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Family Background and Labor Market Outcomes

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Objectives:

economic outcomes of individuals who are related by blood or by marriagé.

Each chapter is an independent‘study. The main objectives of Chapter-l_are
(1) _to provide better estimates of inter and intragenerational correlations in_
family income and earnings, (2) to estimate earnings correlations among
individuals who are related by marriage, (3) to examine intergenerational
links among a broad set of labor market outcomes, and (4) to show how
intergenerational labor market. data can be used to exXamine the sources of
labor supply variation, theories of labor turnover, and theories of wage
structure. . In Chapter 2 we attempt to identify the sources of variation and
of family similarities in wages, hours, and earnings. In Chapter 3 we measure
the extent to which the education and experience slopes of wage equations are
influenced by IQ, parental education, and an index of family background
variables, school characteristics, and personal characteristics that predict
years of education completed.

Methodology ' . . o B

All three chapters are based upon matched inter and intragenerational

ngs, their parents, and their spouses from the four

panel data on sibli
original cohorts of the National Longitudinal Surveys of Labor Market
Experience. We work with a wide variety of multivariate statistical methods
and several different econometric models. In examining correlations among

labor market outcomes we pay special attention to biases from transitory
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variation and measurement error.

indin .

The results of our analysis of family links in economic outcomes in
Chapter 1 are as foliows. First, we f£find very strong intra and
intergenerational correlations in family incomes. The sibling correlations
are stronger for sisters than for brothers. Our preferred estimates are based
upon a method of moments procedure that reduces bias from transitory : e
variation. The correlations are .38 for brothers, .52 for sisters, and .56 -
for brothers and sisters, which are large relative to most estimates in the
existing literature. The estimates of the intergenerational correlations of
family income are .34 for son-father pairs, .46 for daughter-father pairs, .55 . _
for daughter-mother pairs, and .34 for son-mother pairs. A regression
analysis suggests that a ome percent increase in the permanent family income
of the parents raises the conditional mean of children’s family income by .25 T
to .34 for soms and .32 to .42 for daughters. A substantial part of this
effect operates through education and race. -

Second, we find stron

T A
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inks in earnings and in wages. Much o
the effect of parental béckgfound on earnings and wage rates, particularly in
the case of fathers and sons, operates through education and race.

Third, we find fairly strong correlations in the work hours of family
members of the same sex. Our results suggest that family specific factors
play an important role in hours determination.

Fourth, we find large covariances and correlations among the earnings of
individuals who are related by marriage.

Fifth, we find that job turnover behavior is correlated among family

members. We also show that young men whose fathers work in high wage



industries (controlling fof human capital characterilstics) tend themselves to
work in high wage industries.

In Chapter 2 we present estimates of a factor model of edrnings, hours
and wages. We use the model to investigate the extent to which the parental

and family characteristics that drive wage rates and work hours independently

of wage rates are responsible for similarities among family members in labor

market oﬁtcomes. We find thét ﬁhe wages of both soﬁs and daughters are quite
responsive to the permanent wage rates of fathers and mothers, with
coefficients between .2 and .3 for our preferred specifications. The
father’'s wage explains a substantially larger fraction of the total variance
in wage rates, in part because the variation of the father’s wage factor is
substantially larger (by about one-third) than the variation in the mother’s
wage factor.

We also document that intergenerational correlations substantially
overestimate the direct influence of fathers, and especially mothers, on
wages. A substantial part of the relationship between a parent and child
ariseg becausé assortive mating induces a substantialrpasitivércovariance in
the wage rates of the parents.

We find that 6 percent of the total variance in young men's work hours is
assoclated with parental preference factors and 17 percent is associated with
an additional preférence component that is common to siblings. For young
women only about 9 percent of the total variance in hours is associated with
parental plus sibling preference factors. The small influence of wage rates
(particularly for young men, who have a low overall variation in hours),
reflects the fact that our estimated labor supply elasticities are only .056

for young men and .184 for young women. For mature men only 3 percent of the



hours variance can be attributed to wage differences. On the other hand, wage
differences explain 16 percent of the total variance in hours for mature
women, who have a labor supply elasticity of .445. S
We attribute 85 percent of the variation in the earnings of young men
to wage rates and 15 percent to hours preferenges. For mature men_the
figures are 97 pefcént and 3 percent. " On the other hand, the hours
preference factors acecount for 56 percent of the variance in the éayn%ngs oﬁ
young women. For the mothers, 71 percént of the earnings variance is due to
the wage factor, and 29 percent to the hours preference factor. Consequently,
our decompositions of the earnings variances differ by gender, and by age in
the case of women. T -
In our analysis of education and experience slopes (Chapter 3) we find
that IQ, father's education, mother’s education, and an index of family
background, secondary school characteristics, and persomal characteristics
that predict years of schooling completed have only weak influences on the

relationship between education and wages, and between labor market experience
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the wrong direction or are statistically insignificant. In view of the
results, It seems unlikely to us that the effect of family background on the
education slope of wages is responsible for more than a small part of the

powerful effect of family background on years of school completed.

Tmplications L

Our results imply that characteristics common to family members have a
very important effect on the distribution of income and wages, and also play
an impeortant role in other aspects of labor market behavior, including work

hours and job turnover. The findings of strong links between individuals who



are related by marriage are particularly interesting. We believe that-
extending the factor model in Chapter 2 to include equations for spouse’s
earnings, hours and wages should be a high research priority. Finally, we

are surprised that we do not find much of an effect of family background and
IQ on the payoff to education and experience and plan to continue our analysis

using other data sets.



Labor Market Outcomes of Relatives

Joseph G. Altonji

Thomas A. Duon

Introduction

This chapter quantifies the links between the labor market experiences
and economic outcomes of individuals who are relatea by blood or by marriage
using panel data on siblings, their parents, and their spouses from the four
original cohorts of the National Longitudinal Surveys of Labor Market
Experience. Our main objectives are (1) to provide better estimates of inter
and intragenerational correlations in family income and earnings, (2) to
estimate earnings correlations among individuals who are related by marriage,
(3) to examine intergenerational links among a broad set of labor market
outcomes, and (4) to show how intergenerafional labor market data .can be used
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and theories of wage structure.

The first purpose of the paper is simply to provide better estimates of
the correlations of permanent income aﬁd earnings levels between parents and
children and among siblings. Many studies have examined sibling

correlations, and a small number have examined intergenerational family income .



correlations in the u.s.1 As Solon (1987, 1989) points out, previous U.S.
studies finding weak intergenerational correlations (see Becker and Tomes
(1986)) are plagued by homogeneous samples and lack of attention to downward
biases caused by measurement error and transitory variation in income or
earnings observations drawn from a single year.2 We use the NLS data, which
is a broad based samplé, and compute cogreiations using twd'alternativg
approaches that should be less sensitive to transitory variations in the data.
The first is a method of moments estimator that is constructed to be
insensitive to transitory wvariation. The second approach uses time averages
of the data for individuals. We alsoc use an instrumental varizbles estimator
to estimate the regressiom coefficient relating the permanent components of
parents’ income, earnings, wage rates and other labor market variables to

those of their sons and da.ughters.3 _ - e

1, See Becker and Tomes (1986) for references. Solon (1987, 1989)
provides a critique of the previous intergenerational studies and provides new
evidence based on the PSID. _His results are discussed below. Bielby and
Hauser (1981l) use CPS data to analyze the relationship between son’s earnings
and the son’s report of parental inceme and attempt to correct for biases that
arise from response error. They obtain a correlation of .161. (See their
Table 8.) Other prominent references in the literature include Brittain
{1977), Griliches (1979), Solon et al (1987), Corcodran and Jencks (1979),
Kearl and Pope (1986), and Olneck (1977), Behrman and Taubman {1983} and
Taubman (1977).

2. Becker and Tomes mention the problems of méasurement error and
transitory variation In income, and several of the studies they cite use time
averages to try_to reduce the problem. The problems posed by homogenous
samples are not well known, although Corcoran and Jencks (Chapter 3, Section
1) mention it in the context of studies of sibling correlations.

3. Why focus on the correlation in permanent income rather than total
income? The answer is that-we view the ineguality of lifetime income rather
than inequality of income in a given yeéar as the key variable of interest, and
transitory variation in income that is weakly correlated across years has .
little effect on the cross sectional variance in income over a lifetime.
Consider the case in which income in a given year for a particular person is
the sum of a fixed or. permanent component and a serial uncorrelated transitory
component. Suppose that the variance in the transitory component is twice as

7



The second purpose of this chapter "is to provide evidence on the
correlations in earnings among those individuals who are related by marriage.
Specifically, we ptresent evidence on covariances and correlations between the
labor market outcomes of husbands and wives, fathers and sons-in-law, mothers
and sons-in-law, brothers-in-law, etec. " While a number of researchers have

examined the role of .assortative mating patterns in marriage in the

large as the wvariance of the permanent component. Then the contribution of
the permanent component to the cross sectional wvariance in the undiscounted
sum of Income over a 40 year period is [1600/(40%2)] or 20 times larger than
the contribution of the transitory component. -Discounting increases the
relative importance of the transitory component, but for: realistic interest
rates, the permanent component dominates the income variance. The relative
importance of transitory factors does increase if they are correlated over
time. However, even if the transitory components were a series of
disturbances that toock on the same wvalue for four vears, then the contribution
of the permanent component would be [1600/(&*4%10%2)] or 5 times larger than
the contribution of the transitory components. T

It should be pointed out that the term "permanent” component is used in
the paper to refer to a component that is fixed over time for a given '
individual. In fact, it is more realistic to consider income as the result of
an initial condition that remains fixed, a random walk component that
accumulates over time, and a transitory component that is uncorrelated across
periods of more than a year or two. 1In this circumstance parental income and
earnings in a given year reflect mnot only their earnings capacity at the time
they entered the labor market but also the accumulated effect of changes in
fortune that have occurred over many years, some of which may have occurred
long after their children left the household. OQur estimates of the varilance
of parental income will reflect not omnly the variance of initial parental
income but also the variance of the accumulated random walk component. (Note
that below we report that the variances of father’s family income, earnings,
and wage rates are larger than the corresponding values for sons.)

Our estimates of the covariance between parents and children will reflect
covariances of the child’'s income with the parents’ fixed income component and
with the parents’ random walk component. Assuming that most of the
intergenerational correlation is in the fixed components of income rather than
in the stochastic variation that occurs after entry in the labor market, then
the correlation between parents’ income at age 50 and children’s income at age
30 may be greater (less than) than the correlation between parents' income at
age 50 (30) and children’s income at age 50 (30). This is because as the
child and parents age, the importance of the child’'s and the parents’ random
walk components of income increase, lowering the correlation coefficient. 1In
future work, it would interesting to estimate family correlations inm o
discounted lifetime income using a statistical model of income that allows for
random walk components and serially uncorrelated components.
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determination of inequality, we do not know of any previous studies that have
examined the relationships between parental and sibling earnings and the

4 We produce a set of correlation matrices relating the
labor market outcomes of individuals who are rglated by blood or by marriage
that can be used by other researchers. The covariances and correlations are
quite large in mény cases.

The third purpose 'is to examine family relationships among a broad set of
labor market outcomes. Wnile a large number of studles
and intergenerational links in family income or occupatlonal status, few have
attempted to examine family links in the main components that influence
earnings. Is the link between the economic success of fathers and sons
primarily due to work effort or to wage levels? Is the propensity to change
jobs a persomal characteristic that is correlated among family members?

The fact that little is known about Intergenerational links in
unemployment experience, work hours, labor turnover, or the rate of return to

education is one motivation for our examination of these topies in this

report.5 Additionally, we show how evidence on the relatidﬁships among labor

4. Behrman and Taubman (1989) report education correlations for a
variety family rélationships, including sisters-in-law. Blau and Duncan
(1967) analyze evidence from "Occupational Changes in a Generation®" (0GG)

FemAS A+t Fhatr ~hasen - meal et o] et =g oA +1a
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status of fathers-in-law and sons-in-law and between fathers-in-law.

5, The gap in our knowledge is due in part to the fact that analysis of
these questions requires detailed panel data for a representative sample on
the labor market experience of mothers and fathers and sons and daughters.
Until recently, the necessary data have been unavallable. Altonji (1988) and
Corcoran et _al (1989) are among the few studies that provide data that can be
used to address the question of whether the strong relationship between an
individual's income and that of his parents is due to common work effort, to
hours worked, to unemployment experiences, to common wage levels at the time

of entry into the labor market, or to common returns te education and
experience. _ ; —



market outcomes of family members may be used to address broader questions
about-labor supply, turnover behavior, and even the industry structure of

wages that are normally studied using cross sectional data on unrelated

individuals.

One obvious application iz to labor supply determination. Economists
have not been vefy successful in:expléining hours differences among males
using wage rates, nonlabor income, and 6bserved personal characteristics.
(See, for example, Pencavel’s (1986) survey.) It is possible that hours
choices are influenced by differences in preféerences that are hard to measurs
but depend upon genetlic and envirommental factors that are correlated among
family members, Indeed, it is common to say that an individual is from a _
"hard working family.” While ultimately we would like to have a structural
model of the determinants of labor supply preferences, it is useful to start
by examining whether or not a common family component plays an important role
in hours determination. 1In this chapter we present descriptive evidence on
hours links, and in Chapter 2 we use a factor model to measure the importance
of parental and sibling preference factors in the variance of hours worked and
of earnings for young men and young women. We find preferences play a large
role in hours linkages.

This chapter proceeds as follows. In section I we discuss the NLS data
used in the study. 1In section II we discuss the statistical methods used in
the paper. In section III we quantify the links among family members in
family income, earnings, hourly wage rates, and work hours. We also present’
evidence on links among individuals who are related by marriage. In section
IV we present evidence ‘on the relationship between the turnover behavior of .

pairs of related family members. We also discuss the implications of these
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relationships for studies of the role of individual heterogeneity and job
match heterogeneity in the turnover process. 1In section V we show that young
men whose fathers work in high wage industries (controlling for human capital
characteristics) tend themselves to work in high wage industries. We argue
that the results are consistent with nommarket clearing explanations for
industry wage premiums (such as efficiency wages) only ;f family conmections
play a key role in gaining access to high wage firms. Section VI concludes

the chapter.

I. Data N
The data used in this report are from the four 0riginai Cohorts of the
National LongitudinallSurveys of Labor Market Experience. Specifically, we
work with the sample of Young Men who were l4 to. 24 years old in 1966 and were
followed through 1981, the samples of Yo;ng Women who were 14 fo 24 in 1968
and Mature Women who were 30 to 44 in 1967 and continue to be followed, and

the sample of Older Men who were 45 to 59 years old in 1966 arid were last

1983. We use
through 1984 in the case of mature women. Some of the households contributed
more than one person to the young men and young women surveys, and in some
cases the households contributed to both the youth surveys and older men and
mature women surveys. Consequently, it is possible to match data on sibling
pairs and parent-child pairs. For some of our analysis, we have also matched
data on husbands and wives who were members of the older men’s and mature
women's surveys. The bottom rows of Tables 1 and 2 summarize information on

the sample sizes of the original cohorts, the numbers of brother, sister, and

brother-sister pairs, and the number of parent-child pairs. It is important
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to emphasize that the sample sizes used.in the analyses vary depending upon
the particular variables being considered and the number of family member
matches that are available.

Because sample members are asked questions about the labor market
outcomes of their spouses, we are also able to examine the relationships among
the labor market outcomes of individuals who are related by marriage. For
example, we report the covariance of earnings of fathers and sons-in-law using
the reports of spouse’s ea
cohort who could be matched to their fathers.

Many of our analyses exploit the availability of panel data on the
individuals in the sample. However, data on a ﬁarticular gquestion may be
missing either because the individual left the sample prior to that survey or
because the response is missing or invalid for other reasons. In the case of
the young men and young women our basic approach is to restrict the sample to
individuals who were at least 24 years old prior to leaving the survey. We
chose this age cutoff to reduce transitory variation in labor market outcomes
associated with the transition between school and work. We use labor market
data (wages, hours, unemployment, etc.) from a particular ¥&ar only if the

individual was at least 24 and was out of school and did not return to school

The fact that many of the older men in the sample apprecach retirement age
during the course of the survey ralses additional complications. Earnings,
work hours, and wage rates of such individuals after retirement-may not be
closely related to the typical or "permanent™ values for these iIndividuals
over the course of their careers. To minimize this problem, we only use data

on family income and labor market variables for individuals who had not yet -
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retired, and who were less than 61 years old when the data was collected.

Since the age iIn 1966 of the older men ranges from 45 to 59, there is
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market data available.6 Retirement is not a concern for the mature women’s

?., There is always a concern in an analysis of siblirg or
intergenerational data that the very fact that it was. possible to collect data

on several family members makes the data unrepresentative. For example, it is
necessary for more than one sibling to remain in our sample past the age of 24
in order for the sibling pair to contribute to ocur analysis. In the case of
the NLS, two special problems come to mind. First, both the father and the
child must satisfy the age restrictions of the sample design in the base year
of the survey. Since a substantial number of children leave the household by
age 24, one might expect that the matched sample would over-represent
individuals who are still living with their parents when they are in their
early twenties. This problem is mitigated to some extent by the fact that the
young men in the father-son sample are about .7 years younger than the young
men's sample as a whole which had an average age of 18.1 years in 1966. The
corresponding numbers for daughters are .5 and 16.7 years.

We have computed summary statistics for the matched parent- child samples
and compared them to the corresponding full cohort samples. (A thorough job
of this would require a full paper.) ~The older men in the father-son sample
are about 1l year younger than the sample average for the entire older men
cohort. The fathers who could be matched to children of either sex have
somewhat higher family income (16%), earnings (7%), wages (6%), hours worked
per week (2%), and hours worked per year (4%). They also have .33 more years
of education than the mature men’s sample as a whole. (These differences
might refleet differences between older men who had children and older men who
did not.) - -

e mature women in the m
w12 uie Wolen 4

= 5 'S
sample of all maturé women and have fam ily income, earnings, wages hours
worked per week, and annual hours worked which are lower by 5.1%, 17.4%, 9.4%,
1%, and 3%. They also have .70 fewer years of education than the sample of
all mature women (10.3 wversus 11.0 years)

As noted above, the young men matched to fathers are almost three
quarters of year younger than the sample of all yourg men, but they have
higher family incomes (6.2%) and about .5 additional years of education.
Earnings, wages, and hours worked per week are equal for the two groups, while
annual hours worked are lower by 3.5% for the young men matched to fathers.
Young men who are matched to mothers are about two years younger than the
entire sample of young men and have somewhat lower family incomes, earnings,
wages, and annual hours. Education is similar for the two groups. The young
women follow the same general pattern as the young men. Those whose fathers
are in the mature men cohort are somewhat younger, better educated (by .5
years), and more successful than the young women’s cohort as a whole. Young
women matched to mothers are one and a half years younger than young women as
a whole and have somewhat lower family income (by 7.7%). Average education
(at 12.5 years), wages, earnings, and hours worked for the young women in the
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sample through the years we study.

For all four cochorts we excluded wage observations of less than $.40 per
hour, earnings of less than $100 per year, and family income of less than $200
per year (all in 1967 dellars). Also only annual hours (constructed as
- reported number of weeks worked times reported number of hours worked per
week) greater -than zero and less than 5000 hours were: counted.

In ﬁart 6fﬂthe ;;aiysis we workrwith the log of numger of weeks of

ve positive weeks of unemployment in a given year.
A problem with this weeks of unemployment measure is that. determinants of the
incidence and the duration of unemployment spells are related, and
unfortunately, by taking logs, we have excluded all observations on zero
weeks of unemployment. In retrospect, 1t would have been better to work with
the level of weeks of unemployment, and we intend to re-work the analysis of
unemployment in the future. - S —

In the paper we work with two job turnover measures. For a young man,
the variable, NNUMEMP, is the number of employers the individual reports from
1966 until either 1981 or the year that he left the sample. This variable

counts multiple spells with the same employer only once. The variable NTURNOV

is the number of job changes the individual reports over the same period. We

mother-daughter sample are the same as for the full sample of young women.

With regard to sibling pair analysis, the sample restrictions may imply
that we are looking at siblings who are somewhat closer in age and from
somewhat larger families than would the case from a representative sample.
However, we suspect that this problem is minor given that the imitial age
range is 14 to 24 years.

14 - -



NTURNOV are usually very similar.’ The corresponding variables for young
women cover the vears. 1968 to 1982 or the year the women left the sample. The
intervals are 1967 to 1984 for mature women, and 1966 t6 1983 for clder men.
For older.men,'we do not ‘accumulate employer changes or job changes after the
individual reaches age 61 or retires.  There are a few problems with these
turnover measures,.not the least of which is that they are affected by the
year in which the person left the sample and by his or her labor férce

participation history. (We discuss additional problems below.) We view these

two measures as only rough indicators of turnover rates.

I1I. Overview of Econometric Models and Methods .

In this section we begin by discussing the covariances and correlations
among a variety of labor market outcomes for family members. Our aim is to
estimate the correlations among the permanent component of the labor market
outcomes of family members, and so it :is necessary to compute the correlations
using an approach that .reduces the downward bias introduced by transitory
variation and measurement error. We implement two different estimation
procedures.

The first approach, which we will refer to as the time average approach,
computes the covariances and the correlations among the time averages of the
labor market outcomes of matched family members. We use all of the available
data on each individual that meets the criteria discussed above to compute the
time average for the individual. The sample used to compute the brother

correlations consists of all unigue brother pairs for whom valid data are

7. In the text and appendix tables which follow, variable names
beginning with the letter N refer to young men (B to brothers), G to young
women (S to sisters), M to older men, and W to mature women.
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available for the particular labor market outcome. The samples for the other
family relationships also consist of the unique pairs of individuals who are
in that relationship. For example, a family with three brothers whe have
valid data on a particular labor market wariable will contribute three- -
observations to the sample used to compute the brother pair covariances., A
family contributing one father and three daughters to the NLS older men and
young women cohorts will contribute three observations to the father-daughter
sample, and three to the sisters sample. : -

The second approach, which we refer to as the method of moments approach,
is to compute family covariances of a particular labor market outcome by first-
adjusting the data to have zero mean, computing the unique set of
crossproducts of the elements of the vector of labor market outcomes in
different years for one family member with the elements of the vector of labor
market outcomes of the other family member, and taking the mean of all the
crossproducts for all of the pairs of family members. We estimate the
variance of the permanent component of labor market outcomes for young men by
first computing the crossproducts of all urique pairs of yearly observations
on a labor market outcome that are for the same individual and that are
separated_by more than two years in time and then taking the average of all of

the crossproducts for all individuals.B We do the same for young women's,

8  If a labor market variable such as the wage rate is equal to a fixed
component and a transitory component that can be represented by a moving
average process of order 2 or less, then the transitory component will not
bias our variance estimates. Abowd and Card (1989) develop a three
components-of-variance model to describe the covariances of hours changes and
earnings changes for adult males in the NLS, the PSID and the SIME/DIME data
sets. The components are as follows: a statiomary serially uncorrelated
measurement error, a shared component of hours and earnings which follows a
non-stationary MA(2) process, and a time-varying component which affects only
the variances of earnings and hours and their contemporanecous covariance.
They show that such a representation fits the estimated covariances of hours

16



mature women'’s, and clder men's variables.
The specific formula for the covarilances, variances, and correlations are

o - 5 iz 9 - . - -
as follows, Let Y, be the adjusted’ labor market outcome of an

k(e
individual, where 1 denotes a set of related individuals, k is the type of
individual (e.g., young man, young woman, older man, or mature woman) and j is
an index indicating the specific individual of type k from family i. {The
index j may exceea 1 when k refers to &oung men or young women and there is
more than one young man or young woman from a given family.) Then the method =
of moments estimator of the covariance of variable Y across the family pairs
of type k,k' is
L2, Yieesye Yoo yer ) Mymac

3 f ]

(1) Cov(¥, . ¥..,) = Z{X Y
i 3 3]

When k= k’, as is the case for brother pairs and for sister pairs, then

the covariance estimator is

Cov(Y,, ¥, ) = k(e Yikggye /N
(2)  Cov(Y,Y. ) §i§ _]z':'zj L2, Yigye (3 yer ! M

The method of moments variance estimator for the variable Y for the

person of type k is

and earnings quite well. ~“They find in all three data sets that changes in
the experience- adjusted log earnings and log hours are uncorrelated with
their own lagged changes at more than two periods. Since differencing
increases the order of an MA& term by 1, their results indicate that the MA
error component in the level of earnings and hours is of order less than 2.

9. We work with the residuals of a regression of each of the labor
market outcomes against a cubic in age and a set of year dummies. Note the
time averages used in the time average approach are not. adjusted for the
individual’s age nor for the year from which the data are drawn. In I

retrospect, we wish that we had made this adjustment, but doubt that it would

make much difference; 3see footnote 33 for supporting evidence.
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(3) Var(y, )~ XL I X

Y. . Y. . W
e L g k(e lkcg)t'f/ e

In the above equations NYYkk" NYYkk’ and NYk are the number of terms in thg
sums taken in (1), (2), and (3), respectively.

The correlation coefficient for the family pairs of type kk', kx=k' is

' .5
(&) Corr(Yy ¥, ,)= Cov(¥y, Y, )/[Var(Y, ) * Var(¥,,)]

The correlation coefficient.for family pairs of type kk (i.e , brother-

brother or sister-sister) is

(5) Corr(Yik, Yik)- Cov(ﬁik, Yik}/[Var(Yik)].

Note that we use the full samples of yéung men, young womén, older men, and
mature women to compute the variances Var(Yik) for each type.

We prefer. the correlation estimates based upon the method of moments
approach because we believe that the method of moments estimates of the
variance for each type of family member are less likely to suffer from
dovnward bias dﬁe to tramsitory variation in labor market outcomes and
measurement error than the variance estimates based on the time averages.
However, the method of moments estimator may be more sensitive to ._ . _
heterogeneity in variances and covariances of the labor market outcomes that

is related to (a) whether or not particular individuals have a relative in the

} the number of

-

ears of data on a particular family member.

o g

The estimates of the covariances based upon the time averages give each pair
of individuals the same weight, while the estimates based upon unique pairs of -
observations across individuals and over time (that is, the method of moments

estimators) give proportionately more weight to pairs of individuals who
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contribute many time series observations. In most cases, the govariance
estimated by (1) and (2} are reasonably close to the covariances cal;ulated
using the corresponding time average estimators. (If the expected value of
the covariance is unrelated to the amount of wvalid labor market data
available, then the method of momeﬁts estimator is more efficient.) In most
cases, the estimates of the correlations éfe-larger using the method of
moments estimation procedure than the time average procedure; the difference
is almost always due to somewhat lower estimates of the variances of the labor
market outcome (the denominator in (4) or (5)), rather than higher estimates
of the covati:
Regression Equations

Regression equafions relating the labor market outcomes of children to
those of their parents provide a second way of summatizing family
relationships in labor market outcomes. Since it is easy to incorporate
control variables into the analysis, this appfoach provides a convenient way
to assess the extent to which the links among family members are due to
particular factors, such as education, race, or location. For example, part
of the positive correlation between the separation rates of fathers and sons
may be due to correlation between the educational levels of fathers and sons.

Here we estimate equations of the following form:

(6a) WAGE A + A, X,

1s =8 Eig t Ay Kip t V.p

(6b) WAGE. = B, X.. + B, X.. + v
1 1 1 £ 1T "

WAGEif is

WAGE. . + e
if ;

O

(6c) WAGEiS - C1 Xis + C_2 Xim + vy WAGEim + €,

(ed) WAGEid - Dl X.id + D2 Kim + Y dm WAGEim + €.
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In the above equations WAGEi is the time average of the log wage rate

k

and Xi are personal characteristics, where k= d in the case of young women, s

k

for young men, £ for fathers and m for méthers. The key parameters of

interest are Yaf and Yem® which reflect the effect of a one unit

Tam' Vs’ o
change in the parent’s outcome on the labor market outcome of the son or
daughter. 1In the empirical work we estimate similar equations for log
earnings, log family income, log annual hours, and other labor market
variables.

We use two estimation methods. The first is ordinary least squares. The
problem with OLS is that transitory wvariation and measurement error in
particular years may affect the time avefage of the labor market wvariable.
This is likely to lead to downward bias in the vy estimates. As an
alternative, we use an instrumental variables procedure. Specifically,,we put

the first observation on WAGEikt into the equation in place of the wage mean,

WAGE where ke m or £, - The wvariable WAGEi

ik’ will equal the permanent

kt

component of the wage of parent ik plus a transitory component. 'We then
compute WAGEik(t)’ the mean of the parent’s wage observation over t excluding

the first observation from the computation. The mean, WAGEik(t) will be

correlated with the permanent component of WAGEikt’ and it:will be

uncorrelated with the transitory component if the transitory component is
white noise. Consequently, under the white noise assumption we may estimate

the response of WAGEid (or WAGEiS) to the permanent component of WAGEikt by

using WAGEik(t)’ Xid (or Xis) and Xik as instrumental variables for WAGEikt,

for k= f or m.

We now turn to estimates of the correlations, covariances, and

20 : 0T



regression coefficients relating the labor market outcomes of relatives.

IITI. Intra- and Intergenerational Links in Family Income,
Wage Rates, Earnings, and Work Hours

In this section we present the estimates of the covariances and
correlations aﬁong log family income, log earnings, the log hourly wage rate,
and log work hours fdr.family member pairs. in section IIT.1 we discuss the
results for family income. In section III.2 we discuss earnings, wages and
work hours. 1In section III.3 we briefly discuss the correlations among the
earnings of "in-laws." 1In the remainder of this introduction we provide a few
general comments.

Appendix Tables Al- A2l present the correlations among the time averages
of selected labor market variables for various family member pairs. 1In the _
text we emphasize the covariances and correlations across family member pairs
of the same labor market variables and ignore the off-diagonal terms which
appear in the Appendix tables. The results are summarized in Table 1. The
column headings report the type of family relationship. The row heading
reports. the labor market variable involved. For example, we find that —
correlation of the mean of log family income among brothers is .27. The
correlation in the number of employers they have had is .16. The correlation
in family income and log earnings between sons and fathers are .27 and .22,
respectively. The number of observations used to compute a given correlation
depends upon the labor market variable under comnsideration and the number of
family member matches for the particular relationship. Beneath each

correlation we report the number of sample observations. . (At the foot of

each column we report the number of unique family pairs for each type of
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family relationship.lo) In Table 2 we ﬁresent‘the means, variances and number
of observations on the various labor market outcomes for the full samples of
young men, young women, colder men, and mature women in the four NLS cohorts.ll_

Table 3 provides estimated family covariances and correlations based on
the method of moments procedure for log family income, log earnings, log wage
rates, and the lég of anmual work houfs, while Table 4 presents the estimated
method of moments variances for various labor market ;utcomes for each of the
four cohorts. Appendix Tables A22- A25 provide the full covariarice matrices
of labor market outcomes produced by the method of moments estimators.

We present evidence on both the covariances and cqrrelations because the
correlations depend on both the covariance of the common component of the
labor market outcome and the variances of the components affecting only the
individuals, while the covariance does not depend on the individual specific
variance components. It is important to keep this in mind when assessing the
relative strength of the different family relationships for a particular labor
market outcome. For example, although the correlation in the family incomes
is .27 for brother pairs and .20 for brother-sister pairs, the covariance of
log family income is exactly the same for the two sibling pair typesf The
smaller correlation between brothers and sisters reflects a larger variance of
log family income for young women. i
In addition to the covariances and the correlations, we report estimates

of the regression equations (6) in Tables 5a- 5d. These indicate the

10, The reported figure is the number of potential matches before the
cohorts were screened for minimum age, completed schooling, and retirement.

11, 1In each of the Appendix tables, we present the means and standard

deviations of the variables for the subsample of matched family members who
are used to compute correlations and covariances shown in the particular table.

22



association between a unit change in the parent’s labor market outcome and the

change in the expected value of the son's or daughter's outcome.

IXI.1 Family Income

The first row of Table 1 provides time average estimates of log family
income covariances and correlations for various pairs of family members.’ The
sibling correlations are .27 for brothers, .37 for sisters, and .20 for
‘brothers and sisters. The covariance of sisters’ family incomes is more than
double the covariance between brothers’. The effect of the higher covariance
on the family income correlation is partially offset by the fact that among
the set of young men and women who are independent of their parents, the
variance of log family income is much larger for young women.l? It is
interesting to speculate on whether this higher variance is a reflection of
the large number of female headed households with children.

The method of moments estimates imply substantially higher sibling
correlations in family income. The correlations are .38 for brothers, .52 for
sisters, and .56 for brothers and sisters. We view the estimates for sisters
and for brother-sister pairs as very large relative to these in the existing
literature. The estimate for brothers is in the same range as Solon et al’'s
(1987) estimate of .342, however their estimate for sisters’ earnings is much
smaller at .276. (See footnote 22 for further comparisouns.)

The intergenerational correlations of family income based upon the time
averages are .27 for sons and fathers, .31 for daughters and fathers, .30 for

daughters and mothers, and .31 for sons and mothers. However

12 Note that the covariance between brothers and sisters is about the
same as the covariance between brothers, even though the correlation is .27
for brother pairs and .20 for brother-sister pairs.
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moments estimates are .34 for sofi-father pairs, .46 for daughter-father pairs,
.55 for daughter-mother pairs, and .54 for son-mother pairs. Our results
based on the time averages are on the low end of those reported by Solon

(1989) and by Altonji (1988) who use data on fathers and sons from the Panel

13

Study of Income Dynamics. At the same time, the methed of moments

estimates for all intergenerational pairs except son-father are higher than

any previous estimates for the U.5. In the 1ig:erature.14

13, Ssolon rums OLS regressions of the son’s earnings in 1984 on various
constructions of the father's earnings wvariable, and age contrels. Using a
single year measure of father’s earnings, the father’s variable coefficient
ranges from .247 to .386, depending on the year of the father’s report. When a
five year average of father’s earnings is used, its coefficient is .413. 1In
an equation with son'’s 1984 log wage as the dependent variable, father's log
wage in 1967 appears with a coefficient of .294; in an analogously o
constructed family income equation, father’'s log family 1ncome 1n 1967 enters
with a coefficient of .483. -

Altonji works with the time average of the level rather than the log of
family incomé and obtains a correlation of .37 between fathers and sons.

1&%  Solon alsc presents a set of eéstimates in which the
intergenerational correlation 1Is estimated from an instrumental variables
estimate of the relationship between son’s income in 1984 and father’'s income
in 1967, using father’'s education as an instrument for father’s income to
reduce the effects of transitory variation in income. He obtains a regression
coefficient of .530. For similarly constructed equations fof wages and
earnings, the IV coefficients are .449 and .526, respectively. However, he
polnts out that the regression cocefficient is an estimate of the

intergenerational correlation coefficient only if the variances of the family
income of father and son are equal. (As we have noted, this comment also
applies to our OLS and IV estimates of equations (6).) Second, he argues that
this estimate is likely to be upwardly biased even if the family income
variances are equal because father's education should probably appear itself
as an independent variable in the son’s family income equation.

When we repeat this IV estimation Lechniqne with son's ].Cvg famil 1y income’
in 1981 as the dependent variable using father’s reported education and age
controls as instruments for his mean log family iricome,” we find a coefficient
of .352 on the father’s wvariable. (Our corresponding OLS coefficient is
.268.) For log wages, we find an IV coefficient of .421 (and an OLS
coefficient of .297) on father’s mean log wages; for log earnings, the IV
coefficient is .411 {(and the OLS coefficient is .255) on father's mean log
earnings. In summary, our estimated IV coefficients are smaller than Solon’'s
for the intergenerational income, earnings, and wage equations.
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Regression Results for Family Income
Tables 5a, 5b, 5c¢c, and 54 report OLS and IV estimates of the regression

he labor market outcomes of fathers and

sons, fathers and daughters, mothers and sons, and mothers and daughters
(respectively). We report  results for two sets of control variab;e;. Control
set I consists only of the child’s age in 1966 (1968 for young women), age
squared, and age cubed, and the parent’s age in 1966, age squared and age
-cubed. Contrel set II consists of control set I plus controls for the child's
race, residence in the South, residence in an SMSA, a cubic in the child's
education, and a cubic in parent's education. T6 save space, we focus on the
IV estimates in the text. We wish to emphasize ﬁhat since the wvariances of
familf income are higher for fathers and mothers than for sons and daughters,
the regression coefficient estimates are likely to be smaller than the
correlation coefficients even ;hen no controls are added. This is especially
true for fathers and sons.1> ) .

Using control set I, the coefficients on father’s family income is .249
for sons and .322 for daughters. Since the varlables are in logs, the result

for family income implies that the elasticity of soi’s income with respect to

father’s income is .249. For sons, much of the relationship in incomes

[+
"
113
[14

this, note first that when we use control set II, wé obtain .073 as the
coefficient on father’s family income. By adding the son’s race, father’s

education, and son‘s education one at time to contrel set I, we have

15, When control variables are excluded, the probability limit of the
correlation coefficient is equal to the probability of the regression
coefficient times the probability limit of the standard deviation of the
father’s outcome variable divided by the standard deviation of the son’s
outcome variable.
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determined that including the son’s education as a regressor has the largest

negative impact on the magnitude of the father’'s family income coefficient,

which is what we would have expected g griori.16' - - -

The estimates of the relationship between family income of the mother and
family income of sons and daughters are typically stronger than the
corresponding results for the father-son and father-daughter samples. The IV
estimate for ﬁothér-éoﬁ-pairs-with controls for their ages only (control set
I) is .340. The estimate for mother-dau The estimates
for mother-son and mother-daughter pairs fall to .163 and .152.(Fespective1y)
when control set IT is used.

Since in the case of two parent ﬁouseholds the family income of mothers
and fathers is the game, the larger estimates when using the mother-daughter
and mother-son samples merit some discussion. We suspect that the difference
in father-child and mother-child regression coefficients arises for two
reasons. First, because of the design of the NLS, the parent’s family income
data in the father-son and father-daughter sample is cbtained when the father
is somewhat older than in the mother-son and mother-daughter sample. To the

extent that family income is subject to permanent shifts that occur after

children leave the household, then parental income in later years ma¥ have a

2 morher-
L8 MO UIICSD

16 When one adds ofily race to control variable set I as regressors in
the IV equations for family income, earnings, and wages one obtains
coefficients on the father’'s variables of .217, .153, and .244, respectively.
Addlng father’'s education {with race excluded) leads to IV estimates of .227

.166, 'and .278. Adding only son’s education to control set I leads to smaller
IV coefficients on the father's variables: .136, .092, and .197.

'-I
e~y

See footnote 3. A number of stﬁdies,réﬁch"asnMaGurdy (1982) and
Altonji et al (1986), provide evidence that family income and earnlngs are
subject to highly persistent shocks.
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son and mother-daughter samples obviously include female headed, single parent
families, while the father-son and father-daughter samples do mot. It is
possible that family income has larger effects in the case of single parent
families than two parent families.l® Ve suspect that estimates based on the
father-son and father-daughter samples understate intergenerational links in

family income.l9 .o

In summary, wé find very strong intra and intergenerational cSrrqlatiops
in family incomes. The sibling correlations are stronger for sisters than for
brothers. The regréssion analysis suggests that a one-perceﬁé iﬁérease in
the permanent family income of the parents raises the conditional mean of

children’s family income by .25 to .34 for sons and .32 to .42 for daughters.

A substantial part of this effect operates through education and race.

ITI.2 Earnings, Wage Rates, and Work Hours

When we use time avera estimated correlations of log earnings are

{

.28 for brothers, .23 for sisters, and only .08 for brother-sister pairs.

However, we obtain corresponding estimates of .35, .26, and .22 when we use

18 ye plan to investigate this hypothesis by including an indicator for
"female-headed household" interacted with the mother’'s family income measure
in the family income equations for the matched mother-son and mother-daughter
data sets, and observing whether the link in incomes is sensitive to the
presence of the father in the household.

19 Altonji (1988) uses a small sample of father-son pairs from the PSID
to estimate separate regressions for son’s average values (over the years in
which he works positive hours) of annual work hours, annual hours of
unemployment, the log of the real hourly wapge rate, the log of real earnings,
and the job separation probability against the corresponding variable for the
father and controls for the son’s education, experience and race, and the
father’s education and experience. His results show that virtually all of the
father’s labor market wvariables have a strong positive association with the
corresponding labor market variable of the son. His results also suggest that
race and father’s education have independent influences on the labor market

outcomes., - . . e, - -
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the method of moments procedure to isolate the correlation of the permanent
components of earnings. The intergenerational correlation coefficients for
earnings are also sensitive to the estimation method. We prefer the estimates
based on the method of moments procedure, which are .39 for fathers and sons,
.29 for mothers and sons, .40 for fathers and daughters, and .27 for mothers
and daughters.zp lThelmgcﬁod_éf moments estimates of the earnings correlation
between fathers and sons are large relative to the estimates summ;rized in
Becker and Tomes (1986) but are comparable to the results of Solon (1989)
using the PSID.

It iz interesting to look separately at the components of earnings:
hourly wage rates and annual hours. Using the method of moments approach we
obtain log wage correlations of .42 for brothers, .39 for sisters, .41 for
brother-sister pairs, .41 father-son pairs, .38 for father-daughter pairs, .36
for mother-son pairs, and .35 for mother-daughter pairs. (The corresponding
estimates based on time averages are typically slightly smaller.) Thus, we
find somewhat stronger family relationships in log wages than in log éarnings.

Given this fact and the fact that earnings depend upon work hours as well
as upon wages, It is not surprising that._the correlations in annual hours are
usually smaller than the correlations in wages. However, the method of
moments estimates are substantial in all cases Involving family members of the

same sex. For éxample, the annual hours correlation is .34 for brothers, .28

20 — 4 comparison of the covariances reported in Tables 1 and 3 and the
variance estimates reported in Tables 2 and 4 suggests. that in most cases the
larger correlations obtained with method of moments procedure result from ’
smaller estimates of the variances for family member type rather than larger
estimates of the covariances across family members of the various labor market
outcomes.

28



for sisters, .23 for fathers and sons, and .24 for mothers and daughters.21'22

The large correlations between brothers and between fathers and sons are

t of the fact that hundreds of studies of male

particularly striking in lig
labor supply have examined the effects of family characteristics, wages and
income on hours worked and have met with little sucécess in explaining hours
worked for males.Z2? (See Killlngsworth (1983) and Pencavel (1986) for surveys
of the literaturé.) The findings in Table 3 suggest that factors common to
family members explain a substantial part of
hours among males. In Chaﬁter 2 of this report, - we show that the similarity
in the wage rates of brothers plays only a small role in the similarity in

thelr hours worked.

Part of the relationship in annual hours, then, may be due to correlation

21 The lower correlation for sisters masks the fact that the covariance
in hours is much larger for sister pairs than brother pairs.

22 golon et al (1987), using data from the PSID and analysis of
variance estimators, find the correlations of brothers’ log earnings, log
annual hours, and log wages toc be .448, .410, and .534; all are larger than
our corresponding method of moments estimates which were .35, .34, and .42.
Corcoran and Jencks (1979) provide estimates from several survey data sets and
pick .17 as the best available point estimate of the earnings correlation
between brothers. They pick .12 as a minimum estimate and .28 as the maximum.
We believe their estimates are biased downward as a result of an inadequate
correction for measurement error and transitory earnings components.

23 Tahla 1 alsn n¥agantes F=m11v covariances and corralations for the
. Lations ror

A L= Sasy pateTiles Lol Setr v aa peLO NI —aae

time averages of the log of hours wurked per_week and the log of weeks worked
per year, For brothers, the correlations based upon the time averages for
hours per week and weeks per year are only .14 and .18 respectively. But in
view of the time average correlations for amnual hours it is likely that these
correlations are substantially reduced by the effects of measurement error and
transitory varlation in the time averages of hours worked per week and weeks
worked per year,

The corresponding estimates for fither-son pairs are .10 .and .08, which
are in line with the father-son correlation in the time average of annual

hours of .06. (We have not produced separate estimates of weekly hours and

yearly weeks worked using the method of moments approach.) Finally, we do not’

detect interesting sex differences in the relative strength of the family
correlations between hours worked per week and weeks worked per year.
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in labor market constraints that-lead to unemployment, and the results for
unemployment in Table 1 indicate that the unemployment rates of fanily members
are correlated. The correlations based on time averages of the log of weeks of
unemployment (with zeroes excluded from the caleculation) are .07 for fathers
and sons, .08 for brothers, .09 for sisters, and .10 for mothers and
daughters. The correlations between fathers and daughters, mbthérs and sons,
and brothers and sisters are weaker. In retrospect, our decision te work with
the log of weeks of unemployment was a mistake. We therefore estimated the
correlations in the level of weeks of unemployment and found the strongest
correlations for brother pairs (.19), father-son pairs (.10), mother-daughter
pairs (.08), and brother-sister pairs (.07).24 For the level of weeks
worked, the strongest correlations are found for sister pairs (.22), brother
pairs (.15), mother-son and mother-daughter pairs (both are .10).

In contrast to the strong annual hours correlations for fathers and sons,
brothers, sisters, and mothers and daughters, the correlations of the annual
hours of brothers and sisters, fathers and daughters, and mothers and sons are
close to zero. Why do hours tend to be correlated only among family members
of the same sex? The result suggests that family factors influencing work
hours are different for males and femaleés. We speculate that preferences for
leisure and correlations in labor market constraints are a key factor among,
men, most of whom choose to work more or less full time, while preferences and
incentives for market work versus nonmarket work play a key role in the

sisters’ and mother-daughter correlations and in the total variance in the

24 Altonji (1988) obtains correlations of .171 for brothers and .151
for fathers and sons using the PSID and hours of unemploymerit during the year.
Part” of the correlation might arise because of regional variation in labor
market conditions that affects family members living in the same geographic
area,
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work hours of women. With data on hours spent on housework and child care,
one could examine the correlation between leisure time of female and male
family members. We conjecture that one would find larger mother-son and

father-daughter correlations in hours if such a measure were used. 25

Regression Results for Earnings, ﬁours, and Wages
As noted above, Tables 5a through 5d contain IV estimates of the
regressions relating the earnings, hours, and wages of sons and daughters to

the earnings, hours, and wages of fathers and mothers. The IV estimate of the

A o e F e &

Eather’s earnings on son’'s earnings is .21
coéfficient falls to -.005 (not significant) after we control for race,
educations of the father and son, and location variables. The corresponding
results for daughters are .335 and .179. For wages we obtain a coefficient of
.282 with control set I and .098 with control set II for fathers and sons, and
.238 and .118 for fathers and daughters. Overall the regression relationship
between the wages and earnings of fathers and sons and fathers and daughters
are similar to the relationships for family income. As before, we find that a
substantial part of the relationship operates through education and race,
particularly for somns.

The results for annual hours show a relatively weak relationship between
annual hours of the father and the son. The OLS results are in line with the
correlations between the time averages discussed earlier, and in view of the

large variagbility in the time averages of father's annual hours, the small

25, The Young Women and Mature Women NLS data sets do provide some
information on time spent on child care and household chores which would make

such an investigation possible. The Panel Study of Income Dynamics also
contains the necessary data,
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regression coefficient does not come as surprise. However, the IV estimates
are much weaker than we would have expected given the method of moments
results. The IV estimate with control set I is only .055, which is actually
slightly smaller than the OLS_estigate. In contrast; the regression
coefficient implied by dividing the method of moments estimate of the
covariance of hours of.fathers and sonslby'the method of moments estimate of
the variance of the hours of older men is .21. Since the time average of
father’s hours has a coefficient of .243 in the first stage IV equation for
father’s hours in 1963, we would have expected the second stagelestimates to
be roughly 4.12 (= 1/.243) times larget than the OLS estimate (of .063), which
would be roughly consistent with the method of moments “"regressiomn
coefficient” of .21.7 We are puzzled by the discrepancy. We have shown that
it does not result from the fact that a smaller sample is available to compute

the IV estimates.2® The relationghip for log hours per_week_is statistically

significant under OLS for control set 1 but not for control set II, and the IV

estimates are not statistically significant for either set of explanatory
variables. The regression results for fathers and daughters do not show a
relationship in annual or weekly hours worked, which is fully consistent with
the correlations discussed earlier. e

Mother’s earnings has only a weak relationship to son's earnings, despite

the fact that the mother's wage has a relatively strong link to the son's

26 The 1V sample is smaller because either log annual hours in 1965 or
the average of the log of father's hours in years other than 1965 are missing
in 2 few cases.. (A similar explanation underlies the discrepancy in the OLS
and IV sample sizes foY the other wvariables in Tables 5a-5d.) We do obtain
strong and statistically significant IV estimates of the link between log
weeks worked by the father and log weeks worked by the son. As we point out
below, the IV and method of moments estimates of the regression coefficient’
are quite close in the case of mothers and daughters. ' '
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wage (.34l with control set I). This reflects the factg that (1) hours o£
work of mothers and sons are only weakly related, and (2) the variance across
wonmen in work hours has a large effect on the variance in female earmings.
The results for daughters and methers are an intefesting contrast: the
coefficients on earnings and the wage rate are .348 and .325, respectively.

The strong iink.betWeen the earnings of mothers and daughters reflects
the fact that both work hours as well as the wage rates of mothers and
daughters are strongly related. The IV coefficient on log weeks worked is
.548 with a t-value of 4.5 using control set I. The corresponding coefficient
for annual work hours is .347 with a t-statistic of 1.94. The latter result
is basically consistent with the regression coefficient of (.275) implied by ‘
the method of moments estimates of the covariances and varlances for mothers
and daughters reported in Tables 3 and 4.

In summary, we find strong family links in earnings and in wages. We
alsec find faifly strong corrslations and regression relationships in the work
hours of family members of the same sex (discounting the IV estimates for
fathers and sons). Much of the effect of parental backgrounﬁ on earnings and
wage rates, particularly in the case of fathers and sons, operates through

education and race.

I11.3 Correlations Between Labor Market Outcomes of Individuals Related
by Marriage

Tables 6 and 7 report covariances and correlations based on time
averages of earnings, hours worked per week, weeks worked per year, and weeks
unemployed per year for husbands and wives, fathers and sons-in-law, mothers

and sons-in-law, brothers-in-law, fathers and daughters-in-law, mothers and
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daughters-in-law, and sisters-in-law.2’/ We focus our discussion on the
relationships in earnings. We suspect that the correlations are downward
biased because in most cases very few observations are available to compute
the time averages for spouses. Consequently, we place greatel enphasis on the
covariances.

As an aid t6 interpreting the results, consider the following simple
model of the relationship between individual earnings -and spouse’s earnings.

s value s related both to one’s own

s

11 the labor market

Fal)

earnings potential and to the earnings potential of one’s blood relatives. To

be specific, let the permanent earnings E.. of child j from family i be

ij
Tl

determined by

(7) Eij =c, tu + uij

o

where E 3 are the permanent earnings of a young woman j f;om family i, <, is a
constant, ui are parental and sibling influences that have a common effect on
the earnings of siblings, and uij is a child specific earnings factor that is
uncorrelated across families and across children from family 1i.

Assume also that one’s value in the marriage market depends on one’s own

earninos
earnings P Y

ngs and parents.
This assumption plus competition in the marriage market suggest that spouse’s
earnings capacity (and other traits that are valued in the marriage market)

tend to be positively related to one’s own earnings capacity and those of

27, To be precise, Table 6 reports covariances and correlations of a
Young woman‘s reports of her husband’'s wvarisbles with the variables of the
father, mother, and brother to whom the young woman can be matched.
Similarly, young men supply the reports of their w1ves' variables for the
covariances and correlations shown in Table 7. T
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one's relatives. Let the regression equation relating the earnings of the
spouse of woman ij to the family i earnings compomnent, u., and to her

earnings, Eij' be

(8) E ij - bo + bl u, + b2 Eij + e 13 ] ‘ -
where the error term Esij is uncorrelated with us and Eij'

Using (7) and (8) the covariances of the earnings of spouses, siblings
and "in-laws" can be derived easily. For imstance, the covarlance between

the earnings of spouses, ES.. and E,
ij i 2

is (b1 + bz)fV§r(ui) + b ngr(uij).

3’ _
The covariance between the earnings siblings 1j and ij' implied by (7) is
equal to Var(ui), where to keep the discussion simple we have ignored the
important fact that the factor loading on the family component u; may be

different for young mern than for young women. And the covariance between

-in- v z s . &
brothers-in-laws’ earnings, E 13 and Eij" is (bl + b2) Var(ui).

If b1 = 0 then the family efféctizui, has no direect influence on spouse’s
earnings, and the covariance between the "in-laws’" earnings arises simply
S : . .
because uy affects E 13 through Eij' On the other hand, if only the income of

the family matters, (b2 = (0%, then the brother-in-law and spouse covariances
are both equal to bl*Var(ui), and both are less than the sibling covariance,
Var(ui), when b1 < 1. An increase in bl holding b2

the in-law covariance relative to the sibling covariance, and relative to the

fixed raises the wvalue of

spouse covariance. Consequently, the larger the value of the brother-in-law
covariance relative to the sibling covariance and relative to the spouse
covariance, the more likely it is that the family has influence on the

permanent earnings of the spouse.
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The earnings covariance is .168 for father and son-in-law pairs and .117
for fathers and son.28 The earnings covariances (correlations) for -brothers-
in-law is .072 (.18), which compares to .117 (.28) for brothers. The earnings
covariance for sisters-in-law is .105, which compares to .179 for sisters.

The corresponding correlations are .13 and .23.29 -

Thus, we find that siblings-in-law covariances and correlations in '
earnings are somewhat weaker than the corre;ponding figures for sibling pairs.
However, they seem large enough, particularly in light of the strong father
and son-in-law covariance, to suggest that a family earnings component has an

effect on the earnings capacity of spouses. The brothers-in-law and sisters-

in-law covdriances are also large relative to the covariances of spouses

28 The correlation between the earnings of fathers and sons-in-law is
estimated to be .32, which iIs actually larger than the corresponding estimate

(.22) for fathers and sons in Table 1. ) _

29, 1t is not difficult to fit the estimated earnings dd%a:iances to
our simple model of family earnings relationships. First note that when
Var(ui) = 1/3*Var(uij), the implied siblings earnings correlation is .25 which

is typical of the estimated siblings earnings covariances reported in Tables 3
and 1. (The sibling earnings correlation is )
Corr(Eij, Eij’)- Var(ui)/[Var(ui) + Var(uij)} which equals .25 when Var(ui) -

1/3*Var(uij) S

Simply dividing the brothers-in-law covariance (.072) by the brothers
earnings covariance (.117) suggestsf(bl + b2)= .62, BSimilarly, the sisters-

in-law. and sisters results suggest (b1 + b2)— .59. .

Also, when the spouses estimated earnings covariance-- equal to about -
.070 (see mext footnote)-- is fitted into the model, the brothers and

brothers-in-law results indicate that bz*Var(uij)- 0, while the sisters’

numbers imply bz*Var(uij)— -.033. A richer earnings model which allows sex

differendes in the influences of spouses might be able to explain the
differences in the moments implied by brothers’ and the sisters’ results;
such a model is currently being developed. ' ; ;
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earnings3o, which, in the context of the simple model sketched above, also
points to an important direct effect of the family earnings component on the
expected earnings capacity of the spouse. As a cautionary note, we do not
wish to make too much of this interpretation, because the framework presented
. above ignores differences between men and women in family linkages,
substitution in labor supply between husbands and wives, selectivity in who
gets married, and other factors. In future work we plan to explore the
issues systematically by combining a more elaborate version of the factor
model sketched above with the factor model of earmnings, hours and wages

estimated in Chapter 2.

IV. Family Correlations in Turmover Behavior

Table 1 also provide estimates of the correlations across family members
of the number of employers the individuals have worked for over the years of
the survey. In the literature on wages and job mobility there has been
considerable discussion of the importance of observed and unobserved personal
characteristics in explaining the large differences found across individuals
in the propensity to change jobs._ A positive correlation in the separation
rates of family members would arise i1f the desire and ability to "heold a job"
has an important effett on turnover behavior and is correlated among family
members. That is, mobility costs and personality traits that influence quits
and layoffs may be correlated among family,members; A number of authors have

argued that personal characteristics related to turnover are negatively

30, From Table 6 the covariance and correlation of spouses’ earnings are
.065 and .13 when the young woman supplies both reports. In Table 7, when the
young man supplies reports on himself and his wife, the covariance is .072 and
the correlation is .15. ' ' —
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related to productivity. As a result, gx post measures of turnover behavior,
such as job seniority, are endogenous.in a wage equation. We can investigate

whether individual heterogeneity in turnover behavior is negatively related to

-
productivity by examining the sign of the correlation between the turnover

.behavior of one family member with the wage rate of another. Job instability
has been featured prominently in discussions of low income workers.3l 1t is

natural to ask if job instability is in part a family characteristic and

to the family component of wages. . . -
Before turning to the evidence, it is also iImportant to point out that
other theories of job mobility imply that wvariation acress firms in wage
offers as well as differences across specific firm-worker matches in
productivity will lead to ex post differences in turnover even if the
propensity of all workers to quit or induce a layoff or discharge is the
same.32 Some of the differences (such as initial wage offers) are readily
observable, and workers may switch jobs in response to .a higher wage offer.
Other differences can be observed only after a trial period on the job, and
will alsec lead to ex_pgst differences in separation rates even if the expected

value of separation rates are the same for all workers. What are the

imnlications of wa
implications of wa family correlations
among turnover and wages? If the expected value of separation rates are the

same for all workers, then one would not expect job mobility to be correlated

across family members. Also, simple matching models do not have a clear

31 - Seé, for example, Ballen and Freeman (1986) and Jackson and
Montgomery (1986).

32

. Garen (1988) provides a recent survey of the literature.
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implication for the relationship between actual separation rates and
prqductivity. 'Consequently, matching ﬁodels in which_differenées in workérs
are unrelated to differences in expected mobility do not lead us to expect a
correlation between the wages and mobility of one family member with the
mobility patterns of ancther.

Unfortunately}'the implications of matching and job search models of
labor turnover for family correlations are less clear if the optimél amount of
turnover associate with finding a good job match is related to occupation,
ability, education, or other worker characteristics that are correlated among
family members. In this case one might also find positive family
correlations in turnover behavior even.if matching and job search provide a
éomplete explanation for turnover., The family correlations could also arise
if the number and strength of personal contacts are correlated among family
members and are an important determinant of turnover. o

Table 1 reports the correlations in number of employers for sibling pairs
and parent-child pairs. The correlation between the number of employers is
positive and statistically significant in ali case except for father-daughter
pairs. For example, the correlation is .16 for brother pairs and .10 for
father-son pairs. Altonji (1988) also finds a significant correlation between
the separation rates of fathers and sons and between brothers. (This is the
only other evidence on intra- and inter- generational links in turnover

behavior of which we are aware.)33 c - : - -

33, 1t is important to point out the variables in Tables 1 and 2 have
not been adjusted for age differences. Since the wvariables measure the number
of different employers and the number of different jobs over the years 1966 to
1981, the positive covariance in the ages and education of the brothers will
lead to a positive covariance in the number of years since leaving school and
in the number of years that they are in the labor market; ~This could lead to
a covarlance In the number of years that they are at risk to change employers
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Tables 5a-5d presents OLS estimates of the relationship between the
number of employérs fof matched family members. As noted above, a positive
sibling correlation or intergenerational correlation in turnover rates is
unlikely to. arise from a simple matching model. Not much should be made of
the specific values of the regression coefficients given that turnover
behavior is highlyldependent on'jears of labor market experience. -However, we
find a highly significant, positive relationship between the turno%er rates of

fathers and sons.34

We also find a statistically significant relationship
between the turnover rates of mothers and sons and mothers and daughters;
however, we do not find a relationship between the turnover rates of fathers
and daughters. Also note tﬁat the correlation and the covariance between the .
number of employers of brother-sister pairs are well below the wvalues for
sister pairs or brother pairs (.07 versus .13 and .16, respectively). We find
stronger links between mothers and daughters than between mothers and sons,
both in the correlations and in the regression coefficients (which appear in
Tables 5¢ and 5d). ’

Thus, inter- and intragenerational links in turnover behavior appear to

be stronger for persons of the same sex. We do not have a theory that can

and might explain part of the positive correlation.

We re-estimated the brothers correlations of job turnovers and number of
employers after first controlling for the ages and educations of the brothers;
the resulting correlations were equal (at two decimal places) to the figures
reported in Table 1. :

(As noted earlier, the method of moments covariances, correlations, and
variances reported in Tables 3 and 4 are based upon residuals from regressions
of log earnings, the log hourly wage and log annual hours against time dummies
and a cubic specification in age.)

34 ‘The results do mot change much when we add controls for education of
the son and the father, race, residence in the South, and residence in an
SMSA. . :
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explain this finding; One explanation i1s that individual differences in labor
supply behavior play a larger role in the turnover behavior of women. Recall
from Section III1.2 that correlations in hours worked were also much stronger
for individuals of the same sex. = =
We do find that the wage rates of one family member are negatively
correlated with the turnover behavior of other family members. The
correlations are.inconsistent in sign-and are typically insignificant. (See
the Appendix tables.) For example, the number of employers the father worked
for from 1966 until retirement or age 60 has a correlation of -.043 with the
son’s log wage rate, but the p-value is .214 (see Table A2). On the other
hand, the corresponding correiationffpr brother pairs is pesitive (though
insignificant). Consequently, there is no strong evidence in the NLS data
that the family component of turnover behavior is negatively related to wages
rates. These results stand in contrast to those of Altonji (1988) for a
sample of fathers and sons and brother pairs from the PSID, He finds a
significant negative correlation between the separation rate of fathers and

He also

Ih

finds that the separation rates of young men are
negatively correlated with the wage rate of their brothers.

In summary, while there is consistent evidence from the NLS and PSID that
turnover behavior depends on family characteristics, the evidence is
conflicting on whether the family component of turnover behavior is negatively

related to labor market productivity. In the NLS data, turnover behavieor does

not appear to play an important role in the inter- and intra-generational

links in wages.

V. Are "Industry Wage Premiums™ Correlated Across Generations?
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In this section we ask whether the sons of men who work in industries
that pay high wages (controlling for occupation and human capital) also tend
to work in industries that pay high wages. We examine this correlation in
part because we are interested in the magnitude of the link in the "industry
compeonent® of wages relative to the overall link. However, undef certain
assumptions{ this correlation provides information about the extent to which
ket cleari
for differences acrosé'induétries in worker quality or job characteristies,
and the extent to which they are nonmarket clearing differentials that arise
because firms choose to pay efficiency wages (or for other reasons.)

Assume first that employers select workers, and that family connections
play an insignifiéanﬁrroie in the allocation of workers écross jobs. If
industry differentials reflect différentials in worker quality, then one
would expect the relation between the industry components of the father and
the son's wage rates to be similar to the relationship betwéen the wages of
the father and the son. On the other hand, if industry wage premiums are
rents that are unrelated to worker quality, and employers select -workers
without regard to family connections, then the industry wage effects of the

father and the son should be family

L

wwrelated, Howevar

important in the rationing of jobs, then fathers who are in industries that
pay rents may be able get jobs for their children in the industry. In this
case, both neoclassical and efficiency wage explanations for industry

differentials would predict a positive relationship between the'industry wage



effects of fathers and sons.>> . -

To investigate the issue empirically, we first constructgd estimates of
industry wage components. We pooléd the panel data on young men and older men
and estimated a set of 18 coefficients on industry dummies using a regression
equation that also included controls for education, experience, residence in
the South, year dummieé, residence in aﬁ SESA, and a set of 11 dummyivgriables
for occupation. Let AI denote the (18 x 1) vector of estimated industry
coefficients and Dikt denote the (18 x 1) wvector of industry dummies for
person k from family i in yeér t. We define Dik (k=s, f) to be the average
of Dikt taken over the years in which the person meets the age and retirement

criteria for inclusion in the analysis and has valid reports of his wage and

industry. D_,

1.
LB

then is the average time each young man (k= s) or older man
(k= £} spends in each of the 18 industries over his working history. ﬁé use
the time average as a simple Way of dealing with the fact that industry
classifications vary from year to year due to measurement error and industry

switches. We then form the time average of the industry wage premiums as

T = Yt TN
We us% matched data on father son pairs to estimate the following

regression relating the industry wage component of sons, Iis;’to the industry

wage component of their fathers, Iif: : -

I, g =7 Lo +B, X _+B, X

1 7is 2

& + error -
e - -

Jeis

35, 1t is interesting to note that whether or not one believes in
noncompetitive wage differentials has implications for how one views the role
of networks in the labor market. If wage differentials are competitive, and
one views perscnal connections as important, then one must view them as
important because they convey information about job openings and the
characteristics of workers and jobs. If differentials are noncompetitive, then

-~ T = AU

nportant because they provide access to rents.
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where X and X are control variables and the subscripts £ and s denote the

if
regression coefficient of the father’s average industry premium is .227 with a
t-value of 7.2.36  Not surprisingly (given thé wéy theiindustry coefficients
are constructed) this éstimate,is relativeiy insensitive téiadding controls
for the father’s and son's meanloccupation coefficients (constructed in the
same way aS'Iif and_Iis) and to the addition of other control variables.3’

The estimate of .227 can be cnmpaéed to the OLS and IV estimates of .273 and
.282 relating -the son’s wage rate and the father's wage rate (see equation (6)
above and Table 5a). However, the latter estimates fall to .086 and .098 when
one includes controls for race, educations of the son and father, region and
SMSA, and ages of the son and the father. When we add controls fér the union
status and occupation coefficients of both the father and the son, the
father’s industry coefficient falls by about one-third te .130 with
statistic of 3.0 (¢olumn 6 of Table 8).

OQur estimate of .227 relating the industry wage components of fathers and
sons is about half as large as the estimated relationship between the
permanent wage rates of fathers and sons (.41) reported in Table 3. As we
ed earlier, these results are largely consistent with the hypothesis
that unobserved ability differences underlie industry wage differentials (see

Murphy and Topel (1987)) or the joint hypothesis that (a) industry differences

are not market clearing and (b) family ties are important in gaining access to

36

. The simple correlation between 1. and I,,. is .23,

T
i35

37, The set of control variables includes: son's age and education,
father’s age and education (all in cubic speciflcatlons), son 5 race,
residence in the South and in an SMSA.
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jobs in high wage industries.38 However, they are inconsistent with a
nonmarket clearing model in which the family does not play a role in the
allocation of jobs, where one would not expect industry wage premiums of sons
and fathers to be related.

We have also examined intergenerational links in union status. For
fathers and sons; we}coﬁputed the time averages of dummy variables indicating
membership in a collective bargaining unit. Table 9 reports the results of
various regression specifications; the simple regression coefficient is .195
with a t-value of 5:1.39 Since the mean of the collective bargaining variable

for the young men in the matched sample is .32, this indicates that whether or

38, If one assumes that the father is able to help his son get a job in
his own industry but not in another industry, then in principle one can try to
discriminate between the two hypotheses by examining the sample of sons who do
not work in the same industries as their fathers. The fact that individuals
frequently report more than one industry over a period of years complicates
selection of the appropriate subsample of fathers and sons. However, one can
take the immer product of the vector of time means of the industry dummies of
the fathers and sons, and re-estimate over the sample for which the inmer
product is zero or below a certain threshold.

Unfortunately, a second problem is introduced: by eliminating fathers and
sons who are in the same industry, one induces a systematic negative
correlation between the industry coefficients of fathers and sons. Thus far,
we have not found a simple econometric procedure to eliminate this bias. If
one Ignores the bilas, and estimates the industry effects on the sample of
fathers and sons who rarely work in the same industry, one obtains
(unsurprisingly) a negative relationship between the average industry
premiums.- In future work, we plan to provide a descriptive analysis of the
links between industries of fathers and sons and (hopefully) an estimation
procedure that provides consistent estimates of the effects of the father’'s
industry wage effect on the wage effect of the son when they are not in the
same industry.

We did add the square of the father’s industry premium to our regression
specifications on the grounds that if family connections provide a young man
the option to work in the father’s industry, the option would only be
exercised if the father worked in a high wage industry. This line of
reasoning would .lead one te expect a positive coefficient on the gquadratiec
term; 1in fact, we obtained a positive and large (.183) but statistically
insignificant coefficient on the father’'s squared industry component.

39 The simple correlation of father’s and son’s mean collective
bargaining status is .22.

=
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not one’s father was a union member has a quantitatively large effect on the
union membership probability. The coefficient falls to .108 when controls for
father’s age and education, son's age and education, residence in the South
and in an SMSA, and race are added. The coefficient on father’s collective
bargaining status ranges between .099 and .113 and remains signifiecant as
controls for'Iié; Iif' gnd the méan oécupation coefficiﬁﬂstbf'%Ee father apq
the son are added.

Although the results are not reported, a series of regressions relating
the son’s mean occupation component of wages to his father's were also run.
When one controls for education, age, residence, and race, the regression
coefficient relating the son's occupation coefficient to the father's mean
occupation coefficient (t-statistie) is .084 (2.9). (The simple regression
coefficient is .298 with a t-value of 10.6, and the simple correlation is

-34.) The positive relationship in the occupations ranked by wage rates is

consistent with the literature on intergenerational links in the SES scores of

occupation.40 ©

VI. Conclusions
In this paper we examine the links between the labor market outcomes and
family incomes of individuals who are related by blood or by marriage using
panel data on siblings, their parents, and their spouses from the four -
original cohorts of the National Longitudinal Surveys of Labor Market
Experience. The motivation for the analysis and implications for future
research is spelled out in the introduction and in the text, and so here we

will simply summarize the main empirical findings. S

40 gee for example, Blau and Duncan (1967).
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First, we find very strong intra and intergenerational correlations in
family incomes. The sibling correlations are stronger for sisters than for
brothers. Our preferred estimates are based upon the method of moments
procedure. The correlations are .38 for brothers, .52 for sisters, and .56
for brothers and sisters, which are very large relative to most of the
existing literature. The method of moments estimates of the ;ppgygenerational
correlations of family income .34 for son-father pairs, .46 for daughter-

father pairs, .55 for daughter-mother pairs, and .54 for son-mother pairs.

The method of moments estimates for all intergenerational pairs except son-
father are higher than any previous estimates for the U.S. that we are aware
of. The regression analysis suggests that a one percent increase in the
permanent family income of the parents raises the conditional mean of
children’s -family income by .25 to .34 for soms and .32 to .42 for daughters.
A substantial part of this effect operates through education and race.

Second, we find strong family links in earnings and in wages. Much of
the effect of parental baékground on earnings and wage rates, particularly in
the case of fathers and sons, operates through education and race.

Third, we also find fairly strong correlations and regression
relationships in the work hours of family members of the same sex, discounting
the IV estimates of the regression equation relating the work hours of fathers
and sons. Our results suggest that family components plays an important role
in hours determination.

Fifth, we find substantial covariances in the earnings of in-laws.

Sixth

we examine theories of labor turnov
e Theorilesg of labor turno

_ anriasc nf wa
ey WL CaAaSINILl 8 - a5 Y ad=lA L LS U W

age

structure., There is consistent evidence from the NLS and PSID (reported in

Altonji (1988)) that turnover behavior depends on family characteristics, the
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evidence is conflicting on whether the family component of turnover behavior
is negatively related to labor market productivity. In the NLS data, turnover
behavior does not appear to play an important role in the inter- and intra-
generational links in wages. We also show that young men whose fathers work
in high wage industries (controlling for humani capital characteristics) tend
themselves to work in high wage industries. We argue that the results are
consistent with nonmarket clearing explanatiomns for‘industry wage premiums
(such as efficiency wages) only if family connections play a key role in

gaining access to high wage firms.
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Labor Market Variable

Log Family Income

Log Earnings

Log Hourly Wage

Log Hours Worked
per Week

Log Weeks Worked
rer Year

Log Weeks Unemployed
per Year
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Number of Emplovers

Numbezr of Job Turnovers

Potential Number of
Matches

Brother-
Brother

.082
.27
295

.117
.28
420

.058
.35
408

005
.14
427

034
.18
383

401
.08
382

[ I i -]
-
[ &)

[
[}

-512
.16
583
.B24
.17
583

621

Table
Summary of

Covariances & Correlations of Time Averages of
Selacted Labor Market Variables
for Matched Family Membexz

-~-Sister-
Sister

.201
.37
236

.179
.23
360

.053
.36
371

.Q015
.08
396

.046
.15
344

004
.ag
343

334
.13
545
.365
.13

545

646

Brother-.

Sister

092
.20
B54

.054
.08
1170
044
.25
L1161
=-:005
-.06
1228

-.000

1102

1692
.230
.07

1592

1921

Covariance

(]

orrelation

Family Relationship

Bon-
Father

.100
.27
690

117
22
720

.76
.36
695

.005
.10
845

.Qo8
.08
810

.001
.07
809

-183
.10
1005

.06

1005

1098
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Daughter-
Father

.135
a1
623

.1786
.21
597

.074
.32
578
.001
.0l
748
.005
.04

696

.001

-.01z2

861 .
-.001
-..00

861

aas

Son-
Mother

134
.31
875

054
.13
945

0485
W27
911
=-.005
loz22
.on7
.03

74

.001

. 243
.10
1256

.371
12
1256

1671

Daughter- Father- Husbhand
Mother = Moather Wife
.145 L3135 327
.30 .82 .84
1115 315 460
.141 .193 171
.17 .31 . .26
082 220 327
L0481 .089 076
.26 44 .38
1082 214 315
.006 -.000 -.003
.03 -.00 =.02
1186 264 3ss
042 L0145 021
11 .10 .13
1156 279 407
.0as 002 .g07a
.19 .10 .08

. 1l148 278 B6
.G48 .02 .017
.08 .as .05 ,
828 259 378
.31z 078 142
.14 .05 .10
13B63 251 11
L3340 .038 .133
.13 .0z .08
1363 251 368
1848 345 492



Labor Market Variable

Log Family Income

Log Earnings

Log Hourly Wage

' Log Hours Worked per Week

Log Weeks Worked per Year

Log Weeks Unemployed per Year

Log Annual Hours Worked

Number of Employers

Number of Job Turnovers

Potential Sample Size

Table 2
Summary of
Maans and Variances of Time Averages of Selected Labor Market
Variables for All Young Men, Young Women, Older Men, and Mature Women

Mean
Variance

Sample Size

All Young All Young All Older All Mature
_ Men . Women . Men Women
- 8.94 I 8.73 T 8,87 g.83

.339 - L4777 .508 C L4611
ase8 35186 ) 4471 4845

8.56 7.63 8.62 7.60

454 .883 - : .610 ’ : .839

4159 3800 3800 : 3974

i.10 0.64 1.04 . . 0.57

.176 ) .156 .270 .182

4138 agor © s@32 - © . 3886

3.78 . 3.48 3.74 ’ 3.42

.038 L177 : L 0B8 . .187

4222 - - 4034 4753 " 42864

3.72 3.51 3.82 : . T a7s5% .-
L173 .380 . .095 .334

4044 3786 4779 4284

1.33 -1.23 -~ 1.33 1.23

.010 . .055 .01z : L0486

4043 3737 - §776 4271

7.58 7.07 7.57 - - 6.9%

.148 _713 L214 : - .B57

3975 3314 4741 - 4155

3,28 2.73 - “1.25 . . ' 2.02 S
3.42 2.56 .875 1.87. '
5061 ... - . 4B0B 4545 4117

2.64% 1.89 0.55 . 1.29

4.06 2.77 1.08 2.33

5061 - 4608 4545 4117

5225 . 5159 5020 5083
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Table 3
Sumsary of
Covariances & Correlations of Permanent Components of
Log Real Earnings, Log Roal Wage Rates, and Loz Annual Hours
Using Method of Moments Eztimators
for Matched Family Members

Covariance

Correlation

Family Relationship

Brother- -- Sistar--— -Brother- Sen=- - - — Daughter— Son- Daughter—- = Fathe:

Labor Market Variable Brother Sister Sister Father Father Mother . Mother Mothe:

Log Earnings .085 I ) .088 .1086 .133 .086 .103 114
.35 .26 .29 .39 .60 .29 .27 )

Log Hourly Wage .056 . 042 .050 .0B7 . 354 L0435 . 040 .053
42 .39 41 .41 .38 .36 .33 .35

Log Annual Heours .00g .054 .01 .po7 .000 =004 041 .018
.34 .28 01 =23 . _ .00 .07 .24 .28

Log Family Income 070 L1118 - 115 .080 .11g L1386 154 258
.38 .52 . .56 .34 LB .54 .35 .81

Table &

Summary of
Variances of Permanent Components of
Log Real Earnings, Log Real Wagez, and Log Annual Hours
for All Young Men, Young Women, Older Men, and Mature Woman

Variance

Sample Size

All Young 411 Young ALl Older All Mature
Labor Market Variable o . _ Men Women Men - Women
Log Earnings 243 376 . 289 .376
36630 18067 . 6417 : 18284
Log Hourly Wage . 135 . .107 . L1896 120
33468 17742 3487 - 27304
Log Annual Hours .027 ) .187 .033 .148 _
88922 3464 3485 11583
Log Family Income - 185 - . 228 .283 345
6785 4481 . 4336 15731

™
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Table S5a
Ragression Analysis of Relationship Between the Time Averages of
the Son’sz Labor Market Qutcomes and His Father’s Labor Market Outcomes

SOR'S LABOR MAERKET OUICOME

Independent Log Family Log Log Wagae Log Hours Loz Weeks Log Annual Numbaxr of.
Variables: Incomg Earnings Rate per Week Worked Hour=z Worked Emplayers

ORBTEARY LEAST SQUARES
Time Mean of S L R R . e e
Father’s Corresponding i ] -
Labor Market Dutcome ’

With Contzol .227 . .. 3 -1 | .273 .. 074 134 _.083 . ©,185
Variable Set I* . (.032) T (.032) (.028) (.030) {.067) (.041) . (.058)
With Control .073 Io,n22 c .08 . .053 .085 : .030 .223
Variable Set IIZ (.042) - (.039) (.035) (.031) . (.06} ’ (.042) - (.058)°
SAMPLE SIZE 690 720 BY5 847 809 - 792 : 1003

INSTRUMENTAL VARIABLES®

Father’s Corresponding
Labor Market Qutcome

With Control 249 210 . 282 .032 - — L.B1L - - .0355
Variable Set It .044) (.0373 (.033) (.0635) (.210) (.131>
With Control . .073 ~.005 .098 .007 ,;55 - .. . 026
Variable Set IIZ (.068) (.052) T (.048) (.068) o (.228) {.143)
SAMPLE SIZE 543 B70 611 752 758 589

standard errors are in parentheses

potential sample size= 19399

1. All equations contain the following set of control variables: child’'s age in 1966, age squared, age cubed,
and parent’s age in 1966, age squared, and age cubed. - - - - - - = -

2. All equations contain controls for child’s race, child’'s education, education sguared, education cubed,
child’s age in 1966, age =quared, age cubed, child’'s mean residence in the South and in an SMSA, and pareant'’s
education, education sqguared, education cubed, parent’s age in 1966, age sguared, and age cubed, ’

3. In the IV equations, the following variables were used as measures of the Father’'s {mother’s) labor market
outcomes: the log wage in 1966 (1967), log wage and salary income in 196% (1866), log family income in 1965
(1967), log average hours worked per week in 1965 (1967), log weeks worked in 1965 (1957), and log antaal hours
in 1865 (1967). The instrumental variables consist of all tha control variables in the corresponding labor
market outcome egquations (see notes 1 and 2 abaove) plus the father's (mother’'s) time average of the particular
cutcome variable constructed from all later years: for example, in the family income eguation we use the
average of log family income reports for the father (mother) for years after 1965 (1967).
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Tabla 5k
Regression Analysisz of Relationship Between the Time Averagas of
the Daughter s Labor Market Outcomes and Her Father's Labor Market. Outcomes

DAUGHTER'S LABOR MAREKET OUTCOME

Independant Log Family Log Log Wage Log Hours Loz Weoks Log Annual Humber ol
Variablex: Tncome Earnings Rate par Week Worked Hours Worked Employexr:

ORDINARY LEAST SQUAHES
Time Mean of
Fathar’a Corresponding
Lakor Market Outcome

With Control .286 .238 .238 .0286 L1224 =.004 ' -.012
Variable Set Il €.038) {.045) . (.030) {.057) (.098) (.0678) (.OSQt
With Control 158 .083 Ce .096 .057 [ .138 .023 B .Q08
Variable Set II2 (.053) (.054) (.038) (.058) (.101) - (.082) (.054)
SAMPLE SIZE 623 597 578 748 696 5135 861
....................................... i a e e e s s e m e 3 . -

IRSTRUMENTAL VARIABLES

Father's Corzesponding
Labor Market Qutcome

With Control 322 335 --238 L3110 .042 -.072 E
Variable Set It (.049) (.067) €.036) €.148) (.268) (.230)
With Control .220  _. 179 . .118 .184 141 .058
Variable Set IIZ (.080) ¢.090) (.048) {.158) ¢.281) (.257) i
SAMPLE SIZE - 485 540 475 656 641 _ 530

standard errors are in parentheses

potential sample s5ize= 3988

1. AllL equatioms contain the following set of control variables: child’'s age in 1966, age squared, age cubed,

and parent’'s age in 1966, age squared, and age cubed.

2. All eguations contain controls for child’'s race, c¢hild's education, education sguared, education cubed,
child’s age in 1866, age squaraed, age cubed, child’s mean residence in the South and in an SMSA, and parent’s
education, education squared, educaticon cubed, parent’s age in 1866, age szquared, and age cubed.

3. In the IV equations, the following variables were used as measures of the father’s (mother’s) Llabor market
outcomes: the log wage in 1966 (1967), leg wage and salary income in 1965 (1966), log family income in 1965
(1967}, log average hours worked per week in 1965 (1967), log weeks worXed in 1965 (1867), and leog annual hours
in 1965 (1967). The instrumental wvariables consist of all the controcl variables in the corresponding labor
market outcome egquations (5ee notes 1 and 2 above) plus the father’s {(mother’s) time average of the particular
outcome variable constructed from all later years: for example, in the family income equation we use the
average of log family income reports for the father (mother) for years atfter 1965 (1857).
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Table 5c¢
Regression Analysiz of Relationzhip Between the Time Averages of
the Son’s Labor Market Outcomes and His Mother's Labor Market Outcomes

SOR’S LABOR MARKET QUICOME . e

Independent Log Family Log Log Wage Log Hours Log Weeks Log Annual Rumber of
Variablas: Income Earnings Rate per Week Worked Hours Worked Employers

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES
Time Mean of

[ e Sy prave
ROCaSr’ 8 LoITISspon

Labar Market Outcome

With Control . .285 083 . .2B4% -.025 - . .007 ) .010 T . 128
Variable Set IL . _ ._(.028) €.023) (.034) (.016) (.023) (.016) (.037)
With Control - 132 -.001 . .058 -.030 -.006 .go8 .129
Variable Set II® — - (.035) (.02&) - (.038) (.016} (.023) T .. (.016) .. . (.037)
SAMPLE SIZE 873 944 910 1021 . 986 . 920 1254

INSTRUMENTAL VARIABLES .

Mother’s Corresponding

Labor Market Outcome

HWith Control . L340 .148 L3410 =-.002 .042 .016
Variable Set IY €.042) (.042) (.050) (.036) (.079;} C.045)
With Contrel .~~~ . ' .1B3 .. -.021 L1248 -.019 -.018 -.038
Variable Sat IIZS;W ©(.,073) L0511 {.072) (.038) {.087y (.043)
SAMPLE SIZE 808 ' 565 553 - 64d B75 554

standard errors are in parentheses

potential sample size= 1571  _ . U . — . .

1. All equations contain the following set of control variables: child's age in 1966, age sguared, age cubad,
and parent’'s age in 1966, age squared, and age cubed.

2. All equations contain controls for child’s race, child’s education, education sguared, education cubed,
child’s age in 19665, age squared, age cubed, child’'s mean residence in the South and in an SMSA, and parent’'s
education, education sguared, education cubed, parent’'s age in 1966, age sgquared, and age cubed,

3. In the IV equations, the following variables were used as measures of the father’s (mother’s) labor market

es: the log wage in 1966 (1967}, log wage and salary income in 1965 (1966}, log family income in 1965
(1967), log average hours worked per week in 1965 (19673, log weeks worked in 1965 (1967), and Log annual hours
in 1965 (1967). The instrumental variables consist of all the control variables in the corresponding labor
market outcome eguations (see notes 1 and 2 above) plus the Father’s (mother’s) time average of the particular
cutcome variable constructed from all later years: for example, in the family income eguation we use the
average of log family income reports for the father (mother) for years after 1965 (1857).
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" Table 5d
Regression Analysiz of Ralationship Betweeon the Time Averages of
the Daughter’s Labor Market Qutcomes and Her Mother's Labor Market Qutcomes

DAUGHTER'S LABOR MAEKETY OUICOME

Indepandent Log Family Log Log Waga Log Hours Log Weeks Log Annual Humber of
Variables: Income Earnings Rate per Woek Worked Hours Worked Employers

ORDINARY LEAST SQUARES
Time Mean of . N _
Mother’s Corresponding

Labor Market Cutcome

With Control .329 .170 .232 -.037 .133 . .081 - .167
Variable Set LT . {.032) (.031) ~ 0273 (.028) (.030) (.035) (.033)
With Contral .107 072 .077 .0as 0898 071 .181
Variable Set IIZ . {.0640) ¢.031) (.030) (.0z8) ¢.031) _ {.036) €.033)
SAMPLE SIZE 1114 1082 1082 1186 1158 828 1363

...... s mm e m M R e e A e e m ek ek S SN E R B s R W S RN MR RTE—A- A% & B A P E P TP R e m e m e oe Uk AU WEETE TR WS R RS mT T EGe S T e x s oe = w e om o wowowe

INSTRUMENTAL VARIABLESS

Mothexr's Corresponding
Labor Market Dutcome

With Control 422 7,348 325 2101 . _ . .S548 . _ .. .3A7 —
Variable Set bt (.048) (.067) (.050) (.103) {.121) . £.178)
With Coentrol .152 263 .181 . _ .176 . . 485 .337 -
Variable Set IIz {.082) (.081) €.0773, (.121) (.128) (.187)
SAMPLE SIZE ans 677 . 543 758 . a1y 579

1. All equations contain the following set of control wvariables: child’'s age in 1966, age sguared, age cubed,
and parent’s age in 1966, age squared, and age cubed. - —

2. All eguations contain controls for child’s race, child’s education, education squared, education cubed,
child’s age in 1966, age sgquared, age cubed, child’'s mean residence the Scuth and in an SMSA, and parent’'s
education, education squared, parent’s age in 19656, age sguared, and age cubed.

3. In the IV aquations, the following variables were usad as measures of the father’s {(mother’s) labor marke:
outcomes: the log wage in 1966 (1967), log wage and salary income in 1965 (1966), log family income in 18965
(13967), log average hours worked per week in 1965 (1867), log weeks worked in 1965 (1967), and log annual hours
in 1965 (1867). The instrumental variables consist of all the control variables in the corresponding labor
market outcome equations (see notes 1 and 2 above) plus the father’'s (mother’s) time average of the particular
cutcome variable constructed from all later years; for example, in the family income squaticn we use the
gverage of log family income reports for the father {(mother) for yearz after 1965 (18987).



Labor Market Variable

Loz

Log

per

Log
per

Log

rer

Log

Earnings

Hours Worked
Week

Weeks Worked
Yeaar

Weeks Unemployed

Year

Annual Hours

Takble 6
Summary of

Covariances & Correlationsz of Time Averages of

Saelected Labor Market Variables

for Young Women's Reports of Their Husbands and Other

Young Woman--

Husband

.065
.13
3209

-.001

3221

.003
.02
3031

.Q01
.00
a04

.000
.00
2630

Matched Family Members

Covarianca
Correlaticn

Sample Size

Husband- - Husband- Eusband~-
. Father-in-Law Mother-in-Law Brother-in-Law
. 168 . .081 _ . .072
.32 ) .18 S .18
556 1038 - 1057
.002 .ooz oI L 0ol
.03 . ’ .03 e .02
- 635 - 1046 . . PRk
-.001- . B . .010 . . 009
-.02 .08 I .. .07
629 1063 - - g77 T
=.0040 ’ =.0L14 -.007 -
-.00 -.07 E --.08
164 310 317
L Q03 .007 .01
.02 .03 - .az7
623 1003 948
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Table 7
Summary of
Covarispces & Correslations of Time Averages of
Selectad Labor Market Varziables
for Young Man's Reports of Thair Wives and Other
Matched Family Members

Correlation
Sample Size

Family Relationship

Young Man-— - == Wife- ' Wife- - - - Wife-
Labor Market Variable Wife . F_at.her-in-l.aw ] Mother-in-Law Sister-in-Law
Log Earnings .076 .08g .078 .105 .

.15 - e - 213 - .08 . W13

2939 . -1} 714 84
Log Bours Worked -.004 . RS«  : & S .012 ., -Db1s _
per Week -.035 . .02 .06 ) .08

2189 T 440 587 647
Log Weeks Worked 018 . .005 L0168 .038
per Year .07 - .03 .04 R .08

2684 544 693 726
Log Annual Hours -.007 L0186 L0585 -123

-.03 .05 - .07 .15

2124 439 575 __ 539
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Table 8

Regression Analysis of Relationship Between Father's
and Son's Industry Gomponents

Dependent Variable:

Independent Son's Mean Industry Wage Component
Variables: (1} (2) (3 (&) {5) (&)
Father'’s Mean .227 .227 .224 .223 .203 -.130
Industry Wage (7.2) (7.2) (7.1 (7.1) (6.3) 3.0)
Compomnent - )

Son’s Mean -.110 -.118  -.114  -.151
Occupation (-2.7) (-2.9) (-2.7) °  (=3.0)
Component . - C R - .

Father's Mean .071 .089 .161
Occupation (2.0 (2.5) (3.5)
Component . T T . - - - )
Son's Mean - .059 . .063
Collective . (5.6) {(5.2)
Bargaining Status

Father’s Mean -.001
Collective _ . : . - (-0.1)
Bargaining Status .
Controls Included? no yes yes yes _ yes yes
r2 : . .06 14 C.1& .15 .20 © .26
N i © B9 888 887 887 791 . 542

Notes: -
l.. t- statistics are in parentheses.

2. Control variables are the following: son's education, father's education,
son's age, father's age, (2ll in cubic specifications), indicators for race,
and for residence in the South and residence in an SMSA.

3. The dependent variable has mean equal to .14 with a standard error of

.120. The father'’'s corresponding variable has mean equal to .14 and standard
error of .127. '
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Table 9
Begression Analysis of Relationship Between Father’'s
and Son’'s Collective Bargaining Status

Dependent Variable:

Independent Sont’'s Mean Collective Bargaining

Variables: (1y A2} (3) (&) (3) (6)
Father’s Mean L1953 7 .108 .099 . .104 2113 .100
Collective (5.1) (2.8) (2.6) (2.6) (2.9) (2.5)
Bargaining Status

Son's Mean .853 .862 771
Industry - (5.8) (5.8) e (5.2)
Component - - : - :
Son's Mean -.921 -.755
0ccupation_ (-5.3) (4.4)
Component- -0 -~ T -

Father's Mean -.055 -.015
Industry - (-0.4) (-0.1)
Component - o - T
Father’s Mean _.043 -.099
Occupation (0.3) (-0.6)
Component R

Controls Included? pate] yves ves yes - yes yes
rZ 05 17 .22 .22 .21 .25
N 544 543 543 543 --542 542
Notes:

1. «t- statisties are in parentheses

2. Control variables

are the following:

son’s education, father’s education,

son's age, father’s age, (all_in cubic specifications), indicators for race,
and for residence in the South and residence in an SMSA.

3. The dependent variable has mean equal to .32 with a standard error of

414
of .457,
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BMFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS}

BMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WAG&SAL (IN LOGS)

BMWAGE

MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

BMLHEHRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS

BMLWW
MEAN LOG

BMLWU
MEAN

[
=]
[7]

BNUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER

BTURNOV

# JOB TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

NMFIRC
BMEARN
NMWAGE
NMLERWK
NMLWW
NMLWU
NNUMEMP
HTURNOV

# WKS

# WKS

N

435
523
slg
524
504
503
B04
B804

WORKD PR WEEK

WORKD PR YEAR

OVER

]
]
]

YRS B6-81

YRS BE-81

MEAN

8.948398478
8.57182181
1.10481303
3.78240371
3.70755184
1.33651255
3.35264501
2.66225166

67-31

66-80

Correlations Among Time Averages of

Table A

1

Selected Labor Market Variables of
Young Men and Brothers

RMFINC
0.26795 0
0.0001
285
0.24852 0
¢.0001
353
0.28204 ©
0.0001 .
344
0.07779 o
0.1424
357
0.07893 O
0.1531
329
0.05116 0
0.3549
329
0.01041 ©
0.8301
427
0.05038 0
0.2990
427
STD DEV
0.58457120
0.67443341
0.40271647
0.17496858
0.46217962
0.06670024
1.80834887
1.94752866

Correlat

Yaung Man’s ¥

ion

ariables

NMEARK

.28525
0.0001
342

. 27868
0.,0001
420

.28557
0.0001
410

.13738
0.0047
522

CLah24
0.0044
388

.16864
0.0008

YuVS

389

.11061
0.0123

3iz
.13783

0.001s8
512

G0

_ KMWAGE HFMLHRWK WML W HMLWU
0.32287, -0.00920 0.07019 ©0.06171
0.0001 0.8646 0.1980 0.2586
243 346 3as 337
0.31409 0.08295 0.19186 0.14593
0.0001 0.0888 0.0001L 0.0031
518 422 409 408
0.35011 0.10211 0.09499 0.060864
0.0001 0.0383 0.0583 0.2280
408 512 398 397
0.12145 0.14172 0.04547 0.05667
0.0126 0.0033 0.3567 0.2511
421 427 413 7 w1z
0.07902 0.06634 0.18343 0.06917 .
0.1197 0.1883 0.o003 0.1773
3ag 385 383 d8z
0.11107 0.08838 0.24162 0.08161
0.0285 0.079% 0.0001 0.1113
3889 3igs 383 382
0.05069 0.02858 -0.02584 0.02760
0.2541 0.5038 0.5671 0.5414
508 513 493 492
6.06155 0.07264 0.00349 0.05927
0.1660 0.1003 0.9385 0.1894
508 513 493 492
VARTABLE N MEAN
BMFINC 377 B.B6968875
. BMEARN 473 B.47427270
BMWAGE 480 1.045%51711L
BMLHRWK 478 3.73618087
BMLWW 441 3,72132874
BMLWU 441 1.31982820
BNUMEMP 599 3.38564274
BTURNOV 599 2.70784641

-0.07398
0.1544
372

'=0.03060

0.5118
562

-0.01878
0.6912
450

0.05883
0.2040
T 468

¢.08265
0,0543
432

0.08934

N fneEac
U.,.uUSI0n

432

0.16303

0.0001
583

0.15384
0.0002
583

-0.04031
0.4382
- 372

0.005049
0.9131
482

0.01308
0.7820
450

0. 10368
0.0249°
" 468

0.10560

0.16840
0.0001
383

STID DEV

0.64409868
0.66324562
0.40560557
0.18427594
0.44894458
0.14763964
1.74547505
1.81799833



Table A2
Correlatjons Among Time Averagesz of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Father’s Varjiables

Sons and Fathers

Correlation

p-value
Sample Size

Bon's Variahles

_ . FMFING NMEARK NMWAGE NMLERWK  NMLWW  NMLWD

MMF INC 0.27435 0.25884 0.34316 -0.00063 0.05673 0.04690
MEZAN TOT NET FAM INC <RETMNT (LOG) 0.0001 ©0.0001 0.0001 0.9856 ©.1124 0.1896
530 819 8la B2B 784 784

MMEARN 0.23580 0.22475 0.31802 -0,03014 0.03312 0.01885
MEAN INC FRM WAG&SAL <RETMNT (LOG) 0.000% 0.0001 0.0001 0.4193 0.3882 0.6234
589 720 715 . 720 651 681

MMWAGE 0.23731 0.22248 0.36292 0.03606 0.02626 0,03563
MEAN HOURLY WAGE < RETIREMENT (LOG) 0.0001 0,0001 ©0.0001 0.3406 0.4990 0.3590
535 701 695 701 665 565

MMELHERWE 0.05052 0.0080§ 0.04288 0.09842 0.00491 0.02258
MEAN LOG # BRS WORKD PR WEEX 65-83 ¢.1084 0,8l49 0.2161 0.0041 0.8894 0.5226
705 . B4g 834 B48 805 804

MMLWH 0.08819 0.06080 0.07032 0.02579 0.0787% D.07473
MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 65-83 0,0188 0.0773 0.0416 0.4517 0.0250 0.0336
709 845 840 854 810 809

MMLWU 0.07304 ©.04909 0.06550 0.01881 0.05898 O0.06B886
MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 65-83 '0.051% 0.1538  0.0577  0.5830  G.0497  0.0502
709 845 840 854 810 809

MNUMEMF ~0.05604 =0.01418 -0.04343 -0.05990 ~0.04528 0.00138
# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 66-83 0.1400 0.6838 0.2138 ©0.0837 0.2025 0.95%0
695 825 821 B35 794 794

MTURKOV -0.04088 0.01662 -0.00690 -0.01226 0.00182 0.04091
# JOB TURNOVERS OVER YRS 66-83 0.2818 0.6334 0.B435 0.7236  0.9501  0.2495
655 826 821 835 794 794

VARIABLE ¥ MEAN STD DEV VARIABLE ¥ MEAN
NMFINC 720 8.90599105 0.55514690 MMFING 1025 §.01926414
KMEARN 862 8.57389244 0.67495675 MMEARN 886 8.68951833
NMWAGE 857 1.11660109 0.42159527 MMWAGE 881 1.10229976
BMLERWK 871 3.74704658 0.20205401 MMLERWK 1065 3.76518621
NMLHW 825 3.702468849 0.44863364 MMLWW 1071 3.84279891
NMLWU 824 1.32878434 0.1l0059962 MMLWU 1071 1.34028703
NNUMEMP 1051 . 3.26390198 1.80097128 MNUMEMP 1042 1.24568138
NTURNOV 1051 2.61822714 1.95036711 MTURNOV 1042 0.56429962

]
P

NNUMEMP

=0.00831
0.7685
993

=0.01945
0.3%701
855

=0.035424
0.1143
8489

0.02130
0.4952
1028

0.00004
G.9390
1034

0.00762
0.8068
1034

0.10434
g.o0008
1005

0.07780
a.013%
1005

KTURNGY

0.02217
0.4853
993

-3.00887
0.7731
255

-0.01301
0.5802
B4g

0.05038
0.1064
10z8

0.02612
0.4015
1034
0.03048
0.3275
1034

0.05112
0.1083
1005

0.08172
0.03505
1005

STD DEV

0.B6649556!
0.75226464
0.53071836
0.2324143¢
0.2383780:
0.08778533
0.9767250¢
1.0024906:



Mother’s Variables

WMFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME {IN LOGE) -

WMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WGA&SAL (IN LOGS)

HWHWAGE

MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

WMLHRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 67-84

WMLWH

MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR §7-84

WMLWU

MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR &7-84

WNUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS G57-84

WIURNOV

# JOB TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

NMFINC
RMEARN
NMWAGE
NMLHRWK
NMLWW
NMLWU
NNUMEMF
NTURNOV

N

1004
1219
1211
1234
1154
1154
1608
1508

GVER YRS B67-84

MEAN

8.88224651
8.46063716
1.041788913
3.73860891
3.72356021
1.32480685
3.42164179
2.7307212389

Table A3
Corrxelations Among Time Averages of
Selacted Labor Market Variables of
Sons and Mothers

Correlation

p-valua

Sample Size

Son's Variables

NMFINC _ NMEARN

HMLWW

KMLWU

NMWAGE NMLERWK '

0.30870 0.27206 0.34185 0.08697 0.12446 0.12690
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0026 0.0001 0.0001
§75s 1183 1175 1195 1119 1119
£.18331 0.12768 0.17694 0.02326 0.03661 0.03762
0.00071_ 0.0001 o.,D001 0.4734 _ . 0,2748 0.2617
774 945 934 952 892 892
0.24405 0.17708 0.26680 0.00739 0.01122 0.02216
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.8173. 0.7405 0.5132
755 821 911 930 873 .~ 873
0.04480 0.02635 0.05598 -0.05138 0.02579 0.01793
0.1954 ©0.%018 ©0.0764 0.l006 . 0.4249 0.5789
837 1015 1003 1022 560 960
0.11821 ©.08746 0.07135 0.04214 0.02722 0.03185
0.0006 0.0017 ©0.0227 0.1747___0.3962 0.3208
848 1028 1019 1039 874 974
0.11713 ©6.11218 0.07512 0.05679 0.03606 0.03390
0.0007 -0.0003 ©0.0167 ©.0878 0.2616 0.2913
844 1025 1015 1035 871 971

-0.07669 -0.06534 -0,08111 ~-0.01242 -0.0006% -0.02214

0.0306° 0.0425 o.0lzz 0.6982 0.9853 0.5051
795 984 954 870 a09 909
~0.06966 -0.04749 -0.08706 0.00571 0.01226 -0.01424
0.0486 0.1407 0.0027 0.8590 0.712% 0.6680
785 - 964 954 970 509 909

STD DEV VARIAEBLE N MEAN
0.63449188 WMFINC 15389 8.78165702
0.71173909 WMEARN 1258 7.44408290
0.42073483 HWMWAGE 1244 0.48339998
0.22673824 WMLHERWK 1373 3.408906255
0.44131858 WMLWW 13g2 3.48733496
0.11687655 WMLWU 1388 1,21500723
1.80439325 WNUMEMP 1285 1.92669753
1.95124174 WTURNQV 1296 1.22530864
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NNUMEMP

0.01211
0.6345
1544

0.00494
0.8630
1220

=0.00613
0.8317
-12086

~0.00402
D.8837
1329

0.03203
0.2407
1343

0.03852
0.1589
1339

0.09723
0.0006
1256

0.09853
0.0005
1258

HTURNCQV

0.04207
0.0985
1544

0.00517
0,.85649
1220
0.01171
0.6846
.1208

-0.02051
0.4549
1329

.02895
0.2880
1343

C.03640
0.1831
1339

0.10788
0.0001
1258

0.120686

0.0001
--- 12586

STD DEV

- 0.68421014

0.94516679
0.40172855
0.45839787
0.62268848
0.24004305
1.37827497
1.56757932



Sister’s Variasbles

GMFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS)

GMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WAG&SAL (IN LOGS)

GMWAGE

MEAN HQURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS}

GMLHRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 68-82

GMLWW

MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 68-82

GMLWU

MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR £9-382

GNUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS QVER YR3Z 6£8-82

GTURNOV
# JOB TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

NMFINC
NMEARN
NMWAGE
HMLHRWK
NMLWH
NMLWU
KNUMEME
HTURKOV

N

1215
1497

" L48B

15186
1422
1421
1872
1872

OVER YRS 68-82

MEAN

8.832839187
8.44208753
1.02801871
3.73979589
3.69584603
1.322189729
3.39155983
2.71420840

0.

Q.

0.

T el 2 = I = T = T = B = |

Table A4
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selacted Labor Market Variables of
Brothers and Sisters

Correlation

p-value
Sample Size

63

Brot s Varisbles
RMFIRC NMEARN  NMWAGE NMLERWK NMLWW
19781 0.15289 0.26592 0.02432 0.00716 0.03573
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.4323 0.8228 0.2627
854 1034 1029 1045 982 g8l
14614 0.08063 0.14718 -0.01438 0.00242 -0.01859
0.0001 0.0058 o.0001 0_B2Z15 0.8356 ~T0.5351
SB8 1170 1165 1181 o 1117 1116
20222 "0.15560 0.25118 -0.00252 0.006756 0.00337
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.9313 0.8219 0.8108
960 1167 1161 1177 1111 1110
-0.04064 -0,09098 -0.06265 —-0.05811 -0.01812 -0.03000
0.199% 0.0015 0.0285 0.0384 0.5376 0.3075
998 1214 1208 12238 1150 1159
0.07520 0.04993 0,03881 0.05291 -0.00015
0.0203 0,0800 0.1913 0.0709 0.99561 0.958%
953 1154 1147 11566 1102 1101
0.05103 0.02698 0.03226 0.01660 -0.010898
0.1166 0.38614 0.2766 0.5725 0.7168 0.6803
a47 1147 1139 1158 1484 1083
"0.06832 0D.03082 0.05079 0.03313 0.00058 -0.00817
0.0220 0.2527 0.0810 0.2175 0,9803 0.7684%
1124 1371 1361 1387 1302 1301
0.08422 0.05149 0.07238 0.04184 ©0.01099 0.00314
0.0047 0.0566 0.0676 0.1193 0.6819 0.9098
1124 1371 1361 1387 1302 13cl
STD DEV VARIAELE N MEAN
.64938507 GMFINC 1252 B8.63047396
.71840052 - GMEARN 1437 7.62984918
43941944 GMWAGE 1435 0.61805095
.20765865 GMLERWK 1483 3.48014277
L 43254518 GMLWW 1402 3.507512862
. 10829522 “GMLWU 1394 1.22812330
.B5497535 — GNUMEMP 1732 2.74769053
958202802 GTIURKOV 1732 1.865836028

 HMLWY NNUMEMP

=0.07837
0.005%
1233

-0.08755
0.0002
1411

-0.05891

0.0247
1406

=0.045%93
0.0789
1465

0.00158 -0.06954
0.0088
1379

-0.01207 -0.06577
0.01a8
1371

0.06836
0.0043 |
1692

0.05526
0.0207
1682

NTURKGV

-0.06461
0.0233
1233

=0.09164
0.0006 °
1411

-D.04010
0.1328
14056

-0,06128
0.0180
1465

-0.08217
0.0023
1378

~0.07147
0.0081
1371

Q0.07788
0.0013
1682

0.07G27
0.0038
16892

81D DE

0.7460427
0,.834783€
0.38022a84
0.3814011
0.6257034
0.2433001
1.6167702
1.6627891



Table A5
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of
Young Women and Sisters

Correlation
p-value
Sample Size

Young Woman’'s Variables

. GMEARK . GMLWW _

Sister’s Varisbles _ GMFINC GMWAGE GMLHRWK GMLW
SMFINC 0.37347 0.19400 0,.26737 0.00918 0.04243 0.05177
MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS) 0.0001 0.0006 0.0001 0.85630 0.4626 0.3760
288 306 316 az27 302 302
SMEARN 0.20820 0.23128 0.28406 0.06598 0.14976 0.109%88
MEAN INCOME FROM WAGSSAL (IN LOGS) ©.0002 0.0001 .0.0001 0.1999 0.00S0 - 0.03897
323 360 366 379 aso 3s0
SMWAGE 0.29902 0.23707 0.35651 0.00019 0.069178 0.08652
MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS) 0.0001 0.0001 ©0.0001 0.9970 G.0851 0.2125
326 384 371 382 353 353
SMLERWK -0.01823 0.00023 -0.01982 O0.08964 0.04990 0.04552
MEAN LDG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 68-82 0.7389 0.9965 0.6993 0.0748 0.3405 0,3853
334 376 382 3986 367 356
SMLWHW 0.10346 0.0B3B5 0.13499 D.07433 0.14525 0.16902
MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 68-82 0.0663 0.2315 §.0105 0.1530 0.0070 0.0433
318 353 asg 3171 344 344
SMLWU 0.07863 0.02184 O0.11684 0.04483 0.12444 0.0944&0
MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 69-82 0.1639 0.6831 0.0269 0.3898 0.0212 0.0808
315 352 358 370 343 3430
SNUMEMP 0.03700 0.D1853 0,04046 -0.00651 -0.04524 -0.03462
# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 68-82 0.4662 0.6958 0.3903 0.8881 ° 0.3527 0.4766
390 443 453 469 428 425
STURNOV 0.04163 0.01954 0.02507 -0,04146 -0.03170 -0.01891
# JOB TURNOVERS OVER YRS 58-82 0.4123 0.8B18 0.55948 0.3703  0.5140 0.6876
390 443 453 459 426 425
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV VARIABLE N MEAN
GMFINC 423 B.75641279 0.69575258 SMFIKC 387 -~ 8.58B09702
GMEARN 477 7.74034655 0.89353725 SMEARN 459 7.74537284
GMWAGE 430 0.656568278 0.39148023 SMWAGE 462 - 0.B4869685
GMLBRWK 507 3.4B8829290 0.42869323 SMLERWK 474 3.51407106
GMLWW 458 3.53754845 0.59748806 SMLWW 445 3.57402129
GMLWU 457 1,23831950 0.22708133 SMLWU 444 1.25062942
GNUMEMP 594 2,.78124579 1.58518418 SKUMEMP 536 2.77474403
GTURNOV 594 1.95286185 1.B86639240 STURNOV 586 1.88225256

B4

GNUMEMP

0.07507
0.1502
369

0.d7708
0.1108
429

0.06229°

0.1953
433

0.04B14
0.3304
647

0.01411
0.7731
420

0.00082
0.98867
419

0.13375
0.0018
545

0.13608
0.0015
545

GTIURNOV

0.12509
“0.0182
368

0.10312
0.0327
429

¢.08325
0.0525
433

0.04495
0.3430
447

0.01168
0.81213
420

-0.00331
G.8461
419

0.12412
0.0037
-. 545

0.13253
0.0019
545

STD DEV

0.777626456
0.89158849
0.37319593
0.38214244
0.57014700
021491557
1.53826754
1.60601180



Father's Variables

MMFINC
MEAN TOT NET FAM INC <REIMNT (LOG)

MMEARN
MEAR INC FRM WAG&SAL <RETMNT (LOG)

MMWAGE - T T
MEAN WAGE < RETIREMENT (LOG)

MMLHRWK
MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 65-83

MMLWW
MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD FR YEAR 65-83

MMLWY
MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 65-83

MNUMEMP
# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 66-83

MTURNOV

# JOB TURNOVERS OVER YRS 66-83

VARIABLE K MEAN
GMFINC 652 8.77262892
GMEARN 741 7.74771004
GMWAGE 739 0.89587494
GMLHRWK 768 3.47027528
GMLWW 711 . 3.538580186
GMLWU 702 1.24109363
GNUMEMP 906 2.7B918322

GTURNOV 206 1.92715232

Table A6

Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Daughters and Fathers

Correlation
p-value
Sample Size

Daunghter’s Variables

GMFINC GMEARN  GMWAGE GMLERWK

0.31299 0.16572 0.31326 -0.08060
0.0001 0.,0001 0.0001 0.0289
623 .708 707 735

G.25419 ©@.21434 0.31605 ~0.01327

0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.7421
525 . 587 585 617
0.32576 0.20746 0.3225% -0.02216
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.5896
512 579 373 595
0.05053 0.12048 0.07755 . 0.6G0661
0.2043 0.0012 0.0376 0.8568
6533 722 . 71lg 749
0.11024 0.09175 0,04191 ~0.02715
0.0054 0.0135 0.2607 0.4570
B36 724 722 753
0.08283 0.08257 0.,04781 -0.00728
0.0192 0.0127 ¢.1988 0,8418
636 724 - 721 752
~0.02412 -0.00647 -0.00761 0.03418
0.5482 0.8538 0.8402 0.3554
622 706 704 733
~0.03627 ~0.01381 -0,02857 0,05437
0.3665 .0.714l G.4482 0.14%4
622 .~ . 706 704 733

STk DEV VARIABLE ]
0.69938512 MMEINC 936
0.94085788 MMEARN 798
0.42082681 MMWAGE 786
0.421765496 MMLHRWK 858
0.61430812 HMMLWR 963
0.22768111 MMLWU 962
1.57070347 MNUMEMP 8937
1.67503345 MIURNOV 937
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GMLWW

0.03234
0.3997
680 671

0.04276
0.3182
547 539

0.00478
0.8004
694 645

0.04418
0.2443

GMLWU

0.03373
0.3830

0.07677 0.08728
0.0672
569 561

0.0388

0.03306
0.3654

0.01041
0.78556

0.03610 0.03515
0.34186

0.3577

698 GB7
0.04604
0.2281

596 687

-0.05759 ~0.05224
0.1338
679 670

0.1768

-0.07532 -0.06458
0.0498
— B79 670

0.0850

MEAN

8.019758865
8.67935380
1.09832343
3.752386355
3.82750698
1.33716680
1.2411953%0
0.59765208

GNUMEMP

0.08783
0.,0098
854

0.09311
0.0118
731

0.06332
0.0809
715

0.06430
0.0566
380

0.01408
0.6762
B84

0.02519
0.4544
884

=0.00754

0.8251
861

0.00582
0.8647
861

GIURNOV

0.10589
0.o019
864

0.107786
0.003s
731

0.08046
0.031s
715

0.07795
0.0207
&880

0.02105
0.5320
884

0.03083
0.3630
884

-0.02176
0.5236
861

-0.00047
0.9830
861

SIh DEV

0.6907263C
0.85775234
0.56074308
0.2988838¢
0.2842981%
0.05162740
1.0052995%
1.0886530%



Mpther's Variablas

WMFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS)

WMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WG&SAL (IN LOGS)}

WMWAGE

MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

WHMLBRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 67-84

WMLWH

MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 67-84

WMLWU

MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 67-84

WNUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS B7-84

WTURROV

# JOE TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

GMFIKRC
GMEARN

GMWAGE. .

GMLHRWK
GMLWH
GMLWU
GNUMEMP
GTURKROV

N

1137
1351
1368
1410
1339
13386
1670
1670

OVER YRS B67-84

MEAN

8.65487205
7.85778527
0.62971649

- 3.49383313

3.51822565
1.23198659
2.87784431
1.99401198

Correlations Among Time Avarages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of
Daughters and Mothers

GMFINC

0.25619 0
0.0001
11135

0.18107 @
0.0001
898

Daughter’s Variables

0.19038 0.20077

0.0001
879
0.13956 0
. B.0001
954
0.13607 0o
0.0001
972
0.09485 D
0.0031.
968
-0.05518 -0
0.0944
920
=~0.02247 -0
0,.49860
920
STD DEV
0.7341a347
-0.92708343
0.38441806
0.40348531
0.62356326
0.24003852
1.62534602
1.87130294
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Table A7

Correlat
p-valu
Sample 5

ion
]

ize

GMEARN GMWAGE GMLERWK
.18534 0.30843 -0.07192
. 0.0001 0.0001 0.0076
1320 1338 1376
16722 0.16436 0.04382
0.0001 0.0001 0.1435
1082 1099 1116
0.25651 0.01903

0.0001 0.0001 0.5280
1067 “lp82 ‘1102
.05252 0.07882 0.03459
6.0754 0.0072 ©.2285
1147 1162 1186
.14187 0.11504 0.07704
0.0001 0.0001 . 0.0073
1165 1181 1210
.08406 0,.05400 0.07257
0.0013 0.0282 0.0117
1160 1176 1205
.06238 -0.10754 -0.00073
0.0374 0.0003  0.9804
1114 1127 1152
.04244 -0.08244 -0.03274
0.1559 0.0056 0.2870
1114 1127 1151
VARIABLE N

WMFINC 1776

WMEARK 1447

. WMWAGE 1429

-WMLHRWK 1544

WMLWW 1573

WMLWU 1568

WNUMEMP 1493

WIURNOV 1493

GMLWW GMLWD
0.10577 0.11844
0.0001  0.0001
1306 1303
0.10945 0.10831
0.0003 0.0004
1064 1061 .
0.05912 0.06444
0.0551 0.0368
T 1053 1050
0.02882 0.02304
0.3322 0.4390
1134 1131
0.11224 0.10232
0.0061 0.0005
1156 1153
0.10251 0.069880
0.0005. ©.0008
1151 1148

~0.02883 -0.02243

0.3394
1100

0.4581
1097

-0.01588 -0.01755

0.5986
1100

0.5615
1097

MEAN

8.78442560

7.43301032

0.48068515
3.43528137
3.47699033
1.21755883
2.02545211
1.31480241

GNUMEMP

0.08377
0.0008
1612

0.04967
0.0714
1318

0.07004
0.01L14%
T 1308

-0.02755.
.. 0.3021
1405

0.08002
0.0024
1432

0.0677%
0.0104
1427

0.14294
0.c001.
1363

0.13467
0.0001
1363

GIURNOV

0.08897
0.0001
1612

0.04720
0.0887
1318

0.08601
0.0019
1306

-0.03456
0,1954
1405

0.08614
0.0011
la3z

0.07154
0.0068
1427

0.13282
0.0001
1383

0.13082

0.0001
1353

STD DEV

'0.66527286

0.90764630
0.41305838
0.38868274
0.59614040
0.22433432
1.32642579
1.49306773



Mothar’s Variables

WHMFINC

MEAN FAMILY IKRCOME (IN LOGS)

WHMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WG&SAL (IN LOGS)

WMWAGE

MEANR HOURLY WAGE RATE (IR LOGS)

WMLHRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 57-84

WHMLWW

MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 67-84

WHMLWUT

MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 67-84

WNUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER

WIURKROV

# JOB TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

MMFINC
MMEARN
MMWAGE
MMLHRWK
MMLWW

MMT LT

i A 7L 21

MNUMEMEP
MTURNOV

N

326
290
289
331
334

a4
G5

328
328

YRS 67-84

OVER YRS 57-84

MEAN

. 83882089
.57478001
.00016933
.75400070
.822387499

W W @ o

1
-

1.35975610
0.71036585

AASTISLTA
pu i L

Tabla A8
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selectad Labor Market Variablea of
Fathers and Mothers

Correlation

p-~value

Sample Size

Father's Variables

MMEARN - MMWAGE MMLERWK

MMEINC MMLWW
0.81738 0.66224 0.62235. 0.12611 0.29904
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0247 = 06.000%
31s 284 282 317 a1
0.50645 0.30612 0.32577 -0.01964 0.10833
0.9g01 D0.0001 0.0001 0.7582 D.0885S
242 220 223 246 248
0.59218 0.36570 0.44401 0.03377 0.03441
©.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.6043  0.5965
232 210 214 - 237 238
0.16172 0.09284 0,.05862 -0.00131 0.0304%4
0.0081 0.1605 0.3721 0.9830 0.6205
258 230 234 264 267
0.19139 0©.0B477 0.04910 0.04714 0.09925
0.0015 ©.3177 0.4452 0.4354 0.0980
272 240 244 275 279
0.19942 0.08138. 0.05655 0.06038 0.09801
0.0010 0.2100 ©0.3801 0.3184 0.1030
271 23s 243 275 278
0.01282 -0.08195 -0.10685 D0.04549 0.00541
D.8418 0.2283 0.1140 0.4731  0.9317
245 217 . 220 251 254
-0.03012 -0.13003 -0.09544 0.08010 0.04538
0.6389 0.0558 0.1583 0.2060 0.4714
245 217 220 251 254
STD DEV VARTABLE N
0.61288137 WMFINC 330
0.76237365 WMEARN 254
0.51173680 WMWAGE 246
0.25094121 WMLHRWK 274
0.25559933 WMLWW 287
0.08442340 WMLRU 286
1.09145805 - WNUMEMP 260
1.19053962 WIURNOV 260
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MMLRU

0.27300
0.0001
319

0,09368
0.1413
248
0.027563
0.6708
239

0.00539

0.09944
0.0880
Z78

0.02547
0.5862
254

0.05817
0.3559
254

MEAN

8.81367033
7.48377654
0.47062167
3.41572747
3.52378513
1.2351B459
1.86538462
1.10384B15

MNUMEME

=0.01738
0.7591
314

0.05534
0.3884
244

0.01138
0.8622
235

G.08523
0.1682

-0.09127
0.1318
274

0.05183
0.4127
251

-0.00903
0.B8868
251

MTURNOV

‘0.00028
0.5853
314

0.02026
0.7528
244

a.01s10
0.81789
2335

0.07651
0.2162
263

0.05415
0.3928
251

0.02155
0,734
z51

SID DE

0.644725
0.878738
0.417838
0.473860
0.569820
0,200300
1.333107
1.417208



WMEFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS)

WMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WG&SAL (IN LOGS)

WMWAGE

MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

WMLHRWK
MEAN LOG

WMLWW
MEAN LOG

WMLWU
MEAN

I
[ ]
n

WRUMEMP

# HRS

# WKS

WORKD PR WEEK 67-84

WORKD PR YEAR 67-8B4

=
o
4
y
P
(=)
]
r{
E

3
Bt
.8

[2:]
s

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 67-B4

WTURNOV

# JOB TURNOVERS

VARIABLE

MMFINC
MMEARN
MMWAGE
MMLHRWK
MMLWW
MMLWU
MNUMEME
MTURROV

N

479
415
411
479
480
141
472
472

OVER YRS E7-84

MEAN

"8.96791268
8.63473459
'1.02739934
3.75391816
3.83264548
2.09344488
1,33050847
0.66101685

Table A9
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Markat Variables of

(Mature) Husbands and Wivas

Correlation

Husbhband’'s Variables

MMFIRC MMEARN

MMWAGE MMLHRWK MMLWW

0.83930 0.68117 0.64496 ©0.10651 0.259203
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0231 0.0001

460 405 <321 455 456

0.48270 0.25830 0.22540 -0.01123 ~0.12076
0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.8307 0.0208
364 azz . - 329 365 366

0.57124 0.38560 0©0.38304 0.02007 0.07858
0.0001 ° 0.000L 0.0001 0.7078 0.1413
3489 311 315 . as1 asz

0.14453 0.04085 0,01185 -0.02435 0.01013

0.0045  0.4548 0.8278 0.6325 0.B421.
3835 337 339 388 ' 38977

0.21735 0.077389 0.05597

0.04715 0.13472

7
3 0.3433 0.0065

. 0.0001 0.1453 0.294
404 351 353 406 . 407
0.05691 D0.08630 .0.04359 0.06955 0.10482
0.4531 0.27458 0.5818 0.3583 ~ {.lszs
176 162 162 178 179

~0.02852 -0.05297 -0.05143 -0.01265 -0.07003

0.5855 0.3457 0.,3581 0.8078 0.1771
368 319 . 320 372 .. -373

~0.07797 -0.10849 -0.07394 0.,03373 ~-0.03409

0.1355 0.052% 0.1871 0.5166 0.5115

68

8.
7.
0.
.40354360
. 56877447
-01399324

kl:1:) 319 320 arz 373
STD DEV VARIAELE N
0.62795181 WMFINC 468
0.72767959 WMEARN 370
10.48223215 WMWAGE " asz
0.24151169 WMLERWK 394 <!
0.25843802 - WMLWW 413 3
0.96504691 WMLWU 180 2
1.08496840 WHUMEMP 377 1
1.1763438¢% WIURNCOV 377 1

-0.21989
0.0104
. .. 135

=0.13867
0.1z282
120

-0.17331
0.0594
119

-0.046886

0.008918
0.8214
118

G.01212
0.B8963
“118
MEAN
84148753

49317685
50530654

.B1432361
.05570282

-0.02710
G.5663
450

0.00144
0.8783
360

-0.00222
0.9672
346

0.06836
0.1l819

383

-0.01802

n nTon
U.o0142

175
0.10Z81
0.0488

368

10.05922

0.2572"

<3:3:3

-0.02579
0.5853
450

-0.,01258
0.8119
. .3860

0.008609
0.9102
3486

0.05308
0.3001
‘383

-0,03515%

=0.05742

U,4oU4

175

0.091786
0.0787
368

0.08153
- 0.1185
368

STD DEV

0.63522996
0.93147168
' 0.421245886
L4B45BETL

.5B682125
06269132

.23663348
1.34067825

[ ol =T = }



Young Man’s Variables .

BMFINC

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS)

NMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WAG&SAL (IN LOGS)

EMWAGE

MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

NMLHRWK
MEAN LOG # HRS

NMLWW
MEAN LOG # WK3

BMLWU
MEAN LOG # WKS
NNUMEMP

WORKD PR WEEX

WORKD PR YEAR

67-81

66-80

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 66-81

NTURROV

# JOB TURNOVERS

OVER YRS 66-81

Table Al0

Correlations Among Time Avaerages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

NMFINC _ NMEARN

1.00000

ALl Young Men

Correlation

p~value

Sample Size

4222 .

NMWAGE KMLHRWK

¢.70589 0.63143 0.21001

0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001

35568 35065 34898 3530

1.00000 0.695732 0.27175

0.0000 0.0001 0.0001

4159 4085 4114

-1.00000 0.00081

0.0000 0.9584

4138 4121

1.00000

- .8,0000
VARIABLE N MEAN
NMEFINC 3568 8.93757547
NMEARN 4159 8,56414898
NMWAGE 4138 1.09868804
NMLHRWK 4222 3.75884319
HMLWW 5044 3.72495852
KMLWU 4043 1.33131338
WNUMEMP 5061 3.28037937
RTURKQV 5061 2.64038728

69

NMLWW HMLWY
0.26153
0.0001 0.0001
3421 3421
0.41878
0.0001  0.0001
3948 3947
0.15742
D.0001 ©.0001
3925 3924
0.21221
£.000L  0.0001
- 4011 4010
1.000040
0.0000 0.0001
4044 4043
1.00000
0.0000
4043
STD DEV
0.58202651
0.67382711
0.41351552
0.19425772
0.41597247
0.10052530
1.B4835905
2.01503758

. NNUMEMP

0.26505 -0.13085

0.0001

oo o

oI

0.45621 -0.11829

0.0001
41489

©.15354 -0.12961

0.0001
4130

0.23684 -0,06495

_0.0001
4214

0.74635 -0.08585

0.0001
4034

-0.06177
0.0001
4033

1.40000
0.0000
5061

RTURNKOV

-0.122861
0.0001

mece

L = I e ]

-0.137563
2.0001
4143

-0.12249
0.0001
4130

-0.00668
0.66354
4214

-0.07762
0.0001
4034 _

-0,.05102

0.0012
4033

0.93883
0.0001
5081

1.00000
0.0000
5061



Table All -
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of
All Young Women

Correlation
p-value

Sample Size

Young Woman’'s Variahles o ) GMFINC GMEARN GMWAGE GMLHRWK GMLWW GMLWU GNUMEMP GIURNOV
GMFINC T 1.00000 0.288979 .0.42820 -0.03894 0.11022 0.12296 -0.01751 0.00341
MEAN FaMILY INCCME (IN LOGS) 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0280 0.000L . 0.0001 .0.3181 0.8460
3516 3136 3116 3186 3011 . 2963 3251 3251
GMEARN 1.00000 0.66858 0.465989 0,.B3255 0.58129 0.10084 0.09242
MEAN INCOME FROM WAG&SAIL (TN LOGS) - - 0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001  D.0001 0.0001
3800 3802 3510 3633 . 3591 3788 3758
GMWAGE 1.06000 0.13141 0.33321 0.29783 0.05573 0.05808
MEAN HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS) : 0.c000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001 ° 0,0006 0.0003
3907 3843 3628 3580 3800 3800
GMLHERWK 1.00000 0.27787 0.2419& 0.053750 0.02547
MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 65-82 - 0.0000 o.o001 0.0001 0.0003 0.1103
4034 37786 3727 3832 3932
GHMLWW 1.00000 0.95364 90.,10178 0.11375
MEAN LOG # WKS WORXD PR YEAR 68-82 ' 0.0000 ~ 0.0001_ 0.0001° 0.9001
3786 3737 3707 T 3707
GMLWU . 1.00000 0.09618 0.105786
MEAN LOG # WKS UREMPLD PR YR 69-82 —. .. 0.0000 D.ooRl 0.0001
3737 .. 3683 . 3663
GNUMEMP 1.00000 0.94B23
# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 68-82 . . 0.0000 0.0001
4608 4608
GTURNOV 1.00000
# JOB TURNQVERS OVER YRS ©68-82 ’ 0.0000
4608
VARIABLE N MEAN STD DEV
GMFIRC 3518 8.72745257 0.69030869
GMEARN 3800 7.82515008 0.83963328
GMWAGE 3907 0.63527491 0.39472813
GMLHRWK 4034 3.46409443 0.42015345
GMLWW 3788 3.51067020 0.61810517
GMLWU 3737 1.23120530 0.23418210
GNUMEMP 4508 2.73220486 1.60010994

GTURNOV 4608 1.88630174% 1.68291281

70



Dlder Man's Variables _

MMEFINC
MEAN TOT NET FAM INC <RETMNT (LOG)

MMEARN
MEAN IRC FRM WAG&SAL <RETMNT (LOG)

MMWAGE
MEAN WAGE < RETIREMENT (LOG)

MMLERWK
MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK 65-83

MMLWW
MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR 65-83

MMLWU
MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 65-83

MNUMEMP -
# DIFFT EMPLOYERS QVER YRS 65-83

MTURKOV
# JOE TURNOVERS OVER YRS 66-83

MMFINC

1.c0000
0.0000
4471

VARIABLE

MMFINC
MMEARN
MMWAGE
MMLHRWK
MMLWW
MMLWU
MRUMEMEP
MIURNOV

MMEARN

0,78303
a.c001
3737

1.00000
0.00600
3800

4471
3800
3932
4753
4779
4776
4545
4545

71

Co

Sal

MMWAGE

0.7
a.

0.8
0.

1.0
[+18

O P P W E ® K

Table Al2
Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variablez of
ALL Older Men

rrelation
p-value

mple Size

5666 0.1
geol 0.
3687

0181 0.1
adol 0.
3609

0gQo0 0.0
o000 a.
3832 -

1.0
0.

MEAR

.BESBO34S
61582441
.04392211
.74008358
.82287075
334467226
. 24588450
54543454

MMLHRWK

8396
0001
4284

9448
ooal
3784

0028

9854
3882

0000
ooon
47353

MMLWW MMLWL

0.31315 0.28064
0.0001 ~0.0001
4298 4296

D.40255 0.37700
g.co001 0.0001
3791 3781

0.17061 0.15961
0.0001 0.0001
3892 3890

0.32859 0.30568
0.0001 _0.0001
4743 4741

1.00000 0.96415
G.0000 0.0001
4778 4776

1.00000
0.0000
4776

STD DEV

0.71328544
0.78093214
0.51982805
0.26185557
0.30841200
0.10968131
0.88726366
1.03661698

MNUMEMP MIURNOV

-0.07515 =0.11214
0.0001  0.0001
4248 4248

-0.089845 -0.16830
0.0001 0.0001
3778 3778

-D,.10714 -0.08891
©.0001 0.0001
3843 3843

-0.09627 -0.02842
0.0001 0.0564
4508 4508

-0.13869 -0.15275
0.0001 0.0001
43532 4532

-0.12605 -0.13762
0.0001 0.0001
4532 4532

1.00000 0.86083
0.0000 0.0001
4545 4545

1.00000
0.0000
4545



Table Al3

Correlations Among Time Averages of

Mature Woman’'s Variables WMFINC

WMFINC 1.00000

MEAN FAMILY INCOME (IN LOGS) 0.0000

4845

WMEARN

MEAN INCOME FROM WG&SAL (IN LOGS)

WMWAGE

MEAR HOURLY WAGE RATE (IN LOGS)

WMLHRWK

MEAN LOG # HRS WORKD PR WEEK &67-84

WMLWW

MEAN LOG # WKS WORKD PR YEAR B7-B4

WMLWU S -

MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPLD PR YR 67-84

WRUMEMP

# DIFFT EMPLOYERS OVER YRS 67-84

WTURNOV

# JOB TURNOVERS OVER YRS 67-84
VARIARBLE
WMFINC
WMEARN
WHMWAGE
WMLHRWK
WMLWW
WMLWU
WHUMEME
WTURNOV

Selected Labor Market Variables of
All Mature Women

Correlation
p-value
Sample Size

WMEARN  WMWAGE WMLHRWK WMLWW WMLWU
0.38732 0.49766 ©0.05336 0.17228 0.16671
0.0001 0,000 ©0.0006 0.0001 0.0001
3877 3879 4121 4122 4110
1.00000 O0.67654 0.54258 0.55966 0.52152
0.0000 0.0001 0.0001 0.0001_ _0.0001
3874 3825 3908 3896 ages
1.00000 0.21554 0.26286 0.23237
0.0000 0.0001 -.0.0001 ©0.0001
3996 3969 3908 3900
-1,000600 0.27064 0.25328
0.0000 0.0001 0.0001
4264 4178 4168
1.00000 0.95615
0.00040 0.0001
4284 4271 .
1.00000
0.0000.
4271
N MEAN STD DEV
4845 8.82951597 - D.57864982
3974 7.59767198 0.91572237
3986 0.57062039 0.42618245
4264 3.42414424 G.44408158
4284 3.51872849 0.57775924
4271. 1.23344388 0.21461316
4117 2.01603108 1.36765904
4117 1.28B8073B4 1.52675717

72

WNUMEME

=0.13245
0.0001
3976

-0.05463
0.0008
3785

-0.13356
0.0001
3803

0.02938
0.0617

4043

0.01531
0.3297
4058

G.02515
0.10894
4054

1.00000
0.0000
4117

WIURKOV

-ol.11232
0.0001
3976

=0.08975
0.0001
3785

=0.13727
0.0001
3803

Q.00758
0.6307
4043

0.03001
D.0560
4038

D0.03301
0,0356
4054

0.88254%
0.0001
4117

1.00000
0.0000
4117



Report of Wife's Variables

FMEARK

MEAN WIFE"S INC FRM WG&SAL 66-81

FMLERWK

WIFE MEAN LOG # HRS WKD/WK 78&31

FMLUW

WIFE MEAN LOG # WKS WRKD B6-81 ___

VARIABLE

MMFINC
MMEARN
MMWAGE
MMLERWK
MMLWW
MMLWU
MNUMEMP
MTURNOV

1025
886
B81

1065

1071

1071

1042

1042

MEAN

- 9.01826414

8.58851833
1.10229876
3.76518621

.-3.84279891

1.34028703
1.24568138
0.55429942

Correlations Among Time Averages of
Salected Labor Market Varjables of

Table Al4

Young Men's Fathers and Young Hen’z Reports of Their Wives

Younpg Man's Father’s Varjables

Correlation
p-value
Sample Size

MMFINC  MMEARN
0.15584 0.12842
0.0001  0.0037
sa8 508
0.04936 0.00438
0.3060 0.9328
432 371
0.07387 ©.00227
D.0899 0.9615
528 453
STD DEV
0.66495565
0.75226464
0.53071836
. 0.23241436 -
.0.23937801
0.08778533
0.97672509
1.00249062

73

MMWAGE  MMLHRWK

0.13590 0.04008
0.0023 0.3270
500 600
-0.03747 0©0.01580
0.4755 0.7410
365 440
-0.00425 0.04877
0,9286 0D.2374
446 541
VARTAELE N
FMEARN 616
FMLHRWE 452
FMLWW 558

MMLWW

0.04042
0.3217
603

-0.05875
0.2177
4492

MMLWU

0.02823
0.4889
603

~0.03143
0.50u8
542

0.D3353 0.0&343
0.4351
544

0.1386
544

MEAN

7.55834283
3.47232147
3.37012677

MNUMEMP

-0.03805

0.3575

587

0.046504
1.3388
432

0.04021
0.3560
228

MIURNOV

-k.02B88
0.5155
587

0.00230
0.9618
432

0.02824
0.5189
529

S8TD DEV

0.9416431:
0.417548560
0.71273750



Report of Wife’s Variables

FMLHRWK
WIFE MEAN

FMLWH
WIFE MEAN

VARIAEBLE

WHMFINC
WMEARRK
WMWAGE
WMLHRWK
WMLWW
WMLWU
WNUMEME
WIURNOV

LoG #

LOG #

1539
1258
1244
1373
13g2
1388
1296
1286

WKD /WK 78&81

WRKD 6&6-81

MEAN

8.78165702
7.44408230
0.48339998
3.40906255
3.487334496
1.21900723
1.82688753
1.223308864

Correlations Among Time Averageszs of
Sélected Labor Market Variables of

WMFINC WMEARN WMWAGE WMLHRWK:
0.12442 0.09107 0.08288 0,06384
0.0002 0.01a8 0.0287 0.0759
887 714 585 774
-0.12600 -0.06568 ~0.07648 0.05664
0.0011 0.1253 0.0768 0.1705
-1} 546 536 587
0.04814 0.06787 0.00528 0.08189
0.1795 0.0882 0.8957 0.0326
779 632 C 617 681.
ST DEV VARIABLE N
0.68421014 FMEARN 915
0.84516679 FMLHRWK 682
0.40172855 FMLWW 808
0.4353838787
0.52268848
0.24004305
1.37827497
1.567579232

Young Man’s Mother's Variables

74

Table

Al5

Correlation

p-valuse

Sample Size

_ WHMLWW _

0.08287

0.G2403
784

0._03755
0.3229°
"695

Young Men’s Mothersz and Young Men's Reports of Their Wives

WMLWU

0.09610

6.0

~

72
81

=0.05147 ~0.04595
0.2100
595 .. 593

0.2539

0.04923
T~ 011958
552

MEAN

7.4B278375
3.,45566786
3.38736305

WNUMEMP

=0.00181

ol

~ -
U.dbur/s

740

0.02866
0.4885
560

0.00496
0.8880
638

_ WTURNOV

-0.02612
0.4781

J40

0.01702
0.6878
560

-0.03058
0.4335
658

STD DEV

0.93354708
0.47247324
0.71862711



Report of Husband’s Variablaes

HMEARN

MEAN HUSB"S INC FRM WG&ESAL 68-82

EMLERWK

HUSBE MEAN LOG # HRS WKD/WK 68-78

HMLWH

HUSB MEAN LOG # WKS WRKD 659-78

HMLWU

HUSB MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPL75-82

VARIABLE

MMFINC
MMEARN
MMWAGE
MMLHRWK
MMLWW
MMLWU
MNUMEME
MTURNOV

93e
798
786
958
963
862
937
|37

MEAN

-9.01979965

8.67935380
1.09932343
3.75238655
3.82750698
1.33716680
1.2411953¢0
0.58765208

Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Table AlG

Young Women’s Fathers and Young Womeu's Reports of Their Huabands=

Correlation
p~value
Sample Size
‘¥Young Woman’s Father’'s Variables
MMFINC __ MMEARN MMWAGE MMLERWK MMEWW MMLWU
0.28740 ©0.32414& 0.34355 0.05242 0.09719 0.08272
0.0001 0,0001 0.0001 0.1770 0.0120 0.0327
B56 556 539 665 567 667
- 0.02947 -0.02986 0,02683 0.02591 -0.00650 -0.,01329
0.4620 0.4823 0.5443 0.5146 0.8700 0.7378
625 531 513 B35 637 637
0.05343 0.02370 0.07262 -0.01552 -0.01541 -0.01739
0.1847 0,5882 0.1024 0.6981 0.6997 0.6525
618 524 507 " BZ7 629 629
-0.07361 -0.0939%4 -0.06769 -0.09463 -0.01935 -0.00370
- 0.3534 0.2840 0.4496 0.2281 0.8057 0,9625
161 132 127 164 164 164
STD DEV VARIABLE R MEAN
0,.69072630 HMEARN 687 8.49821886
0.85776234 - HMLERWK 656 3.74117661
0.56074908 HMLWW 648 3.81892393
0.29888395 HMLWU 168 2.32955111
0.28429812 -
0.091B2740
1.009298963 -
1

.08863303

75

MNUMEME

0.03653
0.3535
647

-0.06213
0.1229
518

-0.01238
0..7602
811

=-0.00708
0.9288
161

_ MTURNOV

-0.02924
0.6252
647

=0.03204
Q.4266
618

-0.00518
0,8981
511

~0.025085
0.7523
161

SID DI

D.6188452
D.217240¢
0.256156¢
0.912776]



Revort of Hushand’s Variables

HMEARN

MEAN HUSE"S INC FRM WG&SAL 68-82

HMLHRWK

HUSB MEAN LOG # HRS WKD/WK GB-78

BMLWW

HUSE MEAN LOG # WKE WRKD 63-78

HMLWU

HUSBE MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPL75-82

VARIABLE

WMFINC
WMEARN
WMWAGE
WMLHRWK
WMLWW
WMLWU
WHUMEMP
WIURNOV

1776
1447
1429
1544
1573
1568
1483
1483

MEAN

8.78442560
7.45301032
0.48068515
3.43528137
3.475980323
1.21755883
2.02545211
1.31480241

Correlations Among YTime Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Young Woman's Mother’'s Variables

WMEARN

Table A17

Correlation

p~value

Sample Size

WMWAGE WMLERWK

_ WMFINC
0.28650  0.16223 0.19969 O
.0.0001 0.0001 0.0001

1284 1035 1026
0.02936 0.D2286 -0,01618 O
0.3051  0.4735  0.6137
1222 . 985 976
-0,.01846 0.03126 0.01812 0
0.5196 0.3283 0.5728
1219 ga1 a72
-0.15557 -0.07664 -0.09538 -0
0.0033 0.1816 0.1056
ass 292 289
STD DEV VARTABLE
0.66527286 HMEARK
0.90764630 .HMLHRWK
0.41305938 HMLWW
0.39868274 HMLWU
0.58614040 .
0.22433432
1.232642579
1.49306773

76

.05524
0.0675
1086

.02686
0.3855
1046

.02087
0.5011
1041

.02661
0.6451
302

1316

1259
1252
363

WMLWW  WMLWU  WNUMEMP
0.11604 0.09311 ~0.08005
0.0001 _ 0.0028 0.0089
1120 1117 10867
0.00633 0.00760 0.03000
0.8362 0.8041  0.3390
1069 1087 © 1018
0.06152 0.00591 0.03047
0.0449  0.8477 0.3324
1063 1060 1014
-0.05952 -0.06613 -0,05208
0.2954 ©.2457  0.3752.
311 310 292
MEAN
L. B.43606315
3.74261147
'3.81051189

Z.23899812

Young Women'=z Mothers and Young Womaen’s Reports of Husbands

WIURNOV

-0.0%5038
0.1000
1057

0.03632
0.2470
.. l0:8

0.04088
T 0.1934
1014

-0.02892
0.6106
292

SID DEV

0.54481404
0.19278883
0.26980584
0.98691518



Report of Wife's Variables

FMEARN

MEAN WIFE"S INC FRM WG&SAL 66-81

FMLERWK

WIFE MEAN LOG # HRS WKD/WK 78&81

FMLWW

WIFE MEAN LOG # WKS WRKD 665-81

VARIABLE N
RKMFINC 23568
NMEARN 4159
NMWAGE 4138
NMLHRWK 4222
HMLWW 4044
NMLWU 4043

NNUMEMP 5061
WIURNOV 5061

MEAN

8.93757547
8.564149838
1.09858604
TT3.75884318
3.72495852
1.33131336
3.28037937
. 2.64038728

Coxrrelationz Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variable=z of

Table AlB

Young Men and Their Reports of Their Wives

HMFINC

0.36621 ©
D.0001
2724

0.00252 -0
0.8099
2021

0.16173 0
0.0001
2535

STD DEV

0.58202651
0.67382711
0.41951552
0.19425772
0.41597247
0.10052530
1.84835805
2.01503758

Young Man’s Variables

NMEARN

- 15260
0.0001
2939

.13997 -0.14216

0.0001
2149

Corralation
p-value
Sample Sizsa

NMWAGE NMLHRWK

0.14185 ©.01180
0.0001 0.5196

2329 2978

0.000Q1 0.0229
2148 2138

.01089 -0.00321 -0.00967

0.5702
2720

77

0.8570 0.6105
2728 2775
VARIABLE N

FMEARN 3142
FMLHRWK 2208
FMLWW 2889

BMLWW

0.07406
0.0001
2884 2883

0.07234
¢.0002

NMLWU

0.06393
0.00086

~0.04862 -0.03972 -0.07441
0.0665

0.0006

2135 2135
0.046835
0.901s50

2694 2693
MEAN
7.46703841
3.43212593
3.33500203

NNUMEMP

~0.04081
0.021i9
3138

0.07650
0.0003
2208

~0.01578
0.3968
2885

NTURNOV

-0.05534%
0.0018
3138

0.08889
0,001z
2208
-0.02906

0.1186
2886

STD DE

0.806899¢

- 0.481285¢8

0.733939¢



Report of Hushand’'s Variables

HMEARN

MEAN HUSB"S INC FRM WG&ESAL G68-82

EMLHRWK

HUSBE MEAN LOG # HRS WXD/WK 68-78

HMLWW

HUSB MEAN LOG # WKS WRKD €8-78

HMLWU

HUSB MEAN LOG # WKS UNEMPL75-82

VARIABLE

GMFINC
GMEARN
GMWAGE
GMLHRWK
GMLWW
GMLWU
GNUMEMP
GIURNQV

3516
38900
3907
4034
3786
3737
4808
4508

MEAN

8.72745257
7.625150086
0.63527491

© 3.46409443

3.51067020

© 1.23120530

2,73220488
1.88650174

Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Table AlS9

Young Women and Their Beporta of Their Eusbandsa

Corralation
p-value
Sample Size

Younhg Woman'’'s Variables

GMFINC
0.53460 0
0.0001
2967
0.08500 -0
0.0001
2899
0.18824 0
0.0001
2877
-0.16524 -0
0.0001
849
STD DEV
-—0.6803086%
0.93963328
0.39472813
© 0.42015345
0.61610517
T D.23418210
1.60010994
1.66291281

GMEARN  GMWAGE GML
.12546 U0.26483 -0.0
0.0001 U0.0001 ©O.
3208 3206
.06093 -0.05495 -0.0
0.0007 ©0.0022 0.
3113 3115
.00053 -0.00647 -0.0
0.9764 ©0.7181 0.
3096 3096
.02665 -0.05800 0.0
0.4223 0.0790 O©.
909 918
VARIABLE
EMEARN
HMLHRWK
AMLWW
©_ BMLWD i

78

HRWK

B418
0001
3305

1604
3gz7
3221

136¢
43886
3204

4087
2133

838 =

3865,

3774
3714
1028

GMLWW

. GMLWU GNUMEMP

0.00955 0,01883_-0.00831

0.5933 0.2711
3128 3083
~0.02916
T 0.1080 0.4954
3039 02994
0.01677
0.3560 _ 0.1906
3gs1 2987
0.00579
0.8617 0.8336
. .=907 . 904
MEAN
B.48934328
1 3.75272962
3.82161931

 2.24607506

- 0.8207

3546

-0.01246 -0.04962

0.0035
3453

0.02395 ~0.04360

0.0108
3422

0.00278 -0.03018

0.3510

957

GTURNQV

-0.00764
0.64893
3546

-0.01600
-0.3473
"3433

-0.03734
0.0289
3422

-0.01649
D.65104
957

STD DEV

0.57330051
0.19251187
0.25649787
0.94750436



Brother'‘s Report of Wife's Variahles

FHMEARN

MEAN WIFE"S INC FRM WG&SAL 66-81

FMLHRWK

WIFE MEAN LOG # HRS WKD/WK 78&B1

FMLWW

WIFE MEAN LOG # WKS WRXD 65-81

VARIAELE

GMFINC
GMEARN
GMWAGE
GMLHERWK
GMLWW
GHMLWU
GNUMEMP
GTURNQV

1252
1437
1435
1493
1402
1354
1732
1732

MEAN

8.B3047396
7.52984918
0.61803085
3.49014277
3.50751262
1.22812330
2.74769053
1.86836028

Correlations Among Time Averages of
Selected Labor Market Variables of
Young Women and Their Brothers® Reports of Their Wives

Young Woman’'s Variables

GMFINC

Table AZ20

Correlation
p-value
Sample Size

GMEARR - GMWAGE GMLERWK

0.10114 0.12612 0.12045 -0.01137

0.0068 0.0003 0,0006 0.7422
716 814 BG5S . B840
-0.03761 -0.01297 ~0.06759 0.08843
0.3817 ©0.7468 0.0924 0.0245
543 522 621 647
0.096405 0.10919 0.04699 0.05418
0.0174  0.0032 0.2057 0.,0778
ag -~ 728 727 756
STD DEV VARIABLE N
0.74604271 FMEARN 1034
0.93478365 . FMLHRWK 758
0.39022845 _ . FMLWW 307
0.39140119
0,62570340
0.24330012 . - . -
1.61677028
1.568278916

79

0.00748
0.8524

0.09748 0.07995
0.0056

0.0235 -

807 803
0.00544
0.8924

621 820

0.08279 0.05730
0.0257
726 724

0.1235

MEAN

7.500080565
3.443)6001
3.35039103

GMLWH  GMLWU GNUMEMP

0.03363
0.2981
858

=0.05259
a.1604
714

0.00785
0.8172
848

GTURKOV

0.048968
0,1242
858

-0.048947
0.1867
714

0.01462
0.6708
848

STD DE

0.9164607
0.4531525
0.7546456



Sistaer’s Report of Husband’s Variables.

HMEARN

MEAN HUSB"S INC FRM WG&SAL 6B-82

HMLHRWK

HUSB MEAN LOG # ERS WKD/WK B8-78

HMLWW

HUSB MEAN LOG # WKS WRKD &39-78

EMLWU

BUSE MEAKRK LOG # WKS UNEMPL75-82

VARIABLE

NMFINC
NMEARN
NMWAGE
NMLHRWK
NMLWW
NMLWU
NNUMEMP
NIURKROV

1215
14897

LN-T-]
L9000

1516
1422
1421
1872
1872

MEAR

8.83289187
8.44208753
1.02801871

3,73979588

3.6958460F

1.32219728
3.39155983

2.71420940

Tablae A2

1

Correlations Among Time Averazges of
Selected Labor Market Variables of

Young Men and Their Sisters’ Reports of Their Husbands

Correlatiaon

. p-value

Sample Size

Young Man's Varisbles

NMFINC  NMEARN

0.1871% ©

n.o001
878
0.02546 0
0.4595
846
0.01739% 0
0.6131
848
-0.01078 -0
0.8598
271
$1D DEV
0.,648938507
0.71940052
0.43041544
0.20765965
0.43254518
0.10829522
1.85497535
1.98202502

.179890
0.0001
1057

.07247
0.0208
1018

.01594
0.6115
1018

NMWAGE NMLHRWK

0.24157 0
-0.90001
1049

0.09018 O
0.0040
10186

D.02156 -0
0.4827
1015

03641
0.2342
1069

-01544
0.6197
1036

.03030
0.3302
1035

.00168 ~0.02032 -0.08937

0.8763
317

80

0.7176
319

VARIABLE

HMEARN
HMLHRWK

HMLWW
HMLWU

0.1078
325

1317
1278
1274

380

_BMLWW  KMLWU

0.05450 0.05056
0.0834 0.1lp83
1010 1009

0.06475_ 0.07383
0.0430 0.0211
977 9786

0.06964 0.07066
0.0295 0.0273

977 |76

_ 0.2524 - 0.1462
318 317

MEAN

B.41259160
3.73868074
3.78343838
2.37504770

NNUMEME

-0.02420
0.3844
1294

=0.03866
0.1712
1254

0.05205
0.0658
1250

'NTURNOV

-9.01759
0.5274
1294

=0.03447
0.2228
_ 1254

0.04852
0.0864
1250 _ .

0.0184 _
378

STD DEV

0.57789372
0.15622481
0.28551831
0.91887827



Table A22

Family Covariances (and Correlations) Among the Permanent Components
of Log Real Earnings, Log Real Wage Rates, and Log Ammual Hours

Using Method of Moments Estimators

Young Men .
Log Earnings Log Wages Log Hours
Themselves — -
Log earnings L2430 .1555 S .0365
(1.0000) ¢.8582) (.4523)
N=36630 N=-35057 N=17390
Log wages .1351 L0103
-- ~~ (1.0000) (.1712)
N=33468 N=-19180
Log hours .0268
-- - -- — (1.0000)
N=8922
Brothers _ _
Log earnings .0853 .0638 .0127
(.3510) (.3632) (.1574)
N=6966 S N=6505 N=3754
Log wages -- - 05862 0045
(.4160) (.0748}
N=6157 N=3507
Log hours .0091
.- - -- (.3396)
N=216¢
Log earnings .0881 - . .0689 - -.0021
(.2913) {.3055) . {-.0209)
N=15629 N=14841 N=8868
Log wages _.0576 o .0498 -.0009
(.3570) (.4140) {-.0168)
N=15661 N~14878 N=8865
Log hours - -.0008 -.0145 .0008
(-.0037) (-.0889) (.0110)
N=7794 N=7376 N=4415
- "~ (continued)
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Table A22--Continued

Log Earnings Log Wages . Log Hours
Fathers
Log earnings ) L1060 : .. .0812  _ ~ . 0005
(.3931) cee o = (L,4039) {.00586)
N=13143 - N=12518 N=7231
Log wages .0709 - .0670 o T 7 .0060 .
' {.3251) {.4121) . (.0828)
N=105339 : - - N=10063 S ‘N=3751
Log hours <. .0135 : .0056 - .0068
(.1502) (.0836% . (.2278)
N=12333 = : N=11694 7 T N=6828
Mothers S R -
Log earnings : .0863 o 0707 . .0061
{.2855) (.3138) oo (.0608)
N=15960 ©OR=15070  N=9290
Log wages ~ . L0511 lo4s4 T .003%
(.2997) (.3572) . . .. _. (.0601)
N=15466 : N=18422 o -— - N=11321
Log hours .0373 ) - .0216 .0044
(.1959) | _ {.1521) (.0696)
N=13684 N=12893 o N=8003
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Using Method of Moments Estimators

Table A23

Family Covariances (and Correlations) Among the Permanent Components
of Log Real Earnings, Log Real Wage Rates,and Log Annual Hours

Young Women

Log Earnings

Log Wages Log Hours
Themselves _ -
Log earnings .3764 L1449 .2865
(1.0000) (.7217) T (1.0524)°
N=18067 N=17626 - N=7967
Log wages .1071 .0190
-- - {1.0000) (.13308)
N=17742 N=10036
Log hours L1969
.- — -- " (1.0000)
N=3464
Sisters ] _ o
Log earnings .0970 .0562 L0367
(.2577) (.2799) (.1348)
N=£4276 N=4300 N=2141
Log wages -- L0421 .0031
(.393D) (.0213)
N=4417 T N=2187
Log hours .0542
.- -—— (.2753)
N=1102
Brothers
Log earnings .08z8l .0576 -.0008
{.2913) {.3576G); (=.0037
N=15629 N~15661 N=7794
Log wages .0689 -.0498 -.0145
(.3055) (.4140) (-.0889)
N=14841 N=14878 N=7376
Log hours . -.0021 . =2.000%9 .0008
(-.0209) (-.0168) (.0110)
N=8868 N=8865 - _N=4&15
(continued)
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Table A23--Continued

Log Earnings Log Wages Log Hours
Fathers : -

Log earnings L1329 T T.0867 - .0228
(.3960) {.4843) (.0939)

N=95386 N=9591 - N=4744

Log wages .0762 . .0545 . - ~-.0039
{.2808) (.3765) (-.0199)

N=7292 N=7353 N=3594
Log hours - .0118 .0049 -0001
(.1055) (.0821)> (.0012)

N=8852 - N=8883 - N=4409

Mothers —

Log earnings .1027 .0543 . ~ . .0553
(.2730) (.2706) - (.2032)

N=17717 N~18008 N=3877
Log wages .0617 ..0398 . ..0138
(.2908) (.3517) (.0899)

N=21350 - N=21953 N=7142
Log hours .0562 0242 L - .0408
(.2372) (.1914) (.2380)

N=15093 . - N=15293 N=5016
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Table A24

Family Covariances (and Correlations) Among the Permanent Components
of Log Real Earnings, Log Real Wage Rates, and Log Annual Hours
Using Method of Moments Estimators ’

Older Men
Log Earnings Log Wages Log Hours
Themselves
Log earnings .2992 L .1999 ' . .0365
(1.0000) (.8261) - (.3659)
N=6417 - N=4610 . N=5109 -
Log wWages ) T o - .1957 .0002
-- (1.0000) (.0025)
N=3487 T ) Nm2417
Log hours . L0333
-- : - - {1.0000)
N=3485 T
Sons _
Log earnings .1060 .0709 ] .0135
(.3931) (.3231) (.1502) .
N=13143 - . N=10539 - N~12333
Log wages .0812 - . .0670 R 0056
(.4039) ' (.4121) o (.0836)
N=12518 N=10063 N=11694
Log hours . .0005 - . .0060 .0068
(.0056) ’ {.0828) (.2278)
N=7231 S N=5751 N=6828
Daughters L . oo . - - . - =
Log earnings L1329 ... 0762 -~ . .0118
(.3960) (.2808) (.1055) .
N=9536 T N=7292 . N=B8852 -~
Log wages .0867 T L0545 , .0049 )
(.4843) (.3765) (.0821) .
N=3391 N=7353 : N=8883
Log hours .0228 - - -,0039 . - .0001
(.0939) (-.0199) {.0012)
N=4744 N=3594 ’ N=4409
(continued) -
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Table A24--Continued

Log Earnings Log Wages Log Hours
VWives

Log earnings C L1142 .0738 .0143
(.3404) “(.2720) (.1279)
N=5313 -N=4298 N=4700

Log wages . .0688 .0532 .0115
' T (.3637)" (.3477) (.1824)
N=6411 . N=5227 N=5690

Log hours .0312 ' .0lel .0183
(.1477) (.0942) (.2598)

N=4320 N=3511 —  N=3907
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Table A25

Family Covariances (and Correlations) Among the Permanent Components
of Log Real Earnings, Log Real Wage Rates, and Log Annual Hours
Using Method of Moments Estimators

Mature Women

Log Earnings Log Wages ' Log Hours
Themselves o o ' -
Log earnings . .3761 .1753 - .1906
. (1.0000) (.8265) (.8046)
N=1828& : R=17645 N=11893
Log wages ’ oo o ' .1196 - .03521
.- ' (1.00060) (.3900)
N=27304 . N=17564
Log hours - o ' .1492
-- - e - {1.0000)
N=11593
Sons . _ -
Log earnings .0863 S .0511 .0373
(.2855) (.2997) . {.19859)
N=15960 =~ . . HN=19466 N=13684
log wages ’ .0707 - L0454 .0216
(.3136) T (.3572) {.1521)
N=15070 N=18422 .~ - N=12893
Log hours .0061 .0034 -0044
(.0608) ' (.0601) ' ) {.0695)
N=9290 - - N=11321 : N=8003
Daughters : L. . e o -
Log earmings .1027 - L0617 ' .0562
{.2730) ’ (.2908) (.2372)
N=17717 o N=21550 ) N=15093
Log wages . .0543 . .0398 R .0242
(.2706) (.3517) i (.1914)
N~-18008 T N=21953 N=15293
Log hours .0553 ) .0138 o .0408
(.2032) (.0899) (.2380)
N=5877 N=7142 N=5016
(continued)
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Table A25--Continued

Log Earnings Log Wages . -Log Hours
Husbands
Log earnings 1142 - : ) L0688 . o ._.0312
{.3404) (.3637) C.1477)
N=5313 - N=6411 =~ © N=4320
Log wages .0738 .0532 .0lé61
(.2720) ' (.3477) (.0942)
N=£4298 " . N=3227 ° 7 N=3511
Log hours ) .0143 : L0115 .0183
(.1279) (.1824) ) (.2598)
N=4700 N=5690 . ' N=3907
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