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Abstract

This paper analyzes the intergenerational effects following the positive changes in women’s
inheritance rights. The amendment to the Hindu Succession Act, the law governing inheri-
tance for Hindus, empowered unmarried daughters at the time of the reform to have equal
rights to inherit ancestral property as their brothers. We employ a difference-in-differences
strategy and exploit the state level variation in a woman’s exposure to the reform. Using
the Indian Human Development Survey data for rural India, we find that the property rights
reform significantly increased women’s education. We find a significant decrease in her sons’
education, the effect is magnified in households where fathers are less educated than mothers.
We further explore the role of birth order and the gender composition of children to assess the
intergenerational impact of this more gender equal inheritance law. Regardless of the child’s
gender, our results show a significant decrease in educational attainment for younger children.

JEL Codes: D13, I25, J16, K36, O12

Keywords : Property Rights, Hindu Inheritance Law, Education, Intergenerational Trans-
fers, India

∗Department of Economics, Scripps College, Claremont, CA 91711, Email: nbose@scrippscollege.edu
†Department of Economics, University of Wisconsin-Whitewater, Whitewater, WI - 53190, Email:

shreyasee@gmail.com. We would like to thank Aimee Chin, Rossella Calvi, Aloysius Siow, participants
at the Southern Economic Association, the AIEFS, the Midwest International Economic Development con-
ferences and at the CSWEP session on Gender Disparities at the AEA meetings for their helpful comments.
All errors are our own.

1



1 Introduction

Property and land rights play a vital role in the economic empowerment, poverty reduction,

and welfare of women (Wang, 2014; Wiig, 2013). Extending this argument, the United Na-

tions Sustainable Development Goals argue that increasing the proportion of land held by

women would empower them, reduce gender inequality, and improve overall productivity.

With secure property rights and greater land ownership, women can increase their income

and economic contribution to the household (Deere and Doss, 2006; Duflo, 2012). Better

control over income or assets also gives women greater bargaining power over household deci-

sions regarding consumption, investment and production. Yet, gender disparity in property

and inheritance rights exists in much of the developing world (Agarwal, 1994). Over the

last 15 years, numerous countries have moved towards a more egalitarian system of property

rights through legal changes, civil society interventions and increases in women’s legal lit-

eracy programs. These changes may impact women’s employment and earnings (Peterman,

2011), improve women’s reproductive and sexual health and lead to better marriage mar-

ket outcomes (Harari, 2016), change women’s household decision-making (Mishra and Sam,

2016; Rangel, 2006; Wang, 2014) and may result in better health and education outcomes

for children (Allendorf, 2007; Mishra and Sam, 2016; Rangel, 2006).

We extend this literature by analyzing an Indian inheritance rights reform that improved

women’s access to property. The 2005 Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act (HSAA) is a

national property rights reform that entitled women to an equal share of ancestral and

agricultural property as that of their brothers. However, prior to 2005, five states of Andhra

Pradesh, Kerala, Karnataka, Maharashtra, and Tamil Nadu, had already pass a similar

amendment to allow unmarried women to inherit ancestral property. While the amendment

was a significant move towards gender equality, there is evidence of considerable bias in

the actual implementation of the reform (Sircar and Pal, 2014). Women treated by the

reform were no more likely to receive land than those who were not treated (Deininger,

Goyal and Nagarajan, 2013; Roy, 2015). Nevertheless, post-reform, there is strong evidence
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of wealth transfer through the human capital channel. Roy (2015) and Deininger, Goyal

and Nagarajan (2013) report significant increases in women’s education due to the reform.

Anderson and Genicot (2015) and Heath and Tan (2016) find that the HSAA increase in

women’s household bargaining power. However, the reform has led to more male and female

suicides due to increase in domestic conflict arising from women exerting greater say in

household decision making (Anderson and Genicot, 2015). The reform also inadvertently

increased the costs of having daughters; Rosenblum (2015) argues that the HSAA created

incentives for parents to decrease investment in their daughter’s health, thus increasing the

probability of female mortality. In this paper, we ask the following questions: First, do

property rights reform impact a woman’s well-being? Second, if women have greater control

over household resources, what is the impact on her children’s education? Third, do the

intergenerational effects vary by position of the mother relative to the father? Lastly, we

evaluate the effects in the context of the birth-order and the gender composition of children

in these households.

Our paper is closest to Deininger, Goyal and Nagarajan (2013) in which the authors

empirically estimate the intergenerational effects of the property rights reform through the

patrilineal channel. They identify the timing of the death of the head of the household’s

father and note how land is bequeathed to his son (the household head) and his other

children. The authors then focus on the education of the children of the household head.

Our approach to the intergenerational aspect is through the channel of the mother, women

(we define them as Generation I)were the direct beneficiaries of the property rights reform.

We identify Generation I women’s children (Generation II) and estimate their educational

attainment relative to children whose mothers were not impacted by the reform. Thus,

our paper differs significantly from that of Deininger, Goyal and Nagarajan (2013) since

we concentrate on identifying the impact on the children of women impacted by the HSA

reform, for whom this more egalitarian reform was intended.

To identify the impact of the amended Hindu Succession Law, we take advantage of the
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state-cohort variation of women’s exposure to the reform. The first source of variation is

the timing of a woman’s marriage. Women who were unmarried at the time the reform was

passed in their states form our treatment group while married women who were excluded

from the benefits of the policy change are in our control group. The other source of variation

comes from the states that had passed the reform before the 2005 national reform. Thus,

our treatment group consists of Andhra Pradesh, Kerala, Karnataka, Tamil Nadu and Ma-

harashtra, and the rest of the country is part of our control group. This allows us to use a

difference-in-differences strategy to evaluate the causal impact of the reform. We perform a

series of falsification tests to validate our empirical strategy and provide evidence that any

differences in women’s outcome can be attributed to the HSA amendment. Using the 2004-

05 round of the nationally representative data, Indian Human Development Survey (IHDS),

we find the reform significantly increased women’s education by 0.40 and 0.50 years.

Women’s education can positively shift their household bargaining power (Handa, 1996)

and also plays a significant role in the intergenerational transfer of human capital (both edu-

cation and health) accumulation (Currie and Moretti, 2003; Oreopoulos, Page and Stevens,

2006). To estimate how the positive impact of the HSAA for women translates to her chil-

dren, we examine the age-adjusted educational attainment of children and find no significant

impact. In a patriarchal society, a power imbalance between spouses may influence an em-

powered woman’s decision-making ability. If a status conflict exists, then women who are

more educated than their husbands (or earn more than them) may not be able to make a

significant impact in her household. In the context of HSAA, Anderson and Genicot (2015)

attribute an increase in marital discord to the changes in inheritance laws. Thus, we reassess

our findings by accounting for a woman’s relative position in the household. For children in

reform households, with mothers more educated than fathers, there is approximately a 0.20

standard deviation significant decrease in their educational attainment. This negative result

is mimicked for the sons but not for daughters in these households. Further, we find no such

negative impact in households where the father is at least as educated as the mother. Thus,
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in terms of education, reform mothers who were of higher status than their husbands are not

using (or are not being able to use) their empowered status to positively impact their sons

through the education channel.

A growing literature has highlighted the importance of accounting for both the birth-

order and sibling gender composition to explain within household differences in resource

allocation among children (Black, Devereux and Salvanes, 2005; Haan, Plug and Rosero,

2014; Jayachandran and Pande, 2017; Kumar, 2016; Pande, 2003). Thus, we explore the

role of both the gender composition of siblings, and the birth order of the children to further

explain our results. In gender homogenous households (households that have only sons or

only girls), the gap in education between siblings is not economically significant. However,

we do find a significant decrease in educational attainment for the youngest children. On the

other hand, the results in gender heterogenous households present slightly different patterns.

In households with an older boy, there is a 0.74 standard deviation significant decrease in

the younger daughter’s education, however, there continues to be no significant gap between

the children. Within households where boys have an older sister, we find that girls gain

0.38 standard deviation in education when compared to their younger brothers, although

the overall effect on the siblings is negative. Our results show a pattern of younger children

receiving lower resources towards their education.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 details the Hindu Succession Act

and the amendments to the Act. In Section 3, we describe our empirical strategy highlighting

the underlying mechanisms behind our estimations. We detail our data in Section 4. In

Section 5, we present a falsification test to test the validity of the difference-in-differences

strategy and discuss our results in Section 6. We conduct some robustness checks in Section

7 and finally, we conclude in Section 8.
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2 Hindu Succession Act of 1956 and Amendments

Before the Hindu Succession Act of 1956, property rights laws for Hindus were governed by

two systems of doctrines, Dayabhaga, prevalent in West Bengal and Assam, and Mitakshara,

prevalent in the rest of the country (Agarwal, 1994). The two systems differed in terms

of how they categorized property. The Mitakshara doctrine distinguished between joint

property and separate property. Joint family property includes property that has been

inherited through generations patrilineally: property (such as ancestral homes and land)

that has been passed from great grandfather to grandfather to father and so on. Separate

property, on the other hand, is any property that is self-acquired or purchased outside of

the patrilineally inherited property. Also, any asset inherited from people other than one’s

father or ancestors constitutes separate property (Agarwal, 1994).

The Mitakshara system specifically differentiated between these two types of properties;

while sons had a birth right to joint property, women were not permitted to inherit this type

property. For separate property, since the patriarch of the family had absolute control over

it, he could decide how to distribute the property among his children. Under the Dayabhaga

system, there was no distinction between joint and separate property, allowing the patriarch

to divide the property according to his wishes. Although, all heirs, including daughters,

could inherit property, preference was given to sons. It should be noted that even under the

Dayabhaga system, daughters were still not able to inherit land. Thus, both systems were

heavily biased against women inheriting property, especially land.

The Hindu Succession Act of 1956 (HSA), the governing inheritance laws for all Hindus,1

sought to unite the two systems of inheritance and promote gender equality in property

inheritance by mandating that daughters and sons were to be equal inheritors to their father’s

separate property. Under this law, sons were legally allowed to ask for partition of ancestral

property.2 The 1956 law specifically applies to inheritance in the case for males dying
1For the purpose of the HSA, Hindus, Buddhists, Jains and Sikhs are all viewed as Hindus. Inheritance

laws in India are based on religion, Muslims and Christians have their own set of property laws.
2The HSA of 1956 applied to the entire country except for Jammu and Kashmir which has its own version
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intestate (without a will or settlement), which is particularly important for rural Indian

households where formal wills are rarely written.3 While sons continued to be entitled to

both ancestral and separate property under the 1956 HSA, the law did not give daughters

the right to inherit joint property.

Over time, states started to amend the HSA of 1956 to make it more gender equal.4

Specifically, Kerala (in 1976), Andhra Pradesh (in 1986), Tamil Nadu (in 1989), Maharashtra

and Karnataka (in 1994) had all amended the Act to allow women to have an equal share

in ancestral property, as long as they were unmarried at the time of the reform. Kerala

is particularly interesting, since its amendment to the HSA abolished the system of joint

property altogether. These amendments were later on extended to the rest of the country

in 2005, under the Hindu Succession (Amendment) Act (HSAA).

3 Empirical Strategy

Land constitutes one of the most valuable forms of property in rural India (Meinzen-Dick,

2009; Besley and Burgess, 2000); hence, we focus our study in the context of rural India,

a setting that allows us to assess whether having greater land rights empower women and

how it renders on to the next generation. Below, we first explore the potential mechanisms

through which an increase in women’s access to property can impact her own economic

outcomes.

There are multiple channels through which parents (Generation 0) could have transferred

wealth to their daughter (Generation I) as a result of this amendment. First, through the

channel of land inheritance, Generation 0 could give their daughter a share of ancestral

property as dictated by the reform. However, post reform, evidence suggests that many

of the Act. The Act also made special provisions for communities that were considered matrilineal. Further,
tribal communities in the northeastern states are excluded from the Act since they are ruled by local customs
and a few are matrilineal in nature.

3Agarwal (1994) reports that 65% of the population in India die without wills, and this percentage is
presumed to be higher for rural households.

4In India, states have jurisdiction to amend inheritance laws.
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families avoided giving daughters their rightful land inheritance (Agarwal, 1994; Deininger,

Goyal and Nagarajan, 2013; Roy, 2015).5 The second channel could be in the form of dowry

payments since the reform may have induced parents to compensate their daughters with

other forms of wealth transfer rather than part with the family land. Roy (2015) notes that

while dowry payments decreased by 28% for girls below 10 years of age, they increased by

50% for those closer to marriageable age, i.e., between 11-15 years of age. A third channel

may be through increased education investments for girls in order to avoid giving them their

rightful inheritance. Deininger, Goyal and Nagarajan (2013) and Roy (2015) find an increase

in the number of years of schooling for treated daughters after the implementation of the

inheritance rights amendment.

We first answer the question as to whether securing land rights improves women’s edu-

cational attainment by using a difference-in-differences strategy. There are two sources of

variation in a woman’s exposure to the property rights reform. Our first source of variation

is the timing of a woman’s marriage: the policy change is effective for women who were

unmarried at the time of the reform in their state. A caveat to using the year of marriage

to identify the treated cohort is that parents could delay (those who are gender progressive)

or advance (those who do not want to devolve property to their daughters) their daughters’

marriage. Hence, we also control for age at marriage to correct for this potential bias. Our

second source of variation is the group of four states (HSAA state) that passed the amend-

ment prior to the 2005 national amendment.6 While one could argue that women might

migrate from a non-HSAA state to an HSAA state after marriage, Roy (2015) notes that

this is not of concern since this percentage is close to being negligible (approximately 3%).

Using these two sources of variation, we use a difference-in-differences strategy estimation
5Sisters voluntarily gave up their claims to ancestral land in favor of their brothers (Saxena, 2013). Apart

from cultural norms which discourage women from claiming their rights, the main reason for this is that
women want to maintain access to their natal homes in case of “...economic, social, and physical vulnerability
in case of marital discord, ill-treatment, marriage break-up or widowhood." (Agarwal, 1994). There is further
evidence that instead of giving ancestral property to their daughters, sonless households often adopted sons
to give them their property to keep the land under the family name (Agarwal, 1994).

6Kerala is excluded from our main estimation since their reform was different than the rest of the country
and was long before the rest of the country.
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method and estimate the following equation:

educist = α + β1(HSAAist) + λd + δt +XistΠ + εist (1)

where educist is the completed years of schooling of a woman i from state s married in

year t. HSAAist is a dummy variable that takes on the value 1 if a woman i belongs to

reform state s and was unmarried in the reform year t in her state s, and takes on the value

0 if she was not exposed to the reform.

While the IHDS does not provide direct information on a woman’s natal family back-

ground, the survey records whether a woman married into a household with a similar, better

or a worse economic status and whether they are from the same caste. We also control for

whether the practice of land dowry is common in their family and if her husband is her blood

relative.7 Marrying blood relatives tends to be a common way to ensure that the property

does not get devolved to the outside community. Given that the reform may have prompted

parents to substitute education for land, controlling for the above two variables is important

when assessing the impact on a treated woman’s education. Additionally, Xist, is a vector

of individual and household characteristics which include caste, woman’s age at marriage,

number of older women and men in her marital household, below poverty line (BPL) sta-

tus, and the total land holding. λd are district fixed effects, and δt are year of marriage

fixed effects. The district fixed effects account for cross-place differences. Since districts are

administrative divisions of states, accounting for district fixed effects ensures that we have

controlled for unobservable variation at the state level. Finally εist is the error term and all

errors are clustered at the district level.

Existing literature has established that a woman’s bargaining power in household deci-

sions increases when her education and contribution to household wealth increases and in

turn has significant intergenerational benefits (Afridi, Mukhopadhyay and Sahoo, 2016; Bru-

ins, 2017; Duflo, 2003; Murthi, Guio and Drèze, 1995; Lépine and Strobl, 2013; Lundberg,
7In our dataset, approximately 13.50% of Hindu rural women are married to their blood relative.
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Pollak and Wales, 1997; Qian, 2008). While some studies suggest that mother’s contribu-

tion to household decision-making is positively associated with resource allocation towards

girls (Glick and Sahn, 2000; Rangel, 2006; Reggio, 2011), others find evidence of increased

investments towards boys (Haddad and Hoddinott, 1994; Thomas, Contreras and Franker-

berg, 2002; Quisumbing and Maluccio, 2003). We extend this literature in the setting of the

HSAA; how a mother’s exposure to the reform impacts her education and more specifically,

her children’s educational attainment (Generation II ).8 If mothers with higher education

place greater value on it, then they could use their bargaining power to increase her chil-

dren’s educational attainment (Afridi, 2010). With respect to the HSAA, in the presence

of a son, if mothers impacted by the reform exhibit the same preferences as that of her

parents (Generation 0), then she might allocate resources towards increasing her daughters’

(Generation II) education, without taking away any resources from the sons. However, we

could also find a decrease in children’s education in the following scenario. If educated moth-

ers in rural areas deem the opportunity cost of education as high and assess the quality of

education as low, they may use their bargaining power to decrease the number of years of

children’s education. This is especially true in the case for boys since they are favored as

rightful inheritors of land assets and hence maybe forced to substitute formal schooling in

favor of farming or non-farming related education skills.

We posit that children of mothers who were exposed to the reform are likely to be more

educated than women who were not affected by the HSAA. To analyze the intergenerational

transfer of education, we estimate the following equation:

yist = α + β2(HSAAst) + λd + δt +XistΠ + εist (2)

where yist is the measure of age adjusted educational outcome of child i belonging to a

mother in state s who was married in the year t. Following Quisumbing and Maluccio (2003)
8It is important to note that since our data is a cross-section between 2004-2005, our results only capture

the impact on children in the pre-2005 reform states. Given that the national amendment went into effect
only after 2005, it does not play a role in our estimations.
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and Afridi (2010), educational attainment is measured as the deviation of the child’s highest

grade completed from the average grade attainment for the child’s age cohort. This accounts

for incomplete years of schooling and provides a consistent measurement of grade attainment

relative to her cohort. HSAAst, λd and δt are the same from Equation (1). Xi accounts

for caste, household size, the age of the child, household income, household occupation, and

BPL status. We restrict our sample to children of eligible women aged between 5-14 since

Indian children start primary school at age 5 and the legal age to work in the country is 14

years and older. It is possible that an eligible woman has children younger or older than

5-14 years, and hence we include her total number of kids as well. For example, suppose an

eligible woman has two children aged 11 and 15 years. Our estimation would only include

the 11-year-old child, and hence it is important to control for her total fertility. To account

for the age and gender composition of the child’s siblings, we include the number of older

and younger male and female siblings.

It is important to evaluate the educational attainment of children in the context of their

gender and birth-order relative to that of their siblings. While some studies in the developed

world find an increase in education for older children (Behrman and Taubman, 1986; Black,

Devereux and Salvanes, 2005; Conley and Glauber, 2006), others in the developing world

have documented favorable outcomes for the younger siblings (Haan, Plug and Rosero, 2014;

Kumar, 2016). In India, son-preference, especially for the oldest sons, can determine the

distribution of resources on children in the household. India’s patrilineal system fuels this

preference for son: while daughters leave their natal home and take with them family assets in

the form of dowry, sons traditionally remain in the family home and take on the responsibility

of being their parents’ support and security during old age. Not surprisingly, sons in rural

landowning households are expected to work on family land to contribute to household assets.

Son-preference is particularly prevalent in families where the first-born is not a son, affecting

the amount of resources received by children (Jayachandran and Pande, 2017). Bhalotra

et al. (2016) find that changes to land tenure rights increased son-preference in families whose
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first-born is a girl. A consequence of this pro-male bias is that families tend to be larger and

continue to grow until their desired gender mix of children is achieved (Clark, 2000). The

presence of a large number of siblings negatively impacts investments in children’s health and

education (Booth and Kee, 2005). Studies have shown that children, especially daughters

in families without an older brother, are breastfeed for a shorter duration (Haan, Plug and

Rosero, 2014; Jayachandran and Kuziemko, 2011). Jayachandran and Pande (2017) highlight

the child stunting problem in India, and conclude that first-borns in India are taller than

their African counterparts, only if they are boys. Additionally, they find similar results that

having older sisters is beneficial for younger boys and not for younger girls.

In addition to sibling composition in the households, resource constraints also play an

important role in families’ allocation decisions amongst children (Haan, Plug and Rosero,

2014; Steelman and Mercy, 1980). If parents’ time and finances are divided among a greater

number of children, each child receives fewer resources towards their educational develop-

ment. In Turkey, Dayioğlu, Kirdar and Tansel (2009) find that as the proportion of male

siblings in poor families increase, the likelihood of girls being enrolled in schools decrease.

However, these effects disappear for wealthy families. Additionally, Parish and Willis (1993)

find that in Taiwan, the presence of older sisters in poor families largely benefit the school-

ing outcomes of younger children, irrespective of their gender. When girls do not have an

older brother, a pro-male bias may contribute to sibling rivalry in resources since parents

may be saving some funds for when they have sons. Later-born daughters have a higher

probability of having an elder brother which could also affect resource allocation towards her

if the parents exhibit son-preference (Pande, 2003). In our study, if mothers with greater

property rights continue to exhibit son-preference, then in families without an older son,

there could be a decrease in her daughters’ education. However, in the presence of an older

son, younger children (both sons and daughters) might instead, experience an increase in

education. Additionally, if these beneficiary mothers are gender neutral, then we might not

see any differences in education amongst siblings, irrespective of the sex of the children. Ac-

12



counting for birth-order and gender composition of the children in the household, we modify

Equation 2 in the following manner:

yigst = α+β2(HSAAst)+β3(HSAAst∗olderchildig)+β4(olderchildig)+λd+δt+XistΠ+εigst

(3)

where olderchildig is a dummy variable that is equal to 1 if the child i of gender g is

the older sibling, and 0 if the child has an older sibling in the 5-14 age category. All other

variables are similar to the ones used in Equation 2. β2 gives the estimate for educational

attainment for the younger children, and β3 reports the difference in education outcomes

between the eldest and youngest child in our sample. β2 +β3 is the overall effect on the older

child.

4 Data

We use the 2004-2005 wave of the Indian Human Development Survey (IHDS) to conduct our

analysis. IHDS is a nationally representative sample consisting of 41,554 households from 25

states and Union Territories of India and covers 1503 villages and 971 urban neighborhoods.

The sample is restricted to landed Hindu households in rural areas, reducing our main sample

to 9270 households. The sample evaluating children’s education is restricted to individuals

between the ages of 5 and 14.

The IHDS contains information on household characteristics such as religion, caste, size

of land holding, main household occupation, household income, and detailed demographic

characteristics including years of schooling. A section of the survey is devoted to eligible

women, those who are currently married and are between 15-49 years of age. Specifically,

the survey records a woman’s year of marriage, allowing us to identify women who were

exposed to the reform versus those who were not. We are, therefore, able to create the

treatment and control group in the following manner. An unmarried women in Andhra

Pradesh, for example, at the time of the reform (which passed it in 1986) is in our treatment
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group. Women already married by 1986 were excluded from the benefits of the property

rights reform and thus are in our control group. We use this method for all 16 states to form

our treatment and control groups. The reform states are Andhra Pradesh (1986), Karnataka

(1994), Kerala (1976), Maharashtra (1994) and Tamil Nadu (1989).The non-HSAA states

are Bihar, Chhattisgarh, Gujarat, Haryana, Himachal Pradesh, Jharkhand, Madhya Pradesh,

Orissa, Punjab, Rajasthan, Uttaranchal, and Uttar Pradesh.9

Descriptive statistics are presented in Table 1. Reform states have a higher percentage of

Hindus than non-reform states. Among Hindus in rural households, the percentage of higher

caste and lower caste (Scheduled Tribes / Scheduled Castes / Other Backward Castes) indi-

viduals are similar in the reform and non-reform states. Approximately 53% of households

in the reform states and 67% in non-reform states have some form of land holding. However,

the size of land holding is smaller in the non-reform states, with an average size of 0.69

hectares compared to 0.72 hectares in the reform states. Although the average household

income is similar for these two groups, non-reform states have a higher percentage of the

population (32%) living below the poverty line than the reform states (13%). We see this

repeated within reform states, where the percentage of BPL households is greater in the

control group than the treatment group. It is also important to note that the average land

holding in a treated woman’s household is 0.68 hectares, which is lower than the average

land holding (0.75 hectares) in a control woman’s household.

While women’s age at marriage in both groups is around 16 years, those in reform states

have fewer children compared to those in non-reform states. Both reform and non-reform

states have more boys than girls in their households. Within reform states, women affected
9In addition to Kerala not being included in our sample, we also drop West Bengal, Jammu & Kashmir

(J&K) and the Northeastern states. In the late 1970s, West Bengal passed a successful and highly ambitious
redistributive land reform measure, which most likely affected the amount of land women inherited in the
1970s and 1980s. Since land redistributive measure in West Bengal was during the property rights amendment
in the 5 treatment states, we exclude West Bengal from the control group. Additionally, West Bengal and
Assam followed the Dayabhaga system of property rights, which allowed daughters to inherit all types of
property, making them unsuitable as valid control groups. J&K is not in the sample since it was never part
of the 1956 HSA. Union Territories are also not considered in our sample since they differ both politically
and administratively from the rest of the states in India. We also exclude Delhi since we focus only on the
rural areas.
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by the reform married later and had more children than those not affected by the reform.

The pattern of more boys than girls is continues to hold in the reform states for both treated

and control groups of women. We also see an education gap between eligible women and

their husbands in both reform states and non-reform states. However, both men and women

in the reform states had, on average, more years of education than their counterparts in non-

reform states. Women in reform states have a higher educational attainment than women in

non-reform states; the gap is approximately 1 year.

5 Falsification Test

The identifying assumption in a difference-in-differences analysis is that the parallel trend

assumption holds true; that the educational outcomes of the treatment and control group of

women would have been the same in the absence of the reform. The estimated coefficients

capture the true causal effect of the reform only if the variation in the reform’s timing is

not related to unobserved shocks and trends that differentially affected women who were

unmarried at the time the reform was introduced in her state. In our study, one challenge

to our difference-in-differences analysis is that there are substantial between the reform and

non-reform states (Table 1). For instance, women in the reform states tend to be married

at a later age compared to those in the non-reform states, potentially influencing their time

in school. Due to these baseline differences between the treated and control group, we

use district fixed effects and time fixed effects that account for cross-place and cross-time

differences. Nevertheless, it is important for us to test the validity of the difference-in-

differences strategy.

We conduct a falsification test by examining the pre-reform education patterns of Gen-

eration I women that should not have been affected by the changes to property rights. In

Table 2, Column 1, we estimate Equation 1 for only the Muslim population. Since the Hindu

Succession Act does not affect Muslims, we should not expect women in Muslim households
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to be impacted by the reform. In our data, we have 11% rural Muslim households in the

non-reform states and approximately 4% rural Muslim households in the reform states. We

find that the coefficient for the treatment variable HSA reform is not statistically significant.

These findings lend confidence to the validity of the difference-in-differences strategy detailed

in the previous section.

In Column 2, we include all four reform states in our treatment group but give them a

false reform start date of 1981 and we restrict their data until the start of the reform in the

respective states. Using an equation analogous to Equation 1, we find that the coefficient

is small and positive but not statistically significant for treated women in rural households

and this continues to hold for treated women in landed rural households. This indicates a

common pre-trend and provides support for the identification strategy.

6 Results

In Table 3, we assess if the reform lead Generation 0 to compensate their daughters with

human capital via more education. Tables 4, 5 and 6 focus on the intergenerational effect of

the reform.

6.1 Impact of Inheritance Laws on Women’s Education (Generation

I )

Table 3 presents results from estimating changes to women’s property rights on their educa-

tional attainment. Column 1 presents results with basic controls including age at marriage,

if the household is below poverty line (BPL), caste, number of older men and women in the

household, year of marriage fixed effects, and district fixed effects. Column 2 adds controls

that help us explain the socio-economic background of a woman’s natal household. The vari-

ables account for differences between the spouses’ economic status at the time of marriage,

whether the couple is of the same caste, whether the practice of land dowry is common in
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their family and if her husband is her blood relative. In Column 3, we include the total

land holding of the woman’s marital family to account for the asset holding of her marital

household.

The results are first presented for the full sample (both landed and non-landed) of house-

holds in Panel A. For all our aforementioned specifications, the results are positive and

significant. Women impacted by the HSA reforms completed an average of 0.40 years of

schooling more than women who were not. Since land is an important asset in rural areas,

the inheritance reform is likely to play a role in securing land. In Panel B of Table 3, the

results presented are restricted to the sample of landed households. We proxy a woman’s

natal land ownership with information from her marital household. In Column 1, we find

a 0.52 increase in completed years of education, significant at the 10% level. Using proxies

for the women’s natal households, we continue to find a significant increase of 0.54 years of

education for those who were impacted by the reform. While the results in columns 3 are not

significant at the conventional levels (the p-value is 0.105) the magnitude of the coefficients

is positive and similar to the previous specifications. On average, women impacted by the

reform in landed households earned an additional 0.50 years of education.

Overall, we find that the amendments to the Hindu Succession Amendment Act signif-

icantly increased women’s educational attainment. Our results are in line with Deininger,

Goyal and Nagarajan (2013) and Roy (2015) who also find evidence of an increase in women’s

education due to the HSAA. While we are unable to determine if women were compensated

with more human capital in lieu of physical capital, our results provide some suggestive

evidence towards this channel of wealth transfer.

6.2 Intergenerational Impact of Property Rights Reform

6.2.1 Impact on Children’s Education (Generation II)

Does the positive impact of the HSA reform on women translate to her children? Empirical

analysis of the relationship between mothers’ increase in education (due to better property
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rights) and her children’s educational attainment is presented in Table 4. All the results

focus on landed rural households where children are between ages 5 - 14. We concentrate on

households with one to four children since this is typical of a family in rural India. Results

presented in Column 1 show no significant differences in the educational attainment between

children belonging to mothers impacted by the reform compared to those not. We also assess

the intergenerational impact by gender of the child. The coefficients suggest a decrease in

education for both girls and boys, however the results are not significant.

At first glance, the results indicate no evidence of intergenerational transmission of prop-

erty rights reform. To properly evaluate a woman’s bargaining power in the household, it is

important to consider her position in the household relative to her husband’s. For example,

if husbands are less educated than their wives (or earn less than their wives), then in the

context of decision-making, a woman’s increase in education might not have a significant

impact in her household due to existing social customs and norms. On the other hand,

if husbands are more educated than their wives, then in the absence of status conflict, a

woman’s increase in education maybe permitted to have a positive impact on her household

well-being.

In this context, we re-estimate Equation (2) between two groups of households: one

where the father’s education is less than that of the child’s mother (Column 2) and the

other where the father is equally or more educated than the mother (Column 3). The

relative educational difference between parents present an interesting set of results. In the

full sample, where mothers are more educated than fathers, there is almost a 0.19 standard

deviation significant decrease in children’s educational attainment. Dividing the sample by

the gender of the child presents a few surprising results. While we do not see any impact of

father’s relative education for the sample of daughters, we see the negative result mimicked

for sons. Amongst households where mothers are more educated than fathers, boys see a

significant decrease of 0.27 standard deviations in their education. For households where

fathers’ education level is greater than or equal to that of the mothers, we see no significant
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results for both girls and boys.

The above results suggest that in evaluating the effects of women’s empowerment, it is

important to conduct the study accounting for a woman’s relative standing in her family.

As seen in our analyses, mothers who were of higher status in terms of education than their

husbands, are not translating their higher decision-making power to increase sons’ educa-

tion. We argue that in such households the sons’ education follows the fathers’ education.

Since these results are restricted to landed households, sons’ might be taken out of schools

to teach more farming skills so that they are well-equipped to maintain their family’s land.

Furthermore, recent reports from the Census of India indicate a rapid decline in education

statistics.10 Based on the nationally representative data, National Sample Survey, approx-

imately 39% of rural students in 2011-12 were no longer enrolled in school. The survey

highlights that one of the primary reasons for children between 5-14 dropping out of school

was that education was deemed unnecessary.11 This is in part due to the rising wages in In-

dia, making the opportunity cost of education higher, especially for boys in rural households.

While we find no statistically significant results for girls, we do find an increase in their ed-

ucational attainment. Anecdotal evidence suggests that, in spite of households being wary

of school quality, they consider sending their daughters to schools to keep their daughters

safe. Thus, although the results are not statistically significant, they hold some economic

significance.

6.2.2 Role of Birth-Order and Gender Composition of Children

In Tables 5 and 6, we explore the role of gender and birth-order in assessing the inter-

generational impact of the property rights reform. There is overwhelming evidence of son

preference in Hindu households exhibited by a skewed sex-ratio, high girl child mortality, and

low parental investment in daughter’s education. In a patriarchal society, families may invest
10http://www.livemint.com/Opinion/h9bmbiINg0iH0BcrbZ7ggO/Why-students-in-India-drop-out.

html
11Children between ages 5-9 in 2004-05 are aged 11-15 in 2011-12
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in sons more than daughters since the former carry on the family name, provide a safety net

for parents in their old age, and in rural landed households work on the land to contribute to

family wealth (Pande and Astone, 2007). As discussed in the empirical section, households

may make investment decisions based on the gender composition of their children. These

findings make it imperative to analyze whether the negative intergenerational impact of the

reform, especially for boys, is being driven by the gender and birth-order of the children.

Our preliminary focus is on households where the children of eligible women are gender

homogeneous (Table 5). In Columns 1 and 2, we focus on children from “All Boy" (BB)

household; these children are between 5 and 14 years and belong to households where the

eligible woman has either two or three children between this age range. 12 In similar manner,

Columns 3 and 4 looks at “All Girl" (GG) households. If households were gender neutral, then

for GG households, one would not see a difference between the older and younger daughters.

However, if son preference exists, and empowered women use their bargaining power to exert

this preference, one could see a difference in age-adjusted educational attainment between

the older and younger daughters. If BB households had son preference or exhibited gender

neutrality, then one would see no difference between the younger and older child. However,

in the event that families are resource constrained, they may choose to invest in the older

sons. Thus, focusing on gender homogeneous households allows us to assess if reform mothers

exhibit son preference through the channel of education. The modal number of children is

between 2 to 3 and so we restrict the sample to reflect that family size.13

In BB households, on average, we find a 0.29 standard deviation significant decrease

in years of completed schooling for sons of empowered mothers relative to control mothers

(Column 1). Accounting for birth-order, we find that the education level of the younger child

is 0.34 standard deviations lower when compared to control households (Column 2, Row 1).

The difference between the younger and the older son (Column 2, Row 2) is not significant,
12One caveat to note is that there maybe other children in the household who are not the eligible woman’s

children and we do not pick them up in our estimation.
13This is similar to Jayachandran and Pande (2017) who also find that the modal preference in India is

two children.
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implying that there is no significant gap in educational attainment between these children.

In GG households, we see an overall decrease of approximately 0.27 standard deviation in

years of completed schooling for the girl child in a treated household (Column 3). In this

situation as well, the gap in education between the siblings is not statistically significant. A

similar pattern emerges for the younger girl child, there is a 0.37 standard deviation decrease

in educational attainment (significant at the 5% level). Overall, in gender homogeneous

households, the children of treated mothers continue to perform worse, the negative effect

is persistent for boys even when birth-oder is accounted for. If treated mothers viewed

education as an asset, then under the assumption of son preference, our results would have

pointed towards the older boy child receiving significantly more education than the control

households and that there is either no effect or a negative on the older girl child’s educational

attainment. Since we find no such evidence, parents have most likely assessed the opportunity

cost of education to be high and may have invested in their sons through another channel.

Our results are in line with the literature that find a decrease in investments for younger

children.

In Table 6, we shift towards gender heterogeneous households where families have two

children within the 5 to 14 age group. Columns 1 and 2 look at households where the older

child is a boy, “Boy-Girl" (BG), and Columns 3 and 4 look at households where the older

child is a girl, “Girl-Boy" (GB). In these cases, if families exhibit son preference, then in

GB households, one could see the younger child receiving more investments in education

than the older child and in BG households, the reverse would hold true. While the average

impact on children in both sets of households is negative, in GB households the older girl

child has 0.37 standard deviation more education than her younger brother, although the

overall impact on her is negative relative to the control group. This provides some strength

to the rationale that mothers impacted by the reform may be doing one of two things: they

are either asserting their preferences in the household to improve their daughters’ education

or they are exhibiting the same preferences as her parents did: compensating daughters
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with education instead of giving their rightful inheritance. For BG households, there is no

significant difference between the older and younger siblings. All these results point to the

fact that in the presence of son-preference among treated mothers, their increased education

is not translating to their sons’ educational outcome and that they are not using their power

to increase their son’s years of schooling.

7 Robustness Checks: Year of Birth and NSSO Data

Our analysis, thus far, has shown a significant increase in women’s education due to the

HSAA. A potential endogeneity issue with using the year of marriage to identify our treated

group is that the year of marriage could be impacted by the year of reform. On the one

hand, parents could intentionally get their daughters married early (if they had anticipated a

change to the succession law). On the other hand, they could have delayed their daughters’

marriage and increased their education levels to avoid giving them property. Thus, although

the policy was for women who were unmarried at the time of the reform, we identify the

treatment group using another source of variation that is independent of the year in which

the reform was passed. Also, since the national amendment to the HSA went into effect

in 2005, and that coincides with the 2004-05 round of IHDS used in our study, we use a

different data set to conduct this robustness check.

For our analysis we use the Consumption Expenditure Survey conducted by the National

Sample Survey Organization (NSSO) for 2001- 02, 2003, and 2004-05. The NSSO surveys

are nationally representative household surveys and they cover nearly all the districts in

India. The NSSO data set does not have the years of education; it only reports the level of

education completed by each member of the household. Thus, we translate education level

to the number of years of schooling completed by each individual in the household. We use

the maximum number of years one spends in school at a particular education level without

failing at any stage of the process. For example, the education level corresponding to high

school, therefore, translates to 16 years in school.
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The primary equation we estimate is the similar to our main estimation:

yics = α1 + β1(HSAAics) + λs + δc + γs ∗ (cohortc) +XicsΠ + εics (4)

where yics is the education of the mother i who belongs to cohort c in state s. HSAAics

is the treatment variable that takes on the value 1 for treated cohorts c in the reform state

s. The treated cohorts are the following: 0-5 (primary school), 6-10 (middle school), 11-15

(high school) and 16-18 (grades 11-12). The omitted group is the cohort above 18 at the

time of the reform. λs controls for state trends, δc are cohort fixed effects. To account for

any differential effects of the policy, we include the term γs ∗ (cohortc) to control for state

specific cohort trends. Finally, εics is the error term. To control for serial correlation and

heteroskedasticity, the standard errors are clustered at the district level. The coefficient of

interest is β1 which gives the differential impact of education for each of the cohorts compared

to women above 18 years of age at the time of the reform.

The results of this estimation are presented in Table 7. Column 1 shows the impact

on women aged 18 or less at the time of reform the compared to those aged 18 or more,

controlling for state and cohort fixed effects. We find that the HSAA has a significant

impact on education. The average increase in the years of education for all women exposed

to the reform was 0.72 years. In Column 2, we focus on mothers who had been exposed

to treatment by cohort (younger cohort were below 10 years during the time of reform and

older cohort were above 10 years but below 18 at the time of reform), we find that only that

there is a positive and significant effect only for the younger cohort. The number of years of

education increases by 0.83 years for the younger cohort. We find similar results in Column

3, which further breaks down the treatment variable into different cohorts as specified in

the empirical section. We find that the younger cohorts experience significant changes in

educational achievement due to the HSAA, where as the older cohorts do not experience any

boost in terms of education as a result of the reform. In fact, for Cohort 3 ((11-15) the effect

is negative, although not significant.
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Quite often, by age 16, most women in rural India are married, in spite of the legal

marriage age for women being 18.14 The results presented for the oldest cohort likely stem

from the fact that girls in that age group may have already been married and therefore not in

school at the time of reform. For those girls who were in school, they were also likely to get

married before the age of 18. Although this cohort is technically in the treated group, the

practice of marrying daughters by the age of 18 allows us to use this last cohort to conduct

a falsification test to ascertain if the impact of HSAA is restricted only to the unmarried girl

at the time of reform or whether there are spillover effects in the control group. As we see in

the table, the oldest cohort indeed does not benefit from the reform in terms of educational

attainment. This gives confidence in our results.

8 Conclusion

In this study, we examine the impact of improving women’s access to property motivated

by the amendments to the Hindu Succession Act. The changes allowed unmarried women

to be equal shareholders as their brothers, specifically with respect to ancestral property

and agricultural property. Given widespread and persistent gender discrimination in tenure

rights, this amendment was a significant move towards gender equality. By the early 1990s,

five states in India had passed these reforms, and we use this natural experiment to evaluate

its impact on women’s education. We further look at the intergenerational outcomes of the

reform by examining the education outcomes of the children of women affected by the reform.

Using the 2004-05 round of the Indian Human Development Survey (IHDS), we employ

a difference-in-differences strategy where the treated group of individuals are women who

were unmarried at the time of the reform and belonged to the five reform states. We find

that years of schooling are significantly higher for women directly impacted by the reform

(Generation I). While we find no impact on the education of daughters of women exposed to
14The 2013 UNICEF Statistics and Monitoring Section, Division of Policy and Strategy reported that

India is the top country with child brides. The official number is 10063 (in thousands) woman aged 20-24
at the time of the survey who were married before 15.
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the reform, our results indicate that educational attainment for boys decreases significantly

in households with the treated mother. This impact is more prevalent in households where

the father is less educated than the mother. For families where husbands are either equally

or more educated than their wives, the sons are not negatively affected. We explore the role

of birth order and the gender composition of children to assess if empowered mothers use

their bargaining power to exhibit preference for an eldest male child through the education

channel, and find no evidence to support this assumption.

Although our results are from a reduced-form estimation, it does provide some suggestive

evidence towards the argument that families find the opportunity cost of school to be high in

an environment of rising wages, especially for boys. Additionally, there is a need to investigate

the factors behind the decrease in boys’ education. One way to correct for this could be to

make the opportunity cost of dropping out of school more expensive, by incentivizing their

demand for education and increasing awareness among parents about the returns to formal

education in conjunction with farming and non-traditional education.
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Table 1

Descriptive Statistics

Full Sample Non-Reform States Reform States

All Treated Control

(1) (2) (3) (4) (5)

Eligible Woman’s Years of Education 2.80 2.37 3.35 4.44 2.47
(3.82) (3.63) (3.98) (4.35) (3.41)

Eligible Woman’s Age 32.51 32.40 32.65 25.91 38.04
(8.03) (8.07) (7.98) (4.74) (5.60)

Age at marriage 16.45 16.24 16.72 17.45 16.14
(3.03) (3.08) (2.94) (2.89) (2.83)

Household Size 5.70 6.21 5.04 5.05 5.03
(2.28) (2.44) (1.88) (1.91) (1.85)

Number of Children 2.02 2.39 1.55 1.79 1.35
(1.54) (1.62) (1.28) (1.14) (1.34)

Number of boys 1.23 1.44 0.97 0.98 0.96
(1.06) (1.13) (0.89) (0.86) 0.93

Number of girls 1.14 1.34 0.89 0.92 0.88
(1.06) (1.21) (0.96) (0.92) (0.99)

Household Income 32151.41 31896.50 32478.31 32378.45 32558.23
(27020.37) (27553.97) (26319.60) (25437.04) (27009.99)

Land Owner 0.60 0.67 0.53 0.47 0.57
(0.48) (0.47) (0.49) (0.49) (0.49)

Total Land (in hectares) 0.70 0.69 0.72 0.68 0.75
(1.49) (1.39) (1.61) (1.77) (1.45)

Below Poverty Line 0.24 0.32 0.13 0.11 0.14
(0.43) (0.46) (0.33) (0.32) (0.35)

Hindus 0.91 0.88 0.94 0.94 0.95
(0.29) (0.33) (0.23) (0.24) (0.22)

High Caste 0.17 0.16 0.18 0.18 0.18
(0.38) (0.37) (0.38) (0.38) (0.39)

SC/ST 0.82 0.83 0.82 0.82 0.82
(0.38) (0.37) (0.39) (0.38) (0.38)

No. of Observations 10582 6614 4468 1799 2669

Notes: The data set is from the 2004-05 round of IHDS. Standard errors are in parentheses. Column 1 presents summary
statistics for the full sample, Column 2 for the non-reform states. We then report the descriptive statistics for reform
states, divided between the full sample (Column 3), for treated group of women (Column 4), and for control group of
women (Column 5).
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Table 2

Falsification Test

Muslims Pre-Trends/Hindus

All Landed All Landed

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Unmarried at the time of Reform 0.089 -0.960 0.134 0.084
(0.647) (0.872) (0.265) (0.287)

No. of Observations 933 457 8652 5468

R2 0.49 0.56 0.30 0.36

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. The dependent
variable is the level of education (measured in number of years) completed by the
mother. The sample is restricted to households in rural areas. Sample of states does
not include Jammu & Kashmir and the North Eastern states. All regressions include
district fixed effects, year of marriage fixed effects and all other control variables
described in our empirical specification. Regressions include sample weights as well.
The odd columns present results for all households, whereas the even columns are
restricted to only the landed households. Columns 1 and 2 report results for the
Muslim population and Columns 3 and 4 report results for a “false" reform date of
1981.
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Table 3

Difference-in-Differences Estimates of
Hindu Succession Amendment Act on Mothers’ Education

(1) (2) (3)

Panel A: Full Sample

Unmarried at the time of Reform 0.404* 0.411* 0.394*
(0.220) (0.219) (0.219)

No. of Observations 10340 10340 10340

R2 0.33 0.33 0.33

Panel B: Landed Households

Unmarried at the time of Reform 0.527* 0.543* 0.508
(0.315) (0.314) (0.312)

No. of Observations 6385 6385 6385

R2 0.37 0.38 0.38

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively.
Standard errors are clustered at the district level and are reported in
parentheses. The dependent variable is the level of education (measured
in number of years) completed by the mother. In Panel A, the sample is
restricted to rural areas and Hindu households and in Panel B we further
restrict the sample to only landed households. Sample of states does not
include Jammu & Kashmir and the North Eastern states. All regressions
include district fixed effects and year of marriage fixed effects. Regressions
include household weights provided by IHDS. Column 1 presents results
with basic controls including age at marriage, if the household is below
poverty line (BPL), caste, number of older men and women in the house-
hold, year of marriage fixed effects, and district fixed effects. Column 2
adds variables that account for differences between the spouses’ economic
status at the time of marriage, if the couple belong to the same caste, if land
dowry is practiced, and if her husband is her blood relative. In Column 3,
we additionally include the total land holding of the woman’s marital family.
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Table 4

Intergenerational Impact of HSAA on Children’s Education

Overall Impact Educfather < Educmother Educfather ≥ Educmother

(1) (2) (3)

Full Sample -0.100 -0.186** 0.042
(0.064) (0.093) (0.079)

No. of Observations 8467 2173 6294

R2 0.39 0.56 0.40

Girls -0.051 -0.084 0.013
(0.078) (0.124) (0.098)

No. of Observations 3918 1058 2860

R2 0.48 0.63 0.50

Boys -0.129 -0.267* 0.018
(0.101) (0.146) (0.141)

No. of Observations 4549 1115 3434

R2 0.40 0.64 0.42

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. Standard errors are clustered
at the district level and are reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is the level of education
measured in terms of z-scores. The sample is restricted to rural areas, and Hindu landowning
households. Sample of states does not include Jammu & Kashmir, Kerala and the North Eastern
states. Regression includes district fixed effects, year of marriage fixed effects and a full set of
controls as described in the empirical strategy section. Regressions include household weights
provided by IHDS. Column 1 reports results for all households in our sample, Column 2 reports
results for households where the father’s education level is less than that of the mother’s and Column
3 for those where the father’s education is more than or equal to that of the mother’s.
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Table 5

Birth Order and Gender Composition of Children
Homogenous Households

All Boys (BB) All Girls (GG)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Unmarried at the time of the reform -0.293** -0.342* -0.265* -0.372**
(0.145) (0.179) (0.152) (0.179)

Unmarried at the time of the reform*Olderboy 0.081
(0.221)

Olderboy 0.105
(0.195)

Unmarried at the time of the reform*Oldergirl -0.224
(0.168)

Oldergirl -0.063
(0.141)

No. of Observations 1308 1308 932 932

R2 0.52 0.52 0.60 0.61

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. Standard errors are
clustered at the district level and are reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is the
level of education measured in terms of z-scores. The sample is restricted to rural areas, and
Hindu landowning households. The sample is also restricted to households that have 2 or 3
children between the 5-14 age range. Sample of states does not include Jammu & Kashmir,
Kerala and the North Eastern states. Regression includes district fixed effects, year of marriage
fixed effects and a full set of controls as described in the empirical strategy section. Regressions
include household weights provided by IHDS. Columns (1) and (3) look at the average in-
tergenerational impact, and Columns (2) and (4) look at the birth order of the child specifically.
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Table 6

Birth Order and Gender Composition of Children
Heterogenous Households

Boy-Girl (BG) Girl-Boy (GB)

(1) (2) (3) (4)

Unmarried at the time of the reform -0.698*** -0.741*** -0.279* -0.508**
(0.248) (0.263) (0.169) (0.201)

Unmarried at the time of the reform*Olderboy 0.085
(0.159)

Olderboy -0.018
(0.189)

Unmarried at the time of the reform*Oldergirl 0.375**
(0.186)

Oldergirl 0.219
(0.201)

No. of Observations 854 854 1022 1022

R2 0.69 0.69 0.55 0.55

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and 10% respectively. Standard errors are
clustered at the district level and are reported in parentheses. The dependent variable is the
level of education measured in terms of z-scores. The sample is restricted to rural areas, and
Hindu landowning, 2 children households. Sample of states does not include Jammu & Kashmir,
Kerala and the North Eastern states. Regression includes district fixed effects, year of marriage
fixed effects and a full set of controls as described in the empirical strategy section. Regressions
include household weights provided by IHDS. “Boy-Girl" represent households where the boy is
the first born, and “Girl-Boy" households are those where the girl is the first born. Columns (1)
and (3) look at the average intergenerational impact, and Columns (2) and (4) look at the birth
order and gender of the child specifically.
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Table 7

Robustness Checks: Year of Birth & NSSO data

(1) (2) (3)

Reform State*Age≤18 0.720***
(0.200)

Reform State*Age≤10 0.834***
(0.16)

Reform State*Age>10 -0.015
(0.14)

Reform State*Cohort 1 1.417***
(0.14)

Reform State*Cohort 2 0.710***
(0.18)

Reform State*Cohort 3 -0.105
(0.12)

Reform State*Cohort 4 0.073
(0.26)

No. of Observations 103792 103792 103792

R2 0.234 0.232 0.232

Notes: ***, **, * denote significance at 1%, 5% and
10% respectively. Standard errors are in parenthesis and
are clustered at the disitrct level. We use the nationally
representative data, NSSO for this analysis. The dependent
variable is the level of education (measured in number of
years) completed by the mother. The sample is restricted
to rural areas and only Hindu households. Sample of states
does not include Jammu & Kashmir and the North Eastern
states. All regressions include state fixed effects, cohort fixed
effects and state specific cohort trends. Regressions include
sample weights as well.
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