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Intro Literature Data Theory Empirics Conclusions

What this paper is about

I Estimates the effect of 5 personality traits (the Big Five) and post
high-school education on various health-related outcomes and
behaviors.

I Develops a theoretical model to show the channels through which
personality and education can affect health and longevity.

I Estimates the model on the Terman Lifecycle Data of Children with
High Ability.

I Uses factor-analytic methods to account for measurement error in
the proxies for unobserved traits.

I Uses the Romano and Wolf stepdown procedure to account for
multiple hypothesis testing.

I Find strong effects of personality (mostly Conscientiousness and
Neuroticism) and education on health-related outcomes, mostly for
males, and with effects differing by outcome.
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General Comments

Broken Promises?
I Theoretical Model: useful to interpret the results – why not

disentangling the various channels?

I Mechanisms: largely understudied – why not disentangling the
mediating role of healthy behaviors in explaining the effect of
personality and education on longevity?

I All recent gains in life expectancy have occurred among better
educated (Meara, Richards and Cutler, Health Affairs, 2008).

I Gender differences: usually found but rarely understood – why not
examining the “women survival paradox”?

I Lifecycle Data: why not including dynamics? E.g. evolution of the
traits, sequential educational choice, trajectories of adult behaviors?

I Style: (too) many remainders to Savelyev + 30 (!) keywords
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Relationship with Literatures

1. Human Development

I Personality psychology and economics (Almlund et al., HEE, 2011),
more sophisticated approach than health psychology.

Table 4: Description of Big–Five Personality Skills(a)
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Notes: (a)Description taken from John and Srivastava (1999).
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Relationship with Literatures

1. Human Development

I Personality psychology and economics (Almlund et al., HEE, 2011),
more sophisticated approach than health psychology.

I Issues with definition and measurement of Conscientiousness (Conti
and Heckman, Developmental Psychology, 2014)

I Conscientiousness or locus of/self-control? (Cobb-Clark and Schurer,
JEBO 2014, Moffitt et al., PNAS 2011)

I Personality traits or mental health? (Goodman, Smith et al, PNAS
2011)

2. Market and Non-market Benefits of Education (Lochner, HEE,
2011)

I “A number of these papers are at odds with each other even though
they use the same identification strategy”. Why?

Different instruments/margins/countries/levels of education.
Consistent that education has bigger effects at higher levels.

I Key is to understand the mechanisms.
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Data

I Terman Life-Cycle Data on Children with High Ability.

I 856 males and 672 females with high IQ (mostly >140) from
California public schools.

I Followed from 1922 until 1991, attrition <10%.
I Rich information on family background and early life traits.

I Could be better documented.

I Sample homogeneous in IQ, heterogeneous in personality.
I Education: college or above (30% stop at high school).

I Sample selection criteria (e.g. high school dropout are excluded)
leave 70% of men and 79% of women.

I How does the final sample differ from the original one?
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Theoretical Model

Simple two-period model: an individual makes decision about college
education, health investment, and consumption over the lifecycle.
I Lifetime utility:

gested in Savelyev (2014). Consider a two-period model with time-separable utility. A

young adult makes decisions about college education, health investment, and consump-

tion over the life-cycle. She survives to the first and second periods with probabilities

1 and S ≤ 1 respectively. In this simple model, IQ and personality are exogenous vari-

ables that can be influenced by parents, teachers, peers, specific interventions, or other

factors of the environment prior to the education, health investment, and consumption

decision.14 The model is easily generalizable to more periods, but a two-period model is

sufficient to demonstrate the key features of the relevant economic decisions.

Let utility in both periods depend on health-related consumption CH , health-neutral

consumption CN, and health H. In addition, due to the possibility of addiction to the

health-related good, utility in the second period also depends on health-related con-

sumption in the first period. The second period utility is discounted with discount

factor B, which is assumed to depend on psychological skills θ, and the survival func-

tion S, which is assumed to depend on health stock in the second period of life, H2. The

lifetime expected utility is give by

u1(C
N
1 , CH

1 , H1) + B(θ) · S(H2) · u2(C
N
2 , CH

2 , H2, CH
1 ), (1)

where H2 = f (I, D, θ) + (1 − δ(CH
1 )H1), in which f is the health production function,

which depends on health investment I, education D, and personality skills θ. The de-

pendence on education is in line with the Grossman (1972) hypothesis, suggesting that

education increases the efficiency of health production. The dependence on θ is in line

with recent evidence from the literature, such as the productive role of Conscientious-

ness in treating diseases that require patients to follow complex treatment rules at home

(Almlund et al., 2011; Turiano et al., 2013). It is also well known that health-related con-

sumption CH
1 affect how long people stay healthy and so determine health depreciation

δ. For instance, smoking tobacco and heavy drinking of alcohol increase the deteriora-

14The model can be generalized in line with Becker and Mulligan (1997), who suggested that individuals
may rationally invest in their imagination capital with the aim of reducing the discount on future utilities.
In principle, individuals may likewise invest in their psychological skills, which, I assume, may directly
affect not only the discount rate but also the productivity of health investment, education cost, and wages.
Through more effective health investment skills may affect future health, longevity, and utility if alive.
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I Budget constraint:

tion of health, while good diet and physical exercise keep health stock high.

Assume perfect capital and annuity markets. Let the cost of educational investment

f depend on the chosen highest education level D, health in the first period H1, and

psychological skills θ.15 Let earnings depend on health and skills.16 In the second period

let earnings also depend on education level. The individual maximizes the expected

utility (1) subject to budget constraint

CN
1 + pHCH

1 + g(D, H1, θ) + pI I +
S(H2)

1 + r
(CN

2 + pHCH
2 ) =

A + Y1(H1, θ) +
S(H2)

1 + r
Y2(D, H2, θ). (2)

First order conditions (FOC) with respect to CN
1 , CN

2 and CH
2 are standard,

CN
1 : ∂u1

∂CN
1

= λ; CN
2 : B(θ) ∂u2

∂CN
2
= λ

1+r ; CH
2 : B(θ) ∂u2

∂CH
2
= λ

1+r · pH,

and lead to standard results for a life cycle model with time-separable utility:

∂u1/∂CN
1

∂u2/∂CN
2
= B(θ, D)(1 + r);

∂u2/∂CH
2

∂u2/∂CN
2
= pH .

FOC with respect to health-related consumption, health investments, and education are

15With education level D, both forgone earnings and the price of education become increasingly higher:
compare costs of attending high school, college, and a professional school. Poor health is an obstacle for
effective study. Among cognitive and personality skills, Cognition, Conscientiousness, and Openness are
expected to lower the cost of education through lower tuition fees (e.g. higher probability of winning
a scholarship), lower psychic costs, and greater time-efficiency in acquiring knowledge. Indeed, we can
expect that Cognition helps to be effective at processing new information, Conscientiousness helps in
staying organized and following rules, and Openness helps in creativity and by sustaining an interest
in learning. We may also expect Extraversion to contribute to costs since studying hard implies forgone
socializing. Neuroticism may increase psychic costs and reduce the efficiency in acquiring knowledge. It is
unclear from theoretical considerations whether we should expect any effect of Agreeableness on college
education.

16Clearly, greater health leads to greater productivity. Gensowski (2013) suggests that earnings are
affected by Big Five skills and IQ, a result that we confirm in this paper
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I FOC wrt health-related consumption:more thought-provoking. With respect of health-related consumption we have:

∂u1

∂CH
1︸︷︷︸

cons. benefit

−B(θ)S′(H2)δ
′(CH

1 )H1u2︸ ︷︷ ︸
longevity benefit

−B(θ)S(H2)
∂u2

∂H2
δ′(CH

1 )H1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
morbidity benefit

+ B(θ)S(H2)
∂u2

∂CH
1︸ ︷︷ ︸

addiction benefit

+λ
S(H2)

1 + r

∂Y2

∂H2
δ′(CH

1 )H1

︸ ︷︷ ︸
health productivity

= λ( pH

︸︷︷︸
price

+
S′(H2)δ

′(CH
1 )H1

1 + r
(CN

2 + pHCH
2 − Y2(D, H2, θ))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
budget deficit

). (3)

We can see that multiple marginal costs and marginal benefits contribute to equilibrium

health-related consumption.

Generally, health-related consumption is a vector of multiple consumption types.

Some of them such as heavy drinking, smoking, or taking hard drugs have adverse

effects on health depriciation, while others such as consuming healthy food or gym

services are beneficial. Consumption that is complementary with family stability (e.g.,

family trips) or with socialization (e.g., club or church memberships) are examples of

both health-related consumption and beneficial addictions. For ease of presentation let

us here treat health-related consumption as a composite consumption good that is both

addictive in the sense of Becker’s (2007) definition (∂u2/∂CH
1 > 0), and has positive

effects on health. Considering an adverse health-related consumption and generalizing

to the case of multidimensional consumption is straightforward.

As it is clear from equation (3), marginal benefits are produced from enjoying con-

sumption (“consumption benefit”), from a higher probability to enjoy life in the second

period (“longevity benefit”), from greater expected utility in the second period due to

better health (“morbidity benefit”), from greater expected utility in the second period

due to beneficial addictions (“addiction benefit”), and from greater earnings in the sec-

ond period due to better health (“health productivity”). The marginal cost is the price

of health-related consumption (“price”) and additional spending (or revenues) due to a

higher expected positive (or negative) budget deficit in the second period due to a higher

probability of survival (“Budget deficit”).
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I FOC wrt health investment (why the difference?):The FOC with respect to health investment is the following:

B(θ)S′(H2)
∂ f

∂I
u2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
longevity benefit

+ B(θ)S(H2)
∂u2

∂H2

∂ f

∂I︸ ︷︷ ︸
morbidity benefit

+λ
S(H2)

1 + r

∂Y2

∂H2

∂ f

∂I︸ ︷︷ ︸
health productivity

= λ( pI

︸︷︷︸
price

+
S′(H2)∂ f /∂I

1 + r
(CN

2 + pHCH
2 − Y2(D, H2, θ)

︸ ︷︷ ︸
budget deficit

). (4)

Many terms in this expression that are similar in interpretation to terms in (3), but the

difference is that there are no consumption and addiction benefits.

Finally, the FOC for education is the following:

B(θ)S′(H2)
∂ f

∂D
u2

︸ ︷︷ ︸
longevity benefit

+−B(θ)S(H2)
∂u2

∂H2

∂ f

∂D︸ ︷︷ ︸
morbidity benefit

+λ
S(H2)

1 + r

∂Y2

∂D︸ ︷︷ ︸
skill productivity

+λ
S(H2)

1 + r

∂Y2

∂H2

∂ f

∂D︸ ︷︷ ︸
health productivity

= λ(
∂g(D, H1, θ)

∂D︸ ︷︷ ︸
direct cost

+
S′(H2)∂ f /∂D

1 + r
(CN

2 + pHCH
2 − Y2(D, H2, θ))

︸ ︷︷ ︸
budget deficit

) (5)

Here again there are several terms that are similar in interpretation to terms in (3). There

are no consumption and addiction benefits, but there are costs and benefits specific to

education: the marginal benefit of higher wages due to more education (“skill produc-

tivity”) and the marginal direct cost of education (“direct cost”).

From this model we can see multiple links between psychological skills, education,

health-related consumption, health, and longevity. In order to understand the multiple

determinants of health-related consumption, it is productive to analyse major determi-

nants of marginal costs and benefits shown in equations (3–4.1). Through B(θ), skills af-

fect longevity and morbidity marginal benefits on all three margins (consumption, health

investment, and education), and the addiction marginal benefit of health consumption

(see Equation (3)). In addition, personality skills and education directly boost earnings,

which increases u1 through the wealth effect thus contributing to the longevity benefit on

all three margins. Moreover, complementarities may play a strong role (Becker, 2007). In

this model, θ boosts D and I, D and I boost H2, Y2, S and u2, thus further incentivizing
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Econometric model

I Linear model for health-related outcomes:

interpretation; (2) do not contradict Big Five theory if factor interpretation is based on

diagonal loadings (diagonal loadings correspond to measures in bold in Table 6); (3)

substantially improve factor model fit, but the estimated effects of education and skills

on mortality are robust to setting these cross-loadings to zero.

4.2.2 Linear Model for Health-Related Outcomes

We use a linear model to examine the effect of education and personality skills on health-

related outcomes. Let hk be the kth health-related outcome available in the Terman data,

k ∈ 1, ..., K. We are interested in relationship

hk = γkD + ρkθ+µkX + εk, (7)

where D represents the education indicator, X are the control variables, and ε is the i.i.d.

error term. Each equation (7) is estimated simultaneously with measurement system (6),

allowing us to identify the effect of latent factor θ whilst controlling for measurement

error in measures, which is explicitly modelled in (6).

We further estimate two restricted models to understand the explanatory power of

personality skills relative to that of other background controls and human capital mea-

sures traditionally employed by the literature. We estimate a model controlling only for

personality skills:

hk = ρk
pθ

u + εk
p, (8)

where θu are personality skills defined by a measurement system similar to (6), but

without conditioning on X . In this specification, neither D nor X enters any equation

of the system, and so we explore the explanatory power of personality skills, as we

observe them.

We also estimate a model omitting the personality skills:

hk = γk
rD+ µk

rX + εk
r . (9)

We compare the coefficient of determination (R2) of models (7), (8), and (9) in Section 5

16

I Augmented by system of measurement equations (also linear) for
the personality traits:by the following equations:

M1 = α1 + β1θ + γ1A + δ1X + η1

...

Mj = αj + βjθ + γjA + δjX + ηj

...

MJ = αJ + βJθ + γJ A + δJX + ηJ ,

(6)

where A refers to age in 1922 to control for differences in age at which personality

was evaluated, and X represents background variables. We use standard factor model

identifying assumptions: θi ⊥⊥ ηj, for all i ∈ I , and all j ∈ J ; ηj ⊥⊥ ηj′ , for all j and

j′ such that j 6= j′. In addition, for all i ∈ I and j ∈ J , E(η j) = 0 and E(θi) =

0. Finally, we normalize to one the variance of each latent factor (Var(θi) = 1, i ∈
I), and impose a set of exclusion restrictions for each measurement equation (βi

j = 0

for a number of pairs (j, i)). The variance normalization is a standard technique that

allows us to identify the model and interpret factor loadings as the effect of changing

the factor by one standard deviation. The exclusion restrictions are grounded in our

EFA and CFA analysis and are in line with the theory of Big Five.19 Since human skills

including Big Five correlate, we relax the assumption of orthogonality among skills:

θi �⊥⊥ θi′ for i 6= i′. Identification of such standard factor model is discussed in detail in

many papers including the classic Anderson and Rubin (1956), as well as more recent

Heckman, Pinto, and Savelyev (2013), Heckman et al. (2014), and Williams (2011).

Table 6 demonstrates the structure of the resultant factor model. The personality

measures in bold indicate that the factor is a major explanatory variable for the associ-

ated measure. Unbolded measures indicate that we have allowed the factor to have a

non-zero correlation with the associated measure, but the link is weak and accounts for

small correlations that may occur among different human skills. Savelyev (2014) pro-

vides a detailed justification for allowing cross-loadings in Terman data and argues that

for childhood factors these cross correlations: (1) are small so should not affect factor

19See Web Appendix A to Savelyev (2014) for the EFA and CFA. Supplementary EFA-CFA documenta-
tion specific to this paper is available from the authors upon request.

15

I Standard assumptions made to ensure identification in factor models
with cross-loadings and correlated factors.

I Model estimated using maximum likelihood (EM algorithm).
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Comments on the factor model - Measurements

a. Measurements for Conscientiousness, Openness and Extraversion are
averages of parents’ and teachers’ ratings taken in 1922.

I In Conti, Fruhwirth-Schnatter, Heckman and Piatek (JoE, 2014) we
find that mother’s and teacher’s ratings load on different factors.

I Pudney et al. (JAE, 2013) show evidence of bias in reports from
observers as compared to expert.

b. Measurements for Agreeableness and Neuroticism are self-reports
taken in 1940.

I Error structure in measurement system should reflect this.
I Contemporaneous with several outcomes.
→ Could adjust for schooling at the time of the test like in Hansen,

Heckman and Mullen (JoE, 2004).

I What is the signal-noise ratio for the various measurements?
I Why not a health factor?

I Developmental origins of health + many child health measure.
I MIMIC models typical in health economics (e.g. Wagstaff, HEcon,

1993).
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More comments

I Linearity of the outcome equation.

I Comparison with two-step method (regression on factor scores).
I Conditional Independence Assumption–plausible? No proxy for risk

or time preference, for example.

I Both Heckman et al. (JoLE, 2006) and Conti et al. (AER P&P,
2010) also use exclusion restrictions.

I Mediating role of education (rather than estimating models with
only and without personality).

I Also: goodness-of-fit measures in binary choice models (e.g.
Windmeijer, ER 1995)
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Figure 1: Survival by Health Behaviors(a)

(a) Heavy Drinking, Males (b) Heavy Drinking, Females
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(c) Physical Activity, Males (d) Physical Activity, Females
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Notes: (a)Health behaviors refer to heavy drinking and physical activity. Heavy drinking in this graph is

an indicator variable which is 1 if subject ever reported drinking heavily over the period of 1940–1960 and 0

otherwise. Physical activity indicates whether or not the subject engaged in physical activity frequently in

1982. Survival graphs are based on lifetable calculations, standard errors above and below are represented

by the thinner lines. Survival curves are conditional on survival to an age by which we know the answer

to the behavior in question.
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Figure 2: Survival by Health Measures(a)

(a) Mental Difficulty, Males (b) Mental Difficulty, Females
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(c) General Health, Males (d) General Health, Females
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(e) BMI, Males (f) BMI, Females
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Notes: (a)Health measures refer to mental health, general health, and body mass index (BMI). Mental

difficulty indicates whether or not the subject experienced any mental difficulty over the years 1950–1960.

General health is an index constructed from various self-reported health measures including “energy

level”, “vitality”, and “physical health”. It indicates whether the subject experienced poor or fair health

over the years 1940–1960. Lastly, BMI indicates whether or not the subject had abnormal BMI in 1940,

where abnormal means underweight or overweight. Overweight refers to subjects who had a BMI above

25. Underweight subjects had a BMI below 18.5. Survival graphs are based on lifetable calculations,

standard errors above and below are represented by the thinner lines. Survival curves are conditional on

survival to an age by which we know the answer to the health measure in question.
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Figure 4: Survival by Age 50 Earnings, Non-discounted

(a) Above Median, Males (b) Above Median, Females
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Notes: “High wage” refers to earnings above the median, “low wage” refers to earnings at or below the

median. For females, the median wage is zero. Survival by earnings quintiles are also presented. Survival

graphs are based on lifetable calculations, standard errors above and below are represented by the thinner

lines. Survival curves are conditional on survival to an age by which we have the earnings observation in

question.
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Figure 3: Survival by Lifestyle Choices - Social and Family

(a) Group Membership, Males (b) Group Membership, Females
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Notes: (a)Lifestyle choices refer to group membership in 1950 and marriage status. ‘High’ membership

refers to subjects having a greater number of organization memberships than the median. ‘Low’ member-

ship refers to subjects at or below the median number of organization memberships. “Ever divorced” in-

dicates whether the subject was divorced at least once. Survival graphs are based on lifetable calculations,

standard errors above and below are represented by the thinner lines. Survival curves are conditional on

survival to an age by which we know the answer to the lifestyle choice in question.
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Table 6: Personality Skills Factor Structure

Openness Conscientiousness Extraversion Agreeableness Neuroticism

Desire to know Prudence
Fondness for

large groups
Easy to get along Miserable

Originality Conscientiousness Leadership Avoid arguments Touchy

Intelligence Truthfulness Popularity Critical
Periods of

Loneliness

Prudence Desire to know Truthfulness Tactful
Lonely when with

others

Leadership Popularity Desire to Know Unfeeling Remorseful

Popularity
Fondness for large

groups
Domineering

Lack self

confidence

Inflated self

opinion

Worry about

humiliation

Lack self confidence
Emotionally

unstable

Worry about

humiliation
Easily hurt

Easily hurt Hard to be serene

Hard to be serene Moody

Sensitive Sensitive

Conscientiousness Easy to get along

Critical

Notes: Personality measures in bold are strongly associated with the corresponding personality skill, and

measures not in bold weakly relate to the corresponding personality skill. Factor structure is determined

by theoretical considerations and empirical EFA.
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DrinkingTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **
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Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Overweight, Exercise, SmokingTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **
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ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Mental HealthTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies
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Never Married .023 .024
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Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **
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Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***
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1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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General HealthTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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EarningsTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Social CapitalTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Marital StatusTable 7: Summary of Effects on Health-Related Outcomes, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 ** .061 ** .109 **

1940 Heavy Drinking .046 * .044 .057 ** .086

1950 Heavy Drinking .040 ** .039 * .090 **

1960 Heavy Drinking .072 ** .056 .044 * .077

1940 Overweight .034 .023

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .044 * .066 ** .108 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization

1940 Number of Organizations .175 * .175

1950 Number of Organizations .258 *

1960 Number of Organizations .327 ** .327 ***

Never Married .023 .024

Married Once and Still Married .056 * .120 **

Ended up Divorced .023 * .050 *** .024

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Divorced at least Twice .044 ** .031 * .025

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 ** 94.713 ** 44.431 44.431 ***

Earnings at age 40 6.556 *** 3.280 3.280 ***

Earnings at age 50 4.122 6.787 ** 6.553 ** 4.758 * 4.758 ***

Earnings at age 60 5.814 * 7.466 **

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 *** .085 *** .051 * .134 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .078 *** .086 *** .077 *** .120 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .040 * .111 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .080 *** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .032 * .021

1940 General Health .279 ***

1950 General Health .135 ** .152 ** .096 .242 ***

1960 General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Table 8: Health-Related Outcomes, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Health behaviors and their proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .073 ** .054 *

1940 Heavy Drinking .041 *

1950 Heavy Drinking

1960 Heavy Drinking .060 * .049

1940 Overweight .037 * .074 *

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization .066 **

1940 Number of Organizations .789 ***

1950 Number of Organizations .877 ***

1960 Number of Organizations .352 ** 1.213 ***

Never Married .074 ***

Married Once and Still Married .129 *

Ended up Divorced

Ever Divorced .111 **

Divorced at least Twice .054 *

Earnings

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Earnings at age 40 3.946 *

Earnings at age 50

Earnings at age 60 4.650

Mental Health (MH)

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

1940 Mental Difficulty .137 ***

1950 Mental Difficulty .134 ***

1960 Menatl Difficulty .123 ***

General Health (GH)

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 *** .116 ***

1940 General Health .133 * .318 *** .283 **

1950 General Health .094 .267 *** .172

1960 General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Open-

ness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N, Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying

statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10 respectively.

Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15.

p-values are calculated using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure

in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey in print) and red (dark grey in print)

denote beneficial and adverse implications for health. See Tables 12–18 for a full set of results used for the

summary.
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Alternative Stepdown Blocks
Table 9: Lifetime and 1960 Outcomes and Proxies, Males

C O E A N IQ Edu

Lifecycle Outcomes and Proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily .055 .109 *

1940 Overweight

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .066 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 **

1940 1960 Any Organization .084 ***

Ever Divorced .055 .137 ***

Lifetime earnings, 3% 79.908 * 94.713 * 209.191 ***

Ever Poor/Fair MH .071 * .085 *** .134 ***

Never Poor/Fair GH

1960 Outcomes and Proxies

Drank Heavily .072 **

1940 Overweight

1982 Physical Activity, Freq. .066 *

1991 Ever Smoked .107 *

# of Organization .327 * 1.501 ***

Ever Divorced .055 * .137 **

Age 50 earnings 6.787 * 6.553 * 19.788 ***

Mental Difficulty .080 ** .091 *** .101 *** .120 ***

General Health .211 ***

Males

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Openness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N,

Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10

respectively. Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15. p-values are calculated

using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey

in print) and red (dark grey in print) denote beneficial and adverse implications for health.
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Table 10: Lifetime and 1960 Outcomes and Proxies, Females

C O E A N IQ Edu

Lifecycle Outcomes and Proxies

1940 1960 Ever Drank Heavily

1940 Overweight

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

1940 1960 Any Organization

Ever Divorced .111

Lifetime earnings, 3%

Ever Poor/Fair MH .152 ***

Never Poor/Fair GH .044 .116 **

1960 Outcomes and Proxies

Drank Heavily

1940 Overweight

1982 Physical Activity, Freq.

1991 Ever Smoked

# of Organization .352 * 1.213 ***

Ever Divorced .111

Age 50 earnings

Mental Health .123 ***

General Health .241 ***

Females

Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. Letters denote: C, Conscientiousness; O, Openness; E, Extraversion; A, Agreeableness; N,

Neuroticism. Coefficients are reported with accompanying statistical significance represented by stars, where ∗ ∗ ∗, ∗∗, ∗ indicates p < 0.01, 0.05, 0.10

respectively. Coefficient with no star refers to p < 0.15, while a blank cell refers to coefficient with p-value above 0.15. p-values are calculated

using bootstrap techniques, and further adjusted using the stepdown procedure in Romano and Wolf (2005). Coefficients shaded green (light grey

in print) and red (dark grey in print) denote beneficial and adverse implications for health.
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Some comments on the results

I Complementarities/substitutabilities

I Among the traits
I Between the traits and education

I How much does measurement error in the traits matter?
I How misleading is it not to account for multiple hypothesis testing?
I Lots of emphasis on statistical significance: what about public

health significance?
I Which interventions are able to shift Conscientiousness and

Neuroticism (by 1SD)? How much would those cost?
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Intro Literature Data Theory Empirics Conclusions

Conclusions

I Nice paper which uses a high-ability sample to examine the
relationship between personality, education and health-related
outcomes.

I Useful attempt to understand the mechanisms and pathways
through which different investments over the lifecourse affect health.

I Could be more developed in more than one direction:

I exploit the richness of the data;
I disentangle the mechanisms implied by the model;
I disentangle the mediating role of education and healthy behaviors;
I understand why there are gender differences.
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Figure 5: Coefficient of Determination (R2) Comparison

(a) Females (b) Males
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Notes: Calculations are based on the Terman data. For each helath-related outcome, R2 is reported for the full model, the model based on only
personality skills, and the model omitting personality skills. Due to correlations between latent personality skills and observable regressors the R2

for the full model can be somewhat smaller that the sum of R2 for the partial models.
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