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Abstract

This paper shows that demographic aging reshapes intergenerational wealth trans-
mission not only by affecting the size of transfers, but—crucially—by delaying the
timing at which they are received, with important implications for wealth inequality
and intergenerational mobility. While existing research has emphasized the role of
inheritances in wealth accumulation, we argue that delayed inheritance receipt has
become a central and unequal channel through which economic advantage and dis-
advantage persist across generations. Using microdata from the Spanish Survey of
Household Finances (2002-2022), we show that the average age at first inheritance
has increased by almost twenty years over recent decades. We quantify the economic
cost of delayed inheritances, finding that each additional year of delay is associated
with approximately over a 2% reduction in long-run net wealth. A simple model and
stratified estimates by education reveal that this timing penalty is concentrated among
households with low and medium education, consistent with the presence of binding
credit constraints. We further show that earlier inheritances shape key life-cycle deci-
sions, increasing the likelihood of homeownership, entrepreneurship, and investment in
other real estate. Finally, we examine early inter vivos transfers, which could in prin-
ciple provide early access to inherited resources but are disproportionately received
by wealthier households and generate economically meaningful benefits primarily for
the highly educated. Overall, our findings indicate that demographic aging amplifies
wealth inequality by weakening the equalizing role of intergenerational transfers and
concentrating their economic benefits among already advantaged groups.
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1 Introduction

Inheritances play a central role in wealth accumulation, shaping both the intergenerational
distribution of resources and patterns of intergenerational mobility. By enabling recipients
to acquire assets, repay debts, or invest in new opportunities, intergenerational transfers
constitute a key mechanism through which wealth is transmitted across generations and,
ultimately, concentrated. As a result, inheritances can either mitigate or reinforce existing
inequalities, depending on who receives them, how much is transferred, and how these
resources are deployed over the life cycle. The economic impact of intergenerational transfers
therefore depends not only on their size, but also on the timing of their receipt. As life
expectancy rises and wealth transfers are increasingly delayed, the timing of inheritances
has become as decisive as their magnitude for long-run wealth dynamics, social mobility,
and the concentration of assets.

A large literature has examined the implications of inheritances from three complemen-
tary perspectives. A first strand documents how inheritances foster wealth concentration.
Using administrative data, Boserup et al. (2016) and Elinder et al. (2018) show that bequests
increase absolute inequality, primarily by bolstering the wealth of households already at the
top of the distribution, while Piketty (2011); Piketty and Zucman (2015) trace how inheri-
tances have historically contributed to persistent asset concentration in advanced economies.
A second strand examines how households adjust labor supply, saving, and portfolio deci-
sions in response to intergenerational transfers and wealth shocks. This literature includes
both micro-level evidence on behavioral responses to specific windfall events (e.g., Elinder
et al., 2012; Garbinti and Georges-Kot, 2019; Spiteri and von Brockdorff, 2023) and broader
life-cycle analyses of how transfers interact with saving behavior and wealth accumulation
over time (e.g., Modigliani, 1988; Gale and Scholz, 1994; Black et al., 2025). Large transfers
may relax liquidity constraints, prompt earlier retirement, alter saving patterns, and shift
portfolio composition toward riskier assets while reducing outstanding debt (Spiteri and von
Brockdorff, 2023). A third strand emphasizes the role of credit constraints. Family transfers
finance a substantial share of down-payments for first-time homebuyers (Engelhardt and
Mayer, 1998), unexpected bequests reduce household leverage (Druedahl and Martinello,

2022), and inheritances facilitate entry into financial markets among liquidity-constrained



individuals (Andersen and Nielsen, 2011). Related evidence highlights the close relationship
between human capital and credit access, documenting that individuals with higher educa-
tional attainment tend to face fewer borrowing constraints (Lochner and Monge-Naranjo,
2011; Popov, 2014; Mogstad, 2017; Pfeffer, 2018).

Despite these advances, existing research has largely treated inheritances as one-off
wealth shocks, abstracting from the life-cycle stage at which transfers occur. While the
literature provides extensive evidence on what inheritances do—how they affect wealth
accumulation, behavior, and portfolio choices—it remains largely silent on whether these ef-
fects differ systematically depending on when in the life cycle inheritances are received. This
omission is particularly consequential in a context of demographic aging. Rising longevity
mechanically delays bequests, potentially weakening their capacity to relax credit constraints
at critical stages of the life cycle, shape key economic decisions, and foster upward mobility.
As a result, delayed inheritances may contribute to rising inequality not only through their
unequal distribution, but also through their diminished economic effectiveness for certain
groups.

Moreover, much less is known about the extent to which families can anticipate delayed
inheritances through inter vivos transfers. Unlike bequests, which occur involuntarily at
death, gifts reflect active donor decisions and may serve as a partial hedge against the
economic costs of delayed inheritance receipt, particularly when households face binding
liquidity constraints (see, e.g., Guiso and Jappelli, 2002). At the same time, the ability
to transfer resources early depends on long-run family wealth and life-cycle considerations
on the donor side (see, e.g., Cox, 1987; Hurd et al., 2011). This creates a second, distinct
channel through which demographic aging may amplify inequality: while delayed inher-
itances disproportionately penalize households with fewer resources and lower access to
credit, wealthier families may protect their descendants by shifting transfers forward in
time. Anticipatory transfers can thus attenuate timing penalties for some households while
reinforcing wealth concentration and intergenerational persistence for others.

This paper contributes to the literature by explicitly focusing on the timing of inter-
generational transfers and showing that demographic aging fundamentally reshapes their

distributional and mobility implications. We argue that as inheritances are received later in



life, their capacity to foster wealth accumulation, relax credit constraints, and shape major
economic decisions is systematically weakened—especially for households with more limited
access to credit. By contrast, households with greater self-financing capacity are largely
insulated from these timing effects, highlighting the unequal consequences of demographic
aging across socioeconomic groups.

Our main results can be summarized as follows. We show that the timing of inheritances
has large and economically meaningful effects on long-run wealth accumulation: each ad-
ditional year of delay in inheritance receipt is associated with a reduction in net wealth
of around 2%, implying sizeable losses when transfers are postponed by a decade or more.
This timing penalty is highly heterogeneous and concentrated among households with low
and medium education, for whom receiving an inheritance earlier in life is associated with
more wealth accumulation, whereas inheritance timing plays little role for highly educated
households, consistent with differences in access to credit and self-financing capacity. We
also find that early inheritances shape key life-cycle decisions with long-run consequences,
as households that receive inheritances earlier are significantly more likely to become home-
owners, invest in additional real estate, and enter entrepreneurship, with effects that are
again strongest among more credit-constrained groups. Strikingly, among primary-educated
households the timing of inheritance receipt predicts the acquisition of additional real es-
tate while the size of the inheritance does not, cleanly separating the credit-constraint
channel from the pure wealth channel. Finally, early inter vivos transfers are highly un-
equal in both access and impact: while they are associated with higher wealth accumulation
for some households, particularly those with greater economic advantage, they are dispro-
portionately received by wealthier and more educated families, thereby reinforcing wealth
inequality rather than offsetting it.

The remainder of the paper is organized as follows. Section 2 describes the data. Sec-
tion 3 analyzes the cumulative wealth channel of inheritance timing. Section 4 develops
a simple model of credit constraints and provides empirical evidence by education group.
Section 5 examines the implications of inheritance timing for homeownership, other real
estate assets, and entrepreneurship. Section 6 explores the role of inter vivos transfers as a

hedging mechanism. Section 7 concludes.



2 The Data

This study relies on household-level data from the Spanish Survey of Household Finances
(EFF), a triennial (biennial after 2020) survey implemented by the Bank of Spain (Banco de
FEspana) since 2002 and covering eight waves through 2022. Each wave comprises approx-
imately 6,000 households drawn via stratified random sampling, with deliberate oversam-
pling of the top wealth quintile to ensure robust coverage of high-net-worth families. The
EFF collects granular balance-sheet information (assets by category, liabilities), income and
consumption flows, subjective indicators of credit constraints, and rich demographic and
socio-economic covariates (age, education, occupation). Crucially, it incorporates retrospec-
tive modules on asset origin—purchase, inheritance, or gift—facilitating a precise analysis
of intergenerational wealth transfers. Survey design, weighting, and post-2011 census recal-
ibration are detailed in Banco de Espana (2024), while its alignment with the Eurosystem
Household Finance and Consumption Survey supports cross-country comparability (Eu-
rosystem Household Finance and Consumption Network, 2013).

Inheritances and inter vivos gifts in Spain are subject to the Impuesto sobre Sucesiones
y Donaciones (ISD), a transfer tax whose administration was devolved to regional govern-
ments (Comunidades Auténomas) in 1987. This has generated substantial cross-regional
variation in effective tax rates, exemptions, and allowances, with some regions virtually
abolishing the tax for close relatives while others retain significant liability. On the civil-
law side, Spanish inheritance is governed by the concept of legitima: a mandatory reserved
share of the estate—typically two thirds—that must pass to forced heirs (descendants, and
in their absence ascendants), leaving only the remaining third (tercio de libre disposicidn) at
the testator’s discretion. Within the reserved share, the mejora allows parents to favor one
child over others up to one third of the estate. In practice, it is also common to leave assets
in usufruct to the surviving spouse (usufructo vidual), which delays the effective transfer of
property to children until the death of the longer-lived parent—a feature that contributes
mechanically to the postponement of inheritance receipt documented in this paper. These
institutional features imply that, unlike in common-law countries, Spanish heirs have lim-
ited ability to anticipate or accelerate the timing of bequests, making the credit-constraint

channel analyzed here particularly relevant.



For each household’s first reported inheritance we extract the nominal amount and de-
flate it to constant 2022 euros, compute the time elapsed since receipt as the difference
between the survey year and the reported year of inheritance, and recover the age at inheri-
tance by subtracting years since receipt from the reference person’s age at interview. These
constructed variables—timing, amount, and age at receipt—constitute the core explanatory
inputs in our analysis.

Table 1 summarizes the main features of the sample. Panel A reports the evolution of
sample size, net wealth, income, household size, and reference-person age across waves. The
pronounced divergence between mean and median net wealth points to persistent concen-
tration at the top of the distribution, whereas income dynamics are comparatively muted®.
Panel B reports the incidence and timing of intergenerational transfers. Inheritances have
become markedly more widespread—from roughly a quarter of households in 2002 to half
by 2022—while being received at progressively older ages, rising from a mean of 37 years
in 2002 to 45 years in 2022; the corresponding cross-sectional breakdown by age group is
reported in Appendix Figure A.1, which shows that the rise is pronounced across all co-
horts and most visible among households aged 65 and above. Inter vivos gifts remain less
common? and are received earlier in the life cycle, consistent with a distinct role in relaxing
liquidity constraints. Pooled descriptive statistics on inheritance amounts, ages, and net
wealth are reported in Appendix Table A.1.

Figure 1 plots the evolution of the mean and median age at which individuals receive their
first inheritance from 1970 to 2022.% Both series display a clear upward trend: in the early
1970s the mean and median age were around 35 years, whereas by 2022 they had increased
to approximately 55 years. A key institutional factor amplifying this postponement is the
common practice of leaving assets in usufruct to the surviving spouse (usufructo vidual),

which delays the effective transfer of property to children until the death of the longer-

IThe divergence between mean and median net wealth reflects a persistent and widening concentration
at the top of the distribution. Conde-Ruiz and Garcia-Rodriguez (2025) document that the top 1% of
Spanish households held around 13.6% of total net wealth in 2002, rising to 21.1% by 2022, while the
bottom 50% maintained a marginal share of roughly 7% throughout the period. The Gini index of net
wealth increased from 0.57 in 2002 to 0.69 in 2022, confirming a structural trend toward greater wealth
concentration. Appendix Figures A.3, A.4 and A.5 decompose mean and median net wealth and the Gini
index by age group across waves.

2see Appendix Figure A.2

3 Appendix Figure A.6 replicates this plot using the largest inheritance received rather than the first.



Table 1 : EFF Sample and Intergenerational Transfers, 2002-2022

Panel A: Sample characteristics

Net Wealth (EUR) Income (EUR) HH Size Ref. Age
Year Obs. Mean Median  Mean Median Mean Mean
2002 5,143 223,313 141,037 42,924 32,945 2.8 52.5
2005 5,962 342,083 232,766 40,859 29,932 2.7 52.2
2008 6,197 352,998 221,578 41,915 32,306 2.7 52.7
2011 6,106 309,060 180,167 39,665 28,780 2.6 54.0
2014 6,120 281,546 137,315 36,132 26,994 2.5 54.6
2017 6,413 283,879 129,248 39,154 28,841 2.5 55.1
2020 6,313 302,893 135,023 41,627 32,420 2.5 55.1
2022 6,385 311,333 140,967 39,508 30,000 2.5 55.2

Panel B: Incidence and timing of intergenerational transfers

Inheritances Gifts Both
Year % HH Age (mean) Age (median) % HH Age (mean) Age (median) % HH
2002 27 374 37 9 32.7 32 b)
2005 28 38.3 38 10 33.0 31 5
2008 40 40.0 40 11 32.6 28 7
2011 46 40.5 40 12 29.2 27 8
2014 47 42.2 44 13 35.5 33 10
2017 51 43.9 45 15 34.5 34 10
2020 47 43.6 45 15 33.5 31 10
2022 50 44.7 45 16 36.3 34 10

Notes: Net wealth and income in constant 2022 EUR. Ref. Age refers to the age of the reference
person. Inheritances and Gifts refer to the first bequest and first inter vivos transfer reported by
the household. In the earliest waves fewer response options related to inheritances are available.
All statistics are computed using population weights, except the number of observations which
reports the unweighted sample size.

Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF (Banco de Espafia, 2024).



lived parent—a margin that rises mechanically faster than individual life expectancy. This

postponement of intergenerational transfers is the central motivation of the paper.*

Figure 1 : Age at First Inheritance: Survey (EFF) versus Administrative Records (Panel
de Hogares).
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF (Banco de Espana) and the Panel
de Hogares (Instituto de Estudios Fiscales).

We validate the survey-based pattern against administrative records from the Span-
ish Inheritance and Gift Tax, compiled by the Instituto de Estudios Fiscales in the Panel
de Hogares. The latest available wave (2023) covers 3.5 million individuals, offering a near-
population view of inheritance receipt that is not subject to self-reporting, recall, or attrition
biases. Figure 1 superimposes both series; the administrative and survey-based trajectories
align tightly in levels and slope, providing strong evidence that the postponement of inter-
generational transfers is a genuine economic phenomenon rather than a survey artifact. We
nonetheless retain the EFF as our primary source because it reports inheritance amounts—
essential to our identification—covers inheritances received much further back in time, and

provides detailed household-level information on real assets, financial assets, and liabilities.

4Two factors explain why the roughly twenty-year increase in the age at first inheritance exceeds the rise
in individual life expectancy over the same period. First, survivorship bias amplifies the early part of the
series, as discussed below. Second, the relevant demographic margin is the joint survival age of the parental
couple: the age at which the longer-lived parent dies rises faster than mean life expectancy, particularly
when mortality improvements reduce the correlation between spousal ages at death.
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To assess the quantitative relevance of survivorship bias we compute the growth rate of
the age at first inheritance separately for earlier and more recent subperiods. The increase
is stronger between 1970 and 1995 (1.91% annually for the mean and 1.28% for the median),
but the upward trend persists between 1995 and 2022, with annual increases of 0.72% for
the mean and 0.62% for the median. Truncation therefore amplifies but does not drive the
documented postponement.

Figure 2 complements this analysis by showing the evolution of the mean age at first
inheritance disaggregated by educational attainment.> All groups exhibit an upward trend,
but clear differences emerge: individuals with primary education tend to inherit at sig-
nificantly older ages—often over 60 years in recent decades—whereas those with higher
education inherit earlier, with the average age remaining below 50. These patterns are
consistent with systematic differences in parental fertility timing across education groups:
lower-educated parents have children at younger ages but also shorter life expectancies, and
the gap in childbearing age more than offsets the longevity gap, so their children inherit

6

later.® This educational gradient is a first indication that the timing of inheritance has

heterogeneous implications for wealth accumulation across socioeconomic groups.

SFigure A.7 in the Appendix replicates this plot using the largest inheritance received.
6See Figures A.8 and A.9 in the Appendix, and the related literature in Blackburn et al. (1993), Cas-
tro (1992), and Gémez-Acebo et al. (2020).



Figure 2 : Mean Age at which the First Inheritance is Received, by Educational Level.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Appendix Figures A.10 shows that bequests are heavily concentrated at the top of the
net-wealth distribution: the bottom five deciles capture roughly 27% of total inherited value,
the middle four about 39%, and the top decile alone more than 36%. Appendix Figure A.11
complements this picture by reporting the ratio of inherited wealth to total net wealth
within each decile: inheritances exceed 300% of net wealth in the bottom decile, fall to
around 79% in the second and below 50% from the fourth decile onward, and account for
about 25% of net wealth in the top decile. Figures A.12 and A.13 replicate this analysis for

inter vivos gifts.

3 Inheritance Timing and the Cumulative Wealth Channel

In this section, we quantify how bequest receipt and its timing shape household wealth
trajectories. Earlier inheritances may yield higher wealth not only by extending the horizon
for compounding returns, but also by providing upfront collateral to unlock credit. We first
estimate the net wealth premium of ever having received an inheritance in subsection 3.1,
comparing inheritors to non-inheritors -while controlling for demographic, socio-economic,

and year fixed effects- and also analyzing the differences in the type of inheritance received.



We then exploit variation in the age at first inheritance in subsection 3.2 to identify the
marginal wealth gains associated with earlier inheritance receipt. Taken together, these
exercises provide clean evidence on the cumulative wealth channel, which we distinguish

from the borrowing-constraint mechanism analyzed in the next section.

3.1 Inheritances, Assets Composition, and Net Wealth Outcomes

To analyze the relationship between inheritances and household wealth accumulation, we
adopt an econometric strategy that distinguishes between the extensive margin of inheri-
tance receipt and the composition of inherited assets. This approach allows us to assess
whether receiving an inheritance is associated with higher net wealth and to what extent
this association depends on the type and value of assets received. All specifications include
a rich set of household-level controls” and survey-wave fixed effects.

We first estimate the following baseline specification:

log(NetWealth;) = 3y + (1 InheritanceReceived; + 3, X; + 7 + &5, (1)

where InheritanceReceived; is a binary indicator equal to one if household 7 has ever received
an inheritance, X; includes demographic and socioeconomic controls, and 7; denotes survey-
wave fixed effects.

Table 2 reports the results. Receiving an inheritance is strongly associated with higher
net wealth: inheriting households display, on average, around 300% higher net wealth than
otherwise comparable non-recipient households. Age and educational attainment are also
positively and significantly correlated with net wealth, consistent with standard life-cycle

accumulation patterns and persistent wealth gradients by skill level.

7All regressions in this paper control for the current age of the household reference person, the educational
attainment of the reference person, household income decile, the health status of the reference person,
household size, and the marital status of the reference person, in addition to the variables shown in the
results tables. All specifications also include survey-wave fixed effects.
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Table 2 : Effect of Receiving an Inheritance on log(Net Wealth)

Coefficient Standard Error

Inheritance received — 1.3878*** (0.044)
Current age 0.0776%** (0.002)
Education level

Primary Reference

Secondary 0.2396*** (0.07)
Higher 0.7938*** (0.076)
Observations 48,336

R? 0.26

Notes: Dependent variable is log(Net Wealth).
Survey-wave fixed effects and additional household
controls are included.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, *
p <0.1.

To explore heterogeneity across inherited assets, we restrict the sample to households

that have received an inheritance and estimate:

log(NetWealth;) = 5y + 1 InhType,; + B2 log(InhValue;) + 35X, + 7 + &, (2)

where InhType,; captures the type of inherited asset and log(InhValue;) controls for inheri-
tance size.

Table 3 reveals substantial heterogeneity by asset type. Inheriting other real estate
assets is associated with a large and statistically significant increase in net wealth, even
after controlling for the value of the inheritance. By contrast, inheritances in the form of
the main residence display a smaller wealth premium than other real estate, though the
coefficient remains statistically significant. The coefficient on inheritance value is positive
and highly significant, indicating that larger inheritances translate into higher net wealth,

but differences across asset types persist beyond valuation effects.
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Table 3 : Effect of Inheritance Type and Value on log(Net Wealth)

Coefficient Standard Error

Inheritance type

Main residence 0.3183*#* (0.073)
Other real estate 0.65827%** (0.055)
Other assets Reference

Current age 0.0346*** (0.003)
log(Inheritance value)  0.246%** (0.017)
Education level

Primary Reference

Secondary 0.0984 (0.069)
Higher 0.40457*+* (0.07)
Observations 16,497

R? 0.26

Notes: Sample restricted to households that have re-

ceived an inheritance. Survey-wave fixed effects and

household controls included.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p <

0.1.

Overall, these results indicate that inheritances are strongly associated with higher net

wealth, but that this wealth premium is highly heterogeneous across asset types. In par-
ticular, inheritances in the form of real estate assets play a disproportionate role in driving

wealth accumulation, underscoring the importance of asset composition when analyzing

intergenerational wealth transfers.

3.2 Marginal Wealth Gains from Early Bequests

We next assess how the timing of the first inheritance shapes household net wealth, beyond
the bequest’s size and standard life-cycle accumulation. Disentangling the effect of timing
from mere time-on-book exposure is crucial, since earlier transfers extend the horizon for
compounding returns and collateral use, whereas later inheritances face a shorter accumu-
lation window. To isolate this mechanism, we estimate a quadratic specification in the age
at inheritance, controlling for bequest size, socio-economic characteristics (including age at

the time of the survey), and survey-wave fixed effects.
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log(NetWealth;) = ag + a3 AgeAtInheritance; + ayAgeAtInheritance; + oz log(InhValue;)
+ X+ 7 + &,

(3)

where AgeAtInheritance; denotes the recipient’s age at the time of the first inheritance.

The linear term captures the marginal effect of delaying receipt by one year, while the

squared term allows for nonlinearities in the timing channel. The logarithm of the inher-

ited amount controls for bequest size, and X; includes standard household-level covariates.
Survey-wave fixed effects absorb common macroeconomic shocks.

It is important to clarify that our specification does not attempt to separately identify
a purely mechanical compounding effect from a behavioral timing effect. Conditional on
current age and inheritance size, the coefficient on Age at Inheritance captures the total
marginal cost of delaying inheritance receipt by one year. This total effect necessarily
includes the loss of an additional year of compounding, as well as any impact operating
through credit constraints or life-cycle decisions. The subsequent heterogeneity analysis by
education group provides indirect evidence on the role of borrowing constraints, rather than
mechanically netting out the compounding component from Equation 3.

Table 4 reports the results for the full sample. Delaying the receipt of an inheritance
is associated with a statistically significant and economically meaningful reduction in net
wealth. Each additional year of delay is associated with approximately 2.25% lower net
wealth, while the positive quadratic term indicates that this association attenuates at older
ages.

The magnitude of the timing effect is substantial. A delay of ten years in receiving the
first inheritance is associated with a reduction in net wealth of roughly 22%, highlighting that
the economic cost of late inheritances can rival or exceed the impact of many conventional
determinants of wealth. By contrast, the size of the transfer plays a comparatively modest
role: a 10% increase in the inherited amount raises net wealth by less than 3%.

To allow for nonlinearities, we include a quadratic term in the age at inheritance. The

estimates imply a turning point at approximately 56 years, where the marginal penalty of

13



Table 4 : Effect of Age at Inheritance on log(Net Wealth)

Full sample

Age at inheritance -0.0225%**
(0.0059)

Age at inheritance? 0.0002***
(0.0001)

log(Inheritance value)  0.2765%***
(0.0182)

Observations 16,497

R? 0.25

Notes: Dependent variable is

log(Net Wealth). All regressions in-
clude household-level controls and
survey-wave fixed effects. Standard
errors are clustered at the household
level.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01.

delaying an inheritance vanishes.® This pattern indicates that the wealth penalty of delayed
inheritances is concentrated in early and mid-adulthood, when capital injections have the
greatest scope to accumulate and to relax borrowing constraints.

In the next subsection, we explore whether this timing penalty differs systematically
across educational groups, first theoretically and then empirically, shedding light on the role
of human capital and credit constraints in shaping the long-run returns to intergenerational

transfers.

4 Inheritance Timing and the Borrowing Constraint Channel

4.1 A Stylized Two-Period Model of Credit Constraints and Bequest Timing

The model below is intentionally stylized. Its purpose is to organize the mechanism that
differentiates the credit-access channel from alternative interpretations—such as pure com-
pounding or income effects—rather than to generate quantitative predictions calibrated to
the data. The qualitative asymmetry it produces between constrained and unconstrained

households motivates the heterogeneity analysis by education in Section 4.2.

8Formally, the marginal effect is given by BI‘%W = a3 + 2aga. Setting this expression to zero yields
the critical age a* = —a3/(2a2), which in our estimates equals 56.25 years. Intuitively, beyond this age

the remaining compounding horizon is short enough that delaying receipt by one additional year generates
negligible wealth losses.

14



Credit constraints generate heterogeneity in investment returns across households. Early
contributions established that liquidity limits hinder consumption smoothing (Zeldes, 1989)
and trigger sharp responses to uninsured income shocks (Townsend, 1994), while collateral-
based borrowing limits became workhorse mechanisms to explain wealth dispersion (Huggett,
1993; Aiyagari, 1994) and credit cycle dynamics (Kiyotaki and Moore, 1997). We build on
this tradition by introducing bequest timing as a life-cycle liquidity shock that differentially
relaxes borrowing constraints across households.

A central implication of this literature is the existence of a collateral threshold be-
low which households are effectively excluded from high-return investment opportunities
(Townsend, 1994; Huggett, 1993; Aiyagari, 1994). To capture this heterogeneity in a

tractable two-period setting, we posit a minimum collateral cutoff m,;, such that

yr < Mmin S YH,

implying that “low-ability” households (i = L) cannot access the high-return technology un-
less they receive an up-front transfer, while “high-ability” households (i = H) always qualify.
Educational attainment serves as the empirical proxy for this distinction: households with
lower education tend to face tighter borrowing constraints and have fewer alternative sources
of self-financing, consistent with evidence linking human capital to credit access (Lochner
and Monge-Naranjo, 2011; Popov, 2014; Mogstad, 2017; Pfeffer, 2018).

Time is indexed by ¢ = 1,2. In period 1, each household receives labor income y; with
yr < yg; labor income is zero in period 2. A lump-sum bequest B arrives either at the
beginning of period 1 (“early bequest”) or at the beginning of period 2 (“late bequest”).
Preferences are

U; = log(c1;) + Blog(ca), B €(0,1).

Households choose period-1 consumption ¢ ; and savings s; > 0 subject to

c1;+ 8 = my, my; = y; + B - 1{early bequest}.

Savings earn gross return 1+ R for households with access to the productive technology and

15



1 + r for those excluded from it, with R > r. Period-2 consumption is therefore
c2; = (14 p;) s; + B - 1{late bequest},

where p; € {R,r} reflects credit access. Substituting s; = my ;— ¢y, the first-order condition

for the household’s problem yields the log-utility allocation
Cyi = B (1+ p;) my,; + B - 1{late bequest}].
1+ ’

Defining the welfare gain from early rather than late receipt as Acy; = ¢5; — céi, the
model delivers a sharp asymmetry across household types. For high-ability households,

credit access is unconstrained regardless of timing (py = R in both scenarios), so
Aco g = —— RB.

The gain reflects exclusively the additional period of returns earned by investing the bequest
sooner—the investment channel. For low-ability households, by contrast, timing determines
credit access: in the late-bequest scenario they earn return r; in the early-bequest scenario

the up-front transfer unlocks the high-return technology. The implied welfare gain is

Acyy = % [(R )y + RB] .

This expression decomposes into two components. The term %(R—T’)ZJL captures a credit-
access channel: early liquidity allows low-ability households to deploy their labor income at
the higher return R rather than the safe rate r. The term %RB is the investment channel
shared with unconstrained households. For tractability, the model focuses on the extensive
margin of credit access and abstracts from intensive-margin leverage, thereby isolating the
role of eligibility and timing rather than optimal leverage. The key asymmetry between the

two household types is summarized in the following proposition.

Proposition 1 The welfare gain from early inheritance receipt is strictly larger for credit-
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constrained households than for unconstrained ones:

Acop — Acog = (R—r)yr > 0.

B
1+
The gap is increasing in the return spread (R—r) and in the labor income of the constrained

household yr,.

The proof follows directly from substitution and the assumptions R > r and y;, > 0. The
proposition formalizes why inheritance timing is particularly consequential for households
facing tighter borrowing constraints: beyond the investment channel available to all recip-
ients, early bequests unlock a credit-access channel that is exclusive to constrained house-
holds. Since educational attainment proxies for y; in the model-——more educated households
face fewer borrowing frictions and have greater self-financing capacity—the framework pre-
dicts that the timing penalty should be largest among households with lower education.
We test this hypothesis directly in Section 4.2, which provides stratified estimates by ed-
ucational group, and Section 5, which examines the implications of inheritance timing for
homeownership, entrepreneurship, and real estate investment.

While the model treats bequest timing as exogenous, sufficiently wealthy parents may
in principle shift resources forward through discretionary inter vivos gifts (Cox, 1987; Hurd
et al., 2011), partially offsetting the costs of delayed inheritance receipt for some households.

We examine this hedging mechanism and its distributional implications in Section 6.

4.2 Empirical Evidence on Early Inheritances and Credit Constraints by Skill

Level

We next examine whether the wealth premium associated with inheritance timing varies
systematically across educational groups. To this end, we stratify the sample by the ref-
erence person’s highest completed level of education—primary, secondary, or higher—and
re-estimate Equation 3 separately for each subgroup. This strategy allows us to assess how
differences in human capital and credit access shape the long-run returns to intergenera-
tional transfers. If early inheritances primarily operate by relaxing borrowing constraints,

their timing should matter most for lower-educated households, who are more likely to face
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binding credit constraints®.

Table 5 : Effect of Age at Inheritance on log(Net Wealth), by Educational Level

Primary educ. Secondary educ. Higher educ.

Age at inheritance -0.0385*** -0.0204** -0.0068
(0.0125) (0.0094) (0.0081)
Age at inheritance? 0.0003*** 0.0002* 0.0000
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001)
log(Inheritance value) 0.1731%** 0.3879*** 0.2330%**
(0.0252) (0.0362) (0.022)
Observations 3,480 5,930 7,087
R? 0.18 0.22 0.32

Notes: Dependent variable is log(Net Wealth). All regressions include
household-level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Standard errors
are clustered at the household level.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Table 5 documents pronounced heterogeneity in the timing effect of inheritances across
educational groups!®. Among households with primary education, delaying inheritance re-
ceipt is associated with a large and statistically significant wealth penalty: a one-year in-
crease in the age at inheritance is linked to approximately 3.85% lower net wealth. The
positive and significant quadratic term indicates a pronounced nonlinear profile, with the
relationship strongest at younger ages.

For households with secondary education, the timing penalty remains sizable but less
steep. A one-year delay corresponds to roughly 2% lower net wealth, and the curvature
of the profile suggests that the strength of this relationship gradually declines over the life
cycle. In contrast, for highly educated households, neither the linear nor the quadratic
timing terms are statistically significant, indicating that the age at which inheritances are
received does not systematically affect long-run wealth outcomes for this group.

By comparison, the coefficient on inheritance value is positive and highly significant

9To further assess the credit-constraints interpretation, we re-estimate the specifications in Table 5
conditioning on quartiles of inheritance size, so that we compare households receiving transfers of similar
magnitude at different stages of the life cycle. The results, reported in Table B.1 in the Appendix, show
that the timing penalty remains significant for primary-educated households in the intermediate quartiles
of the inheritance distribution (Q2-Q3) and for secondary-educated households in the upper-intermediate
quartile (Q3), while it is statistically negligible across all quartiles for highly educated households. This
pattern is consistent with differences in credit access across education groups rather than with differential
parental wealth composition.

10A]] results reported hereafter by educational attainment have also been replicated using income-based
classifications. The main findings remain qualitatively and quantitatively unchanged. See the Appendix for
details.
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across all educational categories, with remarkably similar magnitudes. This pattern implies
that while the size of the transfer matters for wealth accumulation across all educational
groups, differences in wealth trajectories by education are driven primarily by variation
in inheritance timing rather than by differences in transfer size, as the estimated effect of
inheritance value is similar across groups. The timing channel, by contrast, operates almost
exclusively among lower- and middle-educated households.

Figure 3 illustrates these dynamics'!. The predicted wealth profiles reveal steep declines
in net wealth as inheritance receipt is delayed among low-educated households, a more mod-
erate slope for those with secondary education, and a nearly flat profile for highly educated
households. These results are consistent with the presence of binding credit constraints
among lower-skilled households, for whom early capital injections relax borrowing limits
precisely when liquidity is most valuable. By contrast, higher-educated households appear
largely insulated from timing effects, likely reflecting greater access to credit and higher

self-financing capacity.

"'The heterogeneity in the timing penalty across education groups is formally validated by a joint test of
the interactions between inheritance timing and education dummies, which rejects equality of coefficients
across all three groups (p = 0.028). Pairwise tests confirm that the timing penalty is statistically different
between primary and higher educated households both in the linear term (p = 0.012) and jointly with the
quadratic (p = 0.036), and between secondary and higher educated households at the 10% level (p = 0.085).
The difference between primary and secondary is significant at the 10% level when both timing terms are
considered jointly (p = 0.070).
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Figure 3 : Relationship Between Age at Inheritance Receipt and Net Wealth (in log), by
Educational Level
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the regression results.
Note: For highly educated households, neither the linear nor the quadratic timing
coefficient is statistically significant.

A natural concern is that the heterogeneity-by-education pattern documented in Table 5
could reflect systematic differences in parental socioeconomic composition rather than differ-
ential credit access. Specifically, highly educated heirs might descend from longer-lived and
wealthier parents, producing observationally equivalent differences in the timing and size of
inheritance receipt. Two pieces of evidence argue against this interpretation. First, all spec-
ifications control for the logarithm of inheritance value, absorbing the wealth-composition
dimension of parental socioeconomic status. Second, and more fundamentally, Figure 2
shows that the empirical gradient in age at inheritance runs in the direction opposite to
what a pure parental-longevity selection story would predict: lower-educated heirs inherit
substantially later, not earlier, because the educational gradient in fertility timing more
than offsets the gradient in parental longevity (see also Appendix Figures A.8 and A.9).
The absence of a timing penalty among highly educated households, who are empirically
more exposed to early inheritance receipt, is therefore difficult to reconcile with a selec-

tion narrative and is consistent with differential credit access across education groups. The
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stratification by inheritance-size quartiles reported in Table B.1 in the Appendix further re-
inforces this interpretation by showing that the timing penalty persists for primary-educated
households within intermediate quartiles of bequest magnitude.

Beyond wealth accumulation, these findings suggest that early inheritances expand
households’ feasible choice sets in an unequal manner. By relaxing collateral constraints
at younger ages, early transfers open access to credit-financed opportunities—such as en-
trepreneurship, homeownership, and family formation—that are otherwise constrained for
lower-skilled households. In the next section, we test these mechanisms directly by exam-
ining how inheritance timing affects business ownership, housing outcomes, and fertility

decisions.

5 Early Inheritance and Key Economic Decisions

While the previous section showed that receiving an inheritance earlier in life generates
substantial long-run wealth gains—particularly for households facing tighter credit con-
straints—wealth accumulation is only one dimension through which intergenerational trans-
fers may shape economic outcomes. Early inheritances may also influence a set of discrete
and highly consequential economic decisions that determine households’ trajectories over
the life cycle. In particular, by relaxing liquidity and collateral constraints at younger ages,
early transfers may facilitate access to homeownership, enable investment in additional real
estate assets, and lower barriers to entrepreneurial activity.

To examine these channels, this section analyzes how the timing of inheritance receipt

affects the likelihood of engaging in three key economic outcomes'?

: owning the main resi-
dence, owning additional real estate properties, and operating a business. Unlike net wealth,
these outcomes reflect discrete choices that are often characterized by high entry costs and
credit requirements, making them especially sensitive to the availability of early capital

injections.

We estimate the following empirical specification:

Y; = ap + ayAgeAtInheritance; + as log(InhValue;) + asX; + 7 + &, (4)

12Because the data link current outcomes to the timing of inheritance receipt, the estimates should be
interpreted as documenting conditional long-run associations rather than strictly causal inheritance effects.
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where Y; is a binary indicator capturing the probability of the three outcomes of interest:
(i) homeownership of the primary residence, (ii) ownership of other real estate properties, or
(iii) business ownership'®. The coefficient a; measures how the probability of each outcome
varies with the age at which the inheritance is received!*, holding constant the size of the
transfer and household characteristics. The logarithm of the inherited amount controls for
wealth effects arising purely from inheritance size, while X; includes standard demographic
and socioeconomic controls. Survey-wave fixed effects, 7;, absorb common macroeconomic
conditions and institutional changes over time.

By focusing on these outcomes, the analysis moves beyond wealth levels to assess whether
early inheritances translate into tangible economic choices that shape households’ productive
capacity and long-term economic security. The following subsections present the estimated

effects for each outcome in turn.

5.1 Homeownership of the Primary Residence

Homeownership is a central component of household economic security and a key channel
through which wealth is accumulated over the life cycle. However, access to owner-occupied
housing typically requires substantial upfront liquidity, most notably to meet down-payment
requirements, making entry into homeownership particularly sensitive to credit constraints.
Early inheritances may therefore play a critical role by providing liquid resources at a stage
of the life cycle when households are most likely to face binding borrowing limits.

To examine this channel, we estimate probit models'® in which the dependent variable
is an indicator for owning the main residence. The key explanatory variables are the age at
which the inheritance is received and the logarithm of the inherited amount, controlling for

household characteristics and survey-wave fixed effects. Table 6 reports average marginal

13 Although not a purely economic outcome, we also examine the relationship between the timing of
inheritance receipt and fertility outcomes. See Section C in the Appendix for details.

4We do not include a quadratic term in age at inheritance in these specifications. When tested, the
squared term is not statistically significant for any of the outcomes considered. This is also consistent with
the underlying theoretical framework, as these economic decisions are predominantly taken early in the life
cycle, implying a monotonic—rather than nonlinear—relationship between inheritance timing and discrete
economic choices.

15 Although the tables report results from probit models, we have also estimated logit specifications as a
robustness check. The sign and statistical significance of the marginal effects remain virtually unchanged,
confirming the robustness of our findings.
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effects for the full sample and separately by educational attainment.

Table 6 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Homeownership

Dependent variable: Pr(Homeownership)

Full sample Primary educ. Secondary educ. Higher educ.

Age at inheritance -0.0012%** -0.0011** -0.0015** -0.0008
(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0007)
log(Inheritance value) — 0.0141%*** 0.0128%** 0.0151%%* 0.0146%**
(0.0022) (0.0036) (0.0036) (0.0043)
Observations 16,474 3,474 5,922 7,078
Pseudo R? 0.09 0.12 0.09 0.14

Notes: Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions include household-
level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the
household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

The results indicate that the timing of inheritance receipt is a statistically significant
determinant of homeownership, but only for households with low and intermediate levels of
education. In the full sample, households who receive an inheritance one year earlier exhibit
about a 0.12 percentage point higher probability of owning their main residence. This effect
is economically meaningful when accumulated over several years and is primarily driven by
households with primary and secondary education.

Among primary-educated households, a one-year delay in inheritance receipt is associ-
ated with approximately a 0.11 percentage point lower probability of homeownership, while
the relationship is slightly stronger for those with secondary education (0.15 percentage
points). By contrast, the timing coefficient for highly educated households is small and
statistically insignificant, suggesting that inheritance timing plays a limited role in shaping
homeownership outcomes for this group.

In contrast to timing, the scale effect of inheritances is positive and statistically signifi-
cant across all educational groups. A 10% increase in inheritance value raises the probability
of homeownership by roughly 0.14 percentage points in the full sample, with remarkably sim-
ilar magnitudes across education levels. This pattern suggests that while larger inheritances
facilitate housing acquisition for all households, early inheritances provide an additional and
distinct advantage only for those facing tighter borrowing constraints.

Overall, these findings reinforce the central role of inheritance timing—rather than in-

heritance size—in easing access to homeownership among credit-constrained households.
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Early inheritances help overcome down-payment barriers precisely when households are
most likely to be liquidity constrained, whereas highly educated households appear largely

able to compensate for delayed transfers through alternative sources of financing.

5.2 Ownership of Additional Real Estate Assets

Beyond access to the primary residence, the acquisition of additional real estate properties
represents a distinct margin of economic behavior closely linked to long-run wealth accu-
mulation through capital gains and rental income. Entry into this segment of the housing
market typically requires substantial upfront capital and sustained access to credit, making
it particularly sensitive to the timing and size of intergenerational transfers.

We estimate probit models in which the dependent variable indicates ownership of real
estate assets other than the primary residence, controlling for inheritance timing, inheritance
value, household characteristics, and survey-wave fixed effects. Table 7 reports average

marginal effects for the full sample and by educational attainment.

Table 7 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Owning Other Real Estate

Dependent variable: Pr(Other Real Estate)
Full sample Primary educ. Secondary educ. Higher educ.
Age at inheritance -0.0017%** -0.0034%** -0.0007 -0.0005
(0.0006) (0.0010) (0.0009) (0.0011)
log(Inheritance value)  0.0280*** 0.0021 0.0382%*** 0.0426%***
(0.0035) (0.0062) (0.0051) (0.0062)
Observations 16,496 3,477 5,926 7,084
Pseudo R? 0.09 0.09 0.09 0.13

Notes: Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions include household-
level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the
household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

The results differ significantly from those for primary homeownership. In the full sample,
receiving an inheritance earlier has a positive impact on the probability of owning additional
real estate assets, but this effect is almost entirely driven by households with primary edu-
cation. For this group, a one-year delay in inheritance receipt is linked with a reduction in
the probability of owning other real estate by more than 0.3 percentage points.

By contrast, inheritance timing is not statistically significant for households with sec-
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ondary or higher education. For these groups, the size of the inheritance plays a much more
prominent role, with larger inheritances substantially increasing the likelihood of owning
additional real estate. This asymmetry highlights that other real estate ownership is the
margin along which inheritance timing generates the largest wealth disparities: early trans-
fers enable low-educated households to access real estate investment opportunities that are
otherwise out of reach, while more educated households rely primarily on inheritance size

and alternative financing channels.

5.3 Entrepreneurial Entry

Entrepreneurial activity is highly sensitive to liquidity and credit access, as starting a busi-
ness typically requires upfront capital and involves substantial risk. Early inheritances can
therefore ease financial constraints at a critical stage of the life cycle, facilitating entry into
entrepreneurship. To quantify this channel, we estimate probit models for the probability
of entrepreneurship as a function of inheritance timing and value, controlling for household
characteristics and survey-wave fixed effects.!® Table 8 reports average marginal effects for

the full sample and by educational attainment.

Table 8 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Entrepreneurship

Dependent variable: Pr(Entrepreneurship)

Full sample Primary educ. Secondary educ. Higher educ.

Age at inheritance -0.0020%** -0.0016** -0.0025%** -0.0014*
(0.0005) (0.0007) (0.0007) (0.0008)
log(Inheritance value) — 0.0135%*** 0.0058 0.0209%** 0.0080
(0.0031) (0.0048) (0.0051) (0.0051)
Observations 14,706 2,873 5,328 6,498
Pseudo R? 0.12 0.28 0.1 0.08

Notes: Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions include household-
level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the
household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

The estimates point to a clear timing effect on entrepreneurial entry. In the full sample,
receiving an inheritance one year earlier corresponds to roughly a 0.20 percentage point

higher probability of starting a business. This effect is present across all educational groups,

16Results are robust to alternative logit specifications.
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but it is strongest among individuals with secondary education and remains statistically
significant even among highly educated households'”.

In contrast, the role of inheritance size is more uneven. Larger inheritances increase
entrepreneurial entry mainly among secondary-educated households, while the scale effect
is weaker and statistically insignificant for the remaining groups. Taken together, these
results suggest that early inheritances facilitate entrepreneurship primarily by improving

liquidity at the right moment, rather than by providing large amounts of capital.

6 Inter Vivos Transfers as a Hedging Mechanism

The previous sections have documented that demographic aging systematically delays in-
heritance receipt, imposing a substantial timing penalty on wealth accumulation and life-
cycle decisions—particularly among households facing binding credit constraints. A natural
question is whether families can anticipate these costs by shifting resources forward through
discretionary inter vivos transfers. We extend the benchmark model of Section 4.2 to ad-
dress this question. Unlike inheritances, which occur involuntarily at death, inter vivos
transfers reflect discretionary donor decisions subject to life-cycle and resource constraints
(Cox, 1987; Hurd et al., 2011).

Let B denote the total amount transferred across generations. Parents may choose to
transfer a portion g > 0 in period 1 as an inter vivos gift, while the remaining amount B — g
is transferred as a bequest in period 2. From the child’s perspective, a gift is equivalent to
an early bequest: market resources in period 1 become m; ; = y; + g, and the child’s indirect
utility V;(g) is increasing in g, with a steeper slope for households facing binding credit
frictions (Guiso and Jappelli, 2002). Early transfers are therefore particularly valuable for
liquidity-constrained children.

Parents have resources W and must retain at least ¢ to finance their own consumption

and retirement needs (Modigliani, 1988; Hurd et al., 2011). This generates the feasibility

1"The timing effect on entrepreneurship is statistically significant across all education groups (Table 8),
unlike the patterns documented for housing outcomes. This is consistent with the nature of entrepreneurial
finance: banks typically require physical collateral to fund new ventures regardless of the borrower’s edu-
cational background (Kiyotaki and Moore, 1997; Evans and Jovanovic, 1989), making entrepreneurship a
margin where credit constraints bind more broadly across the socioeconomic spectrum.
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constraint

0<g< min{B, max(W — ¢, O)}

Parents choose g to maximize V;(g) subject to this constraint. If W < ¢, then g = 0
and any transfer must take the form of a late bequest. The model therefore delivers two
empirical implications that we take to the data. First, early inter vivos transfers should be
concentrated among households at the top of the wealth and education distributions, since
only families with W > ¢ can shift transfers forward (De Nardi, 2004; Nishiyama, 2002).
Second, the hedging channel is inherently unequal: the households that would benefit most
from early liquidity—those with binding credit constraints—are precisely those least likely
to have access to it. We examine both predictions in turn.

Figure 4 shows the diverging trajectories of inheritances and inter vivos gifts over the
sample period. The average age at first inheritance increased from 37.4 to 44.7 years between
2002 and 2022, while the age at first gift receipt rose more modestly over the same period. As
a result, gifts provide access to wealth substantially earlier in the life cycle than inheritances,
suggesting that they could in principle serve as an anticipatory liquidity channel. This timing
gap is consistent with recent contributions emphasizing that the timing of intergenerational
transfers is a key determinant of their economic relevance (Boileau and Sturrock, 2023;
Pasini et al., 2024). Importantly, however, this does not imply that gifts fully compensate
for delayed inheritances: the first condition for the hedging channel to operate is satisfied,

but the second—that access be sufficiently widespread—remains to be examined.
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Figure 4 : Mean and median age at first inheritance and first gift receipt.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

The availability of this channel is highly uneven. Figure 5 documents a pronounced
educational gradient in both the timing and the incidence of inter vivos transfers. Lower-
educated households not only receive gifts later in life, but do so far less frequently than
those with tertiary education. Since educational attainment proxies for long-run family
resources, access to credit, and the capacity to deploy early liquidity productively (Corak,
2013), this pattern indicates that anticipatory wealth transmission is selective: it reinforces
the advantages of already privileged households rather than offsetting the timing penalty

faced by more constrained ones.
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Figure 5 : Inter vivos gifts by educational attainment of the recipient.
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This selectivity extends to family background. Figure 6 relates the incidence of gifts to
parental occupational status, classified by skill level following the International Standard
Classification of Occupations (ISCO) and used as a proxy for parental human capital. House-
holds whose parents hold high-skilled occupations are substantially more likely to receive
inter vivos transfers—and, in particular, transfers occurring before inheritance receipt—
than those whose parents are in low-skilled occupations.'® These patterns are consistent
with strong intergenerational persistence in socioeconomic status and with the notion that
only a subset of families has the economic capacity to anticipate wealth transfers (Corak,

2013; Elinder et al., 2018).

8The Appendix Figure D.1 reports complementary evidence on the average value of gifts by parental
occupational status. Because gift amounts are highly skewed and sample sizes within cells are limited, these
estimates are more volatile; the overall patterns are nonetheless consistent with the incidence results shown
here.
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Figure 6 : Incidence of inter vivos gifts by parental occupational status.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

To further characterize the distributional nature of inter vivos transfers, we estimate
a set of regressions relating their incidence and magnitude to households’ position in the
wealth distribution, conditional on demographic and socioeconomic characteristics. Because
the EFF does not provide direct information on donors’ wealth or education, the analysis
focuses on recipient characteristics. In a context of limited intergenerational mobility, house-
holds’ position in the wealth distribution is informative—though imperfectly—about long-
run family resources and, by extension, about the economic capacity of potential donors
(Corak, 2013). We consider three outcomes: the probability of receiving an inter vivos
transfer, the probability of receiving both an inheritance and a gift, and the logarithm of

the gift value:

Pr(BothInheritanceGift; = 1) | = Bo + 1 WealthDecile; + X By + Tt + €ty (5)
log(Gift Amount;;)

where WealthDecile; denotes the household’s position in the net wealth distribution, X;; in-
cludes demographic and socioeconomic controls, and 7; are survey-wave fixed effects. These

regressions are descriptive in nature and are not intended to identify causal effects.
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Figure 7 summarizes the results. The probability of receiving an inter vivos transfer
increases sharply and monotonically with wealth, wealthier households are substantially
more likely to combine gifts and inheritances, and the value of gifts rises steeply along the
wealth distribution. These patterns are consistent with existing evidence that intergenera-
tional transfers are highly concentrated at the top of the wealth distribution (Elinder et al.,
2018; De Nardi, 2004), and confirm the first theoretical prediction: the capacity to antic-
ipate transfers is concentrated among wealthier families, precisely because the feasibility

constraint W > ¢ is binding for most households.?

19 Appendix Figure D.2 confirms that these patterns are robust to using income deciles rather than wealth
deciles to characterize households’ position in the distribution.
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Figure 7 : Inter-vivos Transfers and Net Wealth Deciles
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wave fixed effects.

Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Finally, Figure 8 shows that the concentration of inter vivos transfers among the wealthy
is even more pronounced when attention is restricted to transfers that are truly anticipatory.
Defining an early gift as an inter vivos transfer received prior to the first inheritance and at
or before age 45—the threshold below which transfers can plausibly relax credit constraints
at critical stages of the life cycle (Boileau and Sturrock, 2023; Pasini et al., 2024)—the
predicted probability of receiving such a transfer increases sharply and monotonically with
wealth, remaining close to zero throughout the bottom half of the distribution and rising
steeply only in the top two deciles.

Taken together, these findings confirm both testable predictions derived from the model.
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Figure 8 : Predicted Probability of Receiving an Early Inter-Vivos Gift
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Early inter vivos transfers are overwhelmingly concentrated among households at the top
of the wealth and education distributions, and the hedging channel is inherently unequal:
the households that would benefit most from early liquidity—those facing binding credit
constraints—are precisely those least likely to have access to it. Rather than offsetting the
distributional consequences of delayed inheritance receipt, inter vivos transfers reinforce
them. Demographic aging therefore amplifies wealth inequality through a dual mechanism:
by delaying inheritances for everyone, and by concentrating the only available hedge against

that delay among those who are already advantaged.

7 Conclusions

This paper shows that demographic aging reshapes intergenerational wealth transmission
not only by increasing the volume of wealth transferred across generations, but also by
systematically delaying the timing at which these transfers are received. As rising life ex-
pectancy postpones inheritances to later stages of the life cycle, their capacity to relax credit

constraints, influence major economic decisions, and foster long-run wealth accumulation
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is substantially weakened. Importantly, this timing effect is highly uneven across house-
holds, giving rise to a dual mechanism through which demographic aging amplifies wealth
inequality.

Our analysis delivers four main insights. First, inheritances are strongly associated with
higher household net wealth, but their economic impact depends critically on when they are
received. Delays in inheritance receipt are linked to systematically lower long-run wealth,
with the largest penalties arising when transfers occur during early and mid-adulthood.
Timing therefore emerges as a central dimension of intergenerational transfers, distinct
from their magnitude.

Second, the timing penalty is strongly heterogeneous and closely linked to credit con-
straints. Delayed inheritances impose sizable costs on households with low and medium
education—groups that face tighter borrowing constraints and rely more heavily on early
access to capital—while the effect is small and statistically negligible for highly educated
households. This pattern indicates that the economic consequences of delayed transfers are
concentrated precisely among those for whom liquidity is most valuable.

Third, inheritance timing shapes a range of key life-cycle decisions with long-run con-
sequences. Earlier transfers are associated with higher probabilities of entrepreneurship,
greater access to homeownership and other real estate assets, and earlier family formation.
These effects are consistently stronger among less educated households, underscoring the
role of early wealth in relaxing binding financial constraints at critical stages of the life
cycle and shaping long-term economic trajectories. This pattern is especially stark for in-
vestment in additional real estate among primary-educated households, for whom the timing
of the transfer predicts ownership while the size of the inheritance does not—a contrast that
separates the credit-constraint channel from the pure wealth channel.

Fourth, and central to the distributional implications of aging, inter vivos transfers pro-
vide an incomplete and highly uneven buffer against delayed inheritances. While early gifts
are associated with higher levels of wealth accumulation, access to this channel is strongly
concentrated among wealthier and more educated families. Both the likelihood of receiving
early transfers and the magnitude of gifts increase sharply with household economic advan-

tage, implying that anticipatory transfers disproportionately benefit those who are already
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better positioned to accumulate and deploy capital. Rather than equalizing opportunities,
inter vivos transfers therefore amplify existing disparities in wealth accumulation and rein-
force inequalities in the timing and effectiveness of intergenerational wealth transmission.

Taken together, these findings point to a dual inequality channel induced by demographic
aging. On the one hand, delayed inheritances weaken the transformative role of intergen-
erational transfers for credit-constrained households. On the other hand, the capacity to
anticipate transfers through early gifts allows more advantaged families to shield their de-
scendants from these losses. As a result, the timing of intergenerational transfers emerges
as a key mechanism through which economic advantage persists across generations in aging
societies.

These results have broader implications for the study of wealth inequality and inter-
generational mobility. They suggest that analyses of intergenerational transfers may be
incomplete if they focus exclusively on the size of transfers, abstracting from when wealth
is received over the life cycle. From a policy perspective, our findings suggest that the
life-cycle stage at which wealth arrives is as consequential as its magnitude for economic
and distributional outcomes. This points to a role for policy instruments that are sensitive
to the timing of transfers, not merely their size. For instance, inheritance tax schedules
that vary with the age of the recipient at the time of receipt could better account for the
unequal economic impact of late bequests across socioeconomic groups. Similarly, fiscal
incentives for early inter vivos transfers—conditional on donor wealth to avoid reinforcing
existing concentration—could partially offset the liquidity penalties documented here for
credit-constrained households. We leave the design and welfare evaluation of such instru-
ments to future research.

While our analysis focuses on data from Spain, future research could examine whether
similar timing effects arise in other institutional contexts. The Spanish Survey of Household
Finances is part of the harmonized Household Finance and Consumption Survey (HFCS),
which covers more than twenty European countries. Extending this framework to a cross-
country setting would allow systematic comparisons across inheritance regimes, credit-
market structures, and demographic dynamics, helping to establish whether the timing

premium documented here is a general feature of aging societies or depends on specific
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institutional environments.
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A Data descriptives

Table A.1 : Descriptive Statistics of Inheritance Variables

Variable Obs. Mean SD Min Max
Year 48,639 2013 6.5 2002 2022
Reference Person Age 48,639 54.0 15.8 17 101
Year of First Inheritance 17,300 1998.1 16.6 1909 2022
Amount of First Inheritance 15,734 146,827.2 1,472,088 0 1,210,000,000
Age at First Inheritance 17,300 42.5 15.1 0 88
Time Since Inheritance 17,300 17.7 15.6 0 97
Net Wealth 48,639 301,802.5 1,567,379 -38,200,000 933,000,000

Notes: Monetary values in constant 2022 EUR; SD = standard deviation. In the econometric
analysis, extreme values of net wealth, age at first inheritance, and year of first inheritance
are excluded to limit the influence of outliers.

Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF (Banco de Espana, 2024).

Table A.2 : Inheritances by Year and Age Group

2002 2005 2008 2011 2014 2017 2020 2022 Total
Observations (unweighted) 5,143 5,962 6,197 6,106 6,120 6,413 6,313 6,385 48,639
Observations (weighted) 14,738,156 15,987,400 17,257,802 18,022,844 18,362,778 18,536,404 18,821,645 19,116,272 140,843,301
Up to 35 years old 2,470,836 2,849,333 2,766,162 2,414,234 2,015,684 1,771,787 1,649,549 1,801,425 17,739,010
(%) 16.76% 17.82% 16.03% 13.40% 10.98% 9.56% 8.76% 9.42% 12.59%
35-49 years old 4,462,990 4,915,854 5422919 5,610,866 5,781,858 5,754,761 5,824,063 5,597,123 43,370,434
(%) 30.28% 30.75% 31.42% 31.13% 31.49% 31.05% 30.94% 29.28% 30.79%
50-64 years old 3,707,654 3,970,820 4,387,534 4,782,508 5,215,342 5,509,818 6,070,790 6,369,522 40,013,988
(%) 25.16% 24.84% 25.43% 26.54% 28.40% 29.73% 32.25% 33.32% 28.41%
65 years old and older 4,096,676 4,251,393 4,681,187 5,215,236 5,349,894 5,500,038 5,277,243 5,348,202 39,719,869
(%) 27.80% 26.59% 27.13% 28.94% 29.13% 29.67% 28.04% 27.98% 28.20%
Households that received an inheritance 3,101,336 3,451,602 5,363,545 6,399,595 6,330,416 7,271,973 7,199,149 8,187,016 47,304,631
(%) 21.04% 21.59% 31.08% 35.51% 34.47% 39.23% 38.25% 42.83% 33.59%
Up to 35 years old 254,413 273,237 430,984 511,012 306,797 332,987 313,899 402,677 2,826,008
(%) 1.73% 1.711% 2.50% 2.84% 1.67% 1.80% 1.67% 2.11% 2.01%
35-49 years old 693,279 925,626 1,328,113 1,493,553 1,229,739 1,489,924 1,518,872 1,674,274 10,353,379
(%) 4.70% 5.79% 7.70% 8.29% 6.70% 8.04% 8.07% 8.76% 7.35%
50-64 years old 990,852 986,762 1,842,732 2,074,389 2,234,704 2,566,499 2,536,482 2,919,313 16,151,733
(%) 6.72% 6.17% 10.68% 11.51% 12.17% 13.85% 13.48% 15.27% 11.47%
65 years old and older 1,162,792 1,265,976 1,761,715 2,320,642 2,559,176 2,882,562 2,829,897 3,190,752 17,973,511
(%) 7.89% 7.92% 10.21% 12.88% 13.94% 15.55% 15.03% 16.69% 12.76%
Mean inheritance value 101,662.4  102,394.2  125,058.7  159,099.6  149,839.3  128.,408.2  144,624.2  181,484.1 144,861.2
Median inheritance value 53,997.3 36,667.5 46,225.0 54,463.1 52,6784 49,271.6 52,295.8 52,110.5 50,362.1
Heir mean age 36.7 37.7 39.6 40.3 42.0 43.5 43.4 44.6 41.8
Heir median age 37 38 40 40 44 45 44 45 43
Received less than 10 years ago 620,188 717,547 1,926,865 2,078,410 2,234,937 2,842,552 2,797,059 3,318,243 16,535,800
(%) 4.21% 4.49% 11.17% 11.53% 12.17% 15.34% 14.86% 17.36% 11.74%
Received 10-19 years ago 616,312 657,139 1,209,019 1,355,937 1,478,856 1,769,681 1,496,656 1,789,207 10,372,807
(%) 4.18% 4.11% 7.01% 7.52% 8.05% 9.55% 7.95% 9.36% 7.36%
Received 2029 years ago 546,047 615,043 775,701 919,542 899,462 965,628 1,043,387 1,097,489 6,862,298
(%) 3.711% 3.85% 4.50% 5.10% 4.90% 5.21% 5.54% 5.74% 4.87%
Received 30+ years ago 1,318,789 1,461,873 1,451,961 2,045,707 1,717,161 1,694,111 1,862,048 1,982,077 13,533,726
(%) 8.95% 9.14% 8.41% 11.35% 9.35% 9.14% 9.89% 10.37% 9.61%

Notes: In 2002 and 2005, the survey included fewer response options related to inheritances. All percentages
are computed over total weighted households per wave (Observations weighted). Monetary values in constant
2022 EUR.

Source: Authors’ own construction based on EFF from Banco de Espana (2024).
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Figure A.1 : Percentage of Households that Have Received an Inheritance, by Age Groups.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
Notes: In 2002 and 2005 the survey includes fewer response options related to inheritances.

Figure A.2 : Percentage of Households that Have Received a Gift, by Age Groups.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
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Figure A.3 : Mean Net Wealth, by Age Groups.

== Upto 35 = M -35-49 50-64 65 and older

600.000
500.000

400.000

300.000 ‘ T

200000 ¥ "\\.___..—"‘“l

100.000

2002 2005 2008 2011 2014 2017 2020 2022
EFF YEAR

MEAN NET WEALTH (CONSTANT 2022 EUR)
N\
/

Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Figure A.4 : Median Net Wealth, by Age Groups.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
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Figure A.5 : Evolution of the Gini Index of Net Wealth, by Age Groups and Overall.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Figure A.6 : Mean and Median Age at which the Largest Inheritance is Received.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
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Figure A.7 : Mean Age at which the Largest Inheritance is Received, by Educational

Level.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.

Figure A.8 : Mean Age at First Birth by Education Level, by year of birth.
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Figure A.9 : Mean Age at First Birth by Education Level, by EFF years.
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Figure A.10 : Percentage Inherited by each Wealth Decile over the Total Amount.
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Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
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Figure A.11 : Percentage Inherited by each Wealth Decile over the Total Net Wealth in
each Decile.
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Figure A.12 : Percentage Received as Gift by each Wealth Decile over the Total Amount.
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Figure A.13 : Percentage Received as a Gift by each Wealth Decile over the Total Net
Wealth in each Decile.
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B Timing Penalty within Inheritance Size Quartiles
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Table B.1 : Effect of Age at Inheritance on log(Net Wealth), by Education and Inheritance
Size Quartile

Panel A: Primary Education

Dependent variable: log(Net Wealth) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Age at inheritance —0.0099  —0.0479*%F*  —0.0405%** 0.0229
(0.0148) (0.0141) (0.0095) (0.0250)
Age at inheritance? —0.0000  0.0005%** 0.0004*** —0.0000
(0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0003)
Observations 1,391 1,037 647 361
R? 0.263 0.363 0.323 0.445
Panel B: Secondary Education
Dependent variable: log(Net Wealth) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Age at inheritance —0.0175 —0.0142 —0.0265***  —0.0164
(0.0142)  (0.0106) (0.0072)  (0.0111)
Age at inheritance? 0.0001 0.0001 0.0003***  0.0004***
(0.0002)  (0.0001) (0.0001)  (0.0001)
Observations 1,606 1,615 1,522 1,077
R2 0.250 0.320 0.301 0.401
Panel C: Higher Education
Dependent variable: log(Net Wealth) Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4
Age at inheritance 0.0199 —0.0121 —0.0098 0.0201
(0.0196) (0.0089) (0.0116) (0.0134)
Age at inheritance? —0.0005%* 0.0001 0.0001 —0.0002
(0.0002) (0.0001) (0.0001) (0.0002)
Observations 1,027 1,426 1,930 2,681
R? 0.420 0.387 0.388 0.411

Notes: Dependent variable is log(Net Wealth). Quartiles (Q1-Q4) are defined over the
distribution of log(inheritance value) within each education group. All regressions include
household-level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard errors in paren-
theses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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C Fertility and Family Planning

Fertility decisions involve substantial upfront and ongoing costs, making them highly sensi-
tive to liquidity and credit access. Early inheritances can ease these constraints and facilitate
family formation. To quantify this effect, we estimate probit models for two outcomes: (i)
the probability of having any children and (ii) the probability of having at least two children,
as functions of inheritance timing and size, controlling for socio-demographic characteristics

and year fixed effects.

Table C.1 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Having Any Children

Dependent variable: Pr(Any children)
General Primary Secondary Tertiary
Age at inheritance —0.004***  —0.008*%*  —0.002%**  —0.003%**
(0.001)  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
log(inheritance value)  —0.006 0.014 -0.003 -0.017
(0.005)  (0.010) (0.008) (0.055)
Observations 10,592 2,525 4,823 5,904
Pseudo R? 0.12 0.19 0.08 0.06

Notes: All regressions include controls for age, health status, marital status, income
decile, household size, and year fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the
household level in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.

Table C.1 indicates that earlier inheritances significantly increase the likelihood of par-
enthood. In the full sample, inheriting one year earlier raises the probability of having chil-
dren by 0.44 percentage points (p<0.01). The effect is strongest among primary-educated
households (0.83 pp), remains sizeable for tertiary-educated households (0.32 pp), and is
smaller but still significant for those with secondary education (0.21 pp). These patterns
highlight that fertility decisions are particularly sensitive to liquidity constraints among the
least educated, but timing also matters for more advantaged groups.

By contrast, the size of the inheritance exerts little systematic influence. In the pooled
sample, the effect is small and statistically insignificant (~0.06 pp). Among tertiary-educated
households, however, larger bequests are associated with a lower probability of having chil-
dren (-0.17 pp, p<0.01), consistent with wealthier couples postponing or reducing fertility.

For primary and secondary groups, the scale effect is negligible, suggesting that timing
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rather than magnitude drives fertility responses.

We next examine the probability of having at least two children, a decision where credit
constraints are particularly binding. Spain’s fertility rate is 1.3 children per woman, well
below the desired level of around two (Delgado et al. 2008). Recent evidence shows that
44.8% of one-child mothers intend to have a second child within three years (Suero 2023),
yet economic barriers—especially high childrearing costs and limited credit access—often

prevent this expansion.

Table C.2 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Having at Least Two Children

Dependent variable: Pr(>2 children)
General Primary Secondary Tertiary
Age at inheritance —0.003***  —0.007***  —0.003***  —0.004***
(0.001)  (0.001) (0.001) (0.001)
log(inheritance value) 0.000 0.011 -0.008 -0.015*
(0.005)  (0.008) (0.007) (0.009)
Observations 10,592 2,525 4,823 5,904
Pseudo R? 0.15 0.20 0.07 0.07

Notes: All regressions include controls for age, health status, marital status, income
decile, household size, and year fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the
household level in parentheses. * p<0.10; ** p<0.05; *** p<0.01.

Table C.2 shows that earlier inheritances also matter for family expansion. In the full
sample, inheriting one year earlier raises the probability of having at least two children
by 0.29 percentage points (p<0.01). The effect is particularly pronounced for primary-
educated households (0.70 pp), remains sizeable for tertiary-educated households (0.42 pp),
and is smaller though still significant for those with secondary education (0.25 pp). These
results reinforce that timing plays a central role in enabling households—especially the most
constrained—to achieve desired family size.

By contrast, the size of inheritances exerts little systematic influence on family expansion.
In the pooled sample, the effect is essentially zero. It remains negligible for primary and
secondary households, but among tertiary-educated families larger bequests are associated
with a lower probability of having two or more children (-0.15 pp, p<0.10). This pattern
suggests that for more advantaged households, sizeable transfers may induce postponement

or reduction of fertility, consistent with alternative investment or lifestyle choices crowding
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out family expansion.

Taken together, the results show that early inheritances ease liquidity constraints and
significantly promote both entry into parenthood and the transition to larger families. The
effects are strongest among households with lower education, consistent with tighter credit
constraints, but timing also matters for more advantaged groups. By contrast, the size of
inheritances plays a limited role and is only significantly negative among tertiary-educated
households, where larger transfers may delay or reduce fertility. These patterns underscore
that the timing channel, rather than the scale of transfers, is the primary driver of fertility

responses.

D The Importance of Inheritance Timing across the Income Dis-

tribution

Table D.1 : Effect of Age at Inheritance on log(Net Wealth), by Income groups

Dependent variable: log(Net Wealth)
Full sample Bottom 50% Next 40%  Top 10%

Age at inheritance -0.0153***  -0.0172%** -0.0100* -0.0220

(0.0041) (0.0066)  (0.0056)  (0.0178)
Age at inheritance? 0.0001%** 0.0002** 0.0001 0.0001

(0.0001) (0.0001)  (0.0001)  (0.0002)
log(Inheritance value) — 0.1912%** 0.2064***  0.1733%F*  (.2193%**

(0.0101) (0.0159)  (0.0126)  (0.0287)
Observations 16,320 6,288 7,399 2,633
R? 0.38 0.17 0.26 0.3

Notes: This corresponds to the same regression explained in Equation 3.
We now divide the sample by percentile groups of the household income
distribution . All regressions include household-level controls and survey-
wave fixed effects. Robust standard errors clustered at the household level
in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Table D.2 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Homeownership, by Income groups

Dependent variable: Pr(Homeownership)

Full sample Bottom 50% Next 40%  Top 10%

Age at inheritance -0.0012%** -0.0012%* -0.0017***  0.0010
(0.0004) (0.0005) (0.0005)  (0.0009)
log(Inheritance value) — 0.0141%** 0.0258*** -0.0026 0.0037
(0.0022) (0.0032) (0.0031)  (0.0068)
Observations 16,474 6,418 7,424 2,628
Pseudo R? 0.09 0.10 0.07 0.51

Notes: This corresponds to the same regression explained in Equation 3. We
now divide the sample by percentile groups of the household income distri-
bution. Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions include
household-level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard er-
rors clustered at the household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Table D.3 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Owning other Real Estate, by Income
groups

Dependent variable: Pr(Other Real Estate)
Full sample Bottom 50% Next 40% Top 10%
Age at inheritance -0.0017***  -0.0027*** -0.0003 0.0002
(0.0006) (0.0008)  (0.0009)  (0.0014)
log(Inheritance value)  0.0280*** 0.0287***  0.0309*%**  0.0147**
(0.0035) (0.0049)  (0.0053)  (0.0070)
Observations 16,496 6,426 7,434 2,628
Pseudo R? 0.09 0.05 0.06 0.13

Notes: This corresponds to the same regression explained in Equation 3.
We now divide the sample by percentile groups of the household income
distribution. Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions
include household-level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust stan-
dard errors clustered at the household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.
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Table D.4 : Marginal Effects on the Probability of Entrepreneurship, by Income groups

Dependent variable: Pr(Entrepreneurship)
Full sample Bottom 50%  Next 40% Top 10%
Age at inheritance -0.0020%**  -0.0019***  -0.0021***  -0.0032
(0.0005) (0.0006) (0.0008)  (0.0022)
log(Inheritance value) — 0.0135*** 0.0072%* 0.0230***  0.0202
(0.0031) (0.0035) (0.0055)  (0.0141)
Observations 14,706 5,675 6,685 2,344
Pseudo R? 0.12 0.14 0.07 0.12

Notes: This corresponds to the same regression explained in Equation 3. We
now divide the sample by percentile groups of the household income distri-
bution. Average marginal effects from probit models. All regressions include
household-level controls and survey-wave fixed effects. Robust standard er-
rors clustered at the household level in parentheses.

Significance levels: *** p < 0.01, ** p < 0.05, * p < 0.1.

Figure D.1 : Amount of inter vivos gifts by parental occupational status.
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Notes: Parental occupation is classified by skill level following the International Standard Classification of
Occupations (ISCO) and used as a proxy for socioeconomic background. The sample is restricted to
households in which both parents (or parents-in-law) fall into the same skill category. The horizontal axis
reports EFF survey waves rather than years of gift receipt to ensure sufficient sample size within each cell.
Source: Authors’ own construction based on the EFF.
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Figure D.2 : Inter-vivos Transfers and Income Deciles
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