRUCTING THE SIBLING 
CORRELATION  JOURNAL OF FAMILY & 
ECONOMIC ISSUES 2008

• NATURE v NURTURE IN THE 
INTERGENERATIONAL TRANSMISSION OF 
INEQUALITY  JOURNAL OF INCOME 
DISTRIBUTION 2009

MEASUREMENT

SCHOOLING & EARNINGS
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INTERGENERATIONAL CORRELATIONS

0.4US (PSID)
SOLON 1999

0.53(S) 0.43(D)US (PSID)
CHADWICK & SOLON 
2002

0.24(F)   0.24(M)0.24SWEDEN
BJORKLAND ET AL 2006

0.39(F)  0.54(M)WISCONSIN
PLUG 2004

0.2  (0 – 0.4)CANADA
CORAK & HEISZ 1999

SCHOOLINGEARNINGS

SIBLING CORRELATIONS
EARNINGS

ALTONJI & DUNN 19910.37US (NLS)

SOLON &   19910.45US (PSID)

BJÖRKLAND et al 20020.43SWEDEN

BJÖRKLAND et al 20020.14NORWAY

BJÖRKLAND et al 20020.26FINLAND

BJÖRKLAND et al 20020.23DENMARK

BJÖRKLAND et al 20020.43US
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ATTENUATION BIAS
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MATCHED CENSUS DATA FOR ISRAEL

• CENSUSES FOR 1983 & 1995 MATCHED
• PART A  HOUSEHOLD MEMBERS       100%
• PART B  EARNINGS, SCHOOLING ETC  20%
• MATCH ADULT CHILDREN IN 1995 WITH PARENTS IN 1983 

(PROB = 0.22 = 0.04)
• MATCH SIBLINGS IN 1995 (PROB = 0.042 = 0.0016)
• MATCH PARENTS AND ADULT CHILDREN IN 1995 (PROB = 

0.0016)
• IN 1995 MANY ADULT CHILDREN STILL “AT HOME”
• ATTRITION DUE TO DEATH, EMIGRATION, DATA ERROR
• NO ATTRITION DUE TO TRACING
• LARGE MATCHED SAMPLE
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INTERGENERATIONAL MATCHES
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SIBLING MATCHES IN 1995
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INEQUALITY
GINI COEFFICIENT

0.1420.2360.370CHILDREN 
1995

0.1440.2470.340DAUGHTERS 
1995

0.1390.1900.368SONS 1995

0.3270.2020.380FATHERS 1983

0.4420.2830.377MOTHERS 
1983

0.3510.2150.384HOUSEHOLD 
HEADS 1983

SCHOOLINGPERMANENT 
EARNINGS

CURRENT 
EARNINGS

SIBSIZE & INEQUALITY
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GINI MOBILITY INDEX
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INTERGENERATIONAL MOBILITY
GINI MOBILITY INDEX

0.5300.8920.926WOMEN

0.5800.7580.898MEN

0.5850.7920.906HOUSEHOLD 
HEADS

SCHOOLINGPERMANENT
EARNINGS

CURRENT 
EARNINGS
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THEORY

TOPICS

• BEHAVIORAL GENETICS
• MANSKI DECOMPOSITION
• INEQUALITY WITHIN & BETWEEN GENERATIONS
• BETA & SIGMA CONVERGENCE
• NATURE – NURTURE MODELS
• QUALITY- QUANTITY THEORY OF FERTILITY
• ASSORTATIVE MATING



11

BEHAVIORAL GENETICS

• Y = G + F + S
• G  GENETIC COMPONENT
• F   FAMILY COMPONENT
• S   IDIOSYNCRATIC COMPONENT
• VAR(Y) = VAR(G) + VAR(F) + VAR(S) + 2COV(G,F)
• g + f + s = 1
• g = var(G)/var(Y)  f = var(F)/var(Y)  s = var(S)/var(Y)
• Cov(G,F) = 0 

MANSKI DECOMPOSITION
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INTERGENERATIONAL INEQUALITY 
DYNAMICS

• BETA CONVERGENCE: REGRESSION TOWARDS MEAN
• SIGMA CONVERGENCE: FALLING INEQUALITY
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RELATION BETWEEN BETA & SIGMA 
CONVERGENCE

• SIGMA CONVERGENCE IMPLIES BETA CONVERGENCE
• BETA CONVERGENCE DOES NOT IMPLY SIGMA CONVERGENCE
• SIGMA DIVERGENCE DOES NOT IMPLY BETA DIVERGENCE
• BETA DIVERGENCE DOES NOT IMPLY SIGMA DIVERGENCE
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ASSORTATIVE MATING
• COUPLES DO NOT MATE RANDOMLY
• ABLER MEN MATE WITH ABLER WOMEN  
• SEXUAL REPRODUCTION INDUCES INEQUALITY
• ASSORTATIVE MATING INCREASES INEQUALITY
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SIBLING INTERACTION INCREASES INEQUALITY
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QUALITY – QUANTITY THEORY

• PARENTS WANT MORE CHILDREN, BUT ALSO WANT TO 
EDUCATE THEM

• IF EDUCATION BECOMES MORE EXPENSIVE THEY CHOOSE 
TO HAVE FEWER CHILDREN: LESS QUANTITY MORE QUALITY

• SAME APPLIES IF RETURN TO SCHOOLING INCREASES
• ABLER PARENTS WANT FEWER CHILDREN BECAUSE THEY 

THINK THAT THEIR CHILDREN ARE ABLER THAN AVERAGE
• IF THE CAPITAL MARKET IS IMPERFECT SCHOOLING CANNOT 

BE FINANCED BY CREDIT
• BETTER-OFF PARENTS CAN AFFORD TO BUY MORE 

SCHOOLING FOR THEIR KIDS

BASIC MODEL
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QUANTITY v QUALITY THEORY OF 
FERTILITY

schooling

utility
C*

S*

children

RELATIVE 
PRICE

HYPOTHESIS TESTING

EMPIRICAL ANALYSIS
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PROBLEMS

• NO DATA FOR ABILITY
• ABILITY MEDIATED THRU OBSERVABLES
• CAUSAL EFFECTS OF NURTURE NOT IDENTIFIED
• NAÏVE ESTIMATES CONFOUND NATURE AND 

NURTURE
• AND CONTEXTUAL EFFECTS TOO

SOLUTIONS

• 1.  QUASI EXPERIMENTS:
• COMPARE ADOPTED AND BIOLOGICAL CHILDREN
• COMPARE CHILDREN OF MZ TWIN MOTHERS
• 2.  NATURAL EXPERIMENTS:
• PARENTS & CHILDREN FACE DIFFERENT 

ENVIRONMENTS
• 3.  PROXYING ABILITY:
• IQ
• “MINCER RESIDUALS”
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SCHOOLING CORRELATIONS & FAMILY

• TWINS BORN BETWEEN 1917-27 n = 4000
• BEHRMAN & TAUBMAN (1989)

0.54SPOUSE

0.13FIRST COUSIN

0.34FATHER

0.34SIBLING

0.55FRATERNAL  TWINS

0.75IDENTICAL  TWINS

BEHRMAN & ROSENZWEIG (2002)
CORRELATIONS FOR SCHOOLING

• DAUGHTERS & MOTHERS  0.332
• SONS &  FATHERS 0.446
• DAUGHTERS & MZ TWIN MOTHERS -0.245 (not 

significant)
• SONS OF MZ MOTHERS AND FATHERS 0.356
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PLUG (2004)
PARTIAL CORRELATIONS FOR SCHOOLING

• BIOLOGICAL CHILDREN AND MOTHERS 0.538
• ADOPTED CHILDREN AND MOTHERS 0.276
• BIOLOGICAL CHILDREN AND FATHERS 0.389
• ADOPTED CHILDREN AND FATHERS 0.267

BJÖRKLAND, LINDAHL & PLUG (2006)
SWEDEN : PARTIAL CORRELATIONS

0.132ADOPTEES- BIO 
MOTHER

0.074ADOPTEES- MOTHER

0.243BIO KIDS- BIO 
MOTHER

0.0470.113ADOPTEES- BIO FATHER

0.0980.114ADOPTEES - FATHER

0.2350.24BIO KIDS -BIO FATHER

EARNINGSSCHOOLING
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SACERDOTE (2007)
KOREAN ADOPTEES IN US: CORRELATIONS WITH 

PARENTS

0.110.277INCOME

0.1350.338SCHOOLING

ADOPTEESBIO KIDS
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QUESTIONS

• ARE ADOPTEES RANDOMLY ASSIGNED TO 
FAMILIES?

• DO ADOPTED PARENTS TREAT ADOPTEES 
DIFFERENTLY?

• DO ADOPTEES SHARE THE SAME ENVIRONMENT?
• ARE MZ TWINS AFFECTED BY EPIGENETIC DRIFT?
• WHAT IS THE COUNTERFACTUAL FOR THE CHILD?
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DECOMPOSING NATURE & NURTURE

• UNOBSERVED ABILITY CONFOUNDS THE CAUSAL EFFECT OF NURTURE
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RESULTS FOR ISRAEL

1.CAUSAL EFFECT OF NURTURE BY PARENTS ON 
SCHOOLING OF CHILDREN
2. GENETIC EFFECT OF PARENT ABILITY ON CHILDRENS’
SCHOOLING & EARNINGS.
3. SIBLING INTERACTIONS IN SCHOOLING & EARNINGS
4. DO ABLER PARENTS HAVE LOWER FERTILITY?
5. MEASURING UNOBSERVED ABILITY
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MEASURING ABILITY
MINCER RESIDUALS FOR PARENTS

CORRELATION BETWEEN EARNING & LEARNING ABILITY 0.19
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SCHOOLING OF CHILDREN



23

CHILDREN’S EARNINGS

ABILITY & SIBSIZE
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SIBLING CORRELATIONS FOR ABILITY

ASSORTATIVE MATING
CORRELATIONS

• SCHOOLING   0.56
• EARNINGS
• ABILITY    0.4
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