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The Effects of Sibling Configuration on Educational Attainment 

HIRASAWA Kazushi 
Hokkaido University 

It is well known that in postwar Japan the sibling configuration has effected on educational 

attainment after controlling for social origin. The effects are divided into between-family effect and 

within-family effect. To estimate within-family effect precisely we have to access sibling data in which we 

can compare directly educational attainment of each sibling. The NFRJ08 survey data as sibling data 

shows that (1) sibship size has had negative effects for men and women born from 1926 to 1980, (2) birth 

order has had positive effects for men and women born from 1926 to 1954, but negative effects for men 

and women born from 1955 to 1980 by multilevel analysis. For sibling data are very useful for controlling 

unobservable family character, we hope further empirical analysis by using sibling data. 

Key words and phrases: educational attainment, sibship size, birth order, multilevel modeling, structural 

equation modeling 
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