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[BIFEYE (Assortative Mating) MIEN

TABLE 1—ASSORTATIVE MATING, AGES 25-54

1960 2005

Husband Wife Husband Wife
< College College < College College
< College 0.855 (0.821)  0.023 (0.056) < College 0.545 (0.427)  0.108 (0.226)
College 0.082 (0.115)  0.041 (0.008) College 0.109 (0.227)  0.237 (0.120)
Statistics Measuring Assortative Mating

2 = 33,451 obs. = 195,034 x> =77,739 obs. = 288,423
p =041 0 =1.08 p =052 0=1.43

» $FF CEIEALE (assortative mating) & 1&, HE R DEMEHIUIcERILOREEZIET

— assortative matching, educational homogamy & £ EN S

» Table 1 IC& NI, BEBERNRESND. V2P BECTI VALY YFUINEHENDS
» MR p P L —RD T VALY YTFED S TEHANC K2 &, EEIENAIENML TWLS

» [EIFBIEDETAITTAICE T S 5&amId Chiappori et al. (2025) =28
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FIGURE 3. THE INCREASE IN MARRIED FEMALE LABOR-FORCE PARTICIPATION
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A Priori Information

TABLE 2—PARAMETERS: A PRIORI INFORMATION

Category Parameter values Criteria
Preferences x = 0.70 OECD scale

B = 096 Prescott (1986)
Household technology 6 = 021, A = 0.19 McGrattan et al. (1997)
Death probability 6 = 1/30 A 30-year lifespan
Hours h = 036 Data

> 1/6 = 30: FI9&E (25 MH 5 54 ik £ TDHAMH)
» h = 0.36: 18 40 BFEIDOFH @ / (16 BFfE/H x 7 B)
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Simulated Method of Moments (SMM)

TABLE 4—DATA AND BENCHMARK MODEL, 1960

Data Model
Education Fem. Males Fem. Males
0.072 0.125 0.074 0.129

Marriage

Fraction Sing. Marr. Sing. Marr.
0.130 0.870 0.151 0.849
Rates < Coll. Coll. < Coll. Coll.
Marriage 0.925 0.849 0.888 0.882
Divorce 0.053 0.033 0.044 0.040

Sorting Wife Wife
Husband < Coll. Coll. < Coll. Coll.
< College 0.855 0.023 0.843 0.028
College 0.082 0.041 0.085 0.045

Corr., educ. 0.414 0.403

Work, Married Fem.
Husband

< College
College
Participation, all
Income, fraction

Inequality

Gini

Ratio 90/10

Ratio 90/50
Income, Sf/Married

Income, Marriage
Husband

< College
College

Skill premium
Gender gap

Wife Wife
< Coll. Coll. < Coll. Coll.
0.328 0.528 0.318 0.586
0.213 0.347 0.207 0.294
0.324 0.315
0.110 0.122
0.306 0.307
4.829 4.536
1.817 2.043
0.473 0.393
Wife Wife
< Coll. Coll. < Coll. Coll.
0.932 1.335 0.943 0.700
1.369 1.501 1.400 1.501
1.548 1.565
0.446 0.419

50D 22 @D/INT X=X 1960 FEDOT —XICLD 24 BADX—* v b EFHLT SMM
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Estimated Parameters

TABLE 3—PARAMETERS: ESTIMATED (Minimum distance)

Category Parameter values Standard error 95 percent conf. interval
Preferences a = 1.198 0.029 [1.141, 1.255]
& =3114 0.021 [3.073, 3.155]
¢ = 1782 0.010 [1.762, 1.803]
¢ = 0.068 0.0004 [0.067, 0.069]
1o = 0.400 0.170 [0.067, 0.733]
= 1.308 0.094 [1.124, 1.492)
Ability shocks o2 = 0310 0.003 [0.304, 0.315]
Marital bliss shocks by = —1.497 0.111 [—1.715, —1.279]
o} = 0.599 0.075 [0.451, 0.746]
b, = —0.403 0.029 [—0.459, —0.347]
ohm = 0.338 0.028 [0.284, 0.393]
Po.m = 0.959 0.004 [0.951, 0.967)
Home shocks q? = 0.175 0.066 [0.046, 0.305]
g) = 0.303 0.127 [0.053, 0.552]
q! = —0.226 0.066 [~0.354, —0.097]
qf = —0.126 0.123 [-0.367,0.115]
Price and wages DPioso = 54.703 8.219 [38.594, 70.812]
Wo, 1960 = | (normalization) — —
Wi 1960 = 1.040 0.015 [1.011, 1.068]
1960 = 0.400 0.002 [0.396, 0.404]
Cost of education Ny = 69.861 5.525 [59.031, 80.690]
ny = 134.970 8.770 [117.781, 152.159]
o, = 54.134 4.871 [44.587, 63.681]
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Estimated Parameters
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Moving Forward to 2005

Vaka

» 1960 FOT—RZAWVWTHY TL—>3 > LIEETILZ 2005 F X THAER
» B8, 8B, RENEEICRET /NI A—47%7 2005 FDOT — I L THTE
» INSDNTA-ZDEDFEIECEEBICS X 2R E = EEN

A TL—> 3>
L. T—R2DoEENTA—XZHEE
> w005 = L1IT: RERBDBMEDEED 17T% EF LT
> Poons = Progoe " Y52005-1960): Gordon (1990), NIPA 7% ¥ % TT IS BB4F 5% T3& LARE
2. 2005 FDT—X7Z HLT SMM (RR—2)
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Moving Forward to 2005

SMM
X DECINTIZIEREICITD Do B o Teh, B UTFDOX B X =7 v bZ2BULWTL3S.
Parameter Target 2005 (1960)
w1y 9005 = 1.81  Skill premium of college 2.020 1.550
o005 = 0.59 Female relative earnings 0.640 0.450
Mt.0005 = 66.45  Share of college, females 0.332  0.072
Nm.2005 = 99.75  Share of college, males 0.318  0.125

C DFERIFFRX P TIE Table 5 ISRTNTUWL S A, Assortative matching & K D 57— &I(ZIED IS

BT, SHICUTDINTA—REFHEL TL3B.
Ho,2005 = 0.214, 12005 = 0.375

» 1960 & & L RN TSR E (class conciousness) DMEL > Tc IR E N D

» THDITULIEDIFR <R3 (Table 6, &)
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Counterfactuals
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h -
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Benchmark (1960)  Fix p (2005)  Fix w and ¢ (2005) Benchmark (2005) Benchmark (1960)  Fix p (2005)  Fix w and ¢ (2005) Benchmark (2005)
Made by Yanagimoto from Table 6-8 in Greenwood et al. (2016) Made by Yanagimoto from Table 6-8 in Greenwood et al. (2016)

> FEWEIE p,w DEFICK > TR
— Home goods OFAMTHER L7 (Fix p) &, #EEISH I (11 TS 2D T)
— BEH LR LAV (Fixwand ¢) &, #EEIERE /I8 (RETDFAEHIIE R S D T)
» WHEDHBEMICES T 5 DIEEIC Home goods DIfiTER
— THEDADEEHIMEVE VWSBEIFEDSRVD T, REGBIILZHICT o cFx
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Counterfactuals
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Made by Yanagimoto from Table 6-8 in Greenwood et al. (2016) Made by Yanagimoto from Table 6-8 in Greenwood et al. (2016)
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