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gender specialization may have been present in earlier cohorts too.

JEL classification: 120, J16, D13

Keywords: Ability, Gender, Human capital, Educational Economics

" The authors thank the Spanish Ministry for Science and Education for generous financial support
(SEJ2005-08110).



1 Introduction

Whose education matters more for the educational attainment of children: the father’s or the
mother’s? Does the father’s education affect the educational attainment of sons and daughters
equally? And the mother’s? This paper revisits these questions and examines how the answers have
changed in recent times. We present a cohort analysis of the relation between the educational

attainment of parents and children, with a special emphasis on gender differences.

The novelty of our study is the focus on many cohorts, spanning most of the twentieth century.
Over this period American families have undergone a deep transformation, particularly due to the
spectacular increase in female labor force participation. It is quite likely that, as a result, the effect
of parental education as a determinant of the educational attainment of children may have changed
substantially. Moreover, one would expect also changes in the relative influence of maternal and
paternal education on the attainment of children. For instance, as wives became wage earners, it is
likely that their influence in decision-making within households increased, which may have affected
investment patterns on sons and daughters, as well as children’s attitudes toward education and

work.!

Our focus on a long time span conditions the data available to us. In particular, we do not have a
direct way to control for hereditary ability. We are aware of the potential sources of bias and derive
estimators that are robust to this fact. More specifically, our analysis is based on the differential
effect that parents education has on the attainment of male and female children. Along these lines,
we say that there is maternal specialization (on daughters) when mothers’ education has a larger
effect on the attainment of daughters than on that of sons. Analogously, we refer to paternal
specialization (on sons) when fathers’ education has a larger effect on the attainment of sons than
on that of daughters. We provide conditions for consistent estimation of gender specialization in the

presence of unobserved ability.

We find paternal specialization (on sons) for all cohorts included in our analysis. However, we find

maternal specialization (on daughters) only for cohorts born after 1955. We argue that maternal

! Pasqua (2005) discusses several theoretical explanations for gender bias in educational investments.



specialization may have been present for earlier cohorts as well. However, our estimates for earlier
cohorts may have been biased due to gender-asymmetric effects of family income on the

educational attainment of children (favoring sons over daughters).

A large literature in social sciences has looked at parental inputs in the development of children and,
in particular, at which parent’s education plays a bigger role in the process. In an extensive review
of the literature Haveman and Wolfe (1995) find that a majority of papers suggest a more important
role of maternal education but also note the lack of consensus. The debate on the relative
contribution of paternal and maternal input has been reignited by a recent and provocative
contribution. Behrman and Rosenzweig (2002) find that maternal education has no (direct) effect on
the education of children and that the father’s education matters more than the mother’s. Black et al
(2005) also attempt to estimate the causal effects of parental education on the attainment of children
using Norwegian data. They do allow for gender differences of parents and children. Their main
result is that paternal education has a negligible direct effect on the educational outcomes of both
sons and daughters. In contrast, maternal education has a positive, small and significant effect on
the attainment of sons, but not of daughters.” That is, they find evidence that (Norwegian) mothers

“specialized” in sons in the time period they consider.’

Cross-country differences in gender specialization have also been documented.* Using Turkish data,
Tansel (2002) finds maternal specialization (on daughters) but finds that fathers’ education matters
more for daughters than for sons. Using Australian data, Le, Miller, Heath, and Martin (2005) find
evidence in favor of both maternal specialization (on daughters) and paternal specialization (on
sons). Their results also suggest that paternal education is a more important determinant of the

educational attainment of children than maternal education, both for male and female children.

2 They obtain this result when including only one parent’s education “at a time” in their regressions.
When they include both parents’ education simultaneously (as we do), they still find no significant
effects of the father’s education (on both sons and daughters). However, this time they find a positive
significant effect of maternal education on daughters’ attainment (but not on sons), that is, maternal
specialization in our jargon.

3 It would be interesting to know if their results change when considering maternal work status during
childhood of the respondent.

4 Lundberg and Rose (2002) introduce an alternative concept of household specialization. They
document that an increase in family size leads households to specialize in their labor supply.



Using anthropometric data for a variety of countries, Thomas (1994) finds that maternal inputs
(education and non-labor income) have a larger effect on daughters than on sons while paternal
inputs are more important for sons.” That is, his results suggest the existence of both types of
gender specialization. Furthermore, he argues that the actual investment levels on sons and

daughters reflect the relative bargaining power of each parent.

However, to the best of our knowledge, no studies so far have examined how the relation between
parental input and children’s educational attainment may have changed over time. In our analysis,
we use micro data from the General Social Survey (GSS). We classify all respondents who reported
the educational attainment of both parents by year of birth and we estimate the degree of gender

specialization, which we allow to vary across cohorts and genders.

The GSS provides information on the educational levels of parents and children for many cohorts
but lacks data that can be used to control for unobserved ability. To deal with this problem, we
develop estimators of parental gender specialization that are consistent even in the presence of
hereditary unobserved ability. Several approaches have been proposed to control for unobserved
ability. These papers can be classified in four categories. One approach uses test scores of young
children as a proxy for ability (Cameron and Heckman 2001, Bernal 2006). A second approach uses
instrumental variable estimation. Currie and Moretti (2003) use data on college availability as an
instrument for maternal education. Instead, Chevalier (2004) and Black et al (2005) instrument
parental education using changes in compulsory schooling laws, in a similar fashion to Acemoglu
and Angrist (2000), who use the same approach to estimate the social returns to education. A third
approach is the within-twin estimator proposed by Behrman and Rosenzweig (2002), who use a
sample of identical twins. Finally, Plug (2002) and Plug and Vijvergerg (2005) use adoptees data to
control for unobserved ability. These approaches require very detailed data, not available for long

periods of time.

Our paper is closely related to some recent contributions to the vast literature on the effect of family

> More specifically, Thomas focuses on the effect of parental education on children’s height, a measure
that has been found to correlate strongly with a child’s long-run health and to wages as an adult in
developing countries. The results do not seem to depend on the exact anthropometric indicator used.
Thomas (1990) examines the effects on child’s weight for height and finds the similar pattern of gender
specialization.



background on children’s outcomes. Raaum et al (2006) perform a cohort analysis to compare the
relative contribution of family background and neighborhood characteristics to children’s outcomes
(education and income) using Norwegian data. Their dataset is very rich and spans cohorts born in
the period 1946-65. They find that family background has a larger and increasing explanatory power.
In their analysis, they also need to deal with the potential bias introduced by time trends in

unobserved family background.

Finally, our paper is also related to the strand of literature studying resource allocation within
households with children. Millimet (2000) builds a model where families jointly determine their
fertility and labor supply decisions. Based on the model, he proposes an estimator of the impact of
fertility on the labor supply and wages of husbands and wives. Using PSID data he finds that
children increase specialization in households between work at home and outside, raising wage
differentials between husbands and wives. Within this literature there is a recent surge of work on
the effects of early maternal employment on investments in young children, as captured by
measures of cognitive ability. Bernal (2006) estimates a structural model using data from the NLSY
and finds negative effects of maternal employment on children. More closely related to our
approach, Gregg et al (2005) carry out an analysis based on a single cohort of children born in
1991-1992 but, as in our case, do not have all the necessary data to directly control for unobserved
ability. Their strategy is to examine how their estimates vary when they include additional sets of
variables aimed at proxying for unobservables. They find that the effect depends on the type of
non-maternal childcare. The authors also point out that this effect is only part of the total effect of
maternal employment on children’s outcomes measured later in life. In particular, maternal
employment may have behavioral and socio-emotional effects t00.® Our work can thus be seen as a
complement to their analysis since our focus on gender specialization is closely related to parents

becoming role models for their same-gender children.

The structure of the paper is as follows. Section 2 contains our analysis of parental education for the
cohorts born after 1935. The educational attainment of these cohorts does not seem to be influenced

by the temporary shock to the American labor market caused by the onset of World War 1. In this

6 Leibowitz (2003) emphasizes the importance of in-home training for children’s cognitive development.
Her findings suggest that maternal labor force participation may have negative effects on very young
children (below the age of one).



section we ignore the potential effect of unobserved ability on our estimates. Section 3 explicitly
considers the effects of unobservables and presents our estimators of gender specialization. Section
4 exploits data on the work status of mothers to sharpen our results. Section 5 extends the analysis
back to cohorts born since 1910. Section 6 concludes. The appendix contains sensitivity analysis

and background data about the evolution of female labor force participation in the US.
2 Who matters more? A cohort analysis

We are interested in the effects of parental education for the educational attainment of the US
cohorts born after 1935. In particular, we would like to know whose parent’s education is more
decisive in the education of children: the father’s or the mother’s, and whether there are differences

in parental roles by gender of the child.

To carry out the exercise, we construct a dataset of microdata using the GSS, as described below.
We classify individuals in 5-year (birth) cohorts and fit the following regression cohort by cohort.
The two regressions below are estimated using, respectively, the subsample of males (sons) and the
subsample of females (daughters) belonging to cohort t. Thus, for individuals of gender g =s, d (for

sons and daughters) born in year ¢, we estimate

educ, = 3" + B, paeduc, + 3, 'maeduc, + B~'Z, +¢&, for i=l,..,n, )
educ, = B, + B," paeduc, + B,"'maeduc, + B Z, +&, for i=l,..,n,, (2)

where educ; is the years of education of individual i. Respectively, paeduc; and maeduc; stand for
the years of education of individual i’s father and mother, and Z; is a vector of family characteristics
that includes variables such as the number of siblings. This is essentially the regression model in
Card and Lemieux (2000), however we allow for greater heterogeneity in the coefficients of the
regression. In particular, we allow the coefficients of parental education to vary across cohorts and
genders.” Note that all coefficients are allowed to vary across cohorts and genders. The birth

cohorts considered are ¢ = 1935 — 39, ..., 1965 — 69. Prior to showing the estimation results, we

7 Similar regressions have been estimated in Kremer (1997), Fernandez and Rogerson (2001) using the
PSID, and Fernandez, Fogli and Olivetti (2002) using the GSS.



provide some summary statistics of the sample.

2.1 Data

Our data source is the General Social Survey (GSS), 1972-2000. We pool together all individuals
surveyed in the different waves that reported their educational attainment (years of completed
education) and the educational attainment of both of their parents. In addition, we restrict our
sample to individuals who were at least 25 years old at the time of the interview. The reason is that
we want to allow respondents to have had enough time to complete their ‘desired’ level of
education.® Then we classify individuals by their year of birth, independently of when they were
interviewed. In order to increase the density of observations in each cell, we construct 5-year

cohorts.

Tables 1.1 and 1.2 report descriptive statistics for our sample, by gender and cohort. We report
sample means and standard deviations for birth cohorts 1935-1969. Observe first that the average
age at the time of the interview is decreasing by year of birth cohort. For the individuals in our
sample, the average years of education of their fathers and mothers (paeduc and maeduc) are strictly
increasing across cohorts. The same is not true, however, about the average years of education of
the respondents. For males, average educational attainment increased monotonically from around
11 years for the 1910-14 cohort up to 14.20 years for the 1945-49 cohort. However, birth cohorts
1950-54 and 1955-59 experienced a drop in their average education, relative to the preceding
cohorts.” In fact, the average educational attainment of males born in 1965-69 was 14.10 years,
below the attainment of the 1945-49 cohort. For females, educational attainment did not drop but it

slowed down, close to stagnation, for the cohorts 1950-54 to 1960-64.

We also report the correlation coefficient between the years of education of the respondent and
those of each of the parents. Observe that the four correlations are quite high, on average above 0.4.
The correlation with maternal education ranges from 0.37 to 0.50, while the correlation with

paternal education ranges from 0.30 to 0.50. The correlation between the education of husbands and

¥ One may worry that a fraction of the population may not have completed their desired education by
age 25. We tackle this question a bit later.

? This fact is well known in the literature. See, for instance, Card and Lemieux (2000) for an account
using different data sources.



wives is very high and quite constant across cohorts, ranging from 0.50 to 0.70."

An important observation that stands out from these statistics is how similar they are for the
subsamples of men and women. This is natural given that the gender of the children can be thought

of as being exogenous to a given family. This observation will play an important role later on.

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 report the same statistics as tables 1.1 and 1.2, but for the sample of individuals
aged 30 or above at the time of the interview. It is interesting to point out that the average
educational attainment of the cohorts in this sample is remarkably similar to that of the younger
sample. In particular, let us note that the average educational attainment of the latest cohorts is
practically the same for both subsamples. This observation suggests that educational attainment at
age 25 (at interview) is a reasonable measure of ‘final” educational attainment. In any case, we will

check the sensitivity of our results by using this alternative sample.

2.2 Regression estimates

We estimate regression (1) and (2) using the previously described sample. The estimates

are summarized in tables 2.1 and 2.2 and figures 1.1-1.3.

Let us start with paternal education. First of all, observe that the father’s education has a
larger effect on sons than on daughters. In figure 1.1, the coefficient on paternal education
is larger for sons than for daughters in all cohorts (except the first one). We shall refer to
this feature as paternal specialization (on sons) and use the difference between the
coefficients for sons and daughters to measure it. The figure shows a small but persistent
paternal specialization across all generations (not significant at the usual significance
levels). We also note an upward trend in the influence of the father’s education both on
sons and daughters. The estimated coefficients, for both genders, start at 0.12 for the

1935-39 cohort and end up at 0.20, for daughters, and at 0.23 for sons.

' For more on marital sorting in the U.S., see Mare (1991).



Let us turn now to maternal education. Figure 1.2 shows a striking difference in the
evolution of the maternal role, depending on the child’s gender. While the maternal role has
remained quite constant for daughters (at around 0.2), it displays a clear downward trend
for sons, accelerating for the 1950-54 and following cohorts. The coefficient of maternal
education for sons has dropped from 0.20 to 0.05 in the time period considered. Does
maternal education have a larger effect on the education of sons or on the education of
daughters? For cohorts born before 1950, the mother’s education has an indistinguishable
effect on sons and daughters. However, for the children born in the 1950s or afterward, the
mother’s education has played a bigger role in the educational attainment of daughters than
on the attainment of sons. Define now maternal specialization (on daughters) as the
difference between the coefficients on daughters and sons. Then figure 1.2 features
increasing maternal specialization for all cohorts born after 1955. Note that for the cohorts
born in the 1960s, there is a significant degree of maternal specialization (at the usual
significance levels). Taken together, figures 1.1 and 1.2, point to a situation of (same)

gender specialization within American households for the cohorts born after 1955.

Figure 1.3 contains the estimated intercepts, which take values around nine (years of
education), which can be interpreted as the years of compulsory education.'’ It is worth
pointing out that the estimated intercepts are higher for men than for women, which
suggests that the intercept also captures differences in the perceived returns to schooling for

men and women.
The appendix contains sensitivity analysis of these results. We re-estimate again the same
regressions but on a sample containing only those individuals who were at least thirty years

old at the time of the interview. In general, the two earlier findings are confirmed.

3 Estimation of gender specialization patterns

11 Acemoglu and Angrist (2000) use changes in compulsory laws to estimate the private and social
returns to schooling in the US.



This section discusses the empirical evidence on the consequences of ignoring unobserved ability.
We also provide a simple model, where unobserved ability is explicitly considered, and derive
estimators of the effects of parental education on the attainment of children that are robust to

unobserved ability.

3.1 Unobserved ability

The literature on family background and educational attainment has provided abundant evidence
supporting that the estimators for parental education in the above regressions are likely to be biased.
Behrman and Rosenzweig (2002) point out that to the extent that ability is genetically transmitted
and not accounted for in the regression, two types of bias affect least-squares estimates of the
effects of parental education on educational attainment. Having a highly educated mother is
associated to being high ability for two reasons. First, a high-education mother is likely to signal a
high-ability mother, and hence, a high-ability child through genetic transmission (ability bias). On
top of that, a high-education mother is likely to have married a high ability man. Again, genetic

transmission of ability makes it more likely that the child is high ability (marital sorting bias).

Using data on identical twins, Behrman and Rosenzweig (2002) propose a within-twin estimator
that allows for an unbiased estimation of the effect of maternal education in the presence of
unobserved ability."> They conclude that maternal education has virtually no effect on children’s
educational attainment.”” Their interpretation is that despite the benefits from being born to a more
educated mother, given that education and labor force participation are positively correlated, it is
likely that a more educated mother will spend more time working (outside the home), and the two
effects may offset each other. Their results also suggest that OLS estimates are substantially

upwardly biased.

"2 Their dataset contains 424 female (identical) twins and 244 male (identical) twins born in Minnesota
between 1936 and 1955.

1 Unfortunately they do not report the results separately by gender of the children. Antonovics and
Goldberger (2003) point out some problems in data construction in Behrman and Rosenzweig (2002)
and redo the analysis. The conclusion that paternal education plays a larger role than maternal education
remains unchanged.

10



We lack any information that can be used to control for unobserved ability in our dataset so our
earlier OLS estimates are possibly biased for the reasons outlined above. However, in this section
we provide an estimator of the gender differences in the effects of the education of each parent that

is consistent even in the presence of unobserved ability.

3.2 A simple model

An important lesson from the literature on educational attainment and family background is that
unobserved ability cannot be ignored when estimating the effects of parental education. To be
explicit about the role of unobserved ability, we construct a simple model and use it to derive
consistent estimators of the gender differences of the effects of parental education. The model

provides a structural interpretation for the regressions reported in the previous section.

We have in mind a setup where each individual, say in her teens, chooses her total years of
education. Her choice depends on her ability and her family’s income, as well as other family
characteristics. In addition, her choice and the choices of all individuals in the same cohort are also
affected by features of the macroeconomic environment, such as the returns to schooling and the

returns to alternative uses of time.

Parental education has two main functions. First, it is a determinant of family income, which is an
important input in ability formation. Children born in families with high income receive better early
education and better health care. Parental education also determines the child’s preferences over
education, for instance by affecting their personal goals and aspirations. In this process, it is
possible that gender effects are present. That is to say, it may be that a female child who is raised in
a household where only the mother is college educated is more likely to want to get a college degree
herself than if she grew up in a household where only the father was college educated. In other
words, the exact distribution of education over the parents may matter in shaping children’s

preferences over education, and hence, the educational choices of male and female children.
Let us now introduce some notation. Let the family background of a generic individual i be

summarized by the years of education and ability levels of each parent, as well as household income

Ii. Let the father’s years of education and ability level be denoted by (3, #,:). Analogously, the

11



mother characteristics are given by (u; An:)."* In short, an individual’s family background is given

by (J}p,i) hp,i; ym,i’ hm,i’ ]l)'

We assume that children inherit some ability from their parents according to
h =b,h,, +b,h,,.

We think of this transmission as being mainly biological. Thus, we assume it is invariant across

genders and birth cohorts.

Individual education outcomes are supposed to depend on parental education (y,; Vm;), family
income (/;) and own ability (4;). As argued, parental education can be interpreted as shaping
children’s preferences over education. An alternative interpretation is that parents can increase the
ability of their children by spending time with them and the productivity of this investment may

increase in their levels of education. Bernal (2006) follows this route."

Family income also affects educational attainment. A new wave of research in labor economics
suggests it is during childhood that family income plays the key role in (total) educational
attainment (Keane and Wolpin, 2001, and Cameron and Heckman, 2001). We allow for family

income to have asymmetric effects on the attainment of children.

Hence, the years of education of an individual 7, born in cohort ¢, of gender g = s, d are given by

Vi = ,B()g’t +ﬂpg,typ,i +'Bpg’tym,i +ﬂlg’t1i +hi *uy, 3)

where u; is an idiosyncratic shock. Individual heterogeneity in educational attainment thus results
from differences in family background, differences in unobserved ability and different values of

idiosyncratic shock u;.

'* We shall use subindex p to denote paternal variables. Similarly, subindex m will denote maternal
variables.

15 Her paper also contains an excellent review of the literature. To read more on the determinants of
ability see also Cameron and Heckman (2001).
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3.3 Estimation

Equation (3) provides an interpretation to the coefficients of regressions (1) and (2). In particular,
observe that in our model the coefficients of parental education may vary across cohorts for a
number of reasons. For instance, it may be because of differences across cohorts in the mapping
from parental education to the child’s preferences over education. This provides interpretations for

why our earlier (possibly biased) OLS estimates of regressions (1) and (2) changed across cohorts.

In the estimation of the equation (3), individual ability and family income are unobserved.'® Hence,

these unobserved terms are lodged in the error term when we estimate this equation.

Let us now derive estimators of the effect of parental education that are consistent in the presence of
unobserved ability. It is plausible that some decades ago families invested more heavily in the
education of their male children, given that women tended to stay at home. This situation has

changed radically in recent times.

Assuming that the family backgrounds of boys and girls are drawn from the same population

distribution, the probability limit of the OLS estimator of equation (3) is given by
B = e+ (ECx, X)) (EQX )B4 + E(X )b, + E(X', )b, )

where 5" = (B, B,°", B°"), and X, = (1, y,,,, Ym,) is a random sample of parental education from

the population distribution of cohort 7.

As already argued, identification of */, the effect of parental education on the educational
attainment of children is not feasible with the available data. Hence, we shall remain silent about the
levels or time trends in figures 1.1 and 1.2. However, the previous result states that we can identify

gender-differential effects of each parent’s education under the assumptions discussed above.

' We have some proxies for family income, for instance family size and location, but these are only
crude measures of family income in the relevant time period.
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However, we note that the (probability limit of the) difference between the effect of parental

education for sons and daughters is given by

Be=pt=p =g = B NECe, X)) B 1),

The first term is the difference between the direct effect of parental education on the educational
attainment of sons and daughters, and the second term is the probably asymmetric effect of

household income for sons and daughters.

We define maternal specialization (on daughters) as the difference between the coefficient of

maternal education on daughters relative to sons, that is,

MSt = ﬁmd’t _ﬁms’t'

Analogously, we define paternal specialization (on sons) as
PS[ - ﬁps,t _ﬁpd,t'

When both MS and PS are positive we shall say that households display gender specialization. In
this case, maternal education influences the attainment of daughters more than the attainment of
sons and, at the same time, paternal education has a greater influence on the attainment of sons than

on the attainment of daughters.

Under the assumption that family income has symmetric effects on the educational attainment of
sons and daughters, our estimators identify gender specialization of fathers and mothers. However,
if educational investments are biased toward boys or girls, then the difference estimator delivers

mixed information on gender specialization.

Currently the enrolment of girls in US colleges is higher than that of male students, which suggests

14



that there is no gender asymmetry in investment patterns, that is, 8, = Id’t . However, this has not
always been the case. It is quite likely that in the past families discriminated against daughters. In
that case, 5, > Id ' which would bias our estimators of gender specialization. We shall later

come back to this important point.

Let us now give another look at our estimates and estimate paternal and maternal specialization for
each cohort. Figure 1.4 plots the evolution of gender specialization across the different cohorts.
Two features stand out: The sharp increase in maternal specialization for the cohorts born since
1955 and the relatively constant degree of paternal specialization across all cohorts. The analysis in
this section has shown that these two results are not likely to be driven by the inability to control for
unobserved ability, at least for the most recent cohorts when unobserved income is unlikely to have
biased our estimates. The next section provides our interpretation of the changes over time in

gender specialization.
4 Asymmetric effects of unobserved income

As argued in the previous section, our estimators of gender specialization rely on two assumptions.
The first one is that the genetic transmission of ability from parents to children is symmetric for
sons and daughters. Since this process is largely determined by biology, the assumption seems
highly plausible. The second assumption that we have maintained in the previous section is that
unobserved increases in income have the same effect on the educational attainment of sons and
daughters. This second assumption is more controversial. In fact it is quite plausible that, in the
cohorts born at the beginning of the twentieth century, male children were favored by their parents
in educational investments. It is also quite likely that this gender-asymmetric effect of income has
been greatly reduced over the course of the century. Informal evidence suggests that it has virtually
disappeared for the most recent cohorts (in the US). This hunch is supported by the fact that, in the

last few years, the majority of new students enrolled in US colleges have been female.
Our interpretation of the previous results is the following. We believe that both parental and

maternal specialization may have been present throughout the whole period of our analysis.

Extensive evidence in psychology suggests that fathers are role models for sons while mothers are
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role models for daughters.

The reason why we did not find maternal specification for the earlier cohorts may be that those
cohorts were characterized by gender-asymmetric investment patterns in the education of children.
Given that female labor force participation was quite low it was more profitable to invest more
heavily in the education of sons. As argued earlier, this would have biased downward our estimator
of maternal specialization. As social attitudes changed, the gender asymmetry would have vanished

until having virtually disappeared for the cohorts born around 1970.

The remainder of this section provides two additional pieces of evidence in support of this
interpretation. The first one is based on differences in decision-making in households where the
mother is employed outside the home. The second one analyzes a natural experiment. During World
War II there was a temporary surge in the labor force participation of American mothers. According
to our conjecture, this would have lead to a temporary surge in maternal specialization for the

cohorts affected.

4.1 Maternal employment and intra-household bargaining

We think it is possible that families with a working mother had a much lower gender bias in the
educational investments on their children. The reason being that wage-earning mothers would have
had greater bargaining power in their households that would have translated in a more equal
treatment of sons and daughters regarding the household educational investments. In contrast in
more traditional families, where the mother stayed at home, the decision maker would have been
the father, which might have introduced a bias against educational investment in daughters,
according to our hypothesis. Consequently, we expect to find sharper estimates of gender

specialization in the sub-sample of families with working mothers.

Specifically, we use a question that the GSS included for a limited number of waves: ”Did your
mother work at least one year after you were born and before you started first grade?”'” This

question seems particularly relevant given that recent studies highlight the importance of the

"7 This is variable MAWKBORN in the GSS codebook. This variable has been used also by Fernandez,
Fogli and Olivetti (2002). All respondents were born after World War I1.
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mother-child interactions at very early ages. We are also aware of the potential selection bias into
maternal employment. In that respect we note that we allow for gender specialization patterns to

differ across the two types of families.

Suppose there are two types of households, indexed by w = 0, 1. In households with w = 1, the
mother is employed. In households with w = 0, the mother is not employed. Ideally, we would like
to carry out the estimation allowing for heterogeneous coefficients by mother’s work status and by
birth cohort. Unfortunately, we do not have enough observations to do that and we need to impose
restrictions on the coefficients. We introduce cohort dummies but assume that parental education
coefficients do not differ by birth cohort. We only use individuals born after 1950 in the estimation.

More specifically, the model we estimate is
V=B By, By, Y B tE 4)

Let us adapt now the previous estimators of paternal and maternal specialization to incorporate

differences in maternal work status. Respectively,

VS, = B - B

A A

PSW - ﬁs,w _ﬁd,w

P P

where w = 0 indicates that the mother did not work (outside the home) and the opposite for w = 1. It
is easy to see that these estimators are consistent under the assumption of a common distribution for

the four subsamples (g,w) Ufs, d} X{0, 1}.

It is important to note that we are not assuming that, for a given gender, individuals with a working

mother and with a non-working mother were sampled from the same distribution."®

Let us proceed now to the estimation of model (4). In this case estimating the model jointly for both
types of households is more convenient. To do so, it will be useful to define a female dummy

variable, Fem;, which takes value 1 when individual 7 is a female (and zero otherwise) and dummy

18 Bernal (2006) provides convincing evidence against this assumption.
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variable w;, which takes value 1 when the mother was employed. We can now rewrite (4) as

y; = (¢, +d, Fem,)
+(c, +d Fem, +e w, +f Femw,)y,,

+(cm +deemi +emw)i +fmFemiM)i)ym,i +ﬂ>Zi +£i'

It is easy to see that the parameters of interest for the estimation of parental gender specialization

are

PS,., = _dp’ PS,. = _dp _fp
MSW:() = dm’ MSw:l = dm +fm'

Table 4.1 presents our estimates of the regression parameters and table 4.2 reports the estimated

values for parental gender specialization for each type of household. We find that

VSW’:O = 0065, VSu:l = 0117
PS\=0 =0.057, PS,= =0.152

that is, when the mother works both paternal specialization and maternal specialization increase
substantially (duplicate or triplicate). In table 4.2 we also report the results of a number of
significance tests. Using F-tests, we test (separately) the following null hypotheses: MS, -y = 0,
MS -, =0,PS,—p=0and PS,-; =0.

We find significant paternal specialization (on sons) and maternal specialization (on daughters) for
families with working mothers (at the usual 5% significance level). However, we do not find
significant gender specialization in more traditional families where mothers are not employed."
This provides supportive evidence for our conjecture that gender specialization may have been

present for cohorts born before 1955 as well.

" As sensitivity analysis, we have also estimated our model on more homogeneous subsamples, born in
the same 5-year cohort. We also find evidence of gender specialization in families with a working
mother, although the evidence is weaker due to the smaller number of observations.
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4.2 Maternal employment during World War 11

This section extends the analysis back to all cohorts born since 1910 and discusses instances of
gender specialization present in the literature. The interest of this exercise is that it incorporates a
temporary (and exogenous) surge in maternal employment around World War II. We expect
maternal employment to increase temporarily for the children that were growing up during the

event.

We proceed as before and summarize our results in tables 5.1 and 5.2, which extend tables 3.1 and
3.2. Figure 2.4 plots the evolution of parental gender specialization for all cohorts born between

1910 and 1969.

Over the longer horizon, we again find a relatively constant (small) degree of paternal specialization.
Regarding maternal education, we note the existence of two episodes of maternal specialization: for

cohorts born after 1955 and for cohorts born in 1930-34.%°

Notice that the children born in cohort 1930-34 were roughly age 10 during World War II.
Acemoglu, Autor and Lyle (2004) report that as a result of World War II American women entered
the labor market in large numbers but this effect was just a temporary phenomenon. Five years after
the War, the fraction of women in the labor market was back at its pre-war levels. The temporary
increase in maternal specialization in figure 2.4 is consistent with our prediction. The increase in the
number of families with working mothers (whose intrahousehold bargaining power had increased)
would have temporarily mitigated the gender bias in educational investments and, as a result, would

have allowed us to identify more sharply the true degrees of gender specialization.

5 Concluding Remarks

A recent trend in Economics takes households as the unit of analysis in the hope of enhancing our

understanding of several important economic issues. Progress in this area requires enhancing our

% For the cohorts born in 1910-19, maternal specialization is also noticeable. We ignore this fact
because of the small number of individual observations for this cohort.
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knowledge of human capital production in households. In particular, what are the effects of
increasing parental education on the educational attainment of children? Do these effects depend on

whose parent is obtaining more education?

This paper has attempted to address the latter question by analyzing the experience of the cohorts
born from 1910 to 1970. This period, especially since World War II, has witnessed profound
changes in the time allocation of households with the spectacular increase in the labor force

participation of married women (with children).

We have introduced two concepts of gender specialization in households and provided consistent
estimators. Given the data restrictions our estimators can only identify the differential effect of
parental education on the attainment of male and female children. In this respect our analysis
complements a large literature that studies the effects of parental education but does not consider

different roles of paternal and maternal education.

Our estimates show that paternal specialization (on sons) has been present in all cohorts since 1910.
However, maternal specialization (on daughters) seems to have appeared only for cohorts born after
1955. We interpret these results as supporting the view that fathers are more important role models
for sons than for daughters and, conversely, mothers are a more important reference for daughters

than for sons.

We have reasons to believe that both types of gender specialization may have been present all along,
for cohorts born since 1910. Our argument is based on the effects of unobserved income on our
estimators of gender specialization. Earlier cohorts might have experienced asymmetric educational
investment patterns that would have discriminated against daughters, a situation virtually
non-existent nowadays. In this respect, we believe that the estimates of gender specialization for the
most recent cohorts are more trustworthy. To support this interpretation we have analyzed
differences in gender specialization between two types of families: those with working mothers and
those with non-working mothers. We have maintained the assumption that families with working
mothers are characterized by smaller gender biases in the educational investment of children, due to
the greater intra-household bargaining power of wage-earning mothers. We find that maternal (and

paternal) specialization are present in families with working mothers but do not find it in the more
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traditional type of families. Additional evidence for our interpretation that gender specialization
may have been present in households all along comes from analyzing the temporary surge in

maternal employment in the US during World War I1.

We are also aware that these pieces of evidence offer only partial confirmation of our interpretation.
A more conclusive analysis would benefit from measures of family income for the families in all
the cohorts analyzed. In that case, the bias introduced by asymmetric uses of family income in sons
and daughters could be eliminated, which would surely clarify the analysis. We believe that our
strategy may prove useful to the analysis of other questions with a long-run focus that face similar

data constraints.
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Appendix

A Sensitivity Analysis

This section addresses some concerns about the robustness of the results reported above. Let us deal
with them one by one.

Al Data censoring

We may be concerned that the drop in the weight of maternal education on sons’s attainment might
be the result of systematic differences in the age at interview of the respondents.

More specifically, the average age at the time of interview falls with the year of birth (see tables 1.1
and 1.2), increasing the possibility of “data censoring”. That is, some individuals might have been
interviewed before they completed their desired years of education. Coupled with the increasing
average educational attainment of both parents throughout the time period considered, this aspect of
the data collection might lead to artificially low estimated coefficients on parental education for the
latest cohorts.

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 provide descriptive statistics for the sample of individuals of age 30 or above at
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the time of the interview. In order to assess the severity of the censoring problem we carry out the
analysis using the subsample of individuals who were at least 30 years old at the time of the
interview. Tables 7.1 and 7.2 present the results. Recall that in this sample the estimates have larger
standard errors due to the lower number of observations, quite substantial for the cohorts born from
1955 onward (see tables 2.1 and 2.2).

The earlier results are largely confirmed. Figure 2.1 confirms our previous finding about the father’s
role. The father’s education plays a larger role in the attainment of sons than in the attainment of
daughters. On top of that, we find an upward trend in the father’s coefficient, although for the
current sample the increase is substantially larger on sons than on daughters.

Let us now turn to the mother’s role. As figure 2.2 confirms, the maternal role is roughly constant
for daughters but dramatically decreasing for sons, creating a gender gap for the cohorts born after
1955.

A final argument that plays down the severity of the potential censoring problem is as follows. If
data censoring were the driving reason behind our finding in the drop in the maternal role for sons,
by the same argument, we should also find a similar drop in the paternal role too. However, the
father’s education in fact increases for the latest cohorts.

A2 Stagnation in the average educational attainment

We may also be worried that the gender asymmetry that we found in the evolution of the maternal
role for the cohorts born from the 1950s and onward is simply reflecting the trends in the average
cohort attainment. More specifically, recall from tables 1.1 and 1.2 that the average (by cohort)
years of education stagnated for the cohorts born in the 1950s. In addition, while the average only
slowed down for women, it actually decreased for men. If we combine this fact with the on-trend
growth in the educational attainment of the mothers of these cohorts, we might suspect that this is
the origin of the gender asymmetric change in the maternal role. In this case, our findings should
not be interpreted as changes in parental roles because they would not be the result of
intra-household ties between parents and children, but rather the result of averages, that are totally
unrelated to family ties.

However, this argument faces a serious objection. As can be seen in tables 1.1 and 1.2, the average
years of paternal education have increased monotonically for all cohorts (just like the years of
maternal education). As a result, the slowdown experienced by the cohorts born during the 1950s
should have also given rise to a gender asymmetry in the evolution of the father’s role. That is, the
coefficient on the father’s education should have dropped for sons while being non-decreasing for
daughters. However, figure 1.1 shows that this was not the case.

B Chronology of female labor force participation
This section aims at providing some background about when married women entered the labor
market. We report two measures widely used in the literature: labor force participation rates and

average hours worked (outside the home). As we shall see, both measures suggest the same timing
of events. For our purposes, we wish to focus on younger wives (in the age bracket 25-34) since
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they are more likely to have young children.

Goldin (1990) has studied the evolution of female labor force participation in the United States. She
concludes that the labor force participation of married women started to increase from 1920 and
accelerated in the 1940s and beyond. Her analysis also reveals that while the expansion from the
1940’s to the 1960’s was driven by married women older than 35, from the 1960’s to the present, it
was driven by the work of younger married women. Table 3.1 describes the evolution of the labor
force participation rates for white married women in the age group 23-34, for a number of years.”'
Observe the impressive increase that took place during the 1960s and 1970s.

Turning now to another measure of labor force participation, we borrow table 3.2 from McGrattan
and Rogerson (1998).” It contains the average weekly hours worked per person for married men
and women in the 25-34 age bracket.”

It is worth noting that the data reported in the table are the result of two effects: the weekly hours
per worker and the fraction of workers in the population. That is, the data above are consistent both
with an increase in the number of employed married women (extensive margin) and with a constant
number of employed married women that increased their hours of work (intensive margin).

In conclusion, work outside the house for married women with small children accelerated in 1960.
Olivetti (2006) also makes this point and argues that it is the result of an increase in the returns to
labor market experience for women.

Observe also that married men’s labor force participation shows a slight decline over the time
period considered, but it is very small relative to the changes in the labor force participation of
married women.

! This is a fragment of table 2.2 in Goldin (1990).

> The data has been constructed by the authors using a number of waves of the U.S. Census. See their
a;)pendix for more details and a website to access their dataset.

** Source: McGrattan and Rogerson (1998), table 5.
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Figure 1.1: Marginal effect of paternal education
(plus/minus one std.dev.)
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Figure 1.3: Intercept
(plus/minus one std.dev.)
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Figure 2.3: Intercept
(plus/minus one std.dev.)
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Table 1.1: Summary Characteristics by Cohort (Male, above 25)

Variable Sample Mean
Std Dev.
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69
No. observations 814 1047 1364 1169 1027 684 3bb
AGE 46.40 4193 37.98 35.71 33.24 50.92 28 47
820 813 790 837 EWE: 381 243
EDUC 13.32 13.81 14.20 1415 13.88 14.02 14.10
3.20 315 291 270 272 244 243
PAEDUC 931 10.16 10.75 11.49 11.99 12 .40 12.82
414 404 395 389 388 369 257
MAEDUC 10.06 10.76 11.03 1158 11.96 12.20 12 57
3.46 338 3.05 4.12 310 281 264
SIBS 3.bb 3.30 3.37 3.44 3.51 3.1 2.98
F07 271 270 266 237 220 243
BLACK 0.091 0.083 0.075 0.080 0.086 0.083 0.079
PROTESTANT 0.628 0614 0.583 0.583 0.549 0.547 0.524
CATHOLIC 0.248 0.246 0.304 0.328 0.347 0.339 0.355
JEWISH 0.020 0.030 0.026 0.025 0.026 0.007 0.017
COUNTRY 0.128 0.102 0.101 0.116 0.121 0.145 0.132
FARM 0.208 0.185 0.140 0.111 0.125 0.098 0.073
SMALL TOWN 0.312 0.309 0.325 0.314 0.303 0.287 0.330
MID CITY 0117 0.138 0.163 0.166 0.145 0.146 0.183
SUB CITY 0.080 0121 0.130 0.150 0.184 0.190 0.152
LARGE CITY 0.156 0.143 0.141 0.143 0.123 0.135 0.130
NEW ENGLAND 0.048 0.043 0.045 0.047 0.051 0.063 0.065
MID. ATLANTIC 0.167 0.165 0.180 0.169 0.153 0133 0113
EN. CENTRAL 0177 0218 0224 0.225 0222 0211 0.194
W.IN. CENTRAL 0.115 0.076 0.080 0.087 0.089 0.076 0.079
S. ATLANTIC 0.149 0.152 0.145 0.128 0133 0.146 0.146
E S CENTRAL 0.076 0.078 0.055 0.062 0.054 0.047 0.070
W.S. CENTRAL 0.090 0.078 0.078 0.071 0.071 0.089 0101
MOUNTAIN 0.036 0.040 0.045 0.045 0.053 0.050 0.042
PACIFIC 0.098 0.099 0.100 0.107 0.118 0115 0.101
FOREIGN 0.001 0.001 0.001 0.008 0.007 0.010 0.025
Corr(EDUC PAEDUC) 0.412 0.492 0.409 0.466 0.485 0414 0.460
Corr(EDUC MAEDUC) 0.429 0.452 0.378 0.412 0.396 0.292 0.304

Corr(PAEDUC, MAEDUC)  0.649 0.692 0.672 0.582 0.639 0.606 0.561
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Table 1.2: Summary Characteristics by Cohort (Female, above 25)

Variable Sample Means
Std. Dev.
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 194549 1950-54 195559 196064 1965-69
No. observations 987 1283 1588 1420 1311 812 411
AGE 46.60 42 38 37.83 35.70 3293 30.72 28.45
818 524 a5 623 511 375 2.35
EDUC 12.72 13.24 13.62 13.73 13.87 13.88 14.06
260 270 2587 251 247 245 244
PAEDUC 9.31 10,07 10.64 10.94 11.89 12.22 12.80
386 409 J.86 3549 FO97 385 377
MAEDUC 9.89 10.45 10.98 11.19 11.84 12.17 12.68
2898 .89 J.26 312 J.08 283 2958
SIB3 3.84 3.09 3.09 3.71 3.7T3 3.05 3.04
3820 295 287 274 276 253 233
BLACEK 0.090 0.104 0111 0.127 0111 0.115 0.102
PROTESTANT 0.652 0.635 0.609 0.630 0.576 0.5670 0.545
CATHOLIC 0.254 0.256 0.302 0.295 0.357 0.337 0.319
JEWISH 0.018 0.021 0.022 0.023 0.025 0.014 0.019
COUNTEY 0.126 0.111 0.121 0.103 0.123 0.139 0.114
FARM 0.195 0.152 0.119 0.113 0.085 0.086 0.080
SMALL TOWN 0.317 0.332 0.312 0.320 0.300 0.303 0.326
MID CITY 0.131 0.155 0.156 0.171 0.188 0.172 0.190
SUB CITY 0.083 0.108 0.139 0.137 0.173 0.158 0.161
LARGE CITY 0.148 0.143 0.153 0.156 0.131 0.142 0.129
NEW ENGLAND 0.059 0.044 0.050 0.044 0.054 0.047 0.054
MID. ATLANTIC 0.171 0.162 0178 0.154 0.163 0.166 0.095
EMN. CENTRAL 0.203 0.210 0.197 0.206 0.217 0.211 0.195
W.N. CENTRAL 0.096 0.092 0.079 0.085 0.081 0.075 0.100
5. ATLANTIC 0.149 0.140 0.141 0.151 0.133 0.137 0.134
E.5. CENTRAL 0.072 0.074 0.075 0.071 0.059 0.0562 0.063
W.5. CENTRAL 0.084 0.094 0.088 0.083 0.076 0.078 0.102
MOUNTAIN 0.042 0.038 0.039 0.042 0.053 0.054 0.071
PACIFIC 0.066 0.100 0.105 0.113 0.120 0.123 0.124
FOREIGIN 0.006 0.003 0.006 0.007 0.008 0.017 0.029
Corr(EDUC, PAEDUC) 0.396 0441 0.450 0.422 0460 0.489 0.481
Corr(EDUC MAEDUC) 0.440 0.429 0.441 0.371 0.425 0.445 0.449
Corr{PAEDUC.MAEDUC) 0.588 0.620 0.594 0.611 0.601 0.551 0573
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Table 2.1: Roles of Parents’ Education by Cohort (Male, above 25)

¢ variable s EINIC
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1540-44 1945-45 1950-54 1955-58 1960-64 1965-69
PAEDUC 0114 ==* 0.214 *+= 0,170 **= 0.204 *&= 0.243 *s= 0228 *++= D233 4=
a0 0085 a2.022 a.023 Q025 aoze 2048
MAEDUC 0.225 ==+ 0203 ==+ 0.160 == 0.1E7 =+ 0127 *s= 0.085 *= 0.051
0037 [iXzery 2.029 0.028 Qa3 2037 2054
AGE 0025 == 0027 ==+ 0027 == 0.026 * 0.050 *= 0011 -0.004
aomz aaa a2.009 a.air aars aozs Q7
SIBS -0163  *=* 0121 <+ D180 **+ 0080 *++ D137 4+ -DDES 0138 #=s
075 00337 0.028 0.028 (ks Qo 2053
BLACK -0.455 -0.368 0.148 -0.183 022 -0.249 -0.185
.35 aFr a2 0272 0277 38 2435
PROTESTANT -0.582 = -0.221 -0.411 -0.310 0212 -0.257 0.107
.35 02837 2261 0.308 0.z93 a3y a4z
CATHOLIC -0.7EE == -0.165 -0.138 -0.125 0.129 -0.017 0.062
azng .30 azir 0314 0.z99 o303 2405
JEWISH 0750 2084 s 1.192 == 0717 0.484 03597 2053 4=
0768 0578 2450 0534 0535 Lorg Q847
FARM n.z11 -0.106 0.144 -0.142 0027 0.272 -0.050
o358 a7 0285 0.258 0255 Q37 2525
SMALL TOWN 0438 0586 = 0638 ** 0.233 0.333 0784 **= 0690 ¢
2323 0250 02249 0235 0249 (R Q373
MID CITY 1.265 =%+ 080 =+ 0710 ** 0.060 0.581 = 0415 0.572
[E k= 0356 3275 0266 0283 35 405
SUBCITY 0045 == 061g = 0858 = 0.530 * 0463 * 0.B50  **= 1.285 #==
0452 0548 2297 [ ) az7d o307 2430
LARGE CITY 0.EGG == 0.531 0.758 = 0.504  * 0.783 = 1.047 **= 0481
a.387 0337 2293 0.279 0305 2330 Q455
NEW ENGLAND 0418 -0.311 0.098 -1116 -1.164 =+ -1.473  *+= 0815
0558 0575 a.460 a444 a.467 2494 Q&3
MID. ATLANTIC 0.157 -1.247 ot D466 -0877  *+*+ D960 *+ -1.330  **+ 0463
a0 o427 0.365 0.353 Q377 2420 2522
EM. CENTRAL -0.259 -1.103 =% D470 -LITD *+% -1145  *+= 1G04 *** 0307
0535 a4z 0358 0345 0.359 0393 a47f
W.N. CENTRAL -0.260 -0.696 -0.370 -1015  *+ 0858 *+ 0635 ++ 0842
a577 45 a4ir 0387 a4 0465 2575
5 ATLANTIC -0.635 -1.364 s+ 0730 s+ -0.830 = -1I65  *+= 1259 *+=  0OD2 *
0558 0432 2376 a.37! 0384 2424 2503
E.5. CENTRAL -0.139 -12100 =+ -0.778 * -0.850 01835 ** -2291 %+ 0622
0835 0482 a450 0422 0453 2530 [y
W.5. CENTRAL -0.451 -0.473 -0.340 -0.858 ** Q720 0+ -1.511 **+ 0508
0550 o472 a2.409 a.40f 422 2450 2537
MOUNTAIM 0.492 -1.2T6 ** 0.281 -0.630 -1.226  *++ 0728 -0.820
azria 055 3467 a.441 0455 [ZETE S Q665
PACIFIC -0.137 -0.624 -0.285 -0a0z =+ -1.328  *++ -1GAS 4T 0987 ¢
3578 457 .35 a37! 0584 437 @53f
Constant fe1i) [ 9410 =% 10289 **+ G054 9.010 *+= 10885 *+= 10752 *=*
[r-<x) 0688 3553 &3 0707 aars 1577
Observations. 814 1047 1364 1169 1027 GE4 355
R-squared 0.28 0.35 027 0.28 03 0.24 03z

Standard errors in ftalic

* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 2.2: Roles of Parents’ Education by Cohort (Female, above 25)

Depandent varable is EDUC
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69
FAEDUC 0125 **+ 0171 *#+ 0158 *+= 0172 *== D102 == 0211 ==+ 0.200 ==+
0.024 a.o21 ama 0.020 0.019 0.023 0.035
MAEDUC 0.215 *** 0171 *=» 0185 **= 0145 *== D182 == 0210 ==+ 0.222 =
0.028 0026 agz2 0.024 0.025 0.030 0044
AGE 0.038  *** 0042 =+ 0050 ++= 0053 *== 0D53 ==+ 0.025 0.028
0.008 a.008 0007 0.003 og12 o020 0.046
SIBS -0.152 **+ D438 *++ D02 *+ D130 *=* 0073 *== -DOBS **= 0010
0.025 0025 a2 0.023 0.023 0.030 0.050
BLACK 0.254 0.3 * 0426 *+= 0530 *== 0488 ** 0.102 0.158
0.273 0.235 0.189 0.198 0.209 0.249 0.387
PROTESTANT 0138 0201 0510 ** -0.386 -0.258 -0.188 -0.366
0.250 0246 23 0.278 0.306 0.289 0.355
CATHOLIC 0172 -0.024 -0.080 -0.050 -0.035 0.105 0.378
0.308 0263 0238 0.284 0.313 0.296 0.370
JEWISH 1623 ** 0.8a5 1243 ++= 0850 1342 ==+ 0.140 0.285
0.637 a5 431 0463 0.476 0683 0813
FARM -0.324 0132 0478 0678 *=*= 0201 0883 ==+ 0.585
0.267 0.258 0224 0.254 0.284 0315 0483
SMALL TOWMN 0.020 0101 0.170 0159 -0.252 0532 == -0.420
0.242 0223 0188 0211 0.202 0.237 0.356
MID CITY 0.085 0.027 075 0402 * -0.009 0738 ==+ 0554
0.292 0261 0212 0234 0222 0263 0.357
SUB CITY -D.034 0131 0457 ** 0.820 *= -0.158 0733 ==+ 0.330
0.326 0.285 0223 0.248 0.227 0275 o410
LARCE CITY 0.202 -0.018 0.120 0201 -0.381 0700 == -0.483
0.289 0273 0218 0.241 0.243 0.282 o427
NEW ENGLAND 0188 0.424 09823 **= D811 *= -0.188 -1.031 = -0.250
0.425 0435 0.353 0.288 0.353 o470 0.640
MID. ATLANTIC 0122 -0.078 071D ** -0.458 -0.284 -1.33 ==+ oM
0.353 0.345 0.286 0.306 0.332 0367 0852
EN. CENTRAL -0 0215 0658 ** 0577 * -0.445 -0.861 =+ D354
0.348 0.332 0.285 0.297 0.322 0.356 0.503
W.N. CENTRAL 0.219 0.011 -0.428 0.504 * -0.215 -0.748 = 0.230
0.350 0378 0328 0.338 0.366 o421 0.558
5. ATLANTIC 0.181 0.032 -0.808 *++ -Do0& *=* -0.541 -0.714 = -0.250
0.371 0359 0.300 0312 0.340 0.384 o542
ES CENTRAL 0.456 0.040 -0.506 -0.501 -0.150 -0.748 -0.108
o421 0404 0332 0.355 0.387 0458 0626
W.5. CENTRAL 0.435 0.210 -0.558 * 0.510 -0.208 -1.030 == -0.048
401 0378 a31e 0.335 0.364 o412 0.570
MOUNTAIN 0.548 0175 -0.327 0834 *= -0.084 -1.158 ==+ 0430
0474 0453 0378 0.390 0.387 0448 0.554
PACIFIC 0415 0.043 0672 ** 0.7g4  *= -0.3z7 -1.423 == 0.005
o417 03rz2 0.305 0.318 0.340 0376 0.529
Constant T.BE3 e 8861 8995 *+= 0306 *== BE30 = BTG = 8402 =+
0.632 0569 0476 0.578 0642 0787 1.620
Observations a57 1283 1588 1420 1311 812 41
R-squared 029 0.z7 031 0.26 0.28 0.32 032

Standard errors in falic
* significant at 10%; ** significant at 5%:; *** significant at 1%
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Table 3.1: Women's Labor Force Participation (Goldin, 1990)

Year 1920 1930 1940 1930 1960 1970 1930

LFPF rate 77 115 16.7 21 26.7 362 56

Table 3.2: Women's Labor Force Participation (McGrattan and Rogerson, 1998)

Year 1950 1960 1970 1980 1990 Percentage Change 1950-90
Females 8.09 91 1221 18.77 239 195.4
Females with Child under & 46 5.75 8.33 13.47 19.48 323.5
Men 41.14 40.67 403 387 40.25 -22
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Table 4 17 Effects of Maternal Employment

WVariables Dependent variable iz EDUC
std.dev.
MAWEBORN 0.723 BLACK 0.033
a7id (187
(FEMALE)*MAWEBORN) 0.204 FPROTESTANT -0.555
aa325 0214
PAEDUC 0.211 CATHOLIC -0.155
aa37 wxx 0287
(FEMALE)*(PAEDUC) -0.057 JEWISH 0.367
a6 0406
(PAEDUC)"(MAWEBORN) 0.041 FARM 0.465
2052 0217
(PAEDUC)*(MAWEBORN)*(FEMALE) -0.095 STOWN 0.358
2067 0169
MAEDUC 0.163 MID CITY 0.242
0051 o (1189
(FEMALE)*(MAEDUC) 0.065 SUB CITY 0.464
a2.066 0182
AMAFDUC)*(MAWEBORN) -0.106 LARGE CITY 0182
069 0204
(MAEDUC)*(MAWEBORN)*(FEMALE) 0.052 NEW ENGLAND -1.171
a.0839 034
AGE 0.03 MID. ATLANTIC -1.078
o2 0294
SIELINGS -0.115 EN. CENTRAL -1.162
aa23 = 0285
CONSTANT 10.452 W.N. CENTRAL -0.974
1000 o 0313
FEMALE -0.323 S. ATLANTIC -0.933
02693 0298
COHORT 1955-59 -0.263 E.S. CENTRAL -1.034
a2.207 0.348
COHORT 1960-64 -0.413 W.S. CENTRAL -1.074
0874 0319
COHORT 1965-69 -0.343 MOUNTAIN -1224
.37 0.345
(COHORT 1955-59)*(FEMALE) 0.157 PACIFIC -1.109
0246 0295
(COHORT 1960-64)(FEMALE) 0.266
02263
Obzervations 1942
(COHORT 1965-69)*(FEMALE) 0.022
a0.332 R-zquared 024

Standard errors in rtalic

* significant at 10%: ** cignificant at 5%: *** cignificant at 1%
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Table 4 .2: Parental Gender Specialization and Maternal Employment

Null Hypothesis Restriction on parameters F statistic  p-value test

MS(w=0)=0 d(m) = 0 0.065 03219
MS(w=1)=0 d(m) + f{m) =0 0.117 0.0496
PS(w=0)=0 dip)=0 0.057 0.214
PS(w=1)=0 d(p) + fip) =0 0.152 0.0017
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Table 5.1: Roles of Parents' Educatton by Earlter Cohort (Male, above 25)

Depemdent vadable is EDUC
Birth Cohort 1910-14 1915-19 1920-24 1925-29 1930-34
PAEDUC 0.213  *+ 0188 *+= 0186 *== 0207 4=+ 0168 ==+
0.052 0039 2048 [l 0037
MAEDUC 0.148 *+ 0ATG  *+= 0243 *== 0141 #=* 0150 ==+
.75 [y 2045 [l (i
AGE 0.045 0018 0033 * -0.009 0010
.07 aarg [rlhis (el (i
SIBS 0185+ 0142+ 0067 e D1B3 st 0133 =
0357 a7 0T s (LY E
BLACK -1.680 =+ -1.103 -LBTT  **= -1422 s+ OTET <
06562 AA7E a48! Q457 0445
PROTESTANT 0.245 -0.635 0.040 0.542 o072s =
0568 7433 2435 [rE 2] 40!
CATHOLIC -0.449 0.2z22 -0.086 0.128 0.228
0655 [y (L1 (82 (22
JEWISH L.057T legg * 1722 * 2713 e 1.562
L1057 0857 02855 2830 e
FARM -0.532 -0.008 -0.709 -0.432 -0.076
0543 0556 Q474 257 0457
SMALL TOWN 1178 1240 0.274 0.798 Loiy ==
a.a4 ¥ [rEre s (el 47
MID CITY 1.540  *+ 0.251 0.235 1.234  *= 1G24 ==
o.77a 0628 2545 2573 0540
SUB CITY 2.045 2216+ 0.835 04870 1.551 =*
1392 0785 2883 [l &85
LARCE CITY 0.5498 1811 *= 0.508 1.432  *= 1451 ===
a.744 [ erg 2562 [elinirg ¥
NEW ENGLAND 2522 = 0.638 0.650 0.315 -0.436
163 [k g 2E7F el 57
MID. ATLANTIC LaTH * 0161 0.845 -0.161 0,800
0.919 aE5T Q&FTE [l 2 aFre
E.N. CENTRAL 1.515 * 66T 1659 *= -0.327 -0.325
[ore) 833 (el [el.re ) [
WM. CENTRAL 2.1z8 0,345 1.346 * 0.331 -0.5T6
0956 3507 k-l 2803 [t )
5. ATLANTIC 0.710 0.504 0.510 -0.199 -0.358
0.955 0574 &.79E 2908 0743
E.5. CENTRAL 1.581 -0.456 -0.017 -0.448 -0.504
1052 02933 2843 02995 0850
W.S. CENTRAL 1768 * -0.210 0.358 -0.155 0.166
rafs 08915 2837 agsr 0767
MOUMNTAIN 2635 * -0.208 1.372 0617 -0.142
1323 [0 [k Lars AT
PACIFIC 1.512 0.222 0.538 0.433 0.191
I.i58 L.o0g 2901 2956 075y
Constant 4265 7633 *e= G.EG1  *==  904] ==+ Bazg ==
2167 1573 1316 L340 16
Observations 350 535 Gaz 677 G4
R-squarad 0.4 036 038 0.3 0.26

Standard errors Lo sadic

* significant at 10%:; ** significant at 5%:; *** significant at 1%
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Table 5.2: Roles of Parents' Education by Earlier Cohort (Female, abave 25)

¢ variable is EINC

Birth Cohort 1910-14 1915-19 1920-24 1925-29 1930-34

FAEDUC 0138 ==+ 0156 =** 0124 *#+ 0186 **+ 060 *4=
0.044 0.030 0.026 0.029 0.028

MAEDUC 0241 =+ 0227 =+ 0212 **+ 0127 *++ 0.258  ***
0.043 0.034 o.028 0.031 0.031

AGE 0.000 -0.004 0.008 0.023 ** 0.o11
0020 o013 o1 oot oo

SIBS -0.143 ==+ D82 <** D147 %+ DAB4 4+ 0116 4
0.041 0.033 0.027 0031 0025

BLACK -0.162 0.078 -0.837 ** -0.4588 0.708 *+
0.451 0.374 0.303 0.324 0.286

FROTESTANT 0.168 0.387 -0.268 -0.218 0.200
0414 0.358 0319 0.303 0.299

CATHOLIC -0.567 0.140 -0.287 0047 0,270
0.490 0.358 0.342 0.340 0324

JEWISH 2862 === 2284 == -0.3e1 1.015 1713 =
0.576 0736 0664 0662 0604

FARM 0.036 -0.232 0.015 -0.028 0021
0463 0.384 0.334 0.326 0.306

SMALL TOWN 1342 == 0.421 0.323 0.496 0.401
0.472 0.386 0.324 0.309 0.298

MID CITY 10 = 0.820 0.333 0.5468 0744 =+
0.566 0442 0.374 0.353 0352

SUB CITY 1728 == 0778 0.753 0205 ¢ 0715 *
0722 0.558 o458 0430 0400

LARGE CITY 0.406 0.003 0342 0.381 0es7 ¢
0.561 0.443 0.363 0.358 0.341

NEW ENGLAND 0.043 0.069 1408 1.608 1470 **=
0.890 0641 0.548 0.522 0.548

MID. ATLANTIC 0.036 0.699 1871 *** 1.308 =+ 0875 **
0.791 0.530 0.485 0.465 0.407

E.N. CENTRAL -0.062 0.708 1438 *=+ 1837 44 1.085 *4=
0.766 0.529 0480 0452 0.396

W.N. CENTRAL 0418 1087 = 1715 *++ 1781 *++ 1481 *4=
0.504 0.545 0.513 0.500 0.439

5 ATLANTIC -0.252 0.276 0925 * 1384 ¢ 1.016  *+
0.524 0.536 0.439 0.483 0.420

E.5. CENTRAL -0.208 -0.023 0977 * 1121 0.gz3
0828 0606 0.534 0523 0469

W.S. CENTRAL -0.288 1111 = 0Ez7 ¢ 144g =+ na43 *
0.867 0.589 0.534 0.523 0442

MOUNTAIN 0.376 1480 = 2002 1.978 1179 =+
0521 0687 o618 0.562 0.508

FACIFIC 0.518 1460 =+ 1.224 1480 1176 *+
0.960 0.657 0.561 0.525 0.478

Constant 8132 = 8430 = B.057 7.220 e 8.881 ***
1.605 1.070 0.851 o.824 0762

Observations 478 &70 238 ai0 823

R-squared 0.38 038 0.34 o3 037

Standard errors in dtalie
* significant at 10%:; ** significant at 5%; *** significant at 1%
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Table 6.1: Summary Characteristics by Cohort (Male, above 30)

Variable Sample Means
Std. Dev.
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69
No. observations 814 1011 1080 937 721 432 116
AGE 46.40 42 40 40.83 3793 35.86 33.40 31.34
820 787 629 5,03 375 225 113
EDUC 13.32 13.80 1427 14.26 14.10 14.07 14.10
320 314 298 277 27 254 270
PAEDUC 931 10.15 10.70 1153 12.04 12.44 12.79
414 403 392 3.90 395 3.59 368
MAEDUC 10.06 10.75 10.98 11.56 12.03 12.26 12.60
346 340 304 320 317 265 258
SIBS 3.55 331 3.38 342 3.49 323 3.49
307 273 269 263 242 219 254
BLACK 0.091 0.085 0.071 0.079 0.083 0.079 0.052
PROTESTANT 0.628 0.631 0.609 0.580 0.627 0.530 0.466
CATHOLIC 0.248 0.251 0.311 0.323 0.356 0.350 0.379
JEWISH 0.020 0.031 0.025 0.026 0.028 0.007 0.009
COUNTRY 0.128 0.102 0.097 0.111 0.119 0.134 0.103
FAEM 0.208 0.189 0.144 0.107 0.118 0.083 0.078
SMALL TOWN 0.312 0.314 0.339 0.299 0.297 0.287 0.276
MID CITY 0117 0.136 0.158 0.173 0.151 0.153 0.207
SUB CITY 0.080 0.119 0.128 0.154 0.183 0.197 0.181
LARGE CITY 0.156 0.140 0.134 0.157 0.132 0.146 0.155
NEW ENGLAND 0.048 0.042 0.048 0.046 0.057 0.069 0.078
MID. ATLANTIC 0.167 0.162 0.175 0.160 0.169 0.144 0.095
E.N. CENTRAL 0.177 0.219 0.224 0.225 0.219 0.220 0.198
W.N. CENTRAL 0115 0.077 0.076 0.090 0.079 0.060 0.086
S. ATLANTIC 0.149 0.152 0.142 0.127 0.126 0.139 0.129
E.S. CENTRAL 0.076 0.078 0.045 0.058 0.053 0.046 0.034
W.S. CENTRAL 0.090 0.081 0.085 0.073 0.067 0.067 0.112
MOUNTAIN 0.036 0.039 0.053 0.051 0.044 0.053 0.052
PACIFIC 0.098 0.099 0.100 0.108 0.115 0.130 0.112
FOREIGN 0.001 0.001 0.002 0.010 0.010 0.016 0.069
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Table 6.2 Summary Characteristics by Cohort (Female, above 30)

Variahle Sample Means
Std Dev.
Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 194549 1950-b4 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69
No. observations 957 1239 1248 1146 899 479 132
AGE 46.60 42 86 40.72 37.79 35.65 33.35 31.25
818 797 6.40 5.00 371 231 111
EDUC 12.72 13.24 13.73 13.85 14.05 13.98 14.02
260 270 258 257 253 236 256
PAEDUC 9.31 10.07 10.61 10.93 11.89 12.26 12.29
386 408 3.89 393 402 374 389
MAEDUC 9.89 10.46 11.03 11.23 11.77 12.39 12.42
328 230 325 314 308 272 346
SIBS 3.84 3.60 3.62 3.70 3.72 3.50 3.28
320 208 289 274 278 241 267
BLACK 0.090 0.106 0.119 0.130 0.107 0.111 0.098
PROTESTANT 0.652 0.654 0.640 0.628 0.580 0.568 0.530
CATHOLIC 0.254 0.257 0.296 0.294 0.343 0.344 0.341
JEWISH 0.018 0.021 0.018 0.024 0.029 0.017 0.000
COUNTRY 0.126 0111 0.123 0.099 0.117 0.140 0.159
FARM 0.195 0.153 0.120 0.114 0.096 0.084 0.083
SMALL TOWN 0.317 0.329 0.308 0.328 0.287 0.307 0.311
MID CITY 0.131 0.155 0.158 0.171 0.196 0.173 0.250
SUB CITY 0.083 0111 0.140 0.130 0.180 0.150 0.083
LARGE CITY 0.148 0.141 0.151 0.157 0.125 0.146 0.114
NEW ENGLAND 0.059 0.044 0.046 0.048 0.056 0.038 0.068
MID. ATLANTIC 0171 0.162 0171 0.161 0.164 0.159 0.106
E.N. CENTRAL 0.203 0.210 0.204 0.198 0.206 0.207 0.182
W.N. CENTRAL 0.096 0.091 0.086 0.086 0.083 0.069 0.001
S. ATLANTIC 0.149 0.144 0.139 0.140 0.131 0.157 0.129
E.S. CENTRAL 0.072 0.075 0.079 0.076 0.053 0.058 0.098
W.S. CENTRAL 0.084 0.093 0.085 0.077 0.079 0.090 0.083
MOUNTAIN 0.042 0.037 0.041 0.046 0.060 0.038 0.061
PACIFIC 0.066 0.098 0.099 0.111 0.120 0.117 0.114
FOREIGN 0.006 0.003 0.007 0.009 0.011 0.029 0.061
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Table 7.1: Roles of Parents' Education by Cohort (Male, above 30)

Depandenr vanable 1 EDTC

Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69

PAEDUC 0113 *+= 0206 === 0197 = 0210 == 0238 =+ (298 = 0297 ==
o032 o026 a02s o025 aa30 0.037 oos7

MAEDUC 0335 = 0.206 === 0.158 *=* 0.197 ==+ 0128 =+ Q0101 = 0.087
ao39 fo31 aoze a3z 0038 a.051 fog9s

CONSTANT 9618 *= 924 == 10670 *** 1058 ** 10023 *= BOB0 ** 1bG39 **=*
2833 071 a7ee 0814 a8 1819 5.8492

TEST of ooan * 0954 0.432 0.807 0075 * 0010 = 0.147

PAEDUC = MAEDUC

(P-value)

Totes: * Signaficance at 100 level. ** Significance level at o level *** Sigmhcance level at 17 level.

Standard deviation 15 in malie

Table 7.2: Roles of Parents' Education by Cohort (Female, akove 30)

Birth Cohort 1935-39 1940-44 1945-49 1950-54 1955-59 1960-64 1965-69

PAEDUC 0.125 *= 0173 === 0.165 *** 0173 ** 0173 =+ (0233 =¥ 0165 *=
a4 ooz aaar 2023 oa2¢ 2030 ke

MAEDUC 0215 *= 0175 *=* 0173 =*== 0.162 *** 02100 ** (0180 ** 0241 *==
o028 a2y 2025 2028 aa;sx 00471 0088

CONSTANT TB53 *+= B.158 *=* 5907 B7538 ** 10141 == Th3F T.807
o632 o F03 2648 0743 o837 1497 E.420

TEST of D049 = 0.975 0.833 0.796 0439 0388 0.600

PAEDUC = MAEDUC

(P-valus)

Motes: * Significance at 10% level. ** Sigmficance level at 5% level *** Significance level at 1% level.

41



Variable Names and Definition

Variable Name

Varnable Definition

AGE

EDUC

PAEDUC

MAFDUC

MAWEBORN

SIBS

BLACK

PROTESTANT

CATHOLIC

JEWISH

COUNTEY

FARM

SMAIT TOWN

MID CITY

SUB CITY

LARGE CITY

NEW ENGLAND

MID. ATLANTIC

EN. CENTRAL

W.N. CENTRAL

S. ATLANTIC

ES. CENIRAL

W.S. CENTRAL

MOUNTAIN

PACIFIC

FOREIGN

Respondent’s age when he or she was interviewed
R's years of completed education

R's father years of completed education

R's mother vears of completed education

MAWEBORN =1 if R's mother worked as long az a year
after R was born and before R started first grade

Number of siblings

BLACKE =1 if R's race iz black

PROTESTANT =1 if R was raiced as protestant

CATHOLIC =1 if R was raised as catholic

JEWISH = 1 if R was raised as jewish

COUNTRY = 1 if R lived in open country but not on a farm at age 16
FARM=1if R lived in a farm at age 16

SMAIL TOWN = 1 if R lived in small city or town (under 50,000) at age 16
MID CITY =1 if R lived in Medium-size city (50,000 - 250,000) at age 16
SUB CITY =1 if R lived in a suburb near a large city at age 16

LARGE CITY = 11if R lived in a large city (above 250,000) at age 16

NEW ENGLAND = 1 if R lived in New England at age 16.
Includes: ME, VT, NH, MA, CT, RI

MID. ATLANTIC = 1 if R hived in the Mid Atlantic region at age 16.
Includes: NY, NJ, PA

EN. CENTRAL = 11if R lived in the East North Central region at age 16.
Includes: WL IT., IN, MI. OH

W.N. CENTRAL = 1if R lived in the West North Central region at age 16.
Includes: MN, IA MO, ND, SD, NE, ES

S. ATLANTIC = 11f R lived in the South Atlantic region at age 16.
Includes: DE, MD, WV, VA, NC, SC, GA, FL, DC

E.S. CENTRAL = 1 if R lived in the East South Central region at age 16.
Includes: EY, TN, AL, M3

W.S. CENTERAL =1 if R lived in the West South Central region at age 16.
Includes: AR, OK, LA TX

MOUNTAIN = 1 if R lived in the region that includes MT, ID, WY, NV,
UT, CO, AZ and NM at age 16.

PACIFIC =1 if R lived in the Pacific region at age 16.
Includes: WA, OR, CA, AK, HI

FOREIGHN =1 if R lived in a forelgn country at age 16.
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