Corrigendum to Marry Your Like: Assortative Mating and
Income Inequality

By JEREMY GREENWOOD, NEZIH GUNER, GEORGI KOCHARKOV AND CEZAR SANTOS*

This corrigendum rectifies two incorrect num-
bers reported in Greenwood, Guner, Kocharkov
and Santos (2014). In particular, Table 2 of that
paper should be replaced with the one provided
here. The two numbers that need to be corrected
in this table are: the counterfactuals for Random
Matching for 2005 and Standardized Table for
2005.1 When random matching is imposed in
2005, the Gini coefficient decreases from 0.430
to 0.420, which implies a small impact of sort-
ing per se in the cross-sectional distribution of
income. Standardizing the 2005 data amounts to
forcing men and women to sort in marriage as
they did in 1960. That is, change only the sort-
ing patterns within marriage and nothing else.
Doing so decreases the 2005 Gini from 0.430
to 0.429. This suggests that while sorting plays
a noticeable role in the cross section it is not
an important factor in explaining the hike in in-
equality. The results for these two counterfac-
tuals are consistent with those reported by Eika,
Mogstad and Zafar (2014) and Hryshko, Juhn
and McCue (2015) who use different method-
ologies and alternative data sets.

Changing marriage and divorce patterns are
still important contributors to the increase in in-
come inequality despite the small effect coming
from the rise in assortative mating. In particu-
lar, the decline in marriage and the rise in di-
vorce caused the number of single households
to soar between 1960 and 2005. This reshuffling
in the distribution of households in the economy
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LThis implies that the shifts in the Lorenz curves shown in
Figure 3 are also wrong.

had a significant impact on income inequality.
This can be seen in the last two lines of Table
2, which are new to this corrigendum. Starting
from the 1960 data, increase the number of sin-
gle households to its 2005 level. This substan-
tially heightens inequality: the Gini coefficient
rises from 0.342 to 0.382. The converse exper-
iment that starts with the 2005 data and lowers
the fraction of singles to its 1960 level conveys a
similar message (last line in Table 2). This result
is consistent with those provided in Greenwood,
Guner, Kocharkov and Santos (2015), where a
structural model is used to decompose these ef-
fects. The authors apologize to readers for these
mistakes.
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PAPERS AND PROCEEDINGS

TABLE 2—GINI COEFFICIENTS, DATA AND EXPERIMENTS

Basis for Gini Coefficient 1960 2005
Data 0.342 0.430
Random Matching 0.334 0.420
Random + 2005 MFLP 0.319

Random + 1960 MFLP 0.437
Standardized Table 0.344 0.429
Standardized Table + 2005 MFLP  0.326

Standardized Table + 1960 MFLP 0.444
More Singles (2005 level) 0.382

Less Singles (1960 level) 0.393
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