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Abstract

American men have increasingly delayed their first marriage over the past four decades.
The retreat from marriage that is characterized by both later and less frequent marriage,
coupled with increases in the single-mother family, have attracted substantial theoretical
and policy debates on both its structural causes and directions of future change. The
current study draws data from the Cumulative Files of Current Population Survey June
Surveys and examines how changes in labor market rewards to schooling relates to the
trend toward lower marriage rates among less educated men, especially less educated
black men. Based on the economic model of marriage formation, this study extends
Wilson and Neckerman’s (1986) thesis on “the pool of marriageable men”, showing that
economy-wide wage structure changes and the consequent real wage losses among the
noncollege educated partly explain marriage disparity by education and changes over
time for black and white men. Labor market bias toward skills results in a more
precipitous decline in marriage for noncollege educated men relative to college educated
men. The impact of wage structure changes on educational differentials in marriage
trends is greater for black men than for white men. Further, an increased labor market
“bias” towards schooling results in a divergence in marriage rates between college
educated and noncollege educated black men, but a convergence in marriage rates
between college educated and noncollege educated white men since the late 1970s. For
both black and white men, the relationship between the adverse shift in wage structure
and the greater marriage decline among noncollege educated men is the economic
consequence of sectoral shift between goods production and services, which results in a
decline of relatively well-paid manufacturing employment where unskilled men used to
be disproportionately represented.



American men have increasingly delayed their first marriage over the past four decades.
Between 1970 and 2003, the median age at first marriage has increased from 23 years to
27 years (U.S. Bureau of Census 2003). Although all schooling and racial groups have
delayed marriage, the trend is greater among the less educated and blacks. For a segment
of the black population, marriage delays are essentially nonmarriage. For example, based
on the experiences of women who come of age between 1945 and 1964, Goldstein and
Kenny (2001) predict that the proportion who eventually marry declines moderately for
college educated non-Hispanic white women, but declines by over twenty percentage
points for noncollege educated black women. Marriage delays also influence other
family patterns such as divorce, family size, birth timing, and birth spacing (Booth and
Edwards 1985; Coale 1989; Marini 1981; Anderson 1986). More importantly, marriage
delays, coupled with a high level of nonmarital fertility, have yielded large increases in
the number of female-headed families with dependent children, the type of family that is
most susceptible to poverty (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Levy 1995).

Social scientists have offered several explanations of this marital behavior change
(Espenshade 1985), among which the economic perspective has received the most
attention.' It is argued that marriage delays since the early 1970s are due to the wage
effect of young men’s deteriorating labor market position, which simultaneously
decreases men’s marriage incentive and the supply of marriageable men (Becker 1981;
Oppenheimer 1988; Wilson 1987). This economic explanation has received strong
empirical support in individual-level models and meso-level models that emphasize the
marriage timing effects of men’s socioeconomic characteristics and the economic

opportunities in the local marriage market, respectively. However, few studies are



designed to examine temporal change in the relationship between men’s socioeconomic
characteristics and marriage formation, and how the pattern of temporal change relates to
macro economic context, thus limiting our understanding of the structural and
institutional roots of the trend toward lower marriage rates and its likely direction of
ongoing change in the future.

In the past four decades, changes in labor market institutions and in economic
conditions worked jointly to create a historic shift in how the U.S. labor market allocates
its rewards among workers (Borjas 2003). The current study examines how changes in
labor market rewards to schooling relate to the trend toward lower marriage rates among

men, especially less educated black men.

ECONOMIC OPPORTUNITIES AND MEN’S AGE AT FIRST MARRIAGE
According to the economic theory of marriage, men having a favorable labor market
position are more likely to marry, because they are more attractive on the marriage
market and have greater ability to set up independent households and to perform
conventional breadwinner roles (Hajnal 1965; Easterlin 1978). Support for this
hypothesis is fairly robust, using a wide range of measures of men’s socioeconomic
characteristics including employment status, earnings, career development, occupational
prestige, and the level of educational attainment, and multiple data sources
(Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997; Sassler and Goldscheider 2004; Bennett, Bloom,
and Craig 1989; Clarkberg 1999; Hogan 1978; Mare and Winship 1991). Local marriage
markets that provide men greater economic opportunities are also found to promote

marriage formation (Lichter et al. 1992). Black-white differentials in economic



opportunities play an important role in black-white differences in marriage rates. For
Wilson (1987), a shortage of economically attractive men is a serious structural
impediment for black women to marry. Subsequent study by Lichter et al. (1992)
provides additional evidence showing that compared to other covariates, indicators of the
relative supply of economically attractive males account for the largest proportion of
black-white differences in marriage rates. Racial differences in the pace of transition to
steady employment are also found to relate to black-white differences in marriage timing
(Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997).

Despite these consistent findings on the relationship between socioeconomic
status and marriage formation for men, their implications for the trend toward lower
marriage rates as well as the underlying structural explanations vary. This arises because
changes in labor market structures and labor market rewards to skills have changed the
attributes that affect a man’s economic fortunes over time. As a consequence, the
relationship between men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation not
only depends upon the economic circumstances, but also the historical periods of interest.
For instance, although having a job has been consistently shown to promote marriage, the
increase in “lousy jobs” which do not allow men to support a family of four by
themselves (Burtless 1990) has raised the concern whether being employed could
adequately capture a man’s relative and absolute socioeconomic standing over time.
Moreover, unemployment is closely related to business cycle, and thus often fails to
provide information about longer time underemployed and discouraged workers (Blau,
Ferber, and Winkler 2002), the demographic groups who have experienced the sharpest

marriage decline since the early 1970s.



Studies attempting to use employment status to explain marriage trends provide
mixed results. In a cohort-specific analysis, Testa and Krogh (1995) find an increase in
the importance of employment status on men’s likelihood of marriage over time. But
since their study is based on a rather small sample of black men living in Chicago high
poverty census tracts, it may not reflect the causes of the national trend toward lower
marriage rates. In fact, a number of studies using national samples show the relationship
between employment status and men’s likelihood of marriage remains unchanged (Jencks
1989; Lerman 1989; Mare and Winship 1991; Ellwood and Rodda 1990; Wilson and
Neckerman 1987; Testa 1991). A most recent study by Sweeney (2002) even finds a
moderate decline in the effect of employment status on marriage formation for white
men. Given that both employed and unemployed men have experienced noticeable
marriage declines since the early 1970s, changes in employment opportunities will not be
the driving forces for the trend toward lower marriage rates. Indeed, although the overall
national unemployment rate was at its lowest level in 30 years in the longest economic
expansion of the early 1990s, the trend toward lower marriage rates continued.
Therefore, as Mare and Winship (1991) concluded in their study that changes in
employment status cannot be driving force underlying the trends towards lower marriage
rates since the early 1970s.

Earnings and career maturity are less ambiguous as a measure of men’s current
socioeconomic standing than employment status. However, as schooling is prolonged,
such data are not observed for an increasing proportion of young men who have not
entered the labor force. Although school enrollment delays marrying, a number of

marriages are contracted when young men are still students. The combining of the



student role with spouse role is more often observed among men pursuing higher
education (Rindfuss, Swicegood, and Rosenfeld 1987), indicating young adult men
probably plan their marriages on the basis of prospective socioeconomic standing rather
than their current one. Indeed, both Becker (1981) and Oppenheimer (1988) argue that
men’s economic potential could also play an important role when they first enter
marriage. For Oppenheimer, marriage delays principally arise from uncertainties of
young men’s labor market positions, which inhibits assortative mating.

In contemporary society, schooling is an important indictor of men’s economic
potential. It reflects not only what a man’s future economic prospects are likely to be but
also when he might achieve it. Since the early 1970s, changes in the structure of the
determinants of labor market success have led to an increase in the effects of schooling
on men’s economic prospects. This is reflected not only in the widening wage gaps
between schooling groups (Levy 1995; Murphy and Welch 1992; Katz and Author 1999),
but more seriously, the divergence in the economic fortunes between college educated
and noncollege educated men. This arises because wage growth has been greater for
higher wage groups. So when wage growth stagnated in the 1980s, the decade that
marriage declined the most, less educated male workers whose wages were below the
median experienced significant real-wage losses (Smith 2000).

Widening wage gaps by education reflect structural changes in labor demand
which adversely affected the less educated and minorities, especially less educated black
men. For example, although both less educated black men and white men are adversely
affected by the shifts from goods production to services industries, from blue-collar jobs

to white collar jobs within sectors, the economic consequences are greater for less



educated black men. Compared to their white counterparts, less educated black men are
more vulnerable to the widening wage inequality.” This arises partly because less
educated black men are more likely than less educated white men to be at the lower end
of wage distributions, and partly because the shift in labor market demand for skills has
been accompanied by other labor market changes that worked against less educated black
men. For example, sectoral shifts between goods production and services industries are
often accompanied by a decline in unionism, which used to disproportionately benefit
less educated black men both in employment opportunities and wage gains (Leonard
1985).> The suburbanization of work, in conjunction with persisting residential
segregation, creates additional employment barriers for poor black men (Freeman and
Medoff 1984). Furthermore, although affirmative action has greatly improved the
employment opportunities of black men, less-skilled black men still have great difficulty
in finding and holding jobs (Leonard 1984), and the wage effect of affirmative action is
weak (Leonard 1996). As federal enforcement of affirmative action and
antidiscrimination laws and regulations weakened since the 1980s, the battle against
employment discrimination has not yet progressed far enough to outweigh the adverse
labor demand across industry and occupation with respect to minorities (Juhn, Murphy,
and Pierce 1991). Rodger and Spriggs (1996) show that racial differentials in the market
returns to test scores remain. Employers continue to be reluctant to hire blacks for jobs
that require significant cognitive skills and credentials (Holzer 1996). Also, on the
supply side, the recent increase in Hispanic immigrants, coupled with some employers’
preference for hiring less educated Hispanics in low-level positions, poses another barrier

to the socioeconomic advancement of less educated black men (Orfield 1992).



Consequently, although the U.S. economy overall has been strong in the past
twenty-five years, less educated men, especially less educated black men, appear to
benefit less from this economic growth. Between 1963 and 1997, the median incomes for
college educated men increased by 22%, whereas noncollege educated men experienced
considerable erosion in incomes. By 2001, for example, male college graduates earn
90% more than male high school graduates, compared to 47% in 1979 (Autor, Katz, and
Schettini 2003).

The economic consequences of wage structure changes have important
implications for marriage rates. Although changes in women’s labor market behavior
and the subsequent small increases in gender equity in the household division of labor
have probably led to an increasing importance for women’s socioeconomic status in
marrying (Cherlin 2000), there is no evidence indicative of a decline in the importance of
men’s socioeconomic status in marrying. To the contrary, contemporaneous shifts in
consumption patterns and increases in perceived economic requirements of supporting a
family imply an increase in the importance of men’s socioeconomic characteristics for
marriage (Sweeney 2002; Lloyd and South 1996; Sassler and Schoen 1999). Indeed,
Sweeney’s (2002) study of two birth cohorts of men who come of age in the late 1960s
and the early 1980s finds a growth over time in the strength of the relationship between
schooling and marriage formation. Despite contradictory findings on the effect of the
decline in men’s economic opportunities on marriage declines among whites
(McLanahan and Casper 1995), for low-income blacks, men’s deteriorating labor market

prospects has been found to be one of the biggest barriers to marriage (Moffitt 2000),*



and account for a larger portion of marriage declines between 1970 and 1990 than those
factors reflecting women’s economic independence (McLanahan and Casper 1995).
Compared to white men, the marital behavior of black men is more subject to the
adverse shift in wage structures. Blacks not only earn less than whites, but also are more
sensitive to the economic underpinning of marriage than whites because their greater
economic deprivation heightens the saliency of economic readiness for marriage
(Bulcroft and Bulcroft 1993; Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997; Barich and Bielby
1996). Compared to white women, black women place greater emphasis on economic
stability in making their marital timing decision and are less willing to marry a man with
fewer resources than themselves (Bulcroft and Bulcroft 1993). They are also more
concerned with the economic benefit of marriage (Tucker 2000), and regard marriage as
an important channel of upward socioeconomic mobility (Edin 2000). Thus, in spite of a
high value placed on marriage (Bulcroft and Bulcroft 1993), the relatively smaller male-
female wage differences for blacks, greater availability of financial support from
extended kin in black families and government welfare programs allow low-income black
women to avoid marrying low-income men (Moffitt, Reville, and Winkler 1998). For
some of them, the costs of marrying simply exceed the economic benefit.” Also,
although black men are more liberal than white men on women’s employment outside
home (Blee and Tickamyer 1995), they hold more traditional attitudes toward the gender
division of labor within the household (Taylor 1998), and place greater emphasis on the
economic viability of marriage (Bulcroft and Bulcroft 1993). Because black men have a
weak labor market position, their greater expectations for wives’ household work are

more likely to create tension within the family, which coupled with the negative
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psychological effects of failing to fulfill the breadwinner role of manhood (Hatchett,
Veroff, and Douvan 1995), lead many poor black men to postpone marriage or forgo it
completely.

Although schooling delays marriage (Thornton et al. 1995; Goldscheider and
Waite 1986), the delaying effect does not lead to lower ultimate marriage rates and also
only occurs to people in their early twenties. For college educated men, the economic
prospects that a college degree guarantees either encourage them to marry at a later stage
of their educational career (Bennett, Bloom, and Craig 1989), or accelerate their
transition to marriage after they start working (Oppenheimer 2000). For educated men,
marriage delays have not resulted in a reduction in the proportion of ever marrying. This
marriage timing effect of educational attainment does not account for less marriage
among less educated men. Their longer-term economic hardship not only delays
marriage but also leads a large proportion of them to forgo marriage. Given that
cohabitation, a state that resembles singlehood more than marriage, requires less
economic resources than marriage (Clarkberg 1999) and is found to be more prevalent
among the less educated, the retreat from marriage among the less educated has led
several scholars (e.g., Cherlin 1992) to argue that cohabitation probably is adopted by
poor men to substitute for traditional marriage.

I propose three hypotheses: First, rises in the labor market bias toward skills
exacerbates the economic position of less educated men, resulting in a faster marriage
decline among them. In another words, the increasing effects of schooling on earnings
account for the changes in marriage gap between college educated and noncollege

educated men over time. Second, the effect of the adverse shift in labor market demand
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for skills on the timing of marriage is larger for less educated blacks than for less
educated white men, because men’s socioeconomic standing plays a greater role in
marriage formation for blacks than for whites, on the one hand, and noncollege educated
black men experienced larger real-wage losses than their white counterpart due to wage
structure changes, on the other hand. Third, the economic consequence of the adverse
shift in labor market returns to schooling is a sector shift from manufacturing to services,
reducing the representation of noncollege educated men in relatively well-paid
manufacturing jobs and their economic prospects of marrying.

The current study differs from previous research on the economic causes of
marriage declines in three ways. First, most previous studies emphasize the secular trend
of marriage declines experienced by all schooling groups, especially by women (e.g.,
Qian and Preston 1993; Raymo and Iwasawa 2005). The current study concentrates on
the marriage gap between college educated and noncollege educated men, examining
how changes in the marriage gap between college educated and noncollege educated men
relate to the shifts in the wage structures. This focus on the marriage gap between
college educated and noncollege educated men arises from two considerations: (1)
Although educational differences in the timing of marriage are less important than the
“cross-the board” declines in marriage (Oppenheimer, Blossfeld, and Wackerow 1995;
Raymo 2003), the decline in marriage has been so great among the less educated that
causes many social problems. (2) The baseline against which marriage delay should be
measured itself changes with the secular trend of marriage decline. As such, the marriage
gap between college educated and noncollege educated rather than their respective levels

of marriage rates is a good measure of marriage delay. Second, most previous studies on
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the economic causes of marriage declines assume a time invariant relationship between
men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage,® and marriage declines arise from a
downward shift in the average male’s socioeconomic characteristics (e.g., McLanahan
and Casper 1995). These assumptions ignore the widening inequality across schooling
groups and the diversity in the pathways toward lower marriage rates, as both the college
educated, a group that did not experience wage loss, and the noncollege educated, a
group whose labor market positions have been greatly eroded, have significantly delayed
marriage. In contrast, the current study examines how marriage declines arise from both
the change in the effect of socioeconomic characteristics on marriage as well as the
change in their levels across schooling groups. Third, although some studies using
schooling to study marriage trend allow for a time variant relationship between schooling
and marriage (Raymo 2003), they often fail to include measures of labor market
structures, important structural mechanisms which determine the rate of labor market
returns to schooling, undermining the proposed economic explanation of marriage
declines. The current study, in contrast, explicitly includes measures of labor market
returns to schooling, and examines how changes in labor market rewards to schooling
change the economic prospects of men of each schooling group, resulting in various

paces of marriage declines across schooling groups since the 1970s.

DATA
I use data set from the Cumulative Files of Current Population Survey June Surveys
(CPSJ), a national representative sample of civilian noninstitutionalized persons living in

households. The June surveys contain the core labor force data included in the monthly
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CPS, plus a special series of variables on fertility, child rearing, and marital history.
They allow study of the relationships between schooling and marriage formation, and
how the relationships change in response to changes in labor market returns to schooling,
resulting either a divergence or a convergence in marriage rates between the college
educated and the noncollege educated. I use twenty single year time periods from 1976
to 2002, during which marriage declines correspond to a rise in labor market returns to
schooling.” The sample includes 30,650 black men and 251,649 non-Hispanic white men
age 24-33 who are more likely to have completed formal schooling and are in the
transition to marriage.

The dependent variable is a binary measure of men’s marital status at the time of
survey, with 1=ever married and O=never married. The independent variables include
schooling, the rate of returns to schooling, and the percentage of noncollege educated
males employed in manufacturing industries. Following the practice of previous studies
on marriage formation (e.g., Xie et al. 2003; Raymo 2003), schooling is coded as a four-
category variable: a college degree or above, some college education, high school
diploma, and less than high school. The rate of returns to schooling is measured as the
percentage median male weekly wage differentials between the college educated and the
noncollege educated age 18-65 who reported weekly wages. This results in four
measures: between college graduates and high school dropouts, between college
graduates and high school graduates, between those with some college education and
high school dropouts, and between those with some college education and high school
graduates. The rate of returns to schooling is measured using the Current Population

Survey March Surveys (CPSM), because unlike the June surveys, the March surveys are
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an annual survey and measure men’s weekly wages since 1962. Following Lichter,
McLaughlin and Ribar (2002) who assume that marriage behavior may respond to long
run rather than short run changes in economic conditions, the rate of returns to schooling
for each single year time period is the five-year average rate of returns to schooling. For
example, the rate of returns to schooling for the year of 1976 is the average rate of returns
to schooling from 1972 to 1976. Because there is no evidence on racial differences in the
rate of returns to schooling as defined above, the rate of returns to schooling is measured
by pooling blacks and whites together. The third independent variable measures the
sectoral shift between goods production and services industries. It is defined as the
percentage of male workers age 18-65 currently employed in manufacturing industries.
Similar to way the rate of return to schooling is measured, the percentage of male
workers age 18-65 currently employed in manufacturing industries is also measured
using CPSM. For each single year time period, it is defined as the five-year average
percentage of male workers age 18-65 currently employed in manufacturing industries. It
is measured separately for blacks and whites.

There are five control variables, including age, employment status, whether the
respondent lives in the South, veteran status, and the time period. The single year time
period is an interval variable, with 1=1976, 2=1977, 4=1979,...,27=2002.

In the following four sections, the trend of marriage declines and wage structure
changes are first described, followed by model specifications. The third section reports

regression results, and the forth section are conclusion and discussion.
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MARRIAGE TRENDS AND WAGE STRUCTURE CHANGES: 1976-2002

Figure 1 shows an upward trend for three of the four measures of the rate of returns to
schooling. In 1979, for example, a college man earns about 1.8 times as much as a male
high school dropout, but by 2002 this earnings differential reaches to 3.0 times. When
comparison is made between high school dropouts and those with some college
education, the trend is less dramatic but a similar pattern emerges. High school graduates
also experienced wage losses relative to the college educated, though the magnitude is
smaller. In 1979, a college man earns 47% more than a high school male worker; this
figure rises to nearly 110% by 2002. The earnings disparity between high school
graduates and those with some college education did not change significantly since 1979.
On average, men with some college education earn about 7% more than high school
graduates.

The observed secular trend of increases in college premiums reflects a labor
market dominated over the studied period by a relative labor market demand favoring
more educated workers. Because there have been a long-run growth in the relative
supply of more educated workers and a long-run decrease in the relative supply of less
educated workers, the trend of increases in college premiums implies that the relative
demand changes favoring more educated workers are dominant and necessary to explain
the trend of college premiums. In the language of supply and demand, the labor market
advantage of less educated males arising from the long-run decrease in the relative supply
of noncollege educated workers is largely offset by the adverse shift in labor demand
with respect to less educated workers. In addition, although young men of recent cohorts

who did not go to college probably have a lower level of skills than young men of older
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cohorts, a demographic change that tends to inflate the trend of college premiums, this
compositional change is unlikely to bias the observed trend of college premiums. This is
because inequality within more educated workers has increased. In another words,
educational expansion has enabled some lower-level skilled persons to enter college,
which may bias down the trend of college premiums. In fact, because within-group
inequality, a proxy of unmeasured skills, started to expand in the early 1970s while the
rise of college premium started in the late 1970s, Katz and Murphy (1992) argued that
returns to skills and returns to education probably are two distinct economic phenomena.
Moreover, because CPS tends to undercount high school dropouts who are not in the
labor force, as male labor force participation rates declined over time, an increasing
number of least skilled high school dropouts is not counted in the CPS data, reducing the
problem of positive selection on the trend of college premiums.

[Figure 1 is inserted here]

As shown in Figure 2, corresponding to the rising trend of college premiums is a
sharp decline in the proportion of noncollege educated men employed in relatively well-
paid manufacturing jobs since 1976. Between 1976 and 2002, the proportion of white
high school dropouts working in the manufacturing industries drops 12 percentage points
from 28% to 16%; the proportion of white high school graduates working in the
manufacturing industries drops 10 percentage points from 29% to 19%. Black high
school graduates and high school dropouts experienced the same magnitude of decline in
the employment in manufacturing industries. For both groups, the proportion of black

men working in manufacturing industries drops 16 percentage points between 1976 and
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2002, from 32% to 16% for high school graduates and from 26% to 10% for high school
dropouts, respectively.
[Figure 2 is inserted here]

Corresponding to the changing wage structures and the divergence of the
economic fates between the college educated and the noncollege educated is the
differential pace of marriage declines across schooling groups. As shown in Table 1,
although all schooling groups have retreated from marriage since the early 1970s, the
degree of marriage declines is more severe for the noncollege educated, especially
noncollege educated black men. Between 1976 and 2002, for example, the proportion of
black men age 24-33 who have ever married drops 34 percentage points for both high
school dropouts and high school graduates, compared to 18 percentage points for college
graduates and 25 percentage points for black men with some college education,
respectively. As a result, although black high school dropouts are more likely to marry
between ages 24-33 than college black men in the late 1970s, their faster rates of
marriage decline thereafter lead them to be the least likely to marry across all schooling
groups by the early 2000s. For example, in the early 1970s, 66% black high school
dropouts age 24-33, compared to 63% college black males, have married at least once,
but the proportion drops to only one-third by the early 2000s, 12% less than that for
college black males. For black high school graduates, marriage declines are less severe
than black high school dropouts, but still far exceed the college educated. Between 1976
and 1979, nearly 74% high school graduates age 24-33 married at least once. By the

early 2000s, however, this proportion drops to 40%.
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Although noncollege educated white men experienced a faster rate of marriage
declines than college white men, the differences are smaller than for their black
counterparts. Between 1976 and the early 2000s, marriage rates for white high school
dropouts dropped 24 percentage points, compared to 17 percentage points for college
white men. In contrast to noncollege educated black men who are less likely to marry
than college educated black men, noncollege educated white men age 24-33 have been
consistently found to be more likely to marry than college white men of the same age
range. This black-white difference in marriage formation across schooling groups is
partly due to a weaker effect of schooling on marriage formation for whites, and partly
due to the wide age range considered here so that some college white men just entered the
labor market and had not yet made the transition to marriage. Nevertheless the gap has
narrowed over time due to a faster rate of marriage decline for noncollege educated white
men. By the early 2000s, marriage differentials between schooling groups have
disappeared for white men. For both the college educated and the noncollege educated,
nearly 60% white men age 24-33 has married at least once.

[Table 1 is inserted here]

MODEL

The repeated cross-sectional CPSJ data permit an estimation of models in which the
relationship between schooling and the likelihood of marriage is allowed to vary
depending on labor market returns to schooling. The model is estimated using the
method of the generalized least squares (EGLS). It takes the form:

Log [Pi/(1-Pi)]= Bo + BT + BoZ + B3 X5 + Ba(ZxXip), (1)
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Here, the dependent variable is the logit transformation of the binary measure of marital
status. The independent variables and control variables are linear in Log [P;/(1-Pj)], the
log-odds of marriage for the ith man who comes of age at time period t (i.e., P is the
probability of marriage). The independent variables and control variables include T=the
time period one comes of age, Z~=the rate of returns to schooling for time period t,
Xji=schooling, and the interaction term between schooling and the rate of returns to
schooling ZxXj;. The subscripts i,t, refer to individuals and the time period, respectively,
where i=1, 2,...,Ti and T=1, 2,...,27.

Following the way of measuring the rate of returns to schooling, the relationship
between the rate of returns to schooling and the trend of marriage across schooling
groups is examined through four regression equations that compare college graduates and
high school dropouts, those with some college education and high school dropouts,
college graduates and high school graduates, and those with some college education and
high school graduates, respectively. For each regression equation, schooling is specified
as a binary variable with the college educated being coded as one and the noncollege
educated as zero. If the coefficient for the interaction term between schooling and the
rate of returns to schooling B4 is positive and statistically significant, then hypothesis one
is supported. That is, rises in the labor market bias toward skills exacerbates the
economic position of less educated men, resulting in a faster marriage decline among
them. The analysis is conducted separately for blacks and whites. If 4 is larger for
blacks than for whites, then hypothesis two is supported, that is, the effect of the adverse
shift in labor market demand for skills on the timing of marriage is larger for less

educated blacks than for less educated white men.
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In model (2), men’s sociodemographic characteristics are added to model (1). It
is expected that part of the reason for the faster marriage declines of noncollege educated
men relative to college educated men is due to their differences in sociodemographic
characteristics. Model (2) has the form:

Log [Pi/(1-Pip)]= Bo + B1 T + BoZ¢ + B3 Xi¢ + Ba(ZexXie) +X'ieB, (2)
Here, Xj=a vector of control variables (i.e., age, employment status, whether the
respondent lives in the South, veteran status), other variables and subscripts are defined
the same as in model (1).

To test whether the effects of the adverse shift in labor market returns to
schooling on marriage trends are the consequence of the sectoral shift between goods-
production to services industries, I break down the level of educational attainment into
three categories, assuming that noncollege educated men employed in manufacturing
industries have a degree that differs from that of noncollege educated men employed in
other industries in terms of labor market rewards. Two dummy variables are created.
The first dummy variable (X5;;) represents noncollege educated men employed in the
manufacturing industries (1=yes), and the second dummy variable (X3;;) represents
noncollege educated men who are not employed in the manufacturing industries (1=yes).
The reference group is the college educated. Two interaction terms between noncollege
educated men employed in the manufacturing industries and the rate of returns to
schooling (Xyix Zy), between noncollege educated men who are not employed in the
manufacturing industries and the rate of returns to schooling (X3 Z;) are added to
equation (2) to replace the interaction term between schooling and the rate of returns to

schooling ZxXj;. This specification allows the differences in the rate of marriage
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declines between the noncollge educated and the college educated to vary depending on
whether noncollege educated men are employed in the manufacturing industries or not.
The main effect of schooling, however, does not depend on whether noncollege educated
men are employed in the manufacturing industries or not. The model has the form:

Log [Pi/(1-Pi)]= Bo+ BiT + BoZ; + B3 X i + Ba(ZxXoi) + Bs(ZexXzi) X", (3)
where T=the time period one comes of age, Z=the rate of returns to schooling for time
period t, X;j=schooling, Z;xX5j is the interaction term between noncollege educated men
employed in manufacturing and the rate of returns to schooling, ZxXs; is the interaction
term between noncollege educated men who are not employed in manufacturing
industries and the rate of returns to schooling, and Xj~=a vector of control variables (i.e.,
age, employment status, whether the respondent lives in the South, and veteran status).
The subscripts i,t, are defined the same as above.

If 85 <B4 <0, then hypothesis three is supported, that is, although noncollege
educated men have a faster rate of marriage declines than college educated men,
noncollege educated men who are not employed in manufacturing industries have the
fastest rate of marriage declines. Model (3) is also estimated separately for blacks and

whites.

RESULTS

How much of the differences in the trend toward lower marriage rates across schooling
groups can be attributable to the rises in labor market returns to schooling? The first
column of Table 2 to Table 5 reports the regression results of model (1) which compares

the marriage trends between noncollege educated men and college educated men by race.

22



For both blacks and whites, three pairs of comparison show a positive and statistically
significant effect for the interaction term between schooling and the rate of returns to
schooling, evidence that supports hypothesis one. That is, the sharpest marriage declines
for the noncollege educated relative to the college educated reflect the rises of labor
market bias towards skills. For example, in 1979 when the median weekly wage of
college graduates is about 1.76 times that of high school dropouts, white high school
dropouts are 0.05 point more than white college graduates in the log odds of marrying at
age 24-33. When the wage differentials between college graduates and high school
dropouts rise to 2.02 in 1986, there is no difference in the likelihood of marrying between
white high school dropouts and white college graduates at age 24-33. However, when the
wage differentials between college graduates and high school dropouts rise to 3.09 in
2002, white college graduates are 0.35 point more than white high school dropouts in the
log odds of marrying.

For blacks, men’s education plays a larger role in marriage formation. College
graduates are about 0.72 point more than high school dropouts in the log odds of
marrying in 1979. With the rises of labor market returns to schooling over time,
differences in the log odds of marriage between black college graduates and black high
school dropouts rise to 0.83 in 1986 and 1.29 in 2002, respectively. When the
comparison of marriage trends is made between those with some college education and
high school dropouts, between those with some college education and high school
graduates, respectively, a positive and statistically significant coefficient for the
interaction term between schooling and the rate of returns to schooling is also observed,

evidence that is consistent with hypothesis one. However, for both blacks and whites, the
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coefficient for the interaction term between schooling and the rate of returns to schooling
is not statistically significant when the comparison is made between college graduates
and high school graduates.

Do white males differ from black males in delaying marrying in response to the
adverse shift in labor market returns to schooling? Consistent with hypothesis two, the
adverse shift in labor market demand for skills has a smaller effect on white males than
for black males. In two pairs of comparison, the coefficients for the interaction term are
found to be larger for blacks than for whites. For example, in the comparison between
men with some college education and high school dropouts (z=2.01, P<0.05, one-tailed
test), between men with some college education and high school graduates (z=1.79,
P<0.05, one-tailed test), the coefficients for the interaction term are larger for blacks than
for whites and differences of the coefficients are statistically significant, evidence that
supports hypothesis two. Although black-white differences in the coefficient for the
interaction term are not statistically different from zero when the comparison is made
between college gradates and high school graduates, between college graduates and high
school dropouts, the sign of the differences is consistent with hypothesis two. That is,
shift in labor market demand for skills affects noncollege educated blacks more than their
white counterparts because blacks not only earn less than whites, but also are more
sensitive to economic factors in marriage formation. Moreover, because the main effect
of schooling is negative, the smaller interaction effects between schooling and the rate of
returns to schooling for white men mean the crossover in marriage trends between
college educated and noncollege educated white men occur much later compared to black

men. In fact, as shown in Table 1, rises in labor market returns to schooling result in a
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convergence in marriage trends between college educated and noncollege educated white
men, but a divergence in marriage trends between college educated and noncollege
educated black men. If labor market returns to schooling keeps on increasing, it is
expected that the gap in marriage rates between college educated and noncollege
educated white men will grow in the direction as for black men.

The second column of Table 2 to Table 5 reports the regression results of model
(2). As expected, for both blacks and whites, controlling for men’s sociodemographic
characteristics reduces the interaction effect between schooling and the rate of returns to
schooling. This reduction in the interaction effect reflects that part of the reason for the
faster marriage declines for the noncollege relative to the college educated is due to
changes in their sociodemographic characteristics. In addition, because men’s
socioeconomic characteristics play a larger role in marriage formation for blacks than for
whites, the reduction in the interaction effect is larger for blacks than for whites. As a
result, black-white differences in the interaction effect between schooling and the rate of
returns to schooling are not statistically significant for all pairs of comparison between
the college educated and the noncollege educated. Interestingly, although the interaction
effect between schooling and the rate of returns to schooling is not statistically significant
when the comparison is made between college graduates and high school graduates in
model (1), when accounting for men’s sociodemographic characteristics in model (2), the
coefficient for the interaction term becomes statistically significant for both races.

To what extent the economic consequences of the adverse shift in labor market
returns to schooling on educational differentials in marriage trends are a sectoral shift

from manufacturing to services? Column 3 of Table 2 to Table 5 presents the regression

25



results of model (3). Consistent with hypothesis three, although both interaction effects

are negative and statistically significant, evidence that is consistent with hypothesis one,

the magnitude of the interaction effect is larger for noncollege educated men employed in

industries other than manufacturing industries. Noncollege educated men employed in

industries other than manufacturing industries have the fastest rate of marriage declines

from 1976 to 2002, followed by noncollege educated men employed in manufacturing

industries and college educated men. This pattern is observed for both blacks and whites.

In fact, black high school dropouts employed in manufacturing industries seem to be

more likely to marry than black college graduates at age 24-33; there is no statistically

significant difference in the likelihood of marrying between black college graduates and

black high school graduates employed in manufacturing industries at age 24-33.
[Table 2 is inserted here]
[Table 3 is inserted here]
[Table 4 is inserted here]
[Table 5 is inserted here]

Finally, most of the regression results for control variables are consistent with
previous findings. Due to greater normative pressures on marriage, for both black men
and white men, growing up in older times, living in the South, and age are positively
associated with the likelihood of marrying. Probably reflecting a steady, dependable
income plus other benefits enjoyed by veterans which makes marriage more affordable
(Modell and Steffey 1988), veterans are more likely to marry at young adulthood.

Compared to employed men, unemployed men and men out of the labor force are less
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likely to marry either because of financial constraints or role conflicts as men out of the

labor force are more likely to be enrolled in school.

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION

Not being married is positively correlated with poverty status in America (McLanahan
and Casper 1995). The retreat from marriage that is characterized by both later and less
frequent marriage, coupled with increases in the single-mother family, have attracted
substantial theoretical and policy debates on both its structural causes and directions of
future change. This study extends Wilson and Neckerman’s (1986) thesis on “the pool of
marriageable men”, showing that economy-wide wage structure changes and the
consequent real wage losses among the noncollege educated partly explain marriage
disparity by education and changes over time for black and white men. Labor market
bias toward skills results in a more precipitous decline in marriage for noncollege
educated men relative to college educated men. The impact of wage structure changes on
educational differentials in marriage trends is greater for black men than for white men.
Further, an increased labor market “bias” towards schooling results in a divergence in
marriage rates between college educated and noncollege educated black men, but a
convergence in marriage rates between college educated and noncollege educated white
men. For both black and white men, the relationship between the adverse shift in wage
structure and the greater marriage decline among noncollege educated men is the
economic consequence of sectoral shift between goods production and services, which
results in a decline of relatively well-paid manufacturing employment where unskilled

men used to be disproportionately represented.
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Marriage formation is an important stratification process. It is not only closely
linked to structures of social inequality, but also reproduces social inequality (Haller
1981). The differences in marriage formation by schooling and how educational
differentials in marriage rates change in response to wage structure shift as well as the
racial differences reveal several important structural properties of American society.
Most important, in an era of rising returns to a college degree, it points to the
insurmountable structural barriers for the economically disadvantaged and blacks to make
educational advancement.

Americans believe in equal opportunity in education. In a time of widening
inequality in earnings by education and slowdown of productivity growth in the 1970s
and 1980s, a high-quality education system that provides equality of opportunity and
ensures a large fraction of the population go to college were considered effective ways of
reducing the impacts of unfavorable shifts in wage structure and loss of international
competition. Despite the fact that blacks have made considerable progress in educational
achievement, educational inequality between blacks and whites remains large. In the
1980s when marriage declines most for the less educated, especially less educated blacks,
growth in the college enrollment of black men has actually slowed down relative to white
men (Smith 2000). For instance, between 1985 and 2007, the percentage of white men
age 25 or above who had completed four years of college or more has increased by 24
percentage points, while the percentage of black men age 25 or above who have
completed four years of college or more had only increased 7 percentage points from
11% to 18% (U.S. Bureau of Census 2007). The slowdown of college enrollment of

black men is not only unable to overcome the impact of unfavorable shifts in wage
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structure, but as productivity growth slowed down and wages stagnate, the economic
status of the less educated is weakened.

Thus, in an economy that for a long time period has been dominated by demand
shifts for skills and other economy wide forces, including technological innovation,
increasing international trade, the decline in unionism, and the falling real value of the
minimum wage, it is unlikely that a decrease in wage inequality by education will occur
in the near future. The less educated will face increasing problems of securing a job to
support a family. Compared to white men, the economic prospects of less educated black
men will be more difficult to predict because in the eyes of employers, less educated
black men are a more marginal component of labor supply. Even in the growth sectors of
the economy, black male unemployment rates are higher and wages are considerably
lower than those of white men, and they experience a higher level of job insecurity
(Manski and Straub 2000). As pointed out by Orfield and Ashkinaze (1991), for less well
educated black men, the business cycle is one of long cycles of recessions interrupted
only by brief periods of growing access to what often turn out to be marginal low-
mobility jobs.

Looking toward the future of American marriage, without some fundamental
changes in existing social structures such as unequal access to education, to jobs and job
information, and labor market discrimination, the faster rate of decline in marriage among
the noncollege educated compared to the college educated is not likely to slowdown,
especially for blacks. Hence, despite a persistently high level value placed on the
institution of marriage (Thornton 1989; Tucker 2000), marriage, an increasingly

voluntary choice, appears increasingly tied to an individual’s position in the wage
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structure. For low-income people, marriage becomes an increasingly unaffordable luxury
consumer item (Furstenberg and Ten 1996). In an era of growing diversity in family and
living arrangements and the deinstitutionalization of American marriage (Cherlin 2002),
it remains to be seen whether or not, and to what extent, cohabitation and other
nonmarital forms of living arrangement may fill the gap between individual desires for
marriage and structural impediments to marriage. It is not clear whether cohabitation will
serve as an alternative union form of organizing individual lives for love, companionship
and self-development.

Finally, this study uses wage structure changes to explain the marriage gap
between college educated and noncollge educated men and how it changes over time.
Because both groups have experienced a decline in marriage since the early 1970s and
the magnitude of the decline is rather large, future study on the labor market causes of
marriage declines might benefit from including other labor market forces which work
jointly with the adverse shift in the wage structure.® For example, women’s economic
characteristics have been found to account for a great deal of marriage declines between
1970 and 1990 (McLanahan and Casper 1995). Because women’s economic
independence is a function of both the economic prospects of their potential mates and
their own earnings power, as educational homogamy prevails in mate selections (Shoen
1989), future study on the trend toward lower marriage rates might consider combining
the Becker thesis and the Wilson and Neckerman thesis and disaggregate the analysis by
education. As pointed out by McLanahan and Casper (1995), in spite of the same trend

in independence, the source of women’s economic independence varies across schooling
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groups and between blacks and whites, resulting in different pathways toward lower

marriage rates.’

LIMITATIONS

There are two limitations with this study. The first limitation is a lack of control for other
temporal trends which may be correlated with the trends of labor market returns to
schooling and interact with schooling, resulting in a faster rate of marriage declines for
noncollege educated men. For instance, because noncollege eduacated men have
experienced either wage erosion or stagnation for a long time period between 1976 and
2002, in spite of wage stagnation for noncollege educated women, the relative economic
position of noncollege educated women has improved over time. According to Becker
(1981), women’s economic independence relative to men reduces their economic
incentives to marry and is largely responsible for the trend toward lower marriage rates
since the 1970s. Although empirical evidence for the independence thesis is weak
(Oppenheimer 1994), the debate continues today and therefore requires cautions when
interpreting the interaction effects between schooling and the rate of returns to schooling
as measures of women’s economic independence are not controlled for in this study.

The second limitation arises from the wide age range [ used to define the sample
for each singe year period. I assume young adults men age 24-33 in each singe year
period are in the transition to marriage. Their timing of marriage is affected by current
labor market conditions as well as the labor market conditions five years ago. This
assumption may not hold for some young adults men. For example, a 28-year old man in

2002 may get married when he was age 24. The labor market conditions that affect his
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marriage formation are those of 1998 or before rather than the labor market conditions of
1998-2002. Although controlling for age may partly reduce this problem, it does not
really eliminate it. The validity of the results is unlikely to be affected, however, if the
mismatch between the timing of marriage and labor market conditions is random, which I

think is likely true.

Notes:

1. Other demographic and social changes that have also been identified as important
factors underlying the trend toward lower marriage rates include women’s labor
force participation and improvement of socioeconomic standing relative to men,
reductions in the normative imperative on people to marry and traditional gender
role, and increasing tolerance of premarital sex, nonmarital cohabitation,
unmarried childbearing and childrearing, and other factors diminishing the
motives of marrying.

2. Wage structure refers to the returns that the labor market offers for various skills
and for employment in higher-paying industries or occupations (Blau, Ferber, and
Winkler 2005).

3. Seniority provisions are not necessarily in conflict with affirmative actions. Black
males are more likely to be employed in the union sectors than the nonunion
sectors of manufacturing industries, because black males prefer for unionized
employment due to the relative freedom from discrimination afforded to them and
other protected groups by unions’ egalitarian policies, and more important, the

union wage effect, which was estimated at 10-20 percent in the manufacturing
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industries (Lewis 1963). The greater concentration of black males in the union
sectors of manufacturing industries also reflects the more formalized personnel
procedures of the union sectors, which coupled with Title VII’s success, lessen
racial discrimination and help effectuate black males’ preferences for unionized
employment (Leonard 1985). For black males employed in California
manufacturing industries, for example, the employment effect of union was
comparable to the impact of affirmative action (Leonard 1985).

. According to Moffitt (2000), marriage declines among whites are more a function
of the shift in the values from family and relationship commitment to individual
freedom and self-development, whereas for blacks marriage declines are largely
due to economy-wide factors which undermine young black men’s labor market
positions.

. Although welfare benefits declined nearly twenty-six percentage points across all
states between 1970 and 1990, the earnings of poorly educated men declined
much faster (McLanahan 1994), leading the costs of marriage to exceed its
benefits for many poorly educated women.

Several studies have suggested that the assumption of time invariance in the
relationship between socioeconomic characteristics and marriage is unlikely to
hold in the United States (Mare 1991; Qian and Preston 1993; Sweeney 2002).
Raymo’s (2003) most recent study of the trend toward later and less marriage
among Japanese women shows an increasing negative effect of schooling on
marriage account for why the large decline in the risk of marriage across cohorts

has been the greatest for the most highly educated Japanese women.
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7. There are no June surveys for the following years: 1978, 1989, 1993, 1996, 1997,
1999, and 2001. This is why there are only 20 single year time periods between
1976 and 2002.

8. Despite the importance of the general trend of marriage decline experienced by all
schooling-race groups, it is very difficult to pin down the factors that affect
marriage trends because in spite of consistent findings on the effects of attitudes,
values and beliefs on marriage, the past four decades have not seen noticeable
declines in the importance Americans placed on marriage (Thornton 1989; Tucker
2000). Instead, what has changed is a reduction in the normative imperative on
people to marry and in traditional gender role differentiation. Americans become
increasingly tolerant to premarital sex, nonmarital cohabitation, unmarried
childbearing and childrearing, which diminish the motives of marrying. But since
these changes could be both the causes and consequences of marital behavior
changes (England and Farkas 1986), it is inappropriate to use them to predict
marriage trends. In addition, although women’s improving labor market position
relative to men may reduce their marriage incentives, Americans have grown less
likely than before to believe that men should achieve in the workplace while
women care for the home and family (Axinn and Thornton 2000). So although
the rising female-male wage ratio corresponds to the trend of marriage declines, it
is questionable whether this economic reality is enacted in marital behavior,
therefore contributing to marriage declines since the early 1970s.

9. For the college educated, reduced marriage incentive due to women’s improving

labor market position relative to college educated men is partly offset by the
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income effect of college educated men’s real wage gain. For the noncollege
educated, increases in women’s economic position relative to noncollge educated
men mainly arise from the real-wage loss of noncollege educated men, because in
contrast to college educated women, noncollge educated women experienced
wage stagnation (Bianchi and Spain1996). As Moffitt (2000) noted, for the
noncollege educated, marriage declines reflect the erosion of men’s labor market
position; whereas for the college educated, the relative improvement of women’s
labor market position appeared to increase their bargaining power in marriage,

rather than lead them to buy out marriage.
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Figure 1. Percentage Median Weekly Wage Differentials between College Male Workers and
Noncollege Male Workers Age 18-65, 1976-2002.
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Figure 2. Proportion of Noncollege Male Workers Age 24-33 Employed in Manufacturing Industries,
by Education, by Race, 1976-2002.
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Table 1. Marriage Rates of Men Age 24-33: by race, 1970-2002.

Education>=16 13<=Education<16 Education=12 Education<12

Time Periods % Married n % Married n % Married n % Married n

Black men
1976-1979 0.63 312 0.70 560 0.74 1105 0.66 685
1980-1984 0.56 626 0.62 1155 0.59 2293 0.52 1208
1985-1989 0.48 573 0.52 901 0.51 2024 0.42 834
1990-1994 0.50 516 0.53 984 0.48 1932 0.35 564
1995-1999 0.42 245 0.42 528 0.46 741 0.41 147
2000-2002 0.45 232 0.45 529 0.40 635 0.33 155
Total Drop 0.18 0.25 0.34 0.34

White men

Time Periods % Married n % Married n % Married n % Married n
1976-1979 0.72 7478 0.75 5916 0.83 9246 0.84 2966
1980-1984 0.64 14162 0.72 11692 0.76 19643 0.77 5052
1985-1989 0.60 9911 0.66 8300 0.71 15637 0.71 3789
1990-1994 0.54 8969 0.62 8149 0.67 13569 0.67 3087
1995-1999 0.55 3929 0.60 3672 0.63 4486 0.62 904
2000-2002 0.56 3546 0.60 3203 0.59 3705 0.60 655
Total Drop 0.17 0.15 0.24 0.24




Table 2. Effects of Wage Structure Changes on Educational Differentials in Men's Marriage Rates: College Graduates and High School
Dropouts, by Race, 1976-2002.

Whites Blacks
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable
Education (1=four-year college, 0=high -576 *** -1.707 *** -1.958 *** -.045 -.292 -.188
school dropout) (.094) (.112) (.119) (.289) (.332) (.349)
Period -.073 *** -102  *** -.103  *** -107  *** =142 -.138 ***
(.004) (.005 (.005) (.012) (.014) (.015)
Education 298 v 410 = 433 110
X Rate of returns to education (.046) (.054) (.138) (.158)
-.074 135
(.022) (.062)
=229 *vx -123 **
(.020) (.057)
Rate of returns to education 588 v .806 931 1.044 > 1.704 *** 1.791 **
(.087) (.101) (.097) (.259) (.302) (.304)
Age 275 282 v 255 252 v
(.003) (.003) (.007) (.008)
South (1=yes) 283 *** 295 v 61 207
(.018) (.019) (.053) (.056)
Veteran (1=yes) 395 336 v B517 515
(.032) (.033) (.091) (.095)
Unemployed (1=yes) -549 *** -547 *** -781 -728 ***
(.034) (.035) (.078) (.080)
Not in the labor force (1=yes) -1.327 *** -913 *** -1.527 *** -1.114 ***
(.036) (.046) (.083) (.144)
Intercept -.244 * -7.234 *** -7.224 *** -1.973 *** -9.266 *** -9.274 ***
(.144) (.180) (.186) (.419) (.534) (.574)
N 80552 80246 77399 9347 9321 7608
-2 Log Likelihood 109154 89532 86421 11705 9178 8219

Note : ***p<.001; **p<.05; *p=<.10 (two-tailed tests).



Table 3. Effects of Wage Structure Changes on Educational Differentials in Marriage Rates: Men with Some College and High School

Dropouts, by Race, 1976-2002.

Whites Blacks
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable
Education (1=some college, 0=high -.943 *** -2.328 *** -2.705 *** -1.503 *** -.338 -.092
school dropout) (.166) (.196) (.207) (.407) (.490) (.532)
Period -.088 *** - 118 *** - 119 ** -1.121 *** =191 * -.189 ***
(.007) (.007) (.008) (.016) (.020) (.020)
Education 720 1.076 *** 1.405 *** 276
X Rate of returns to education (.122) (.144) (.301) (.361)
-.295 v 212
(.054) (.139)
-530 *** -.183
(.051) (.131)
Rate of returns to education 2.402 *** 3.031 *** 3.310 *** 3.460 *** 6.960 *** 7.194 ***
(.353) (.408) (.402) (.899) (1.087) (1.098)
Age 275 *** 282 *** 276 *** 277 =
(.003) (.003) (.006) (.008)
South (1=yes) 283 *** 295 *** 232 269 ¥
(.018) (.019) (.045) (.047)
Veteran (1=yes) 403 *** 344 .684 .684 v
(.032) (.033) (.063) (.065)
Unemployed (1=yes) -.552 -.550 *** -762 -732 ***
(.034) (.035) (.065) (.066)
Not in the labor force (1=yes) -1.329 *** -915 *** -1.420 *** -1.088 ***
(.036) (.046) (.072) (.099)
Intercept -2.1565 *** -9.523 *** -9.391 *** -4.389 *** -15.359 *** -15.597 ***
(.420) (.488) (.501) (1.069) (1.311) (1.384)
N 80552 80246 77399 14041 13929 12216
-2 Log Likelihood 109195 89594 86485 17690 12885 11914

Note: ***p=<.001; **p<.05; *p=<.10 (two-tailed tests).



Table 4. Effects of Wage Structure Changes on Educational Differentials in Men's Marriage Rates: College Graduates and High School
Graduates, by Race, 1976-2002.

Whites Blacks
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable
Education (1=four-year college, 0=high -.067 -1.798 *** -1.813 *** -.051 -1.027 ** -1.113 ***
school) (.098) (.115) (.1186) (.373) (.425) (.428)
Period -.039 *** -.083 ™ -.084 *** -.079 *** -123 -.118 ***
(.003) (.003) (.003) (.008) (.010) (.010)
Education .086 735 *** .269 503 **
X Rate of returns to education (.061) (.071) (.228) (.260)
-124 -.049
(.025) (.090)
-.329 *** =273 ***
(.024) (.088)
Rate of returns to education 470 991 1.292 *** 1.699 *** 2.447 *** 2.496 ***
(.105) (.124) (.122) (.322) (.382) (.389)
Age 296 *** 298 269 *** .268 ***
(.002) (.002) (.005) (.006)
South (1=yes) 362 372 184 .183 ***
(.014) (.014) (.038) (.039)
Veteran (1=yes) 375 354 v 435 436 ***
(.020) (.020) (.051) (.053)
Unemployed (1=yes) -.589 ** -574 *** -.635 *** -579 ***
(.026) (.027) (.059) (.060)
Not in the labor force (1=yes) -1.160 *** -916 *** -1.247 -.780 ***
(.031) (.044) (.071) (.133)
Intercept -.148 -8.179 *** -8.243 *** -2.339 *** -10.102 *** -9.842 ***
(.143) (.176) (.179) (.435) (.541) (.562)
N 155351 154312 150033 16609 16435 14668
-2 Log Likelihood 212103 166348 162225 22067 17191 15994

Note: ***p=<.001; **p<.05; *p=<.10 (two-tailed tests).



Table 5. Effects of Wage Structure Changes on Educational Differentials in Men's Marriage Rates: Men with Some College Education and

High School Graduates, by Race, 1976-2002.

Whites Blacks
Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
Variable
Education (1=some college, 0=high -.908 *** -4,192 *** -4.228 *** -1.904 *** -2.390 *** -2.389 ***
school) (.253) (.318) (.321) (.738) (.895) (.911)
Period -.030 *** -.054 *** -.054 *** -.079 *** S e -113
(.003) (.004) (.004) (.009) (.011) (.011)
Education 445 3.542 *** 1.757 *** 2179 ***
X Rate of returns to education (.239) (.300) (.693) (.841)
-1.005 *** -512 *
(.102) (.288)
-1.321 *** -.861 ***
(.101) (.285)
Rate of returns to education .639 -1.367 ** -.156 7.156 *** 7.884 *** 9.209 ***
(.519) (.641) (.640) (1.496) (1.797) (1.828)
Age 322 v 323 279 280
(.002) (.002) (.005) (.005)
South (1=yes) 395 405 221 223
(.014) (.014) (.035) (.036)
Veteran (1=yes) 446 430 536  *** 543
(.018) (.019) (.044) (.046)
Unemployed (1=yes) -.633 *** -.621 *** -.660 *** -.617 ***
(.026) (.026) (.053) (.054)
Not in the labor force (1=yes) -1.328 *** -1.239 *** -1.208 *** -.907
(.031) (.041) (.064) (.094)
Intercept -173 -6.109 *** -6.115 *** -7.194 *** -14.966 *** -15.530 ***
(.519) (.642) (.651) (1.496) (1.804) (1.859)
N 171097 169784 165505 21303 21043 19276
-2 Log Likelihood 233851 168403 164314 28057 20925 19718

Note: ***p=<.001; **p<.05; *p=<.10 (two-tailed tests).



