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ABSTRACT

THE INTEGRATIVE FUNCTIONS OF POST-INDUSTRIAL U.5. LABOR MARKET

FOR MARRIAGE FORMATION: THREE ESSAYS

Lijun Yang

Janice F. Madden, Supervisor of Dissertation

The deteriorating labor market position of young men has arguably played an important
role in later and less frequent marriage since the 1970s. This dissertation examines the
relationship between men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation and
the labor market causes of marriage declines since the 1970s. It is motivated by three
aspects of labor market changes that have characterized the post-industrial U.S. economy:
the historic shift in labor market returns to schooling, women's occupational integration
and changes in men’s career entry. [ find that: (1) Erosion in the employment
opportunities of noncollege educated black men is partly responsible for their faster rate
of marriage decrease. The effect of employment on educational differences in marriage
trends is small for whites. For both races, educational differences in the trends toward
lower marriage rates primarily arise from an economy-wide wage structure change that
increasingly decreases wages of noncollege educated men. (2) Women's occupational
integration has a positive effect on men’s likelihood of marrying women employed in the
same occupation, but a negative effect on men’s likelihood of marrying women employed
in different occupations. The negative relationship between the female proportion in an



occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers is partly attributable to the
marriage disincentives of underemployment and lower wages. On the whole, although
working in more female occupations facilitates men’s marriage formation, the effect is
small and cannot compensate for the marriage disincentives of underemployment and
lower wages when men work in more female intensive occupations. (3) Increased
difficulties the recent cohort of noncollege educated men have encountered in career
entry play an important role in marriage declines among them. For the recent cohort of
men with some college education, however, marriage declines are mainly due to their
extended patterns of school attendance. The recent cohort of college men also delayed
marriage, but their marriage delays are not related to changes in career entry. For both
college and noncollege educated men, marriage declines since the 1970s also reflect a

shift in the economic foundations of marriage formation.
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INTRODUCTION
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 have essentially become 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
(see Espenshade 1985 for a summary), among which the economic perspective has
received the most attention." It is argued that later and less frequent marriage since the
1970s are due to the deteriorating labor market position of young men, which

simultaneously decreases their marriage incentive and the supply of marriageable men

' 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 their
socioeconomic standing relative to men, reductions in the normative imperative on people to marry and
traditional gender roles, and increasing tolerance of premarital sex, nonmarital cohabitation, unmarried
childbearing and childrearing.
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(Becker 1981; Oppenheimer 1988; Wilson 1987). This dissertation is characterized as
the economic perspective. The economic perspective examines the relationship between
men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation, and the labor market causes
of marriage declines since the 1970s. To test this perspective, | develop three studies.
Each study is motivated by one aspect of labor market changes that has characterized the
post-industrial U.S. economy since the 1970s.

In the first study, | concentrate on the marriage gap between college educated and
noncollege educated men, examining how changes in the marriage gap between these two
educational groups are related to the historic shift in the labor market rewards of
schooling which becomes increasingly unfavorable to noncollege educated men and
blacks. Using data from the Cumulative Files of Current Population Survey March
Surveys, my analyses show that erosion in the employment opportunities of noncollege
educated black men are partly responsible for a faster rate of marriage decrease among
them. The effect of employment on educational differences in marriage trends is small
for whites, however. For both black and white men, educational differences in the trends
toward lower marriage rates primarily arise from economy-wide wage structure changes
that increasingly disfavor noncollege educated men. For blacks, an increased labor
market “bias” towards schooling results in a divergence in marriage rates between the
college educated and the noncollege educated; for whites, rises in labor market rewards to
schooling result in a convergence in marriage rates between college educated and
noncollege educated men.

In the second study, I link women’s occupational integration to men’s marriage

formation. The primary objective of this investigation is to measure the extent to which
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women's occupational integration and occupational propinquity between men and
women at the workplace affect marriage rates. Although employment in a more female
intensive occupation reduces the costs of assortative mating, this advantage is offset by
the marriage disincentives of lower wages and underemployment. Based on the Current
Population Survey June Surveys, | find that increases in the female proportion employed
in a man’s occupation has a positive effect on his likelihood of marrying a woman
employed in the same occupation, but a negative effect on his likelihood of marrying a
woman employed in a different occupation. The negative relationship between the
female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers is
partly attributable to the marriage disincentives of underemployment and lower wages for
men working in more female occupations. On the whole, although working in more
female occupations facilitates men’s marriage formation, the effect is relatively small as
only 4% of married men benefited from women’s occupational integration by marrying
women employed in the same occupation. The marriage disincentives of
underemployment and lower wages for men who work in more female occupations are
not fully compensated by their marriage market advantage of having more contact
opportunities with women who have similar levels of educational and occupational
statuses. On average, one percentage point increase in the female proportion of an
occupation is associated with 26% reduction in the odds of marrying for male workers.
In the third study, I use two birth cohorts from the National Longitudinal Surveys
and examine how changes in men’s career entry over time affect marriage formation for
men of varying educational attainment. My analyses show that the impacts of labor

market restructuring on marriage declines vary across schooling groups. Increased
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difficulties in career entry for the recent cohort of noncollege educated men play an
important role in marriage declines. For the recent cohort of men with some college
education, however, marriage declines are mainly due to their extended patterns of school
attendance. Their marriage delays do not seem to suggest a permanent reduction in the
proportion eventual marrying, however, as there is no evidence of significant changes in
the lifetime earnings for the recent cohort of men with some college education. The
recent cohort of men who have completed college also delayed marriage, but their
marriage delays are not related to changes in career entry. In addition to labor market
restructuring, marriage declines since the 1970s also reflect a shift in the economic
foundations for marriage formation. For men who did not go beyond high school, labor
market restructuring makes it increasingly difficult for their wage trajectories to cross the
threshold of wages which are necessary to establish and maintain an independent
household. To some extent, their marriage declines reflect a decrease in their response to
their below-threshold wages when making decisions on the timing of marriage. Although
the recent cohort of men with some college education did not experience a decline in
their earnings trajectories, rising expectations about living standards, lifestyles and
consumption have led to an increase in the importance they place on socioeconomic
factors in their marital decisions. Their marriage delays probably reflect the tendency of
the recent cohort of men with some college education to postpone marriage until they are

able to afford a higher standard of living than was the case for earlier generations.



1. Marrying in an Increasingly Unequal Society: The Impact of Wage
Structure Changes on Marriage Trends 1976-2004

Over the past four decades American men have increasingly delayed their first marriage.
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 have essentially become 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
(see Espenshade 1985 for a summary), among which the economic perspective has
received the most attention." It is argued that marriage delays since the early 1970s are

due to the deteriorating labor market position of young men, which simultaneously

' 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 their
socioeconomic standing relative to men, reductions in the normative imperative on people to marry and
traditional gender roles, and increasing tolerance of premarital sex, nonmarital cohabitation, unmarried
childbearing and childrearing.
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decreases their marriage incentive and the supply of marriageable men (Becker 1981;
Oppenheimer 1988; Wilson 1987). This economic explanation has motivated several
important studies on labor market causes of marriage declines (Wilson 1987; Mare and
Winship 1991; McLanahan and Casper 1995). The dependent variable of common
interest is the across-the-board marriage declines. Few studies, however, are designed to
examine educational differences in the trends of marriage decreases, limiting our
understanding of the structural and institutional roots of multiple pathways toward lower
marriage rates across schooling groups.

In the past three decades, changes in labor market institutions and in economic
conditions have worked jointly to create a historic shift in how the U.S. labor market
allocates its rewards among workers (Borjas 2003). This is reflected not only in the
widening wage inequality between schooling groups, but more seriously the divergence
in the economic fates between college educated and noncollege educated men. Although
both the college educated, a group that did not experience real wage loss, and the
noncollege educated, a group whose labor market position was greatly eroded, have
retreated from marriage, the trends are more precipitous for the noncollege educated.
Using the Cumulative Files of Current Population March Surveys, | examine how rises in
labor market rewards to schooling change the economic prospects of men by schooling
group, resulting in different rates of marriage declines since the late 1970s.

In the first part of analyses, | examine the trend measures of two indicators of
men’s labor market position: men’s annual earnings and men’s weekly hours worked in
the year prior to the survey. [ find that earnings inequality across schooling groups has
increased since the late 1970s. Noncollege educated young adult men experienced real
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earnings losses. For whites, this widening earnings inequality across schooling groups
mainly reflects a shift in labor market rewards to schooling that favor the college
educated more than the noncollege educated. For blacks, the widening earnings
inequality across schooling groups also are related to the erosion in employment
opportunities for noncollege educated black men. In the second part of the analyses, |
examine the trend measures of the proportions of young adult men who are married at the
time of survey between 1976 and 2004. 1 find that both college educated and noncollege
educated men have experienced marriage decreases since the late 1970s. The trends
toward lower marriage rates are greater for noncollege educated men, especially
noncollege educated black men. For blacks, the faster rate of marriage decrease among
noncollege educated men results in a greater divergence in marriage rates between the
college educated and the noncollege educated; for whites, the faster rate of marriage
decrease among noncollege educated men results in a convergence in marriage rates
between college educated and noncollege educated men.

In the final part of the analyses, | use a set of logistic regressions to measure the
impacts of changes in men’s employment opportunities and wage structures on
differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates across educational groups. Two
conclusions are reached. First, erosion in the employment opportunities of noncollege
educated black men is partly responsible for a faster rate of marriage decrease among
them. The effect of employment opportunities on educational differences in marriage
trends is small for whites, however. Second, for both black and white men, educational

differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates primarily arise from economy-wide



wage structure changes that increasingly lower the relative wages of noncollege educated

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 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).



This economic perspective has been used to explain the labor market causes of
marriage trends. An important work by Wilson's (1987) shows that the employment
trends of black men paralleled their marriage trends, both declined rapidly in the 1970s.
He therefore argued that marriage declines among blacks are principally due to a
decrease in the number of employed men. The effects of employment on marriage trends
are greatest for men age 25 and above, while declining numbers of employed black men
younger than 25 are partly due to increases in men’s school enrollment.

In an attempt to explain the labor market causes of marriage declines between
1960 and 1980, Mare and Winship (1991) used trends of average weekly earnings and
employment rates to explain the overall trend of marriage declines. Their study shows
that employment trends play an important role in the decrease of marriage rates for black
men, but the effect is modest for white men. For both black and white men, significant
marriage declines engendered by declining employment rates were more than offset by
growth in real earnings between 1960 and 1980. In fact, for black men age 30-39 and
white men age 24-29, the growth of earnings did more to increase marriage rates than
reduced employment did to reduce them. Mare and Winship (1991) therefore concluded
that due to the modest and sometimes offsetting effects of employment and earnings,
labor market changes among men are unlikely to be the dominant forces of the trends of
marriage decreases.

McLanahan and Casper (1995) reached a similar conclusion based on their
analysis of the metropolitan areas in the Census data. Their study shows that the decline
in men’s earning powers and the supply of marriageable males explains about 12 percent

of the decline in marriage among black women and 8 percent among white women
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between 1970 and 1990, A more recent study (Hill and Holzer 2007) that uses
individual-level data from the National Longitudinal Surveys verifies previous findings.
It shows that the long-term declines in labor market opportunities for less educated young
workers cannot account for much of their reduced tendency to marry.

There are two problems with previous studies on the economic causes of
marriage declines. First, the common concern of previous studies of labor market causes
of marriage decreases is the secular trend of marriage declines experienced by all
schooling groups. This aggregate trend of marriage, however, masks substantial
differences in the trend toward lower marriage rates by schooling group. Second, most
previous studies on the economic causes of marriage declines assume a time invariant
relationship between men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage.” Marriage
declines are assumed to arise from a downward shift in the average male’s
socioeconomic characteristics. These assumptions ignore the widening inequality across
schooling groups and the diversity in the pathways toward lower marriage rates.

Marriage declines since the 1970s concurred with rises in labor market rewards to
schooling. This dimension of changes in the wage structure” 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

? 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
frequent marriage among Japanese women shows an increasing negative effect of schooling on marriage
accounts the large decline in the risk of marriage across cohorts. The decline has been the greatest for the
most highly educated Japanese women versus lower-paying ones.

! Wage structure refers 1o the returns that the labor market offers for various skills and for employment in
higher-paying industries or occupations versus lower-paying ones.

10



between college educated and noncollege educated men.' Compared to their white
counterparts, noncollege educated black men are more vulnerable to the widening wage
inequality. This arises partly because less educated black men are more likely to be at the
lower end of wage distributions, and partly because the shift in labor market demand for
skills is usually accompanied by other labor market changes that disproportionately
affected less educated black men.’

Thus, although both college educated men and noncollege educated men have
experienced declines in marriage since the 1970s, the decline in marriage that could be
attributed to changes in men’s labor market position probably vary across schooling
groups. In fact, because there is no evidence of a decline in the labor market position of
college educated men since the 1970s, the effects of labor market restructuring on
marriage decreases probably mainly reflect educational differences in marriage trends,
with noncollege educated men having a faster marriage decline relative to college
educated men. In the analyses that follow, I first examine the trend measures of men’s

labor market position and educational differences in the trend toward lower marriage

! This arises because wage growth is greater for higher wage groups. So when wage growth stagnated such
as in the 1980s, the decade that marriage declined the most, less educated male workers whose WagEes were
below the median experienced significant real-wage losses (Smith 2000).

* Sectoral shifts between goods production and services industries reduce the employment opportunities for
noncollege educated men. In addition, sectoral shifts are often accompanied by a decline in unionism,
which have historically disproportionately benefited 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 (Wagmiller 2007).
Furthermore, although affirmative action has 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).
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rates. In subsequent regression analyses, I then concentrate 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

labor market returns to education.

DATA AND DESCRIPTIVE STATISTICS

To investigate the labor market causes of educational differences in marriage trends, | use
data from the Cumulative Files of Current Population March Surveys (CPMS), a national
representative sample of civilian noninstitutionalized persons living in households.
CPMS contain extensive information on men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marital
status. | use twenty-nine single year time periods from 1976 to 2004, during which
marriage declines correspond to rises in labor market rewards to schooling. | restrict the
analysis to men age 24-33 as previous studies have shown that the effects of labor
markets on marriage declines are mainly observed on men older than 24 (Mare and
Winship 1991). As financial hardship is also an important reason for marital dissolution
(Hajnal 1965), I further restrict my analysis to men who are either currently married or
never married in order not to bias down the estimation of the effects of men’s
socioeconomic characteristics on marriage formation. Measures of men’s socioeconomic
characteristics are based on two variables: men’s weekly earnings and weekly hours
worked in the year prior to the survey. For men who married more than two years ago
before the survey year, the observed relationship between men’s labor market positions
and their current marital statuses reflects the marriage timing effects of men’s long run

economic statuses; for men who married in the survey year or the year prior to the survey
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year, the observed relationship reflects the marriage timing effects of men’s current
economic statuses. However, because CPMS do not have time series information on
men’s age of first marriage, it is difficult to distinguish between these two interpretations.

The observed relationship is therefore better interpreted as a combination of both effects.

WIDENING EARNINGS INEQUALITY ACROSS SCHOOLING GROUPS
Tables 1.1 to 1.4 present trend measures of men’s labor market positions in the year prior
to the survey. It can be seen that although the U.S. economy overall has been strong
since the 1970s, noncollege educated men, especially noncollege educated black men,
appear to benefit less from economic growth. Between 1976 and 2004, the annual
earnings for college white men age 24-28 and age 29-33 (in constant 2009 dollars)
increased by 10% and 16%, respectively, but decreased for other young adult white men.
For black men, all educational and age groups experienced real wage losses since 1976
except college men age 29-33. The magnitudes of earnings losses were greatest for black
high school dropouts, In 2004, for example, a black high school dropout man eamed
about half of his counterparts in 1976.

Earnings inequality between schooling groups widened over time. For example, a
college graduate white man age 24-28 earned 56% more than a white high school dropout
man in 1976. By 2004, a college graduate white man age 24-28 earned twice as much as
a white high school dropout man. Changes in college/noncollege earnings ratios are
larger for blacks. In 1976, a college graduate black man age 24-28 earned twice as much
as a black high school dropout man age 24-28; by 2004 the college graduate/high school
dropout earnings ratio increased to more than three times. For both blacks and whites,

13



earnings inequality between schooling groups increases as time spent in the labor market
increases. For example, in 2004, a white college graduate man age 24-28 earned twice as
much as a white high school dropout, whereas a white college graduate man age 29-33
earned three times as much as his high school dropout counterparts.

For whites, the widening earnings inequality across schooling groups mainly
reflects a shift in labor market rewards to schooling that favors the college educated more
than the noncollege educated. For blacks, the widening earnings inequality across
schooling groups also is related to the erosion in employment opportunities for
noncollege educated black men. As show in Table 1.3 and Table 1.4, the more educated
work more hours per week than the less educated. The number of hours men worked per
week fluctuates with business cycle. But on the whole white men’s weekly working
hours remained relatively stable since 1976. There are no noticeable changes in men’'s
weekly working hours across schooling groups for white men. For blacks, educational
differences in weekly working hours seemed to have increased over time. The increase
primarily arises from the erosion in the employment opportunities for noncollege
educated black men. An average black high school dropout man worked full-time most
of the years between the late 1970s and the early 1980s, but worked part-time most of the
years after the early 1980s.

[Table 1.1 is inserted here]
[Table 1.2 is inserted here]
[Table 1.3 is inserted here]

[Table 1.4 is inserted here]

14



EDUCATIONAL DIFFERENCES IN MARRIAGE TRENDS

Corresponding to the changing wage structures and divergent economic fates between the
college educated and the noncollege educated are different trends of marriage declines
across schooling groups. Table 1.5 presents the proportions of young adult men who are
married at the time of survey between 1976 and 2004. As can been seen, the proportions
of young adults who are married at the time of survey decreased for all schooling groups
between 1976 and 2004. The trends, however, are greater for the noncollege educated,
especially noncollege educated black men. For example, between the late 1970s and the
early 2000s, the proportion of black men age 24-28 who are married at the time of survey
dropped 25 percentage points for high school dropouts and 29 percentage points for high
school graduates, compared to 23 percentage points for college graduates and men with
some college education. For black men, educational differentials in the trends toward
lower marriage rates arc greater in late young adulthood. For black men age from 29 to
33, the percentage of high school dropouts who are married at the time of survey dropped
from 64% in 1976 to 27% in the early 2000s, or 37 percentage points. For high school
graduates, the percentage of black men who are married at the time of survey dropped
from 69% in 1976 to 42% in 2004, or 27 percentage points. Consequently, although
there were only 4 percentage points differences in marriage rates between black high
school dropouts and black college graduates in their late young adulthood in the late
1970s, the faster rates of marriage declines among black high school dropouts have led to
a divergence in the marriage rates in the early 2000s, with black high school dropouts the

least likely to be married at the time of survey. The trends of marriage declines are less
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severe for black high school graduates, but still far exceed those of black men with some
college education or more.

Educational differences in the trends of marriage declines are larger for whites.
Between the late 1970s and the early 2000s, the proportions of noncollege educated white
men age 24-28 who are married at the time of survey dropped 24 to 26 percentage points,
compared to 17 percentage points for men with some college education or more. In
contrast to their black counterparts, noncollege educated young white men had been more
likely to be married at the time of survey than their college counterparts. The gap had
narrowed over time, however, due to a faster rate of marriage declines for noncollege
educated white men. By the late 1990s, the marriage rates have converged across
schooling groups in their late young adulthood; by the early 2000s, white men with some
college education or more are more likely to be married at the time of survey than the two
noncollege educated groups.

[Table 1.5 is inserted here]

MODEL AND ANALYTICAL STRATEGIES

The dependent variable in the regression analysis is a binary measure of men’s marital
status at the ime of survey, with 1=currently married and O=never married. The
independent variables include schooling, average hours worked per week last year,
average weekly earnings last year and the time period one comes of age. 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. I use three dummy variables
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to represent educational attainment. The reference group is college men. The average
weekly earnings are deflated in constant 1983 dollars. The time period one comes of age
is an interval variable, with 1=1976, 2=1977, 3=1978.....29=2004,

Variables that have been found to affect marriage formation are included for
statistical controls, including age, enrollment status, whether or not the respondent lives
in the South, and veteran status. [ also include age squares in the regression because
men’s likelihood of marriage does not increase monotonously with age. It decreases after
certain ages either due to negative selection effect or a decrease in the supply of
marriageable mates for older men. In addition, more educated men spend more time in
school and career in their young adulthood. They are more likely to postpone their
marriage till later age than less educated men. | therefore create several interactions
between educational attainment and age in the regression analyses to reflect educational
differential in the timetable for marriage.

I use several logistics regressions to examine educational differences in marriage
trends. The first model takes the form:

Log [Pi/(1-Pi)]= Bo+ By T + Ba Xyt + B3 (XixT) + X8, (1)
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 [Py/(1-P,))]. 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, X;=schooling, and the interaction term between schooling
and the time period one comes of age X;xT Xj=a vector of control variables (i.e., age,

age square, interaction between age and educational attainment, enrollment status,
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whether or not the respondent lives in the South, and veteran status). The subscripts i.1,
refer to individuals and the time period, respectively, where i=1, 2,....Ti and T=1,
2,...,29, The coeflicients [}; are expected to be negative.

In model (2), measures of men’s employment status are added to model (1). If
educational differences in marriage trends are due to the erosions in employment
opportunities for noncollege educated men, the coefficients for the interaction between
educational attainment and the time period one comes of age B; will become less
negative. Finally, men’s average weekly earnings are added in model (3). The
coefficients for the interaction between educational attainment and the time period one
comes of age B; are expected to become even less negative. The additional changes in
coefTicients B33 reflect the impacts of a shift in labor market rewards to schooling which
becomes increasingly unfavorable to the less educated, eroding their ability to establish
and maintain an independent household.

The analysis is conducted separately by race. For each race, the analysis is
conducted separately for each age group (age 24-28 or early young adulthood, age 29-33
or late young adulthood), as previous studies show that the effects of men's
socioeconomic characteristics on marriage formation change over the life course (e.g.,
Mare and Winship 1991). Separating the analysis by age group also enables us to test the
robustness of the findings.

[Table 1.6 is inserted here|
| Table 1.7 is inserted here]

[Appendix 1.1 is inserted here]
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RESULTS

Tables 1.6 and 1.7 report the regression results for white men and black men,
respectively. In both tables, Model | presents the coeflicient estimates for the interaction
effects between educational attainment and the time period one comes of age, controlling
for men’s demographic characteristics and other measures that affect men’s likelihood of
marriage. For both blacks and whites, the negative and statistically significant coefficient
for the time period one comes of age suggests that men’s likelihood of being married at
the time of survey has decreased since the late 1970s.

Of more interest are the interaction effects between levels of educational
attainment and the time period one comes of age. Consistent with the observation in
Table 1.5 that noncollege educated men experienced a faster rate of marriage decreases
than college educated men since 1976, the coefficients for the interactions between the
time period one comes of age and high school and between the time period one comes of
age and high school dropout are negative and statistically significant for white men. The
patterns of the coefficients for the interactions between the time period one comes of age
and high school and between the time period one comes of age and high school dropout
for blacks are the same as for whites, but most of the coefficients are not statistically
significant. The discussion that follows is therefore mainly based on the findings on
white men. In their early young adulthood, high school dropout white men experienced
the largest marriage declines, while the trend towards lower marriage rates are the least
dramatic for white men with some college education. Educational differences in

marriage trends increase as white men transition from early young adulthood to late
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young adulthood.” This observation is consistent with the interpretation that college
graduate men are more likely to delay marriage in the early young adulthood when they
are probably enrolled in school or engaged in other human capital investment activities.
Their transition to marriage is accelerated once they finish school and are more
established in the labor market in the late young adulthood. There is a clear educational
gradient in marriage trends among white men in their late young adulthood: college
graduate white men experienced the least marriage decrease since 1976, while the trend
toward lower marriage rates is the most dramatic among high school dropout white men.
Other findings in Model 1 are largely consistent with previous studies. For both
blacks and whites, older men are more likely to be married at the time of survey than
younger men. Men’s likelihood of marriage does not increase monotonically. The
negative and statistically significant coefficients for age squared in Table 1.5 suggest that
men’s likelihood of marriage decreases after they pass certain ages. This quadratic
relationship between age and men’s likelihood of marriage does not apply to blacks,
however. When both age and age squared are included in the regression analyses, neither
the coefficient for age nor the coefficient for age squared is statistically significant (see
Appendix 1.1 to check the difference when age squared is a part of the Model
specification.). Including age squared in the regression analyses does not improve the fit
between Model and data too. | therefore exclude age squared from the regression

analyses for blacks. Consistent with my expectation, the effect of age on marriage is

" In a formal one-tailed test based on white males, the coefficient for the interaction between time and high
school in Model 1 for men age 24-28 is statistically significamt different from the coefficient for the
interaction between time and high school in Model | for men age 29-33 (1=3.5); the coefficient for the
interaction between time and high school dropout in Model | for men age 24-28 is also found to be
statistically significant different from the coefficient for the interaction between time and high school
dropout in Model | for men age 29-33 (1=1.67).
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larger for college educated men than for men who did not go beyond high school, as
indicated by the negative and statistically significant coefficients for the interactions
between age and high school dropout and between age and high school. This is largely
attributed 1o educational differentials in the timing of marriage, with college educated
men being more likely to delay marriage when they are in school in the early twenties.
They accelerate their transition to marriage once they finish school and enter the labor
market in the late twenties and early thirties. Men living in the South face greater
normative pressures on marriage than men from other parts of the country, and thus are
more likely to be married at the time of survey. Veterans are more likely to be married
than non-veterans. This may reflect the fact that veterans have a more steady and
dependable income and a family allowance, which makes marriage more affordable
(Modell and Steffey 1988).

In Model 2, men’s average hours worked per week is added. As expected, men
who worked more hours per week are more likely to be married at the time of survey.
Educational differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates that could be
attributable to changes in employment opportunities are small, however. For both blacks
and whites, the coefTicients for the interaction between educational attainment and the
time period one comes of age become less negative as we move from Model | to Model
2, but the magnitude of changes is rather small. For white men in their early young
adulthood, for example, the coefficient for the interaction between high school dropouts
and the time period one comes of age changes from —.017 to —.0135, or decreases by 12%

in absolute values. In other words, deterioration in men’s employment opportunities



account for 12% of the differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates between
high school dropout white men and college white men.

Employment plays a greater role in educational differences in the trends toward
lower marriage rates for blacks. For black men who are in their early young adulthood,
for example, when men’s average hours worked per week is accounted for in Model 2,
the coefficient for the interaction between high school dropouts and the time period one
comes of age decreases by 27% in absolute values from —011 to —.008. Similar patterns
are also observed between high school graduates and college graduate men. The
influences of employment on educational differences in marriage trends decrease as men
make transition from early young adulthood to late young adult adulthood, however, For
example, although employment accounts for 12% of the differences in marriage trends
between college graduate white men and high school dropout white men in their early
young adulthood, the corresponding figure is only 8% for men who are in their late young
adulthood.

For both races, educational differences in marriage trends are attributable more to
the adverse shifts in labor market rewards to schooling than to the deterioration in men’s
employment opportunities. When men’s average weekly earnings are included in Model
3, the coefficients for the interaction between educational attainment and the time period
one comes of age change substantially as we move from Model 2 to Model 3. For white
men who are in their early young adulthood, for example, the coefficient for the
interaction between high school dropouts and the time period one comes of age changes
from —.015 to —.009 as we move from Model 2 to Model 3. In anther words, the adverse

shifts in labor market rewards to schooling which become increasingly unfavorable to
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noncollege educated men account for nearly 35% of the differences in the trends toward
lower marriage rates between college white men and white men who did not graduate
from high school, compared to 12% that could be attributed to the deterioration in men’s
employment opportunities since the late 1976. For men who are in their late young
adulthood, the adverse shifts in labor market rewards to schooling accounts for 30% of
the differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates between high school dropout
white men and college graduate white men, compared to only 8% that is attributable to
the deterioration in men’s employment opportunities. Similar patterns are also observed
between high school graduate white men and college graduate white men and between
college graduate black men and noncollege educated black men.

In total, employment opportunities and labor market rewards to schooling account
for 20%-50% of the differences in the trends toward lower marriage rates between
college educated men and noncollege educated men. The effects are larger for white men
and men who are in their early young adulthood. For white men, the coefficients for the
interactions between educational attainment and the time period one comes of age remain
statically significant after accounting for changes in men’s average hours worked per

week and average weekly earnings.

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
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future change. This study answered the question why noncollege educated men have a
faster rate of marriage declines than college educated men. In doing so, it extended
Wilson and Neckerman's (1986) thesis on “the pool of marriageable men” and showed
that erosion in the employment opportunities of noncollege educated black men is partly
responsible for a faster rate of marriage decrease among them. The effect of employment
opportunities on educational differences in marriage trends is rather small for whites,
however. For both black and white men, educational differences in the trends toward
lower marriage rates primarily arise from economy-wide wage structure changes that
increasingly bias against noncollege educated men. For blacks, an increased labor market
“bias™ towards schooling results in a divergence in marriage rates between the college
educated and the noncollege educated; for whites, rises in labor market rewards to
schooling result in a convergence in marriage rates between college educated and
noncollege educated men.

The adverse shift in labor market returns to schooling and the resultant faster rates
of marriage declines among the noncollege educated 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 to make educational advancement, especially for blacks. In the 1980s
when marriage declines the most for the less educated, growth in the college enrollment
of black men has actually slowed down relative to white men (Smith 2000). 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, in contrast to only 7
percentage points for black men (U.S. Bureau of Census 2007). This slowdown of
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college enrollment of black men is not only unable to overcome the impact of
unfavorable shifts in wage structure, but as productivity growth slowed down and wages
stagnate, the less educated experienced real wage loss.

In an economy that for a long time period has been dominated by demand shifts
for skills and other economy wide forces such as 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. The economic prospects of less educated black men will be more difficult to
predict. In the eyes of employers, they 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. Black men have 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, the faster rate of decline in
marriage among the noncollege educated is unlikely to slow down. Despite a persistently
high level of 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 structure. For low-income people, marriage becomes an
increasingly unaffordable luxury consumer item (Furstenberg and Ten 1996). Given that

cohabitation requires less economic resources than marriage (Clarkberg 1999), Cherlin

25



(1992) argued that poor men probably use cohabitation to substitute for traditional
marriage. 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 up 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, because both college educated men and noncollege educated men have
experienced a decline in marriage since the early 1970s and the magnitude of the decline
1s 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 (Blossfeld and Timm 2003), future study on the

trend toward lower marriage rates might consider combining the Becker thesis and the

" 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 and leads
to marriage declines since the early 1970s,
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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 groups and between blacks

and whites, resulting in different pathways toward lower marriage rates.”

* 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 income effect of college educated men’s real wage
gain. For the noncollege educated, increases in women's economic position relative 1o 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
MofTitt (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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2. Women’s Occupational Integration and Men’s Marriage
Formation: Is the Economic Disadvantage Compensated by
Marriage Market Advantage?

Over the past four decades, American men have increasingly delayed their first marriage.
The median age at first marriage has increased from 23 years to 27 years between 1970
and 2003 (U.S. Bureau of Census 2003). For a segment of the black population, marriage
delays essentially lead to no marriage (Goldstein and Kenny 2001). 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 change in marital
behavior (see Espenshade 1985 for a summary). Labor market changes reflecting a
decline in the sexual division of labor in marriage have long been considered important
structural sources of later and less frequent marriages since the early 1970s. According
to Becker (1981), for example, the retreat from marriage that is characterized by marriage
delays and less frequent marriages since the early 1970s is due to the wage effect of
women’s labor force participation, which erodes the traditional sexual division of labor in
marriage and women's economic gain to marriage and depresses their economic
incentive to marry. Although the traditional sexual division of labor in marriage is

reflected in the market economy not only in sex differences in labor force participation
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patterns but also in the sex composition of jobs (Matthaei 1980), sexual integration in the
workplace, the second aspect of decline in the sexual division of labor in marriage, has
received little attention in studies of economic underpinnings of marriage formation and
labor market causes of marriage declines since the early 1970s.

Occupation plays an important role in “social groupings’ and in the structure of
individual lives in industrial societies (Durkheim 1933; Grusky and Sorensen 1998).
Women'’s occupational integration combined with a high level of women'’s labor force
participation increases contact opportunities between men and women in the workplace
(South et al. 1983) and encourages married men to have an extramarital relationship with
their female coworkers (South and Lloyd 1995). The percentages of female workers in
their occupations are positively associated with the risk of divorce for married men
(McKinnish 2004, 2007). Although sex integration in the workplace is particularly
salient to the divorce decision (as opposed to the marriage decision) as searching for
alternative mates outside the workplace is more costly for married individuals than for
single (Becker et al. 1977), women's occupational integration inevitably expands the
contact opportunities between men and women (McKinnish 2004). Moreover, because
men and women employed in the same occupation are likely to have similar educational
and occupational statuses and lifestyles and people prefer to marry their social equals
(Hout 1982; Ramsoy 1966), occupational sex integration reduces the search costs for a
marriageable mate and facilitates marriage formation.

On the other hand, men employed in more female occupations are more likely to
work part-time and earn less. Because men’s bread-winner role in traditional husband

earner/wife homemaker marriage is contingent on a job that pays a “family wage”
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(Esping-Andersen 1993), women’s occupational integration, coupled with persistently
lower wages and undercmployml:nt' that are attributable to the sex-typing of jobs
(England et al. 1998), puts men employed in more female occupations at a disadvantaged
position in the marriage market, reducing their abilities to perform economic roles within
family and their likelihood of marrying (Becker 1981; Oppenheimer 1988; Wilson 1990;
Easterlin 1987).

This study uses data set from the Current Population June Surveys to examine the
relationship between the female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of
marrying for male workers. This focus on the marriage formation of men rather than
women arises from two considerations: (1) most studies of marital timing focus on
women’s marital timing while largely overlooking men’s marital timing, and (2) men
benefit more from marriage than women.” In the first and second part of analysis, 1
classify those recently married men into two groups: men who married a woman
employed in the same occupation and men who married a woman employed in a different
occupation. | then use two sets of logistic regression to examine the effect of the
proportions of female workers in an occupation on the likelihood of marrying for male
workers. The sample for the first set of logistic regression includes men who married
women employed in the same occupation and men who never marry; the sample for the
second set of logistic regression includes men who married women employed in a

different occupation and men who never marry. [ find that the female proportion of an

'In economics, the term underemployment has three different distinct meanings and applications. Here it
refers to "involuntary part-time" workers, that is, workers who could (and would like to) be working for a
full work-week but can only find part-time work.
* For example, married men ¢arn more than unmarried men (Gray 1997), while married women work
underemployment and earn less than unmarried women (Waldfogel 1997).
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occupation has a positive effect on men’s likelihood of marrying women employed in the
same occupation, but a negative effect on men’s likelihood of marrying women employed
in a different occupation. The negative relationship between the female proportion of an
occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers is partly attributable to the
marriage disincentives of underemployment and lower wages for men working in more
female occupations. In the final step of analysis, | combine married men into one
category regardless of whether they married women employed in the same occupation or
not. The primary objective of the analysis is to measure the extent to which women’s
occupational integration, by reducing the cost of search for a marriageable mate, offsets
the marriage disincentives of underemployment and lower wages for men working in
more female occupations. My analysis shows that although working in more female
occupations facilitates marriage formation for men because of the marriage market
function of occupational propinquity between men and women, the effect is relatively
small as only 4% of married men benefited from women’s occupational integration and
married women employed in the same occupation. The marriage disincentives of
underemployment and lower wages for men working in more female occupations are not
fully compensated by their marriage market advantage of having more contact
opportunities with women who have similar educational and occupational statuses.

This study makes three contributions. First, according to the Becker (1981)
theory, women'’s labor force participation and improved labor market position relative to
men erode their economic incentives to marry. Because women’s gain of economic
independence relative to men is often accompanied by their integration into male

occupations, this study, by examining the relationship between the sex composition of an
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occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers, extends the Becker theory.
Second, as most data lack information on partner’s socioeconomic characteristics prior to
marriage, linking women'’s patterns of occupational integration to men’s marriage
formation provides an alternative way of testing the linked nature of lives between men
and women (Elder 1997). Finally, the relatively large marriage disincentives of
underemployment and lower wages compared to the marriage incentives of having more
contact opportunities with women at occupational situs for men working in more female
occupations contributes to our understanding of marriage formation as a process of social

stratification (Haller 1981).

THEORETICAL PERSPECTIVES

Marriage market conditions have important impacts on marriage outcomes. Three
theoretical perspectives have been offered to explain the relationship between marriage
market conditions and marriage outcomes. The first perspective is concerned with the
sex ratio, which is defined as the proportion of males to females in a local marriage
market. It initially arose from demographers’ interest in the impacts of sex imbalances
on marriage formation as baby boomers and baby busters entered adulthood.
Subsequently, sex ratios of persons’ sociodemographic characteristics have been used,
recognizing that marriage outcomes depend not only on the quantity of potential mates,
but also their qualities because the process of mate selection is also a mechanism of
assortative mating (Haller 1981). The extent to which a surfeit of potential mates is

translated into an earlier marriage is largely contingent on whether their
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sociodemographic characteristics foster the realization of individual preferences to marry
homogamously.

Empirical studies using the sex ratio perspective generally support the argument
that marriage market conditions, especially the sociodemographic composition of
potential mates, affect the timing of marriage (Schoen, Wooldredge, and Thomas 1989;
Lichter et al. 1992). The effect of marriage market conditions on patterns of who marries
whom, or assortative mating, is rather weak (Lichter, Anderson, and Hayward 1995). It
is only observed for people who are in their late twenties and early thirties, the life stage
that probably has allowed time for a compromise between individual preferences and
marriage market conditions (Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000). In other words, although
young adults adjust their preferences for a mate according to the marriage market
conditions, this process takes time and does not occur until their late twenties.

One problem with the sex ratio perspective is that the marriage market is narrowly
defined in terms of geographic propinquity. This is partly motivated by persistently
observed spatial disparity in marriage rates (Heaton, Lichter, and Amoateng 1989), and
partly by the assumption of geographic constraints on contact opportunities. Other
structural dimensions of the population sex distribution that segregate the population
according to cultural and socioeconomic characteristics, however, have yet to receive
adequate attention, despite the acknowledgement that marriage market is an imprecise
concept and exists in other functional settings such as workplaces (Kalmijn 1998).

The structural perspective broadens the study of marriage markets. It recognizes
that in addition to geographical propinquity, other propinquitous situations between men
and women also play an important role in marriage outcomes (Blau 1977). Women's
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integration into male occupations is an important labor market change since the 1970s. It
creates a propinquitous situation which increases contact opportunities between men and
women at occupational situs and other work-related social settings, having important
implications for marriage formation. French data show that the percentage of people who
meet their spouse at their workplaces exceeds those who meet at traditionally defined
marriage markets such as neighborhoods and schools (Bozon and Heran 1989). A recent
U.S. survey on office romance provides additional evidence on the marriage market
function of occupational situs, showing that 40% of full-time adult workers have dated an
office colleague and 31% of them married (Wulfhorst 2009).

Although the structural perspective suggests that occupational propinquity
between men and women increases men's chances of marrying women employed in the
same occupation, it sheds little light on the influence of occupational propinquity
between men and women on men’s timing of marriage. In addition, empirical studies on
the relationship between marriage market conditions and marriage outcomes using the
structural perspective are exclusively concerned with the structural influences on the
ultimate patterns of assortative mating (Blau, Blum, and Schwartz 1982) and risks of
divorce (South and Llyod 1995), but largely ignore the influences of individual
preferences in marriage outcomes. Although the patterns of who marries whom are
subject to the influences of the sociodemographic characteristics of available mates
(Kalmijn 1998), evidence on the effect of marriage market conditions on the patterns of
assortative mating seems to suggest that most young adults accommodate an unfavorable
marriage market by delaying marriage rather than by altering their mate selection

standards to marriage markel conditions. A recent study of marriage formation explicitly
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measures men’s preferences for a marriageable mate and shows that men who are less
restrictive on mate selections face less competition in the marriage market and are more
likely to marry. Their marriage probabilities are also enhanced when their preferences
complement those of women (Raley and Bratter 2004).°

According to the search perspective, marriage formation is a process of
assortative mating (England and Farkas 1986; Oppenheimer 1988). Despite population
heterogeneity, most marriages are homogamous in age, race, religion, nationality, family
background, education, and other sociodemographic characteristics (Kalmijn 1998). In
fact, although propinquity is an important factor in itself on marriage formation, most of
the observed relationship between propinquity and homogamy in marriage is attributable
to cultural factors shared by persons living within prescribed ecological areas,
occupational situs, or other propinquitous situations. From the search perspective,
transition to marriage is accelerated when the distribution of individual characteristics
facilitates realization of individual preferences for a spouse with similar cultural and
sociodemographic characteristics, whereas marriage is delayed if the reverse is true
(Lichter, LeClere, and McLaughlin 1991; Lloyd and South 1996; Wilson 193?].4

Men and women employed in the same occupations have similar educational and
occupational statuses and lifestyles. They are also more likely to internalize a wide range

of similar values, customs and beliefs and therefore find each other more attractive

* Women prefer to marry men who have more education and earn more than themselves. Men who are
more willing to marry women with less education and eamings complement women’s preferences and are,
therefore, more likely to find a marriageable mate,

! Although there is a trade-off between the quality of the partner finally selected and the time spent on
search, according to the search perspective, a favorable marriage market does not necessarily encourage
longer search. People take the strategy of setting a level for the “reservation quality partner”, They stop
searching after they meet the first person reaching this level. Thus, the more favorable the marriage market
is, the more efficient the search, and the earlier the age of marriage.
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(Marini and Brinton 1984). Occupations, through their impacts on identity formation,
values, customs and beliefs, have significant effects on the meaning of marital
relationships for the persons involved (Haller 1981). Marrying somebody employed in
the same occupation has been found to be positively correlated with the amount of time
that husbands and wives spend together in marriage (Kalmijn and Bernasco 2001), which
in turn increases marital satisfaction and marital stability (Reissman, Aron, and Bergen
1993). Thus, in contrast to other types of group integration that are usually accompanied
by considerable group differences in hierarchy status and cultural values that discourage
marriage in homogamy (Blau, Blum, and Schwartz 1982), women's occupational
integration coincides with ingroup norms and individual preferences for homogamy in
marriage.

Although there are no studies on the relationship between occupational sex
composition and men’s timing of marriage. research on marital dissolution suggests that
women’s occupational integration facilitates mate selection for men. The proportion of
female workers in an occupation has been found to be positively associated with the
likelihood of divorce for married male workers (South et al. 2001; South and Llyod
1995). Lichter’s (1990) study on the relationship between the patterns of homogamy and
the timing of marriage provides additional evidence which shows the availability of
women who have similar socioeconomic characteristics as men encourages marriage
formation for white men. | therefore hypothesize that men working in more female
occupations are more likely to find satisfactory mates due to the increased contact
opportunities with women who have similar educational and occupational statuses and

therefore marry earlier (Hypothesis 1).
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On the other hand, although women'’s occupational integration increases men's
opportunities to meet their potential wives at occupational situs and facilitate marriage
formation, women'’s occupational integration is accompanied by a gradual transition from
a male occupation to a more feminine one, which is correlated with lower wages,
underemployment and other labor market disadvantages (England et al. 1998;
Macpherson and Hirsch 1995)." The wage effect of occupational gender composition is
large and affects both men and women (Macpherson and Hirsch 1995). Furthermore, the
occupational wage disadvantage of working in more female occupations is long run,
cumulative® and involuntary.” Although women's labor force participation makes
women's socioeconomic characteristics increasingly valued in mate selection (Sweeney
and Cancian 2004), given persistent gender inequality in the labor market and less
equitable division of labor within the household, husband’s wages remain the primary
income sources for the household (England and Farkas 1986). Men's labor market status

determines their ability to perform economic roles within family and their likelihood of

*Note that over half of the relationship between gender composition and men’s wages is due to worker
endowments, preferences, and occupation and industry characteristics of female jobs (Macpherson and
Hirsch 1995). In fact, according to the “quality™ sorting hypothesis (Bergmann 1974), if women are
crowded into low-paying occupations because of discriminatory barrier, the sex composition of a job
becomes an index of labor quality for men. It therefore entails caution when interpreting the wage effect of
occupational sex composition.

® Although Jacobs' (1993) study suggests that men employed in sex-atypical occupations tend to move
back to sex-typical occupations because of normative pressures on men doing men’'s jobs, other studies
show different results. Williams and Villemez (1993), for example, did not find evidence of extensive
occupational mobility across sex types for men. In fact, Hall’s (1982) study showed that although US
workers are very mobile, most evidence suggests that jobs lasting more than twenty years are the rule rather
than the exception. British data show that occupational mobility across sex types is rare for those
employed in a heavily female occupation (Chan 1999).

’ Both Jacobs (1993) and Williams and Villemez (1993) show that, in spite of an increase in the number of
men employed in more female intensive occupations, the proportion of men who aspire for a female-
dominated occupation is less than 6%. For a majority of men, the reason for working in a sex-atypical
occupation is due to structural constraints on accessing male-dominated occupations. This is especially the
case for minority males (Williams and Villemez 1993). In the aggregate, the over time increase in the
proportion of men employed in sex-atypical occupations is largely a result of women entering previously
male-dominated occupations. A case study of men in computer occupations shows that men did not leave
their jobs when women entered in large numbers (Wright and Jacobs 1994),
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marrying (Becker 1981; Oppenheimer 1988; Wilson 1990; Easterlin 1987). The labor
market disadvantages associated with working in more female occupations then
constitute a serious barrier to marriage formation for men. Therefore, I hypothesize that
the economic effects of working in more female occupations delays men’s marriage
formation (Hypothesis 2).

In sum, although men working in more female occupations have more contact
opportunities with women who have similar educational and occupational statuses that
not only facilitates the realization of individual preferences to marry their social equals
but also accelerates men’s transition to marriage (Hypothesis 1), they are underemployed,
have lower wages and other labor market disadvantages, placing them at a disadvantaged
position in the marriage market (Hypothesis 2). Figure 2.1 presents the conceptual
model that describes the relationship between the percentages of female workers in an
occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers.

[Figure 2.1 is inserted here]

In the analysis that follows, I first classify recently married men into two groups:
men who benefited from women’s occupational integration because they married women
employed in the same occupation and men who did not benefit from women's
occupational integration because they married women employed in a different
occupation. | then use two sets of logistic regressions to examine the effects of female
proportion of an occupation on men’s likelihood of marrying women employed in the
same occupation versus being single and men’s likelihood of marrying women employed
in a different occupation versus being single. The effects of the percentages of females in

an occupation on the likelihood of male workers to marry women employed in the same
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occupation reflect both the marriage market function and the labor market function of the
sex composition of an occupation. The effects of the percentages of females in an
occupation on the likelihood of male workers to marry women employed in a different
occupation reflect only the labor market function of the sex composition of an
occupation. In the third step of analysis, | combine the two groups of recently married
men and use logistic regression to examine the relationship between female proportion of
an occupation and the likelihood of marriage for male workers. The objective of the last
step of analysis is to determine whether increased contact opportunities with women who
have similar educational and occupational statuses at occupational situs compensate for
the marriage disincentives of underemployment and lower wages when men working in

more female occupations.

DATA

I use data set from the Cumulative Files of the Current Population June Surveys (CPJS), a
national representative sample of civilian noninstitutionalized persons living in
households. CPIS is unique in that it contains extensive information on marital status,
age at first marriage, fertility, occupation and other labor market characteristics at the
time of survey. therefore allowing for examining the roles occupation play as both a
marriage market and an indicator of men’s socioeconomic standing in the relationship
between the female proportion of an occupation and men’s likelihood of marrying.
However, due to the cross-sectional nature of CPJS, both men's occupation and their
wives” occupation at the time of survey may not be the ones they have at the time of
marrying. To maximize the probability that both men’s occupation and their wives’
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occupation at the time of survey are the ones they have when marriage occurs, 1 limit my
analysis to young adult men age 20-35 who married within one year of the survey year or
who never marry. Because all recent marriages that have information on both husband’s
and wife’s occupation occurred in 1990, 1992 or 1994, 1 make the window of
observations comparable between recently married men and men who never marry by
including men who never marry from these three survey years. In total, CPJS have 2,107
marriages that occurred within one year of the survey year and 21,023 young adult men
who never marry. Among those recently married men, 4% married women employed in
the same occupation.

The female proportion of an occupation is the percentage of female workers of all
workers age 20-35 in each 3-digit occupation. It is estimated using the 5% Public Use
Microdata Samples (PUMS) of 1990 US Census. Compared to CPJS, PUMS has more
observations for each 3-digit occupation and thus enables us to gain more reliable
estimates of the female proportion of an occupation. In addition, because the sex
composition of an occupation changes very slowly, especially in the 1990s (Blau 1998),
the female proportion of an occupation in 1992 and 1994 is approximated using the
female proportion of an occupation in PUMS of 1990.

Figure 2.2 describes the mean levels of the female proportion of the occupation
for men who married women employed in the same occupation, men who married
women employed in a different occupation, and men who never marry. Men who
married women employed in the same occupation are most likely to work in more female

occupations, while men who married women employed in an occupation that is different
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from them are least likely to work in more female occupations, and the female proportion
of the occupation for men who never marry is in the middle.

[Figure 2.2 is inserted here]

MODEL AND RESULTS

To examine the effect of the proportions of female workers in an occupation on the
likelihood of marrying for male workers, I use a series of logistic regressions. The
dependent variable is a dummy variable that measures men’s marital status at the time of
survey. The coding of the dependent variable varies depending on the purpose of the
analysis. In the first step of analysis, the sample includes men who benefited from
women’s occupational integration by marring women employed in the same occupation
and men who never marry. The dependent variable is 1=for men who married women
employed in the same occupation and 0=for men who never marry. The relationship
between the proportions of female workers in an occupation and the likelihood of
marrying for male workers reflects both the marriage market effect and labor market
effect on marriage of working in more female occupations.

Table 2.1 reports the coeflicient estimates for the regression models that are
created in a stepwise fashion. In the first model, only the female percentage of an
occupation is included in the regression. Consistent with my hypothesis, women’s
occupational integration and increased contact opportunities with women who have
similar educational and occupational statuses at occupational situs encourage men to

marry women employed in the same occupation. One percentage point increase in the
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female proportion of an occupation is associated with a six times ({E' %E-I}x 100%)
increase in men’s odds of marrying women employed in the same occupation.

In the second model, variables that have been found to affect men’s likelihood of
marrying are accounted for, including age, race, whether the respondent lives in the
South, veteran status, educational attainment and the survey year. These
sociodemographic characteristics also serve as statistical controls for potential
confounders in the relationship between the female proportion of an occupation and
men’s likelihood of marrying women employed in the same occupation. As shown in
Model 2 of Table 2.1, the coefficient for the female proportion of an occupation barely
changes as we move from Model | to Model 2. In addition, except veteran status, other
measures of men’s sociodemographic characteristics and survey years are not statistically
significant. Compared to nonveterans, veterans are nearly three times ((e' 355—1}! 100%)
more likely to marry women employed in the same occupation.

Finally, because men employed in a more female occupation work less and earn
less, the marriage disincentives that arise from the labor market disadvantages may
suppress the marriage market function of increased contact opportunities with women
who have similar educational and occupational statuses at occupational situs when
working in more female occupations. Hence, I control for men’s weekly wages and
hours worked per week in Model 3. As expected, after taking into account these
measures of men’s labor market positions, the coefficient for the female proportion of an
occupation increases from 1.943 in Model 2 to 2.123 in Model 3. One percentage point

increase in the female proportion of an occupation is associated with more than seven
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2133_1)%100%) increase in the odds of marrying a woman employed in the same

times ((e
occupation.
[Table 2.1 is inserted here]

In the second step of analysis, the sample includes men who have never married
and recently married men who did not benefit from women's occupational integration
because they married a woman employed in a different occupation. The relationship
between the proportions of female workers in an occupation and the likelihood of
marrying for male workers therefore is primarily a function of the labor market rewards
attributable to the sex composition of an occupation. The dependent variable is a dummy
variable with 1=for men who married women employed in a different occupation and
O=for men who never marry. Table 2.2 presents the coefficient estimates for the
regression models that are created in a stepwise fashion, Although women's
occupational integration makes it easier for men to marry women employed in the same
occupation, it depresses marriage formation when the marriage occurs between men and
women employed in different occupations. This finding is fairly robust. For example,
when men'’s sociodemographic characteristics and the survey year are controlled for in
Model 2. the coefficient for the female proportion of an occupation remains largely
unchanged. One percentage point increase in the female proportion of an occupation is
associated with nearly 50% ((1-("*""-1))x100%) reduction in the odds of marrying
women employed in different occupations.

Men working in more female occupations have a weaker labor market position.
The negative relationship between the female proportion of an occupation and men's

likelihood of marrying a woman employed in a different occupation may therefore be due

58



to the weaker labor market position of men working in more female occupations. In
Model 3, when the labor market characteristics such as weekly hours worked and weekly
wages are taken into account, the coefTicient for the female proportion of an occupation
becomes less negative and increases from -.678 to -.412, but remains statistically
significant. One percentage point increase in the female proportion of an occupation is
associated with more than 30% ((1-(¢"*'*-1))%100%) decrease in the odds of marrying a
woman employed in a different occupation. In addition, consistent with previous
findings on marriage formation, older men, men who came of age earlier and who live in
the South face more normative imperatives to marry and marry earlier. Men having a
favorable labor market position have greater ability to establish an independent
household and are more likely to marry. Compared to high school dropouts, men who
have completed at least some college have better economic prospects and are therefore
more likely to marry. Although the coefficients for race and veteran status are not
statistically significant, their signs agree with previous findings. That is, blacks are less
likely to marry than whites and the benefits that veterans enjoy make it easier for them to
establish an independent household than nonveterans.

[Table 2.2 is inserted here]

Do the increased contact opportunities with women who have similar educational
and occupational statuses compensate for the marriage disincentives of underemployment
and lower wages when men working in more female occupations? To answer this
question, in the last step of the analysis, | pool all recently married men into one category
regardless of whether they married women employed in the same occupation or not. The

dependent variable for the logistic regression is 1=for men who recently married and
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(=for men who never marry. Table 2.3 reports the descriptive statistics for the variables
used in the regression analysis and Table 2.4 reports the coefficient estimates for the
regression models that are created in a stepwise fashion. Overall, the patterns of the
coefficients are quite similar to those found in Table 2.2 with two exceptions. First,
although working in more female occupations reduces men’s likelihood of marrying,
increased contact opportunities with women who have similar educational and
occupational statuses at occupational situs partly compensate for the marriage
disincentives of underemployment and lower wages. For example, for men who did not
benefit from the marriage market function of women’s occupational integration, one
percentage point increase in the female proportion of an occupation is associated with
more than 50% reduction in the odds of marrying for male workers. But when men who
benefit from the increased contact opportunities with women at occupational situs and
married women employed in the same occupation are taken into account in the analysis,
the marriage disincentive effect of the female proportion of an occupation is reduced. As
shown in Model 2 of Table 2.4, one percentage point increase in the female proportion of
an occupation is associated with 43% ((1-(e" 5591 1)%100%) reduction in the odds of
marrying for male workers, which is seven percentage points less than when men who
benefited from the marriage market function of women'’s occupational integration and
married women employed in the same occupation are not taken into account. Second.,
although men’s weekly wages and weekly hours worked cannot completely explain why
working in more female occupations depresses men’s likelihood of marrying women
employed in a different occupation, they completely account for the relationship between
the female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers
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when those men who benefited from women's occupational integration and married
women employed in the same occupation are included in the analysis. The coefficient for
the female proportion of an occupation becomes less negative and increases from -.558 to
-.297 as we move from Model 2 to Model 3.

[Table 2.3 is inserted here]

[Table 2.4 is inserted here]

CONCLUSIONS

Women's labor force participation and occupational integration are important labor
market changes occurring since the early 1970s. Previous studies on the economic
underpinnings of marriage formation argued that women’s changing labor market
behaviors, which combined with the deterioration of young men's labor market positions
and their declining ability to establish an independent household, eroded the division of
labor within the household and women’s economic incentives to marry. Occupational
sex structures, the second aspect of the decline in the division of labor within the
household that is reflected in the market economy, have received little attention in studies
of the economic underpinnings of marriage formation. Instead, research on occupational
sex structures is mainly concerned with the causes and economic consequences of

occupational sex seg;mgatiun.“

* For example, both men and women working in more female occupations have been found to work fewer
hours, have lower wages and other labor market disadvantages. Despite these common economic
experiences, both the reasons for working in more female occupations and their relationship to marriage
outcomes vary by gender. According to human capital theory and socialization theory, for example,
women's disproportionate representation in female-dominated occupations is partly due to their stronger
disposition toward family life and partly due to less compatibility of work roles and family roles for women
with & traditional gender division of labor within the household.
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This study examines the relationship between the female proportion of an
occupation and the likelihood of marrying for male workers. The objective of the study
is to examine the extent to which the marriage disincentives of underemployment and
lower wages when men working in a sex-atypical occupation are compensated by a
marriage market advantage of having more contact opportunities with women who have
similar education and occupational statuses, characteristics that foster the realization of
individual preferences to marry their social equals.

| find that the female proportion of an occupation has a positive effect on men’s
likelihood of marrying women employed in the same occupation, but a negative effect on
men’s likelihood of marrying women employed in a different occupation. The negative
relationship between the female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of
marrying for male workers is partly attributable to the marriage disincentives of
underemployment and lower wages for men working in more female occupations. On the
whole, however, although working in more female occupations facilitates men’s marriage
formation because of the marriage market function of occupational propinquity between
men and women, the effect is relatively small as only 4% of married men married women
employed in the same occupation. The marriage disincentives of underemployment and
lower wages for men working in more female occupations are not fully compensated by
their marriage market advantage of having more contact opportunities with women who
have similar education and occupational statuses.

This study has several implications for future research on the economic
underpinnings of marriage formation and labor market causes of marriage declines. First,

the large and negative effect of greater female proportion in an occupation on men’s
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likelihood of marrying, found in Model 3 of Table 2.2, raises the concern of what the sex
composition of an occupation is measuring in addition to employment status and wages.
Although underemployment and lower wages are the most often cited disadvantages of
working in more female occupations, occupational sex composition is also associated
with other types of socioeconomic rewards. For example, female jobs are associated with
a lower level of fringe benefits, authority and autonomy, and prestige (Jacobs and Powell
1984). Women’s jobs are also more likely to be found in those types of occupations and
industries which provide relative lower levels of firm-specific investment. Men working
in a woman'’s job may then be considered as having less earning potential, making them
less attractive in the marriage market. The negative association between the female
proportion of an occupation and men’s likelihood of marrying corresponds to
Oppenheimer’s (1982) study that shows that men employed in white-collar low-paid
occupations, most of which are female occupations, are least likely to marry. In addition
to economic factors, occupational sex composition may also reflect an individual’s
attitude toward gender roles and family lives and sexual orientation (Antecol, Jong, and
Steinberger 2008). Men employed in female-dominated occupations may be more
responsive to social changes with respect to marriage and internalize a liberal attitude
toward gender roles and family lives. They are also more likely to be gay and thus
choose cohabitation and other non-marital union forms to organize their personal lives
(Antecol, Jong, and Steinberger 2008).

Second, the relatively large marriage disincentives of underemployment and
lower wages compared to the marriage incentives of having more contact opportunities

with women when men working in more female occupations provides us a new
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perspective on the relationship between marriage formation and social stratification
(Haller 1981). Despite recent changes in the meaning of marriage, the essential feature of
marriage formation as a vertical stratification process does not seem to have changed.
Marriage formation is still closely associated with class formation and reproduction of
social inequality. Thus, although women's occupational integration increased contact
opportunities between men and women, most of these cross-sex interactions at
occupational situs seems role-based, and are not strong enough to cross class-based social
boundaries that define the most fundamental type of association such as marriage.

In addition, compared to married men, unmarried men have more avenues to
search for a marriageable mate. The marriage market function of occupational situs is
limited compared to other class-based social groupings such as family background and
neighborhood. Although people are more likely to marry their social equals, for a large
segment of women, marriage remains an important mechanism of upward social mobility
that involves economic transactions. Lower wages, underemployment and other
pecuniary penalties associated with working in a woman’s job, coupled with women’s
tendency to marry up, places men employed in female-dominated occupations at a
disadvantaged position in the marriage market.

Finally, persistent gender divisions of labor within the household and gender
inequality in the labor market suggest that the characteristics that define a desirable mate
differ between men and women. The relationship between the female proportion of an
occupation and the likelihood of marrying may therefore vary between men and women.
Previous studies on the relationship between the sex composition of an occupation and
family events show either a weak relationship, or no relationships between the female
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proportion of an occupation and family events (Trappe and Rosenfeld 2004; Budig and
England 2001; Desai and Waite 1991; England 1982; Glass and Camarigg 1992; Jacobs
and Steinberg 1995; Okamoto and England 1999; Rosenfeld and Spenner 1995). But
since these studies are concerned with other family events than the timing of marriage,
future studies of the economic underpinnings of marriage formation and labor market
causes of marriage declines should consider examining the relationship between the
female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of marrying for female workers.
For example, the economic model of marriage (Becker 1981) posits that women’s
economic gain from participation in the paid labor force erodes traditional gender
divisions of labor within the household, discouraging marriage formation. Because
women’s gain of economic independence relative to men is usually accompanied by their
occupational integration, the neoclassical economic perspective then suggests women
working in more female occupations are more likely to marry (Polachek 1981, 1985). On
the other hand, it is also reasonable to believe that women working in more male
occupations are more likely to marry, because they have more chances to meet their
potential spouses at occupational situs. The findings on the relationship between the
female proportion of an occupation and the likelihood of marrying for female workers
will not only complement the findings in this study but also enhance our understandings
of gender differences in marriage formation and labor market causes of marriage declines

since the 1970s.
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Figure 2.2 The female proportion of the occupation for men who married women
employed in the same occupation, men who married women employed in a different
occupation, and men who never marry
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3. Educational Differences in the Impacts of Labor Market
Restructuring on Marriage Declines: Evidence from National
Longitudinal Surveys

Over the past four decades, American men have increasingly delayed their first marriage.
The median age at first marriage has increased from 23 years to 27 years between 1970
and 2003 (U.S. Bureau of Census 2003). Although men from all schooling and racial
groups have delayed their marriages, the trend is stronger among the less educated and
blacks. For a segment of the black population, marriage delays essentially lead to no
marriage (Goldstein and Kenny 2001). 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 Sandetfur 1994; Levy 1995).

Social scientists have offered several explanations of this change in marital
behavior (see Espenshade 1985 for a summary).” The economic perspective has received
the most attention. It is argued that marriage declines that are characterized by later and
less frequent marriages since the 1970s are due to labor market restructuring, which

greatly erodes the labor market position of young adult men and increases the difficulties

! Delaying marriage could also provide many benefits. It allows more time to invest in education and work
experience for both men and women, so that families they later form should be more secure, both
financially and emotionally. Women who are older when they first marry are much less likely to divorce
{Mmr and Waite 1981).
* Other demographic and social changes that have also been identified as importamt factors underlying the
trend toward lower marriage rates include women’s labor force participation and improvement of
socioeconomic standing relative 10 men, reductions in the normative imperative on people 1o 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.
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and time for the recent cohort of men to secure a career job that pays family-wages
(Oppenheimer 1988). The time period from completing formal education to securing a
career job is often associated with lower earnings, uncertain economic prospects and
other disincentives and obstacles which discourage assortative mating and a commitment
to a long run relationship (Oppenheimer 1988). This economic perspective is commonly
known as the career-entry perspective. It has received strong empirical support in studies
of educational differences in marriage formation (Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997).
However, the extent to which marriage declines among the recent cohort of men are
related to changes in men’s career entry is still unclear as studies of marriage formation
that measure the effects of the career-entry virtually study only one birth cohort
(Oppenheimer 2000, 2003; Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997). In addition, as
educational attainment has become an increasingly important determinant of labor market
success since the 1970s, marriage declines that could be attributable to labor market
restructuring and changes in men’s career entry probably vary between the college
educated and the noncollege educated, for which we know little.

In this study, I use the career-entry perspective to examine the implications of
labor market restructuring and changes in men’s career entry for the decline in marriage
using two birth cohorts: early baby-boom cohorts who entered the labor market during
the economic prosperity of the late 1960s and the early 1970s and late baby-boom cohorts
who entered the labor market during the economic recession of the early1980s. In the
first part of the analysis, | examine transition to marriage afler men complete a degree
and enter the labor market. 1 find that the recent cohort of men entered the labor market

at older ages. But marriage declines among the recent cohort of men are mainly due to
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their slower rates of transition to marriage after completing formal education. For
noncollege educated men in the recent cohort, marriage delays are likely to lead to no
marriage. In the second part of the analysis, | examine educational differences in the
impacts of changes in men’s career entry on marriage declines. [ find that measures of
men’s career entry play a larger role in marriage delays for noncollege educated men and
men with some college education than for men who have completed college. The wage
trajectories for the two noncollege educated groups have changed consistent with
permanent reductions in lifetime income and the proportion eventually marrying.
Although the recent cohort of men who have completed college also delayed their
marriages, there is no evidence of significant changes in their wage trajectories and other
patterns of socioeconomic attainment. For them, marriage delays do not seem to reduce

the proportion eventual marrying.

EXPLANATIONS FOR MARRIAGE DECLINES

Social scientists have offered several theoretical perspectives to explain marriage declines
since the 1970s. They disagree on which sex should be the focus of analysis in studies of
marriage declines. One of the most influential theoretical perspectives is the Becker
theory (1981). According to Becker, a high level of division of labor between men and
women underlies a stable family system. Marriage is more likely to occur when the size
of wage advantage of men relative to their potential wives is large. Expansion of
women'’s employment opportunities and women'’s economic independence relative to
men, then, erodes the fundamental basis for marriage and discourages women from
marriage (England and Farkas 1986).

17



Becker's theory of marriage and comparative advantage has substantially
enhanced our understanding of the U.S. patterns of marital and family change since the
1970s. However, the theory provides a less satisfying explanation of the timing of
marriage when individual-level data, rather than aggregate-level data, are examined. For
Oppenheimer (1994), the Becker theory is a theory of nonmarriage; but the nature of
observed change in marital behavior since the early 1970s are marriage delays rather than
permanent decreases in marriage. A reduction in women’s economic incentives to marry
may directly contribute to a decrease in marriage, but perhaps is less relevant to the
timing of marriage, because the correlation between the timing and prevalence of
marriage varies depending on cultures, economics and other conditions (Dixon 1971).°
In addition, although almost all demographic groups have delayed marriage since the
1970s, there is no evidence of significant changes in the proportion eventual marrying
among white women and college-educated black women (Goldstein and Kenny 2001).
Recent increases in the proportion of two-earner families, combined with persistent
evidence from attitudinal data (Thornton 1989), further show no rejection of marriage by
economically independent women.

Moreover, although women's labor market positions have improved substantially
since the 1970s, gender differences in wages and promotion opportunities remain large.
These persistent sex differences in labor market positions cast doubt on whether the
majority of women have a genuine substitute for a husband’s economic support, allowing

them to remain unmarried while maintaining a living standard comparable to married

*Japanese marries late but almost everyone eventually gets married; Irish marry at the same ages as
Japanese, but the portions of Irish who were never married by age 45 are much higher than Japanese
(Dixon 1978).
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women. The social isolation and stigma frequently experienced by single women also
make it less likely that women’s improved labor market positions allow them easily to
achieve sufficient independence to avoid marriage. Moreover, because the decision to
create a marriage involves both sexes, overemphasizing the importance of women's
economic incentives to marry obscures the mutual dependence between men and women
in the occurrence of a marriage and the fact that men remain the primary breadwinners
for most households. In fact, Rodger and Thornton (1985) and Oppenheimer (1988)
argued that the strong correlations between factors affecting women's socioeconomic
status in the Becker theory and those affecting men’s labor market positions suggest that
the socioeconomic status of women is probably being given more credit than it deserves
in explaining marriage declines. Empirical study using the Becker theory to account for
marriage trends generally shows that the trends in employment and earnings among
women had little effect on marriage rates (Mare and Winship 1991).

The second perspective sees later and less frequent marriage arising from more
time spent in school for the recent cohort of young adults. Most students are financially
dependent on the state or their parents. The majority of students delay their marriages
until completing formal schooling (Thornton, Axinn, and Teachman 1995). Increases in
enrollment are, therefore, likely to reduce marriage rates among the recent cohort of
young adults. Recent increases in the likelihood of reenrolling in school after completing
a degree and entering the workforce further extend the time that the recent cohort of
voung adults spend in student roles, which, in combination with work roles, creates role
burden, making it more difficult to assume a spousal role. In addition, although

reenrollment may improve the labor market prospects for some young adults, they do not
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necessarily do so for all. In fact, for a large proportion of young adults, reenrollment
after completing a degree and entering the workforce means job experimentation, weaker
attachment to current employers, or other signs of career immaturity. The total effect of
rising enrollment on marriage trends is hard to assess, however. Although enrollment
delays marriage, it leads to increased educational attainment which makes marriage more
affordable if men base their marriage decision on their future labor market positions.

The third perspective is the career-entry perspective proposed by Oppenheimer
(1988). According to Oppenheimer, marriage formation is a process of assortative
mating. People choose to marry those with similar or complementary traits that they both
value. When the transition to a career job that enables young adults to make sufficient
income to establish an independent household and to support a family occurs later, the
information necessary to selecting the right mate is also available only at later ages.
Uncertainty about socioeconomic characteristics affects not only young adults” marriage-
market positions, but also their own desires to marry because an early marriage would
threaten the completion of important training and prevent job experimentation
(Furstenberg 1974). The marriage delaying effect of uncertainty about one’s, as well as
one’s potential partner’s, socioeconomic characteristics may have increased over time
because with the rise in the risk of marital dissolution, the recent cohort of young adults
perhaps relies more on premarital selection than post-marital socialization to achieve a
good match (Oppenheimer 1988),

From the career-entry perspective, both men’s and women’s career entries
influence the timing of marriage. Transition to marriage increasingly entails negotiating

two careers for young adults in the recent cohort. But since men’s earnings are still the
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primary financial resource for households headed by married couples, men’s career entry
plays a larger role in marriage formation. A number of important studies using the
career-entry perspective are based on men. Their findings provide strong empirical
support for the career-entry explanation of marriage delays. Young men entering the
labor force unemployed or in stopgap jobs often take longer to transition to their career
jobs. The transition to a career job is ofien associated with lower wages, inadequate
amounts of employment and high degrees of uncertainty about future economic
prospects, which inhibits assortative mating and marriage formation (Oppenheimer,
Kalmijn, and Lim 1997). The economic consequences of a less successful work
transition are larger for the less educated and for blacks (Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim
1997). The relatively slower rates of marriage transition afier completing schooling for
the less educated are partly attributed to the longer time that the less educated use to find
a career job that pays family-wages.

Given its centrality in marriage formation and sensitiveness to macro economic
changes, the increasing problems the recent cohort of young adult men have with upward
mobility and career development arguably play a central role in later and less [requent
marriages among them. The time spent between school completion and marriage has
increased for the recent cohort of young adults (Mare 1991). Research on the labor
market shows that an increasing proportion of young men in the recent cohort spend more
time in the economic circumstances that are characterized by lower eamings and
employvment instability that hinder the establishment of an independent household and
commitment to a long term relationship. The impacts of labor market changes on men’s

career entry and labor market mobility are greater for men who do not complete college.
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Because more than 60% of men’s lifetime wage growth occurs over the first decade and a
half of their career (Murphy and Welch 1990), a downward shift in the wage trajectories
due to a lack of upward mobility during this life stage translates into even larger lifetime
wage losses. Because men’s long run economic prospects play a large role in marriage
formation, marriage declines since the 1970s could be a direct consequence of labor
market restructuring. The estimated increases in the rates of nonmarriage among less
educated men (Goldstein and Kenny 2001) perhaps are due to a permanent loss in their
lifetime earnings leading to a reduction in their ability to set up an independent
household.

Although the timing of the shifi toward later and less frequent marriage
corresponds to labor market restructuring which not only delays labor market entry for
young men but also prolongs their transition to a career job, there are few studies using
the career-entry perspective to examine the labor market causes of marriage declines. In
fact, virtually all studies of marriage trends among men rely on cross-sectional data
which, though good for assessing longer trends, cannot evaluate the long term effects of
men'’s labor market characteristics on marriage, which arguably play a much more
important role in marriage formation than men's socioeconomic characteristics at a
particular point of time. Moreover, because the effects of labor market restructuring on
men’s socioeconomic status are most likely to be reflected in their labor market mobility,
using cross-sectional data to examine marriage trends sheds little light on the effects of
labor market restructuring on marriage declines. In addition, previous analyses of
marriage trends do not examine differences by education. Because the timing of labor

market entry and the pattern of mobility process vary by education, and labor market
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restructuring has a larger effect on the less educated, the aggregate trends of marriage
declines mask any educational differences in lower marriage rates and their relationship
to labor market restructuring. In fact, Moffitt (2000) argued that marriage declines that
could be attributed to the effects of labor market restructuring on men’s career entry and
their ability to establish an independent household vary by schooling groups. In the
analyses that follow, I use longitudinal data which follow two birth cohorts in their
transition to adulthood to examine the effects of labor market restructuring and changes
in men’s career entry on the shift toward later and less frequent marriage among the
recent cohort of men. [ first examine changes in the transition to marriage after men
complete formal education and enter the labor market. | then assess educational
differences in the influences of labor market restructuring and changes in men’s career

entry on the shift toward later and less frequent marriage among the recent cohort of men.

DATA AND MEASUREMENT

The analyses are based on data from two birth cohorts: The National Longitudinal
Surveys of Young Men (NLSYM) and the National Longitudinal Surveys of Youth 1979
(NLSY79). The NLSYM began in 1966 for 5,225 nationally representative civilian
young men, ages 14 to 24. These young men were interviewed 12 times until the survey
ended in 1981. The NLSY79 is a nationally representative sample of 6,308 young men
who were 14-22 years old when they were first interviewed in 1979. In the following
years, these young men were interviewed annually through 1994 and biennially
thereafier. This study uses information collected between 1979 and 1994 to make the

length of observation comparable between these two cohorts, both covering the life stage
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during which young adult men move from school into labor markets, build careers and
enter into marriage. The two cohorts of young adult men came of age in different
economic contexts. The older cohort came of age at the tail of the economic boom since
World War Two, while the younger cohort came of age during the economic
restructuring of the late 1970s and the 1980s.

Both surveys contain detailed and comparable information on demographic
characteristics, educational experiences, marital and fertility histories, work histories, and
other labor force information such as hours worked, earnings, occupation, industry,
benefits, and other job characteristics, allowing for examination of the relationship
between the timing of marriage and labor market mobility outcomes. In addition,
because the two birth cohorts came of age in different economic contexts and because the
recent cohort of young adult workers are the first generation that experience the
economic restructuring in full length, according to the career-entry perspective, the later
and less frequent marriage among the recent cohort of men partly reflects the impacts of
gconomic restructuring, which makes it increasingly difficult for the recent cohort of men
to securing a job that pays sufficient income to enable them to establish an independent
household and to support a family.

These data are collected in an event history format, with dates collected for the
beginning and ending of each life course event that mark the transition to adulthood. The
goal of the study is to examine the impacts of labor market restructuring on the shift
towards later and less frequent marriage among the recent cohort of men, The time

dimension that is used to measure labor mobility outcomes and career development is the
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number of years since completing formal education for the first time." The timing of
marriage is measured in terms of years between formal school completion and first
marriage. | impose three restrictions on the full NLSY79 and NLSYM samples. First, |
limit my analysis to blacks and non-Hispanic whites, because the numbers of cases for
Asians, Hispanics and other minorities are too small to obtain reliable statistical
estimation and their marital behaviors probably are different from blacks and non-
Hispanic whites. Second, because it is difficult to identify the year of marriage when it
happened before the first interview, young men who were already married when the
survey started are excluded from the analyses, including 458 men from the NLSY79 and
992 males from the NLSYM. Third, young adult men whose marriage occurred before
they entered the labor market are also excluded from the analyses, because their timing of
marriage is probably based on their expectations on future labor market outcomes rather
than their actual labor market mobility outcomes. This includes 138 young men from the
recent cohort and 234 young men from the older cohort. These young adult men are
more likely to live in the South and be whites.” Their parents receive more education

than the parents of those who married after completing formal education.® The final

* If the number of years of schooling is the same for three consecutive years, the respondents are considered
to have completed formal schooling and formally entered the labor market in the first year. For young men
who entered the labor market before the first interview, the year they completed formal schooling is the
year they achieved the highest level of schooling.

For the older cohort of men who married before they complete formal schooling, 17% are blacks and 43%
live in the South, while the respective figures are 30% and 42% for those who married (if at all) after
completing formal education. For the recent cohort of men who married before completing formal
schooling, 12% are blacks and 38% live in the South, while for those who married (if at all) after
completing formal schooling, 28% are blacks and 36% live in the South.

“ For the older cohort of men, the mean numbers of years of schooling are 11 for both mother and father for
those who married before they complete formal schooling, while the respective figures are 10 for both
mother and father for those who married (if at all) after they complete formal schooling, For the recent
cohort of men, the mean numbers of years of education are 13 for father and 12 for mother for those who
married before they complete formal schooling, while the respective figures are 11 for both mother and
father for those who married (if at all) after completing formal education.
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sample includes 5,442 black and white men from NLSY79 and 3,946 black and white

men from NLSYM.

TRANSITION TO MARRIAGE

To examine changes in the timing of marriage, the data are arranged in a person-year file.
The time dimension that is used to measure the timing of marriage is the number of years
out of school. Each year out of school is a risk set that includes individuals who are
neither married nor censored. The full data set is made up of all the risk sets. The unit of
analysis is the person-year rather than the individual respondent. Those who marry
during a year are coded as 1 for that year and those who do not marry during the year are
coded as 0 for that year. The number of observations that each individual respondent
contributes to the data is equal to the number of years they are observed between
completing formal schooling and the year they get married or are censored.” Because
each educational group entered the labor market at different points in their life course and
followed different patterns of labor market mobility, to examine educational differences
in the relationship between labor market restructuring and marriage declines, | divide the
sample into four educational groups: high school dropouts, high school graduates, men
with some college education, and men who have completed college. In this study, I focus
on men’s transition to marriage in the first fifteen years following their completions of

formal schooling for two reasons. First, because most marriages occur in the first fifteen

" The pooling of person-years results in a number of person-periods for analysis that is much higher than
the original number of respondents. The increased number of observations does not affect our measures of
statistical significance (Peterson 1986). Using person-years as the unit of analysis produces an accurate,
unbiased representation of the discrete time hazard of marrying (Allison 1982). This discrete time
approach creates no special disadvantages relative to a continuous time approach (Allison 1982),
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years or so since men complete schooling (Oppenheimer 2000), if labor market
restructuring is responsible for marriage declines among the recent cohort of men, this
labor market delaying effect is most likely observed in this time period. Second, because
nearly two-thirds of men’s wage growth is concentrated on the first fifteen years of men’s
career, if labor market restructuring means a permanent reduction in men’s lifetime
earnings, observed marriage delays among the recent cohort of men imply an increase in
the proportion of men who will never marry.

Reflecting an increase in the flexibility offered to students (Fitzpatrick and Turner
2007), men in the recent cohort use more time to finish school, but the age differences
between the cohorts at completion are less than one year." The main reason for later and
less frequent marriage among the recent cohort of men is their slower pace of transition
to marriage after completing formal schooling. Figure 3.1 presents the life table
estimates of the changes in the proportion of young adult men who are ever married by
year out of school. Marriage is almost universal among the older cohort of men. Nearly
95% of white male high school graduates and men with some college education and 90%
of white male high school dropouts and men with four-year college or more education in
the older cohort have ever married by the fifteenth year or so of their career times. But
this pattern of nearly universal marriage does not hold for the recent cohort of men. As
can be seen from the figures, young adult men of all schooling groups in the recent cohort

have delayed their marriages, and the magnitude of marriage delays is greatest among

* The mean ages of completing formal education are 17.91 for high school dropouts in older cohort and
18.72 for high school dropouts in the recent cohort, 18.10 for high school graduates in older cohort and
18.79 for high school graduates in the recent cohort, 20.11 for men with some college education in older
cohort and 20.94 for men with some college education in the recent cohort, and 22.81 for four-year college
educated men in older cohort and 23.41 for four-year college educated men in the recent cohort,
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high school dropouts and blacks. For some segments of noncollege educated men in the
recent cohort, marriage delays are likely nonmarriage. This especially applies to
noncollege educated black men. For example, the proportion of high school dropouts in
the recent cohort who have ever married by the fifteenth year of their career times has
deceased from 93% to 73% for white men, and decreased from 84% to 38% for black
men. For the recent cohort of young men who have completed college, marriage
transition is slowing over the early career. But this marriage postponement does not
seem to result in a decrease in the proportion ever marrying. By the fourteenth vear of
their career times, differences in the proportion of young adult men who are ever married
between the older cohort and the recent cohort virtually disappear. For both cohorts,
about 90% men who have completed college have married at least once fifteen years or
so after they completed formal schooling for the first time.

Consistent with previous study (Oppenheimer, Kalmijn, and Lim 1997), more
educated men make the transition to marriage at a faster speed than less educated men.
As changes in labor market returns to education since the late 1970s become increasingly
unfavorable to the career development of the less educated, educational differences in
men's pace of transition to marriage have increased. Less educated black men are more
vulnerable to the adverse shift in labor market opportunities for the less educated (Holzer
2009). Thus, although white men are more likely than black men to be ever married
within each educational group, this black-white difference has dramatically increased
among the recent cohort of men, leaving noncollege educated black men the least likely
to be ever married among all demographic groups.

[Figure 3.1 is inserted here]
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MEASUREMENTS AND STRATEGY OF ANALYSES

To examine the impacts of labor market restructuring on the shift in the timing of
marriage, | use a discrete-time-event-history methodology (Allison 1995). The data
format is the same as that used for the life-table estimates of the changes in the proportion
of young adult men who are ever married by years out of school. The time dimension
that is used to measure men’s transition to marriage is the number of years between when
they complete formal schooling for the first time and when they get married or are
censored. This specification of the time dimension has two advantages for studying the
relationship between labor market restructuring and marriage declines. First, using men’s
years out of school as the time dimension is substantively more appealing than age.”
because from the career-entry perspective, marriage is a social event whose timing is
largely a function of men’s career entry."” Marriage declines since the 1970s arguably
arise from labor market restructuring which reduces young adult men’s ability to secure a
career job enabling them to establish an independent household. The second advantage is
statistical. When the time dimension that is used to measure the timing of marriage is
defined in terms of the number of years young adult men spend in the labor market, the

estimated effect of time absorbs all dimensions of changes in men’s socioeconomic status

* Previous studies on the economic causes of marriage declines use age as the measure of time to examine
the relationship between men's socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation. The stage of career
i5 defined in terms of school enrollment, hours and weeks worked, employment status, eamnings, and job
stability. The underlying assumption is that age-related differentials in these measures of men’s
socloeconomic status lead to age differences in the timing of marriage.

" Although men’s probabilities of marrying increase with age at young adulthood, they increase much
faster after men enter the labor force because men usually marry after they completed formal schooling and
entered the labor force (Hogan 1980). For example, marriage rate is highest for high school dropouts in
their early twenties but then declines in later ages. For high school and college graduates, however,
marriage rate is low at younger ages, and then rises and surpasses that of high school dropouts by age 30
(MolTitt 2000).
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in the career entry. It can be used as a baseline against which to measure the marital
timing effects of particular dimensions of men's career entry.

The dependent variable is a dummy. Those who marry during a year are coded as
| for that year and those who do not marry during the year are coded as 0 for that year.
The independent variables are cohort, years out of school and four time-dependent
measures of men’s career cycles, including enrollment, employment status, weekly hours
worked, and annual earnings. | use eight dummy variables to capture the effect of career
time for men who have not completed college at the time of entering the labor market and
seven dummy variables for men who have completed college. This specification enables
me to have sufficient numbers of observations for any given year out of school to obtain
reliable estimates of the coefficients of interest, while adequately accounting for the
effects of the years out of school. Parental educational attainment,'' race, age and
whether or not the respondent lives in the South have been found to affect men’s timing
of marriage. | include these variables as statistical controls, so that the relationship
between labor market restructuring and the shift in the timing of marriage will not be
confounded due to changes in the distributions of these control variables.

I use a set of logistic regressions to examine the impacts of labor market

restructuring and changes in men’s career entry on later and less frequent marriage

'" In their study of the effects of parental educational attainment on their children’s timing of marriage,
Axinn and Thomton (1992) added father’s educational attainment and mother's educational attainment
together to estimate the effect of the total levels of parental educational attainment. This specification,
though avoids the collinearity problem that may arise from the high correlation between father's
educational attainment and mother's educational attainment, it prevents us from testing the possibility that
the effect of father’s educational attainment on men's timing of marriage differs from that of mother’s
educational attainment. In this study, the correlation between mother's educational attainment and father's
educational attainment is less than .6, so collinearity is less problematic. 1 therefore include both mother’s
educational attainment and father’s educational attainment in the regression to test the possibility their
effects on men’'s timing of marriage are probably different.
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among the recent cohort of men. The analyses are conducted separately by levels of
educational attainment. In Model 1, cohort, years out of school, race, parental
educational attainment, and whether or not the respondent lives in the South are included
in the model. For the noncollege educated, | also include an interaction term between
cohort and race to account for the fact that less educated blacks are more vulnerable to
labor market restructuring and experience greater marriage declines since the 1970s. If
the timing of marriage has shified toward later age, the coefficient for cohort is expected
to be statistically significant. In Model 2, a series of interactions between cohort and
years out of school are included to account for the possibility that the effects of career
time on the timing of marnage vary between the older and the recent cohort. From
Model 3 to Model 5, | gradually add measures of men’s career cycles. Table 3.5 reports
the labor market mobility outcomes for the first fifteen years or so of men’s carcers. If
later and less frequent marriage that are observed among the recent cohort of men are due
to the increasing difficulties men in the recent cohort have in career entry and labor
market mobility, the coefficients for the interactions between cohort and career time are
expected to become less negative as we move from Model 2 to Model 5. Because the
goal of this study is to measure the total effects of labor market restructuring on marriage
declines, I do not consider the possibility that the marriage timing effects of measures of

men's career entry vary across the life course.'® In other words, the estimated effects of

** One common feature of the economic models of marriage is that age is the matrix of time. The
relationship between socioeconomic resources and marriage formation is examined separately for early,
middle, and late ages at marriage. The underlying assumption is that the relationship between men’s
socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation is conditional on the normative pressure on
marriage, which varies over the life course (Waite and Spitze 1981), Changes in the effects of men's
socioeconomic characteristics on marriage across the life course are used to examine the extent to which
martiage declines since the 1970s represents marriage delays or nonmarriage (Raymo 2003). With gradual
erosion in the normative imperatives for men to marry, this analytical approach to studying the relationship
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men’s socioeconomic characteristics are the average effects of men’s socioeconomic
characteristics over the first fifteen years or so of their work careers. In Model 6, |
include the interactions between cohort and measures of men’s career entry. This is
motivated by previous study which shows that the marriage timing effects of men’s
socioeconomic characteristics have changed over time (Sweeney 2002). The changes in
the coefTicients for the interactions between cohort and career times from Model 5 to
Model 6 are due to changes in the marriage timing effects of men’s socioeconomic
characteristics over time. Table 3.1 and Table 3.2 present the regression results for high
school dropouts and high school graduates, respectively, and Table 3.3 and Table 3.4 for

men with some college education and men who have completed college, respectively.

RESULTS

Consistent with previous studies, white men are more likely to marry than black men.

For noncollege educated men, this black-white difference in the timing of marriage has
increased over time, as indicated by the negative and statistically significant coefficients
for the interaction between race and cohort in Model 1 of Table 3.1 and Table 3.2.
Noncollege educated black men in the recent cohort becomes increasingly less likely to
marry relative to their white counterparts. Older men and men living in the South face
more social imperatives to marry and thus marry earlier. The age effect, however, is only
statistically significant for noncollege educated men. The effects of parental educational

attainment on the timing of marriage vary by schooling groups. Neither father’s

between men’s socioeconomic characteristics and marriage formation may not be justified. Moreover, the
breakdown of marriage ages in these analyses is based on an ideal age of marriage, which may become less
relevant as men's age of first marriage has increased considerably since the early 1970s,
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educational attainment nor mother’s educational attainment is associated with the
likelihood of marrying for men who have some college education or more. These
findings are consistent with the interpretation that college educated men are more mature
and independent and therefore less likely to be affected by their parents when making
their martial decisions. They are also more likely to live away from their parents, which
further reduces parents’ ability to influence their timing of marriage. In contrast,
noncollege educated men seem to be less mature and more dependent on their parents.
Father’s educational attainment is negatively associated with men’s likelihood of
marrying. This marriage delaying effect of father’s educational attainment is consistent
with the interpretations that more educated parents have higher expectations for their
children; they will use their resources to encourage them to delay marriages (Axinn and
Thomton 1992). Children from a more advantaged family background are also more
likely to internalize higher consumption aspirations and delay their marriages until they
are more established in the labor market (Axinn and Thornton 1992). In contrast, as
noted by Goldscheider and Waite (1991), mother’s educational attainment likely reflects
the marriage market positions of noncollege educated men. More educated mothers
probably are being able to bring more resources to their less educated sons, which
broadens men's marriage market to include both modern and traditional women,
facilitating marriage formation. Consistent with the previous finding of a reverted-U
shape relationship between time to marriage and men’s likelihood of marriage (Xie et al.
2003). men’s probability of marriage first increases after they complete formal education

and then decreases. The rate of decrease is greatest for men who have completed college.
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In Model 2, a set of interactions between cohort and years out of school are added
to Model 1 to account for the possibility that changes in men's career entry and labor
market mobility have changed the timetables for the transition to marriage. Among men
who did not complete college, the recent cohort of men has a lower likelihood of
marriage in any given year of their first fifteen years of career, as suggested by the
negative coefficients for cohort and the interactions between cohort and years out of
school. In contrast, although the recent cohort of men who have completed college
follows a slower pace of transition to marriage in early career, as suggested by the
negative and statistically significant coefficient for cohort in Table 3.4, the speeds of
transition to marriage are accelerated as time spent in the labor market increases. The
latter point is indicated by the positive and statistically significant coefficients for the
interactions between cohort and years out of school, which increase with the time spent in
the labor market. So if most marriages continue to occur in the first fifieen years of
men’s career, the slower pace of transition to marriage for the recent cohort of noncollege
educated men implies a permanent reduction in the proportion eventual marrying. For
college graduates, to the contrary, there seems no evidence of changes in the percentages
eventual marrying over time.

In the following models, | progressively add measures of men’s career cycles, If
the postponement of marriage among the recent cohort of men is due to the difficulties
they encountered in career entry, the negative coefficients for the interactions between
cohort and career times are expected to become less negative in subsequent models.

In Model 3, 1 add men’s enrollment status. Consistent with previous findings,

men who are enrolled in school are less likely to marry. Reenrollment is more common
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among the recent cohort of men who have not graduated from college, as can be seen
from Table 3.5. It plays an important role in marriage postponement for noncollege
educated men in the recent cohort. When men’s enrollment status is taken into account in
Model 3, the coefficients for the interactions between cohort and career times become
somewhat less negative for all educational groups except for men who have completed
college. In other words, financial costs and the efforts that are associated with school
enrollment partly explain why the recent cohort of men has a slower transition to
marriage.

In addition, despite more time spent on human capital investment after entering
the workforce, the wage trajectories for noncollege educated men in the recent cohort
suggest a permanent wage loss due to lower wage appreciation relative to older cohort.
Figure 3.2 presents the growth curve estimates of the wage trajectories for young adult
men who did not go beyond high school. Their frequent reenrollment in school after
having completed a degree and entering the workforce, though partly reflecting an
expansion of high educational opportunities and an increasing awareness of the
importance of educational attainment for labor market success, most likely reflects their
unhappy labor market experiences and a weak attachment to an unrewarding low-wage
labor market.

[Figure 3.2 is inserted here|

Men who returned to school are more likely to be part-time students. In order to
estimate the impact of changes in men's employment opportunity on marriage
postponement for the recent cohort of men, employment status and hours worked per

week are included in Model 4. As expected, men who have a job and work more hours

95



per week are more likely to be married. Deterioration in men’s employment
opportunities partly explains why the recent cohort postpones their marriages. For all
educational groups except men who have completed college, the negative coefficients for
the interactions between cohort and career times decrease in their absolute values as we
move from Model 3 to Model 4. The magnitudes of the decreases are greatest for the two
noncollege educated groups. In fact, as shown in Model 4 of Table 3.1, after controlling
for men’s employment status and hours worked per week, none of the coefficients for the
interaction between cohort and career times are statistically significant for high school
dropouts. In addition, due to the high correlations between school enrollment and
employment status, the coefficient for school enrollment greatly decreases and becomes
statistically insignificant for nearly all regression equations. For the recent cohort of men
who have completed college, however, reenrollment and employment status are unrelated
to their postponement of marriage. As we move from Model 3 to Model 4, the
coefTicients for the interaction between cohort and career times barely change. In fact, as
shown in Table 3.5, the recent cohort of men who have completed college are more likely
to have a job and work more hours in any given year of their first fifteen years of career.
Reenrollment, unemployment and underemployment are negatively associated
with men’s likelihood of marriage partly because they depress earnings. So when |
include men’s annual earnings in Model 3, the coefficients for employment status greatly
decrease, but remain statistically significant. This remaining effect of men’s employment
status is consistent with the interpretation that in addition to resources needed for forming
and maintaining an independent household, employment also indicates the beginning of a

lifetime of essentially continuous employment for men (Goldscheider and Waite 1991).
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The coefficients for the interactions between cohort and career times become less
negative, implying that in addition to the deterioration of young men’s employment
opportunity, other labor market changes which depress the wage growth for the less
educated and the young also play an important role in the postponement of marriage for
the recent cohort of men."

In addition to the increasing difficulties of career entry, marriage declines since
the 1970s could also arise from changes in the marriage timing effects of men’s
socioeconomic characteristics. | therefore include a series of interactions between
measures of men’s career cycles and cohort in Model 6. As expected, except for men
who have completed college, the coefficients for the interactions between cohort and
career times become less negative as we move from Model 5 to Model 6. For the
noncollege educated, this is mainly due to a reduction in the effects of wages on the
timing of marriage as suggested by the negative and statistically significant coefficient
for the interaction between log(annual wages) and cohort in Model 6 of Tables 3.1 and
3.2; for men who have some college education, it is due to an increase in the importance
they place on financial status when making marital decisions as indicated by the positive
and statistically significant coefficient for the interaction between log(annual wages) and
cohort in Model 6 of Table 3.3. This observation of educational differentials is consistent

with the interpretation that there is a threshold wage effect on the timing of marriage

(Blau, Kahn, and Waldfogel 2000). For men who did not go beyond high school, labor

" Indeed as shown in both Table 3.5 and Figure 3.2, noncollege educated men in the recent cohort have
experienced permanent wage loss. In any given year of their first fifieen years of career, noncollege
educated men in the recent cohort earn less than their older cohort counterparts. For high school graduates,
in addition to a lower level of wages, the rate of wage growth seems to have slowed down. Although there
is no evidence of changes in lifetime wages for college educated men in the recent cohort, the quality of
entry-level jobs seems to have deteriorated. College educated men in the recent cohort earn less when they
first enter the labor market.
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market restructuring makes it increasingly difficult for their wage trajectories to cross the
threshold of wages which are necessary to establish and maintain an independent
household. To some extent, their marriage declines reflect a decrease in their response to
their below-threshold wages when making decisions on the timing of marriage. For men
who have some college education, to the contrary, the marriage timing effects of men’s
socioeconomic characteristics become more important, a finding that is consistent with
previous study (Sweeney 2002). In another words, although the recent cohort of men
with some college education did not experience a decline in their earnings trajectories,
rising expectations about living standards, lifestyles and consumption have led to an
increase in the importance they place on socioeconomic factors in their marital decision.
Their marriage delays then probably reflect the tendency of the recent cohort of men with
some college education to postpone their marriage until they are more able to afford
certain standards of livings.

Nevertheless, although career-cycle variables account for a substantial proportion
of marriage delays and less frequent marriage among men in the recent cohort, especially
for the noncollege educated, they cannot completely account for why the recent cohort of
men postponed their marriages. Except for high school dropouts, some of the
coefficients for the interaction between cohort and career times remain statistically
significant.

[Table 3.1 is inserted here]
[ Table 3.2 is inserted here]
[Table 3.3 is inserted here]
[Table 3.4 is inserted here)
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[Table 3.5 is inserted here|

DISCUSSION

Labor market restructuring that lengthens men’s career entry has long been considered
one of the most important factors responsible for marriage declines since the 1970s. In
this study, | use two birth cohorts from the National Longitudinal Surveys and examine
how changes in men’s career entry over time affect marriage formation and its
educational differentials. My analyses show that increased difficulties the recent cohort
of noncollege educated men have encountered in career entry play an important role in
marriage declines among them. Shifts in labor market rewards to education are
increasingly unfavorable to men without any college education, making their transition
from student to worker incomplete. Noncollege educated men in the recent cohort are
more likely to reenroll in school in response to an unrewarding labor market. They earn
less than their older cohort counterparts in nearly every single year of their first fifieen
years of career. Because nearly 60% of men’s lifetime earnings are concentrated on the
first fifteen years of career (Murphy and Welch 1990), a flatter and lower earnings profile
mean a permanent reduction in lifetime earnings. For a large segment of noncollege
educated men in the recent cohort, this permanent loss of lifetime earnings probably leads
marriage delays to be nonmarriage.

For the recent cohort of men with some college education, marriage delays are
mainly due to extended schooling. Although reenrollment depresses current earnings, in
contrast to the noncollege educated, however, rises in labor market rewards to higher
education warrant long-term economic payoffs. There is no evidence of significant
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changes in men’s lifetime earnings for the recent cohort of men with some college
education. So if men’s long run economic potentials determine their likelihood of
eventual marrying, frequent reenrollment among the recent cohort of men with some
college education, though delaying marriage, will not necessarily decrease the proportion
eventual marrying among them. The recent cohort of men who have completed college
also delayed marriage, but the proportion eventually marrying has not decreased. In
contrast to the other three educational groups, marriage delays for college educated men
in the recent cohort are not related to changes in men’s career entry.

In addition to labor market restructuring, marriage declines since the 1970s also
reflect a shift in the effects of socioeconomic characteristics on marriage formation. For
men who did not go beyond high school, labor market restructuring makes it increasingly
difficult for their wage trajectories to cross the threshold of wages which are necessary to
establish and maintain an independent household. To some extent, their marriage
declines reflect a decrease in their response to their below-threshold wages when making
decisions on the timing of marriage. For men who have some college education, to the
contrary, rising expectations about living standards, lifestyles and consumption have led
to an increase in the importance of men’s socioeconomic characteristics for marriage
formation. They are more likely to delay marriage until they are being able to afford
certain standards of living.

For both college educated and noncollege educated men, the remaining significant
coefTicients for the interaction between cohort and career times suggest that it is quite
possible that my measures of career entry do not fully capture the effects of changes in

labor market opportunities for young adult men. One noticeable change in young men’s
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labor market activity is shorter job tenure, more frequent job shifting, and less mobility
(Fitzpatrick and Turner 2007). This more fluid pattern of labor market mobility has been
observed for both college and noncollege educated men. It partly reflects a change in
employment relationship which becomes increasingly unfavorable to young workers, and
partly reflects an increase in job expectations among the recent cohort of young adult
men which necessarily requires more job experimentation and sometimes returning to
school to retrain labor market skills. Other aspects of changes in economic conditions
such as rises of housing and transportation costs ( Yelowitz 2007), combined with a rise in
the expectation about the standard of living, add additional barriers for the recent cohort
of young adults to establish and maintain an independent household.

But given that Hill and Holzer (2007) also found labor market restructuring plays
a less important role in marriage declines, future studies of marriage declines should
consider noneconomic factors. There are several noneconomic factors that are
particularly worth mentioning. First, the pervasiveness of divorce greatly challenged the
traditional meaning of marriage as a lifetime guarantee of emotional security. It erodes
the confidence in the survival of one’s marriage and deters marriage for a portion of
children growing up in a single parent family (Goldscheider and Waite 1991). The
protracted transition to marriage for the recent cohort of men then reflects not only the
difficulties the recent cohort of men have encountered in career entry, but also the
possibility that men in the recent cohort spend more time searching for a mate in order to
improve the quality of the match. Given that men benefit more from marriage and lose
less when it dissolves, women are particularly aware of the risks of marital dissolution.

Observed marriage declines may reflect the increasing reluctance of the recent cohort of

101



women to marry when they are not established in the labor market. Indeed, the low-
income single mothers in Edin’s (2000) ethnographic study explicitly express their
worries that an earlier marriage will lead them to lose the opportunities to accumulate
labor market experiences and skills that are necessary to support themselves and their
children in case their marriage dissolves. For these low-income women, motherhood is a
more secure route to obtain adult status than a risky marriage."*

Second, cohabitation complicates the process of marriage formation. Social
scientists disagree on the role cohabitation plays in later and less frequent marriage since
the 1970s. Their disagreements partly reflect the heterogeneous nature of cohabiting
unions. Some scholars argued that since cohabitation emerges on the boundary of
marriage in the context of marriage deinstitutionalization (Cherlin 2004), cohabitation
should be interpreted an alternative form, or a substitution, for formal, legal marriage."”
Declining marriage rates since the 1970s are an artifact of one form of marriage (legal
marriage) being replaced by another form (cohabitation) (Schoen l‘:':'fE'B']II,]IEr This
interpretation probably most applies to noncollege educated men, as they are the segment
of population who are more likely to use cohabitation to replace early marriage

(Bumpass, Sweet, and Cherlin 1991). In the 1980s, the era when marriage rates declined

" In a recently published Time magazine article, 22% of young adults in the most recent cohort consider
having a child as a marker of adulthood, while only 14% consider getting marriage as a marker of
adulthood.

** A variety of factors has been emphasized to lead cohabitation to substitute for marriage, including
increasing individualism (Lesthaeghe 1995; Thornton, Axinn, and Hill 1992}, gender-role liberation which
makes traditionally defined marriage less attractive to women (Clarkberg, Stolzenberg, and Waite 1995),
and reducing gains to marriage arising from women's rising employment (Becker 1981),

'“ Declining marriage rates temporally coincide with the rises in cohabitating unions so that the sharp
declines in marriage rates have been largely offset by increasing cohabitation. Between 1970 and 1980,
cohabitating unions compensate for 60% and 67% of marriage declines for young adults aged twenty and
twenty-five, respectively (Bumpass, Sweet, and Cherlin 1991).
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the most, sharp increases in cohabitation offset the declines in first marriage rates the
most for noncollege educated men (Bumpass, Sweet, and Cherlin 1991).

Several other scholars, to the contrary, contended that cohabitation is a stage in
the mate-selection process rather than a substitute for marriage (Seltzer EUI'.][.'I].”
Cohabitation has not reduced the desirability of marriage (Hill and Yeung 1997;
Thornton 1989). What perhaps has changed is the meaning of marriage, leading to an
enhanced status of marriage. For the recent cohort of young adults, marriage is no longer
a mere marker of adulthood, but increasingly represents a milestone that incorporates
several dimensions of human development. Young adults enter cohabitation for a variety
of reasons. Some young adults use cohabitations to “try out” marriage in response to
uncertainties about personal compatibility and the socioeconomic characteristics of one
or both partners (Oppenheimer 2003), while other types of cohabitations may signify an
engagement. In the latter case, the rise in cohabitation simply represents an increasing
tendency for the recent cohort of young adults to start cohabitation once they become
engaged, which inevitably lengths the transition to marriage. Given that cohabitation has
also declined after the early 1980s (Sweet, Bumpass, and Call 1988), Bumpass (1990)
argued that the parallel changes in cohabitation and marriage imply that cohabitation is

part of, and contributes to marriage delays.

'" Several pieces of evidence have been used to argue against treating cohabitation as a substitute for
marriage. (1) Except for periodic interruptions, the baby boom, marriage rates have declined monotonously
historically, starting much earlier than the increases in cohabiting unions (Oppenheimer 1994). (2)
Marriage rate declines far exceed cohabitation increases, so cohabitation cannot fully compensate for
marriage rate declines. (3) Despite the many similarities between engagement-related cohabiting unions
and marital unions, cohabitors resemble singles in many characteristics that have been found to negatively
predict entry into marriage (Sweet, Bumpass, and Call 1988). Cohabitors are also more likely to identify
themselves as never married and less likely to identify their cohabiting partners as spouses (Rinfuss and
VandenHeuvel 1990). Most cohabiting couples expect and eventually marry their cohabiting partners
(Lichter et al. 1992).
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Finally. observed marriage declines since the 1970s could also reflect a shift in
social norms about women’s work and family roles. The post-1970 years represent an
era of an ongoing revolution that has fundamentally transformed women’s employment,
education, and family (Goldin 2006). Social stigma about married women working
outside home is gradually removed. The recent cohort of young women more accurately
anticipates their future work lives and takes their formal education more seriously. They
place greater values on economic independence and perceive the costs of an earlier
marriage for them to acquire market-relevant skills. Occupation and employment are
important determinants of their identity and social worth. Women'’s decisions to work for
pay are not only a function of wages and the incomes of their potential spouses, but also a
function of their identity. For the recent cohort of young adults, marriage increasingly
entails negotiations between two careers. This shift of women's locus of identity toward
work and career is facilitated by the diffusion of contraceptive “pill” to single women and
a decline in employer discrimination against women and singles. Moreover, with a larger
group of single individuals and increasing values placed on women’s labor market
potentials in mate selection, it perhaps becomes desirable for the recent cohort of young

adult women to delay marriages until they form identities in the market place.

CONCLUSION

This study uses two birth cohorts from the National Longitudinal Surveys to examine
how changes in men's carcer entry over time affect marriage formation and whether the
patterns differ across educational groups. My analyses show that the impacts of labor

market restructuring on marriage declines vary across schooling groups. The greater
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difficulties the recent cohort of noncollege educated men have encountered in career
entry play an important role in marriage declines among them. For the recent cohort of
men with some college education, however, marriage declines are mainly due to their
more frequent reenrollment in schooling after having completed a degree and entered the
workforce. The recent cohort of men who have completed college also delayed marriage,
but their marriage delays are not related to changes in career entry. For both college and
noncollege educated men, marriage declines since the 1970s also reflect a shifi in the
economic foundation of marriage formation, but the reasons vary by educational groups.
For men who did not go beyond high school, labor market restructuring makes it
increasingly difficult for their wage trajectories to cross the threshold of wages which are
necessary to establish and maintain an independent household. To some extent, their
marriage declines reflect a decrease in their response to their below-threshold wages
when making decisions on the timing of marriage. Although the recent cohort of men
with some college education did not experience a decline in their earnings trajectories,
rising expectations about living standards, lifestyles and consumption have led to an
increase in the importance they place on socioeconomic factors in their marital decision.
Their marriage delays probably also reflect the tendency of the recent cohort of men with
some college education to postpone marriage until they are more able 1o afford a higher

standard of living.
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Figure 3.1. Percentage ever married, by race and cohort
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Figure 3.1. Continued
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Figure 3.2 Growth Curve Estimates of the Wage Trajectories for Mon-College Educated Men

Growth Curve Estimates of the Wage Trajectories for High
School Dropouts
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Figure 3.2 Continued

Annual earnings (in 1983 dollars)

Growth Curve Estimates of the Wage Trajectories for
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