
Seminar: Economics of Human Resource Allocation
2019

Instructor: Katsuya Takii,
email: takii@osipp.osaka-u.ac.jp.

Time: The 5th period on Monday ( every two weeks).
Location: The seminar room C in OSIPP building

O¢ ce Hours: Make an appointment by e-mail.

Pre-required Courses: Microeconomic Theory, Macroeconomic Theory, Applied Econometrics I, IIA, IIB
(Equivalent other courses are acceptable.)

Purpose: This seminar is designed for the second year students or Ph.D. students who are interested in
writing papers in this �eld. Students can improve four di¤erent skills: (1) a basic skill to analyze in this
�eld, (2) the skill to �nd their own research topics in this �eld, (3) the skill to improve the ability to organize
their thought and (4) the skill to deliver their idea to other people.
Plan:

1. This year students are expected to learn the issues in the Return to Education. Students must present
and discuss the following papers (subjected to Change)

(a) The Return to College and Treatment E¤ect Heterogeneity.

i. Survey
A. HECKMAN, JAMES J. , LANCE J. LOCHNER and PETRA E. TODD (2006) �EARN-

INGS FUNCTIONS, RATES OF RETURN AND TREATMENT EFFECTS: THE MIN-
CER EQUATION AND BEYOND,�Handbook of the Economics of Education, Volume
I, 307-458.

ii. Topics
A. Carneiro, Pedro, James J. Heckman and Edward J. Vytlacil (2011), �Estimating Marginal

Returns to Education,�American Economic Review 2754-2781 (29)
B. Kaufmann, Katja Maria (2014), �Understanding the income gradient in college attendance
in Mexico: The role of heterogeneity in expected returns,�Quantitative Economics 5 ,
583�630 (48)

C. CARNEIRO, PEDRO, MICHAEL LOKSHIN AND NITHIN UMAPATHI (2017), �AV-
ERAGE AND MARGINAL RETURNS TO UPPER SECONDARY SCHOOLING IN
INDONESIA,�Journal of Applied Econometrics, 16-36 (21)

D. Nybom Martin (2017), �The Distribution of Lifetime Earnings Returns to College�Jour-
nal of Labor Economics, 903-952 (50)

E. Walters, Christopher R. (2018) �The Demand for E¤ective Charter Schools,�Journal of
Political Economy, 2179-2223. (45)

F. Kamhöfer, Daniel A., Hendrik Schmitz and Matthias Westphal (2019), HETEROGENE-
ITY INMARGINAL NON-MONETARY RETURNS TO HIGHER EDUCATION,�Jour-
nal of the European Economic Association, 205-244 (40)

(b) College Major Choice

i. Survey
A. Altonji, J.G., P. Arcidiacono and A. Maurel (2016), �The Analysis of Field Choice in Col-

lege and Graduate School: Determinants and Wage E¤ects,�Handbook of the Economics
of Education, Vol.5, 305-396.

ii. Topics
A. Josh Kinsler and Ronni Pavan (2015), �The Speci�city of General Human Capital: Evi-

dence from College Major Choice�933-972 (40)
B. Altonji, Joseph G., Lisa B. Kahn, Jamin D. Speer (2016), �Cashier or Consultant? Entry
Labor Market Conditions, Field of Study, and Career Success, Journal of Labor Eco-
nomics, S361-S401 (41)



C. Kirkeboen, Lars J. Edwin Leuven Magne Mogstad (2016), �FIELD OF STUDY, EARN-
INGS, AND SELF-SELECTION�Quarterly Journal of Economics, 1057-1111 (56)

2. In addition to attending this lecture, students are expected to present their own paper or the recent the-
oretical or empirical papers related to the human resources allocation in several �elds at the workshop on
the economics of human resource allocation (https://sites.google.com/site/jinzaihaichinokeizaigaku/).
Potential �elds cover corporate governance, political election, bureaucracy, internal and external labor
market, school choice, and its impacts on the performance of �rms, government policy, inequality and
aggregate economy.

Grading Policy:
Item points times Total sum
Attendance in this lecture 1 15 15
Presentation in this lecture ? ? [25; 65]
Presentation in WEHRA [10; 20] 1 [10; 20]

The presentations at this lecture and the workshop on the economics of human resource allocation
(WEHRA) are evaluated by 6 ranks: S, A, B, C, D and E. The following is the standard of evaluation.

� Presentation in this lecture

1. E...Almost no preparations.

2. D...Incomplete and the lack of comprehensiveness.

3. C. The presenter might understand the contents, but audiences cannot understand it at all.

4. B....The audience can understand what the presenter tries to say. However, the signi�cance and
logic of the paper is not clear. (If the presenter thinks that the method is not proper, his/her
view must be clear.)

5. A...The audience can perfectly understand the signi�cance and logic of the paper.

6. S. Beyond the comprehensiveness of presentation, the presenter can entertain the audience.

� Presentation in the workshop on the economics of human resource allocation

1. E...Incomplete report.

2. D...The lack of comprehensiveness.

3. C. The report is consistently written.

4. B. The paper is consistent, but it is not clearly written.

5. A. The report is well-organized so we can easily understand the signi�cance of topics and the
validity of the method.

6. S...Beyond the comprehensiveness of the paper, either the topics or the method is very creative
or/and the report is well-organized so it can attract readers of the �eld.
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