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{ABC}
Bayes 
Posterior         Likelihood x Prior 
P(θ|data) ∝ P(data|θ) x P(θ) 
             
Approximate Bayes         

          data     = 25            

{Posterior

sim(θ1) = 15 
sim(θ2) = 25 
sim(θ3) = 30      
sim(θ4) = 20 
sim(θ5) = 24.9 
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Where Did We 
Go Wrong?

1. No break-ups 
2. All births are preferred  
3. Preferences do not determine relationship 
4. Preferences do not determine education 
5. Preferences do not change 
6. Education is not related to ‘biology’ 
7. Preferences are measured well
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Assumptions

1. Make waiting time dependent on age  
and education 

2. Better measures of age in relationship       

Improvements
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people not in (formal) relationship who ended up having children, 
were randomly assigned an age of  relationship  

excluded the “unknown” education group
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In Denmark, Norway and Sweden, childlessness 
is now highest among the least educated women“
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Unpredictable Variation!


