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Abstract

Usng daa from the 1979 Nationd Longitudind Survey of Youth, | identify causd effects of
marriage and cohabitation on total family income. My gods are to compare men’'s and women's
changes in financid datus upon entering unions and to assess the rdative contributions of
adjugments in own-income, income pooling, and changes in family sze Changes in own
income (due to intrahousehold specidization) prove to be inconsequentiad for both men and
women redive to the effects of adding another adult's income to the family totad. Women gain
roughly 55% in needs-adjusted, totd family income regardless of whether they cohabit or marry,
while men's needs-adjused income levels reman unchanged when they make these same

trangtions.



INTRODUCTION

In 2000, the median family income for married couples in the U.S. was $59,099, while
the median income for single men and women was $37,727 and $25,716, respectively
(U.S. Census Bureau, 2002). Statigtics such as these are often interpreted as evidence
that it “pays’ for both men and women to be married. Waite and Gallagher (2000, p.
109) convey this view in a particularly succinct fashion when they write “Both men and
women, it is fair to say, are financidly better off because they marry. Men earn more and

women have access to more of men’s earnings.”

Does marriage really confer financid benefits on both partners? From a theoretical
perspective, the predicted effect of marriage on an individud’s income is ambiguous.
Condder the traditional behavior envisoned by Becker (1973, 1974, 1991) in which men
goecidize in market work while their wives specidize in home production. If the intra
household divison of labor dlows a man to be more productive a work, his earnings
increase as a direct result of marrying. His effective income does not necessarily increase,
however, because his earnings are now shared with his entire family. A married man is
finencidly better off only if his earnings premium plus his wifés income contribution
exceed increases in family need.  Similaly, a woman bendfits financdly only if her
husband’'s income compensates for her lost income as well as changes in family need.
Becker's mode predicts that both men and women gain “z-goods’ produced within the
household (and this gain, after dl, is what motivates them to marry) but we cannot be

sure that each partner’ sincome increases.

It is sraightforward to address this issue empiricaly by tracking men’'s and women's
needs-adjusted family income as they trangtion into mariage. However, the empiricd
literature on income-related gains to marriage has focused on dightly different issues. A
large group of studies (Cornwell and Rupert 1997; Danid 1995a, 1995b; Gray 1997;
Korenman and Neumark 1991; Loh 1996; Nakosteen and Zimmer 1987; Stratton 2002)
examines the causd effect of mariage on men's wages. The consensus is tha men
receve a modest wage premium upon marying, but this finding only points to the
exigence of intra-household specidization—it does not identify the effect of marriage on
the financid datus of men or women. Ancother st of dudies (Bianchi et al. 1999,



Burkhauser et al. 1991; Duncan and Hoffman 1985; Smock et al. 1999) reverses the
question | pose here and identifies the effects of divorce on individuds financid well-
being. Numerous andydts examine the link between maritd datus and the economic
well-being of women with children (Lichter et al. 2003; McLanahan and Sandefur 1994;
Spain and Bianchi 1996; Thomas and Sawhill 2002). A comprehensve andyss of the
effects of union formation on both men's and women's financid wdl-baeng is missng

from the literature.

In the current study, | fill this gap in the empiricd literature by using 1979-2000 data
from the Nationd Longitudind Survey of Youth to andyze changes in family income
associated with trangtions into firg unions. My andysis has the following attributes.
Firs, 1 consder income effects of both marriage and cohabitation. Given the prominence
of cohabitation throughout my observation period (Bumpass and Lu 2000; Bumpass and
Sweet 1989), | am interested in learning whether the two types of unions yidd different
financia benefits. Second, | ask whether marriage and cohabitation cause income to
increase, or whether it is amply the case tha high-income individuds form unions. |
exploit within-person variation in the daa to isolate true income effects of union
formation from the confounding effects of unobserved, time-invariant factors.  Third,
ater identifying ovedl changes in individuds needs-adjused family income |
decompose these changes into the portions due to (&) gaining or losing own-income, (b)
adding a partner’s income to the family total, and (C) increased family sze. My god is to
learn how the financid bendfits to union formetion and the sources of those benefits
differ by gender.

BACKGROUND

Economic marriage models (Becker 1973, 1974, 1991; Weiss 1997) demondstrate how
marriage (and perhgps cohabitation) can lead to financid gain. Individuds who meet in
the mariage market are assumed to assess their combination of attributes, predict the
benefit of joining forces, and marry if the expected gain represents their best dternaive!
While the gan to mariage can span many dimensons, economic models highlight the

! Becker's (1973, 1974) origind formulation assumes perfect information. Search-theoretic
marriage models assume the decision is made in an environment with imperfect information. See
Pollack (2000) and Weiss (1997) for a comparison of these two approaches.



portion derived from the consumption of commodities produced within the household.
Married couples receive consumption-relaied gains because they jointly consume public
goods, pool risk, extend credit to one another, and/or engage in intra-household
gpecidization that enables more goods to be produced¥stypicaly, by having the man

specidize in market work while the woman concentrates on home production.

The magnitudes of these economic gains to mariage are intringcaly tied to market
conditions. For example, he gain to specidization is expected to be positively correlated
with the gap between the man's and woman's labor market <ills, while the gain to
consuming public goods is expected to increese with totd family income. Both
predictions gained relevance as technologica change and other factors caused women's
potential earnings to increase relative to men's in the late 20" century. Put smply, the
mariage maket no longer condsts of  “breadwinning” mdes and “homemaking’
femdes In light of this trend, theoretical attention has turned to the potentid effects of
women's increased employment and men's declining labor market prospects on unior+
forming decisons (Becker 1991; Cherlin 1980; Mulligagn and Rubingen 2002
Oppenheimer 1988, 1994, 1997).

An extensve literature is dedicated to confronting the modds predictions with the
data.® | will not atempt a comprehensve survey, but it is worth noting that three
diginct, empirical approaches dominate the literaiure. Assortative mating studies look
directly a partner choice, typicdly by examining corrdations among partners tributes.
These studies address such issues as the effect of market conditions on partner choice
(Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000; Mare 1991; Qian and Preston 1993) and mating
differences between married and cohabiting couples (Blackwell and Lichter 2000; Jepsen
and Jepsen 2002; Schoen and Welinick 1993). Another class of research asks how unior+
forming decisons are affected by expected economic gains. In this gpproach—which can
use ether aggregate or individud-leve data— marital dates are the outcomes of interest
and proxies for expected gains to mariage or cohabitation are the key covariates.
Reduced-form choice modds of this type include Brien (1997), Lichter et al. (2002),

2 While Becker's origind model (1973, 1974) does not formally distinguish between marriage
and cohabitation (see Moffitt (2000) and Weiss (1997) on this point), one misson of empirical
analystsis to determine whether cohabitation and marriage decisions differ.



Smock and Manning (1997), and Xie et al. (2003). A third type of study reverses the
causality and modds realized gains €.9., men's wages) as a function of maritd status and
other covariaes. My investigation belongs to this third class of empiricd sudies, for |
ak how individuas logincome paths are affected by changes in maritd dtaus. In the
remainder of this section | indicate what my study contributes to the “gains to marriage’

literature.

No potentia gain to marriage receives more empirica scrutiny than men's wages, for
good reason:  andyses of the marriage-wage link provide a direct test of the economic
mariage modd. If specidizatiion occurs within marriages, then married men should
invex more intendvely than ther dgngle counterpats in maketable skills and
subsequently receive more wage growth. Edtimates of the productivity-enhancing effect
of mariage on men's wages provide evidence that gains to Specidization exis.
However, the identificstion of this effect is nontrivid. While cross-sectiond
comparisons invariably show tha maried men have higher earnings than nonmarried
men, this finding does not necessrily reflect the gain to specidization. An dternate
explandion for the corrdation is that men with rdatively high levds of labor market
productivity are more likely than othersto marry.

The dandard drategy for didinguishing between sdection and the causd,
productivity-enhancing effects of marriage is to specify wage models that account for the
endogeneity of maritd daius often by assuming mariage decisons are driven by
unobserved, fixed effects Mog research in this vein concludes that smadl productivity
effects remain after sdection effects are diminated (Danid 19953, 1995b; Gray 1997,
Korenman and Neumark 1991; Loh 1996; Stratton 2002). Specificdly, these studies find
that men's wage growth increases after marriage, which is consstent with married men
investing more intensively than othersin marketable skills>

In principle, the gains to specidization extend to any household where adults team

together to increase joint consumption. However, cohabiting men are likely to receive a

® This majority view has its detractors: Cornwell and Rupert (1999) and Nakosteen and Zimmer
(1987) find that sdlf-selection is the primary source of the observed marriage premium.



gndler wage premium than married men if cohabitors have inherently lower levels of
trust, commitment, and expected union duraion tha make them reativey less willing to
underteke reationship-specific investments. It is wel edtablished that union duration
(whether anticipated by the couple or not) is lower, on average, for cohabitors than for
married couples (Bumpass and Sweet 1989). South and Spitze (1994) report a smaller
mde-femde differentiad in weekly hours of housework among cohabitors than among
married counterparts.  This evidence suggedts that intra-household specidization and, in
turn, the boost to men's wages may be less pronounced for cohabitors than for married
couples. This prediction is supported by Danid (19958) and Stratton (2002), who are

among the few andysts to assess the causal effects of cohabitation on men’s wages.

The assortative mating literaiure offers an  dternative  empiricd dratiegy  for
identifying intrachousehold  speciaization.  Becker (1973, 1974, 1991) argues that
husbands and wives potentid wages should be negeively correated if specidization
occurs within marriages.  The negative corrddion aises from their optima sorting
decisons (e.g., a man with high potentid wages should seek out a wife with low market
productivity) as wdl as from sill investments made during the marriage. However, Lam
(1988) demonstrates that this prediction need not hold if the joint consumption of public
goods is included among the gains to marriage.  The gain to joint consumption is greater
if the partners have smilar demands for public goods, and the resulting incentive to pair
with gmilar-skilled individuds may offset the specidizationdriven incentive to sort
negaively on make <kills  In fact, empiricd andyds condgently find pogtive
correlations among married couples wages (Jepsen and Jepsen 2002; Nakosteen and
Zimmer 2001; Smith 1979; Suen and Lui 1999); Jepsen and Jepsen (2002) find that
cohabiting couples wages are positively correlated as well.*

* By examining corrdlations in schooling attainment rather than wages, Schoen and Weinick
(1993) purport to find evidence that cohabitors speciaize less than married couples. They show
that cohabiting couples are more educationally homogamous than married couples, and argue that
this means each partner makes a relatively equa contribution to family income. They do not test
this prediction, which contradicts Becker's (1973) assertion that educational homogamy goes
hand in hand with specidization insofar as highly schooled women are relatively more productive
in the home. (Benham (1974) suggests that highly schooled women are better able to augment
their husbands productivity.) Blackwell and Lichter (2000) find that cohabitors are dightly less
educationally homogamous than married couples.



There is ample evidence that intrahousehold specidization is becoming less
pronounced across successve cohorts of married couples. Blackburn and Korenman
(1994), Cohen (2002) and Gray (1997) report that the mae marriage premium is
declining over time. Numerous anadyss document the dramatic increases in married
women's labor market activities during the 1970s and 1980s (e.g., Blau 1998; Blau et al.
1998; Goldin 1989; Spain and Bianchi 1996). Both men and women have changed their
work effort to the point where husbands and wives earnings are becoming increasingly
postively corrdated over time (Cancian et al. 1993; Juhn and Murphy 1997). Usng
cross-sectiond data for 1993, Winkler (1998) finds that wives annua earnings exceed
their husbands in 20% of dud-earner families and account for 35% of the family tota on
average.  While husbands and wives tend to contribute more equdly to family income
than in ealier eras, goecidization continues to be evident among couples with young
children. Researchers who control for the endogeneity of maritd status and children
genedly find negaive effects of children on mothers work effort and wages (Angrist
and Evans 1998; Korenman and Neumark 1994; Lundberg and Rose 1998; Wadfoge
1997). Lundberg and Rose (2000) find corresponding increases in fathers wages and
work effort.

One lesson to be learned from these various dudies is that we cannot fully
understand the gains to union formation by focusng on intra-household specidization.
Marriage and cohabitation decisons are driven by the partners total expected gains,
which are not limited to gains to specidization. As market forces lead couples to
gpecidize less and collaborate more with respect to labor market activities, men are
increesngly likey to bendfit financidly from ther partners income contributions.  With
this lesson in mind, | focus on the “overdl” income gain tha men and women receive
upon forming a union, and identify the contributions of partners income and changes in
own-income to the overal gain.

Mogt dudies that explore the link between maritd status and family income focus on
the wdl-being of women. One group of sudies demondrates that single mothers are
much more likdy than maried mothers to live in poverty (Lichter et al. 2003;
McLanahan and Sandefur 1994; Spain and Bianchi 1996; Thomas and Sawhill 2002).

These studies provide cross-sectiond evidence that women bendfit financidly from



marriage, but reativey little atention is pad to the didtinction between sdection effects
(e.g., the fact that high-income women are more likely to attract a partner) and causd
effects of marriage.

Ancther group of sStudies examines the rdationship between divorce and financid
wdl-being. Usng pand data, Bianchi et al. (1999) find that the median income-to-needs
ratio for women is bardy one-hdf tha of men in the fird year after married couples
Sseparate. Burkhauser et al. (1991) report that the unconditiond, median loss in totd
income associated with divorce is 24% for women and only 6% for men. At the same
time, numerous researchers (e.g., Duncan and Hoffman 1985, Smock et al. 1999)
demondrate that remarriage goes a long way toward restoring women's economic well-
being. In one of the few dudies that controls for self-sdection into marriage, Smock et
al. (1999) predict the tota family income for remarried women to be more than twice the
income level they would attain if they remaned divorced, athough not as high as the
income level of women who never divorce.  There appears to be little doubt that women
benefit financidly from being maried, but additiond evidence is needed on men's
financid benefits and the distinction between cohabitation and marriage.

ANALYTICAL FRAMEWORK

| edimate log-income models usng three dternative dependent varigbles (log) totd
family income, totd family income per adult equivdent, and own income. | begin with
the following modd:

InY;; =a +a3S; +a.Cy + DA +] ; +e; @
where InY, is the naturd logarithm of income for individud i & time t, S, and C are
dummy varigbles indicating whether the individud is sngle or cohabiting a time t (with
married the omitted category), and A, is the individud’'s age.  Time-condant,
unobserved factors that explain varidion in InY, are represented by j,, while e
represents time-varying unobservables. As written, mode (1) assumes log-income paths
evolve linearly as individuds age and shift up or down according to changes in marita
daus only. In esimating each income modd, | indude a quartic function of age and a
host of additiond demographic and environmentd shift factors (race, presence of

children, cdendar year, etc); my god is to use a flexible paameerization to minimize



the chance that the estimated maritd atus coefficients reflect the effects of omitted

variables.

Ordinary least squares (OLS) egtimates of modd (1) identify differences in predicted
log-income between individuds who are sngle and cohabiting (a,-a,), cohabiting and
married (-a.) and sngle and maried (-a.). However, these estimates have at least
two shortcomings. First, OLS does not identify the causal effect of changes in maita
datus on log-income. If unobserved factors subsumed in j; ande; affect individuds
marriage and cohabitation decisons, then OLS estimates confound the value-added of a
change in datus with the independent, income-enhancing or income-detracting effects of
these unobservables. Second, mode (1) constrains the dope of the predicted age-income
path to be independent of marital status. A change in maritd status is assumed to cause a
once-and-for-dl change in logincome, with no effect on subsequent income growth.
This redrictive assumption is inconsgtent with evidence tha men's wages—which
typicdly account for a large shae of family income—increase more rgpidy among
married men than among nonmarried men (Korenman and Neumark 1991, Stratton
2002).

| relax the dope redrictions implicit in modd (1) with the following, more flexible
Specification:

InY;; =a +a S +aCit +9sD;f +9cDit +ImDit + bA +i  +ey @
where DgZ,D;; and D" represent the duration at time t of single, cohabitation, and marriage
godls, interacted with corresponding meritd datus indicators.  Modd (2) dlows log
income paths to vary in dope as wel as levels across maritd datus categories.  The
predicted, contemporaneous change in logincome associated with a trangtion from
cohabitation to marriage (for example) is - .- §.D°, where D°is the completed duration
of the cohabitation spell; this predicted gap continues to grow or shrink by g,,D™as the
mariage el evolves (An even more flexible specification that dlows each dtate

gpecific dope to be nonlinear in duration proves to be unwarranted by the data) Mode
(1) predicts this same gap to be auniform- a . regardiess of the duration of each spell.

| address the endogeneity issue by differencing the data and using OLS to edtimate



the modd

DInY;; =a¢DS;; +a,DC;; +gsDD +g.DDj; +g,,DDjY’ + bDA, +Dey; (29

where DInY, =InY, - InY, ,, DS, =S, - S, €c° This trandormation of the daa
diminaes j; from the resdud and leaves only within-person variation with which to
identify the parameters of interest. As long as individuas decisons to cohabit, marry,
and reman sngle ae driven by time-congtant unobservables only, the difference
esimators for ag,a,9s.9., andg,ae free from the endogeneity bias inherent in OLS
estimators and can be interpreted as causd effects. To test the assumption that S, and
C,, are exogenous conditiona on the fixed effect, | use a test proposed by Heckman and
Hotz (1989) and Wooldridge (2002). | estimate a version of (2) in which lead vaues of

the marital satus controls (S;,, and C;,, )ae included among the regressors.  If the
edimated coefficients for these lead vdues are ddidicdly dgnificant, it must be due to
correlation between the regressors and the (differenced) time-varying resdud. If these
edimated coefficients are jointly inggnificant, 1 can conclude that the exogenety

assumption isvdid.

In light of the evidence discussed in the preceding section, | expect the effects of
marital satus trangtions on income paths to differ for men and women. However, there
are exceptions.  When cohabiting couples marry, changes in family income are identica
for both adult members of the family. More generdly, both members of cohabiting and
married couples experience identical growth in family income throughout the duration of
the union. | estimate models (1) and (2) for a pooled sample of men and women, and
interact the regressors with a gender identifier to dlow ag,a,g5.9., and g,, to differ for
men and women. In specifications where the dependent variable is total family income, |
congran a.?.and?, to be equa for men and women® With the exception of

°® As | detail in the next section, time periods () refer to calendar years and the data are
differenced across two-year intervals (t =2).

® A smal number of cohabiting-to-married transitions in the data are accompanied by partner
changes, so in principle | can identify different values of a. for men and women. In each
specification, | fail to rgect the null hypothesis of equality of coefficients using a 5% significance
level.
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coefficients for year dummies and the eror variances, al other parameters in each mode

are dlowed to vary with gender.

| compute both OLS and difference estimators for the parameters in modds (1) and
(2). Because each individua contributes multiple observations to the sample, | compute
robust standard errors that account for nonindependence of observations within persort

gpecific clusters.

DATA
Sample Selection

The data are from the 1979 Nationa Longitudind Survey of Youth (NLSY79). The
NLSY79 began in 1979 with a sample of 12,686 men and women born in 1957-1964.
The sample contains 6,111 individuds who form a representative sample of the civilian,
U.S. population in the targeted birth years, an over-sample of 5,295 blacks, Hispanics,
and economicdly disadvantaged whites, and a sample of 1,280 individuals who served in
the military prior to the gart of the survey. Respondents were interviewed annudly from
1979 to 1994, and biennially theregefter; | use data for dl interview years from 1979 to
2000.

My drategy for congructing a sample of personyear observations is dictated by the
manner in which income is reported in the NLSY79. During every interview,
respondents detall their annua income (by source) for the preceding cdendar year.
Respondents who are currently married or cohabiting report their spouse’'s or partner’s
income as well. If a respondent cohabits with the same partner throughout 1990 but ends
the relationship prior to the 1991 interview, for example, the income he reports that year
does not reflect his partner’s contribution to 1990 ttd family income. Conversdy, if the
respondent cohabits with a single partner from October 1990 onward, in 1991 he reports
his patner’s 1990 income despite spending a relatively smdl portion of that year as a
cohabiting couple.

To ensure that respondents reported family income matches their marita datus in
the preceding year, | proceed as follows.  Fire, | use information on maritd datus,

dating daes for marriage and cohabitation spdls, and partner/spouse identifiers to
determine when each partner-specific cohabitetion and marriage begins and ends.

11



Second, | classfy a respondent’'s datus during each cdendar year as cohabiting or
married if he gpends at least 10 months with a single partner, and as single if he spends at
leest 10 months without a partner. Remaining cases are classfied as “mixed.”  Third, |
determine the respondent’'s totd family income (own income plus the spouse’s or
partner’s, if gpplicable) for each cdendar year using information reported during the next
year's interview; married and cohabiting respondents must ill be living with the same
soouse or partner for this information to be avalable. A given personyear remans in the
sample if (@) the respondent is classfied as sngle, cohabiting, or married, (b) his own
income for the year and his spouse’s or partner’s (if applicable) are reported to be
between $100 and $1 million, (c) his 20" birthday precedes the end of the calendar year,
and (d) he has not yet dissolved hisfirst marriage.”

| use person-year observetions that are two years apart to compute DInY;,, DS, , etc.
for the differenced versons of modes (1) and (2). That is, | use lag-two differences of

annual personyear observations for interview years 1979-1994 and lag-one differences
of bianua observations for interview years 1996-2000. This drategy has two
advantages, in tha | handle the data uniformly throughout the period of observation, and
| kip the “mixed” years when respondents change ther maritd staus My sample
consgs of 41,078 differenced personyear observations for 9,839 individuds. To
edtimate the levels (OLS) modds, |  “undifference’” the data to obtan 50,917
observations for the same 9,839 individuds.

An unavoidable consequence of using annua income data¥:and especidly of usng
two-year differences¥sis that short spells are excluded from the sample.  This causes
cohabitation spells to be under-represented in my sample because they tend to be shorter
than marriages (Bumpass and Sweet 1989). If individuds who experience short
cohabitation spdls and marriages differ from others only in ther time-invariant, persona
characterigtics (e.g., if they have lower levels of commitment), then the omisson of ther
gpells does not pose a problem because | rely on within-person variation in the data

" | diminate about 1% of observations by imposing $100 and $1 million cut-offs. A number of
implausibly large income measures (on the order of $10 million) are reported by cohabitors, and
these outliers cause a significant increase in the estimated gain to cohabitation if left in the
sample.



However, if the Sructurd rdaionship between maritd daus and family income differs
gydemdicaly with completed spdl durations¥aeg., if unions in which one patner
contributes relatively little to family income are less likdy than others to last¥%then the
parameters | estimate do not necessarily reflect the rdationships that preval for the
overd| population.

Measuring Income and Adult Equivalents

| use three dternative income measures in estimating modds (1) and (2). Tota family
income (YF) is the sum of eanings (military income, wages, sday, tips, fam and
busness income), unemployment benefits, public assstance (AFDC, food stamps, SS),
educational benefits, veteran’s benefits, child support, and “other income” received by
the individua or couple during the cdendar year. The definition of own income (Y°) is
less clear-cut because certain sources of income (veteran's benefits, each form of public
assstance, child support, and “other income’) are not reported separately for individuas
and their spouses. | define own income to be the sum of the respondent’s earnings,
unemployment benefits, educational benefits, and these shared sources of income. The

esimates reported in the next section are insengtive to whether Y° includes or excludes

“shared” income.

The third dependent variable is totd family income per adult equivdents (YF / AE),
or effective income. The vaue that a given income affords different families depends on
the presence of children and the extent to which they exploit scde economies® To
account for these cross-family differences, | use an adult equivalence scae proposed by
Fuchs (1986a, 1986b). The number of adult equivdents is a weighted sum of the number
of adults and children in the family, where the fird adult is given a weight of one, the
second adult’s weight is 0.8, the firgt child's weight is 0.4, and dl subsequent children are
weighted 0.3.

| dso congder two dternative controls for family sze. One is a measure proposed

® These factors are unlikely to depend on whether a couple cohabits or marries; whether married
or cohabiting, a couple invariably pays for only one dwelling, one refrigerator, and so forth. | am
unaware of evidence suggesting that different adult equivalence scales should be used for
cohabiting and married couples.
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by Citro and Michad (1995) in which adult equivdents are defined as (A+0.75C)%7°,
where A and C ae the number of adults and children in the family. The messure
(A+aC)® is widdy used in the literature €.g., Cutler and Katz 1992; Deaton and Paxson
1998). Citro and Michad (1995) propose the vadues a=b=0.75 as part of a new poverty
measure recommended by a pand of the Naiona Research Council Committee on
Nationd Statistics, hence, | refer to the measure as the NRC scale. A second adult adds
0.68 in adult equivaents to a family with no children and 0.57 if two children are present;
the firsd and second child add 0.46 and 0.42, respectively, assuming two adults are
present. The NRC measure dways puts less weight on adults than does Fuchs's scae, and
it puts more weight on additiond children for families with no more than two adults and
up to 14 children. My second dternative to Fuchs's scae defines adult equivaents as the
totd number of individuds in the family (A+C). By putting a weight of one on each
family member, this per capita measure accounts for neither economies of scale nor age-

specific differences in consumption.

Two additiond comments are in order regarding the definition of family income per

adult equivalent. First, because the numerator (Y©) is restricted to income earned by the
respondent and higher spouse or patner, | include only those two adults and ther

children in the measures of adult equivdents. | wish to focus on changes in financid
datus associated with gaining a patner (and possbly children), and not on changes
caused by additiond reconfigurations of household composition.

Second, in ader to use family income to assess individual wel-being, it is necessary
to account for the within-family dlocation of income. By usng totd income per adult
equivdent as a dependent variable, | assume couples share their needs-adjusted family
income equdly. This assumption is gppropriate if family members jointly maximize a
common utility function, as in Becker's (1973, 1991) decison-making framework.
However, this aspect of Becker's modd receives little empirical support. One prediction
of the “unitary” modd is that alocation decisons are &ffected by totd family income,
and not by individud income¥sbut this “income pooling” hypothess is reected for
samples of married couples (Browning et al. 1994; Lundberg, Pollak and Waes 1997;
Phipps and Burton 1998; Thomas 1990) as well as cohabiting couples (Winker 1997).
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The data instead gppear to support bargaining models (Manser and Brown 1980; McElroy
and Horney 1981) and the efficient, collective decison-making framework proposed by
Browning et al. (1994). While bargaining is widedy acknowledged to occur within
families, andyss have yet to identify household alocation parameters that can be used to
improve upon the equd divison rule implicit in “per cegpitd’ or “per adult equivaent”
income messures.  Virtudly dl andysts assume equd divison because it is a useful
benchmark, but it is unlikdy to characterize the behavior of married or cohabiting

couples’

Table 1 contains sample means and standard errors for the three dependent variables.
Each income measure is expressed in thousands of dollars and deflated by the GDP
implicit price deflator, with 1996 as the base year. The mean level of log-income proves
to be the same regardless of whether | use Fuchs's scale or the NRC measure to adjust for
adult equivdents.

Explanatory Variables

Table 1 aso reports summary datistics for the explanatory variables. | control for the
respondent’'s age (and higher-order terms), dummy varigbles indicating whether the
respondent is black or Higpanic (with nonblack, non-Hispanic the omitted group), the
respondent’'s highest grade completed, a dummy varidble indicaiing whether the
respondent was enrolled in school during the cdendar year, and the number of weeks
he/she worked during the year. | dso indude dummy variables indicaing whether
children are present in the household, whether the respondent lives with hisher parents,
and the cendar year (with 1985 the omitted year).

The covariates rlated to marita datus include dummy variables indicating whether
the respondent is single or cohabiting, with maried the omitted group. Maried
respondents are identified via maritd satus questions asked in every NLSY79 interview.
In the 1979-81 interviews, cohabitors are identified indirectly from the household rogter:

° An dternative income measure is AxY°/ AE, which is consistent with each adult consuming
his own income adjusted for his share of adult equivalents (e.g., Fuchs 1986a, 1986b). Because
own income proves to change relatively little when individuas merry and cohabit, changes in this
“no sharing” measure are driven dmost entirely by the addition of children to the household.
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any repondent who lives with one unrelated, opposite-sex adult is assumed to be
cohabiting. In 1982-86, respondents with this living arrangement who report themsalves
to be unmarried are asked directly whether they live with a partner. From 1987 onward,
cohabitation status is asked of al unmarried respondents as a follow-up to the questions
on maritad status'®  The remaining marriage-related covariates are the current durations
of each dngle, cohabiting, and marriage spdl. | measure the duration of sngle sdls
from the respondent’s 20" birthday onward. Starting dates of cohabitation spells are not
reported prior to 1990, s0 | assume early cohabitation spells begin midway between

interview dates.
RESULTS
Descriptive Statistics

Table 2 provides preiminary evidence on the rdationship between annud income and
maitd datus.  Married respondents in my sample have a mean family income of
$53,437, which is dmog three times as much as the mean income for single individuds
and 20% more than the mean income for cohabitors. Adjugting for adult equivdents
reduces the mean family income among married respondents to $25,318% a change that
is condgent with a typicd family having two adults and one child¥and reduces the
unconditiond income premium asociaed with mariage.  With family dze taken into
account, married respondents mean, family income exceeds the corresponding means for
single and cohabiting respondents by only 46% and 15%, respectively. One god of the
ending andysis is to determine how much of this income differentid remans after |
control for observed and unobserved factors that are correlated with marital status.

Table 2 dso reveds that the average, individud income among married men is
$34,436. This figure exceeds the mean income levels for single and cohabiting men by
80% and 50%, respectively. At the same time, the mean income for married women is
only 12% higher than the mean for sngle women, and 3% lower than the mean for
cohabiting women. Even though these datigtics do not identify causd effects of marriage

% These changes in measurement do not affect the estimated effect of cohabitation on log-
income. | estimate a version of each ncome mode in which the coefficient for the cohabiting
dummy is alowed to vary over the three time periods (1979-81, 1982-86, and 1987-2000). In dl
cases, | fail to regject the null hypothesis that the three coefficients are equal.

16



and cohabitation on income, they highlight the fact that any productivity gains redized by
men are likely to come a the expense of ther patners income. Ancther god of the
multivariate andlyss is to learn whether changes in own-income conditute sgnificant
gans to mariage and cohabiation, and how these gains compare to the benefits of
pooling two adults incomes.

Multivariate Results
| fird edtimate modds 1 and 2 usng the log of family income per adult equivaent
(vF/AE) as the dependent variable, where adult equivaent is defined by Fuchs's scde.
Table 3 reports the predicted changes in log-income associated with Single-to-cohabiting,
dngle-to-marriage, and cohabiting-to-marriage trandtions.  Additiond edtimates for each
modd arein table A-1.

The right-mogt column of table 3 contains my preferred estimates of the effects of
maritd trangtions on the financia status of men and women. These difference ettimates
are unaffected by the corrdation between marital status and unobserved, fixed effects. In
addition, they are based on mode 2, which alows marita datus to affect both the leve
and dope of the log-income path. | predict that sngle women gain 0440 in log family
income when they cohabit, and 0.416 when they marry.'* The difference between these
two edimates is ddidicdly indidinguishadble from zero & a 5% dgnificance levd. |
predict that sngle men have the same totd family income per adult equivalent regardless
of whether they are single, cohabiting, or married. Based on these edtimates, | conclude
that marriage and cohabitation confer Szesble¥zand identical¥afinancid benefits on

women, while men “bresk even” upon entering either type of union.

Before exploring the sources of these predicted changes in financid datus, | return to
two specification issues rased earlier.  Fird, the evidence in table 3 indicates tha the
edimated gain to mariage is overstated when unobserved, fixed effects are not taken into
account. Using OLS egtimates for modd 2, | predict that angle women gain 0.437 in log
family income when they cohabit and 0.542 when they marry; the corresponding figures
for men are 0.116 and 0.220. The change in predicted log-income associated with

' To compute predicted changes in log-income for modd 2, | assume individuals spent three
years in the previous state (single or cohabiting) and have been in their current state for one year.
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cohabitation-to-marriage  trangtions¥awhich | condran to be egud for men and
women¥sis 01082  If these estimated effects were causd, | would conclude that
mariage leads to an income premium that is 10 percentage points larger than the
subgtantia income gain associated with cohabitation.  However, this additiond marriage
premium disgppears once | difference the data because it is due to unobserved, time-
invariant factors that vary systematicaly with maritd satus.

The difference edimates represent causd effects only if individuds maritd datus
decisons are a0 independent of time-varying unobservebles that influence log-income.

To test the assumption that the dummy varigbles S, and C,, ae exogenous conditiona

on the fixed effects | use the drategy described earlier¥athat is, | reestimate the
differenced verson of modd 2 &fter adding dummy variables indicaiing whether the
individud is sngle or cohabiting in eech of the three succeeding cdendar years. These
dummy vaiables are expected to have datidticaly sgnificant coefficients only if they ae
correlated with time-varying components of the resdud. | test the null hypothess that
the coefficients for these lead vaues are jointly zero; the pvaues are 0.902 for men and
0.278 for women. This is evidence that, in fact, the difference edtimates are free of

endogeneity bias.

The second specification issue concerns the contrast between models 1 and 2. Modd
1 congtrains the dope of the log-income pah to be invariant to marital satus. Table 3
indicates that this redtriction has no effect on the predicted log-income gaps for men, but
reduces women's predicted gains to cohabiting or marrying by five log-points (athough
this prediction depends on assumed union durations).® Putting aside the implied gender

'2 Because models 1 and 2 use two parameters to estimate three transitions, the predicted effect of
sngle-to-cohabitation transitions is constrained to be the difference between the predicted
changes for the other two transitions. | test this over-identifying restriction in the differenced
version of each model by adding a parameter (a .. ) that identifies change in log-wages associated
with sngle-to-cohabitation transitions. For every specification presented in this paper, | fal to
reject the null hypothesis a . =a, - a a a 5% significance level; the smallest pvaue | obtain is
0.119.

3] fail to reject the null hypothesis that the Sope of the log-income path is identica for single,
cohabiting, and married men (g5 =9, =9,,); the pvalue is 0.654 for the OLS estimates and

0.252 for the dfference estimates. For women, the corresponding pvalues are both less than
0.005.
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difference for the moment, the bottom line is tha income gans to mariage and
cohabitation change very little with union duration. This is in direct contragt to the
finding that men's wages grow more repidly after marriage (Danid 1995a; Korenman
and Neumark 1991; Loh 1996; Siratton 2002), presumably because intra-family
gpecidization enables maried men to invet more intengvely than single men in labor
market <kills.  As | demondrate below, changes in needs-adjusted family income ae
dominated by the addition of partners income and changes in family sze. Both factors
leed to large, contemporaneous effects on log-income levels that dwarf any subsequent
changes. Moreover, with (annud) family income as the dependent variable, the gans to
marriage and cohabitation adso reflect changes in labor supply related to marita datus.
This dimenson explains the gender difference reveded by modd 2.  The parameter
edimates in table A-1 show that sngle women receive more income growth than married
women. After examining the components of annua income more closdy, | atribute
mogt of this differentid growth to greaster work effort among single women, and not to
differences in average hourly wages and nonlabor income. This finding is consgent with
evidence that women reduce ther work effort upon marrying and, especidly, upon
having children (Angrist and Evans 1998; Lundberg and Rose 2000; Waldfogel 1997).

Next, | assess the contribution of intra-household specidization to the financid gains
asociated with union formation. To isolate the effect of specidization, | reestimate
modd 2 usng respondents own income, unadjusted for adult equivalents, as the
dependent variable. The difference estimates in table 4 reved that women's predicted
own-income declines by 8% when they move from cohabitation to marriage and by 13%
when they move directly from sngle to mariages When men make these same
trangtions, their income is predicted to increese by 3-4%, dthough these gains ae
imprecisdly edtimated. (Because own income is not shared, | no longer condrain the
estimated cohabitation-to-marriage effects to be identicd for men and women.) Both
men and women see ther own-income leves change by negligible daidicaly
indgnificant amounts when they form cohabiting unions.

| draw three conclusons from the “own income’ edimates in table 4. First, married
couples continue to choose a division of labor that augments men's labor market earnings

but detracts from women's. Second, specidization is more pronounced among married
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couples than among cohabiting couples. These findings are consigtent with evidence tha
men receive a smdl wage premium upon marying (Danid 1995a, 1995b; Gray 1997;
Korenman and Neumark 1991; Loh 1996; Stratton 2002) that exceeds the premium
associated with cohabiting (Daniel 1995a, Stratton 2002).1* Findly, | condude that gains
to specidization are a minor part of men's and especidly women's overdl income gains.
A sngle woman is predicted to gan 52% (exp(0.416)-1) in effective income upon
marrying, despite the fact that her own income fdls by 13%. The fact that intra
household specidization dlows her spouse to earn 3% more than he otherwise would is
not the driving force behind her financid gain.

While specidization is not a mgor source of the income gain associated with union
formation, gaining access to another adult's income is important for both men and
women. To demondrate this, | reestimate model 2 using the log of totd family income
unadjusted for adult equivaents as the dependent varidble. Each predicted change in
needs-adjusted income shown in table 3 reflects a change in the log of totd family

income (log(Y™)) net of a corresponding change in the log of adult eguivaents

(log(AE)). By comparing predictions that use log(Y"/AE)and log(YF) as dependent

variables, | can decompose the former into its components.

The right-hand columns of table 4 show predicted changes in the log of totd family
income asociated with each marital datus trangtion.  The predictions reved that both
men and women recelve subdantid gains in totd family income when they form unions.
Focusng on the difference edimaes in table 4, the predicted effect of dngle-to-
cohabitation trandtions on log-income is 0.959 for women and 0.532 for men. The
predicted changes associated with single-to-marriage trandtions are only dightly smdler
(0934 for women and 0506 for men), while the predicted change associated with
cohabitation-to-marriage changes is not ggnificantly different than zero. These gans are
largely due to the addition of a second adult's income to the family totd. They ae

14 To my knowledge, only Daniel (19953, 1995b) provides parale evidence on the causa effect
of marriage and cohabitation on women’'s wages. (As noted earlier, severa studiesidentify causal
effects of motherhood on women’'s wage.) Daniel reports that white women’'s wages are
unaffected by marital status while black women receive a small wage premium upon marrying
(but not cohabiting).  Because the author provides few details about his data and model
specification, it is difficult to reconcile his findings with mine.
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condgent with the fact that “breadwinner/nomemaker” specidization has given way to
increesngly collaboretive unions in which women make dgnificant contributions to
family income. The predicted changes in log-income shown in table 4 correspond to a
femde-mae income ratio of 0.60-0.70, which is close to the gender ratio in wages and
earnings reported elsawhere (e.g., Blau 1998).

Table 5 contains transformations of the same predicted changes shown tables 3-4.
The top row gives the predicted changes in tota family income. For example, women
meking dngle-to-cohabitation trangtions are predicted to gain 0.959 in logincome, and
table 5 shows this as a 161% change in income (exp(0.959)-1). The second row of table
5 reports predicted percent changes in family income per adult equivdent. For example,
the predicted change of 0.440 for women making single-to-cohabitation trangtions (table
3) appears in table 5 as a 55% increase in income (exp(0.440)-1). The third row shows
predicted percent changes in adult equivdents. If women gain 0.959 in total log-income
and 0440 in needs-adjused log income when they form cohabiting unions, ther
predicted change in log(AE) is 0.519 (0.959-0.440). This appears in table 5 as a 68%
(exp(0.519)-1) change in adult equivdents. The bottom row of table 5 shows predicted
changesin own-income, based on the estimatesin table 4.

By compaing dl four rows of edimaes in table 5 | can offer the following
conclusons.  Firdt, productivity enhancement accounts for an insubgtantia portion of the
gans to mariage. When sngle individuds mary, women's predicted income levels
decrease by 13% while men's increase by 4%. Added together, a given mae-femae pair
may (or may not) ean more income as a maried couple than they would as single
individuds¥2but any productivity-related gain paes in comparison to the expected gain
in total income of 154% for women and 66% for men. The contrast is even dtarker for
sngle-to-cohabitation trangtionss women and men are predicted to gain 161% and 70%
in total income, respectively, despite the fact that neither partner can expect his or her
own income to change. Second, because the lion's share of the income premium comes
from ganing another adult's income, women typicdly benefit far more than men.
Women receive a predicted 52-55% gain in family income even after increesed family
dze is taken into account, whereas men's increase in predicted family income is exactly
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offst by gans in family sze Third, because the edtimated effects represent gains to
“coupling” rather than gains to intra-household specidization, cohabiting couples receive
a least as large an income boost as married couples. Married and cohabiting couples
may differ in other dimensons, but my andyss indicaes tha men's and women's
expected changes in financid status do not depend on the type of partnership they form.

Robustness Checks

| have found that women gain dightly more than 50% in needs-adjusted family income
when they cohebit or marry, while men neither gain nor lose effective income. To assess
the sengtivity of these results to the messure of adult equivdents used, | reestimate the

difference verson of mode 2 with log(Y" /AE) as the dependent variable, but | consider

the two dternative measures of adult equivdents defined earlier: the NRC measure, and
the per capita measure. The left-hand columns of table 6 show the estimated effects of
maritd datus trangtions on these dternaive measures of logincome per adult
equivaent. In table 7, | use these estimates to reproduce a portion of the decompostion
shown inteble 5.

Using the NRC measure, | predict a 66-70% increase in needs-adjusted income when
sngle women move into cohabitation or marriage, and a 5 7% increase when single men
do s0. These numbers are dightly larger than the corresponding estimates (52-55% for
women and roughly zero for men) obtained with Fuchs's scde.  The NRC measure puts
less weight on the second adult and more weight on each child than does the Fuchs
measure. Because the former weight dominates (i.e., the addition of one adult is the
modd, observed change in family dze a the time of union formation), use of the NRC
measure leads me to predict that both men and women gain needs-adjusted income upon
forming a union. When | switch to per capita family income, the predicted changes in
needs-adjusted income are smdler than the corresponding estimates based on Fuchs's
scde table 7 shows that women gain only 47-50% in adjusted income when they cohabit
or mary, while men lose 7-9%. By weighting adults and children’'s needs equaly and
not dlowing for scde economies, the per cepita measure understates gains in needs
adjused income associated with gaining a partner. | cannot assess the merits of
dternative measures of family need in the absence of detalled consumption data, but it



gppears that reasonable dternatives to Fuchs's measure have relatively smadl effects on
the estimates.

Previous research points to dgnificant racid differences in the wage effects of
mariage and cohabitation (Danie 19953, 1995b). Thus far in my andyss, | have
condrained the income effects of marita trangtions to be uniform across race groups. To
determine whether my edimates mask heterogeneity across races in the gans to
cohabitation and marriage, | reestimate the differenced verson of modd 2 for separate
samples of black and nonblack, non-Hispanic (“white”) respondents® | use log(YF /AE)
as the dependent variable and Fuchs's measure of adult equivalents. Difference estimates

for each race-specific sample appear in the right-hand columns of table 6 and in appendix
table A-3.

The edimates in table 6 indicate that blacks and whites receive virtudly the same
income premium when they cohabit and mary. The largest black-white difference is
seen among men who trangtion from single to married:  white men are predicted to lose
0.026 in log-income, while black men are predicted to lose 0.101. However, nether
coefficient is precisdly edimated and, in fact, each race difference shown in table 6 is
ddidicdly indidinguishable from zero a conventiond dgnificance levds Other
andyss suggest that blacks and whites receve different gains in own income upon
forming unions, presumably because of race differences in intra-household specidization.
My edimates indicate that expected changes in total income¥which are primarily due to
the addition of a partner's income¥s are subgtantidly the same for the average black and
white individud.

CONCLUDING COMMENTS

My invedigation reveds that union formetion confers Szesble financid benefits on
women, but not on men. A portion of this concluson is “old hat,” for evidence abounds
that women gain financdly upon marying. What my invedigation highlights, however,
is that the average woman can expect to receive a virtuadly identical income premium

regardless of whether she cohabits or marries. Marriage appears to be more beneficia

®Hispanic respondents account for only 15% of the person-year observations and only 147
cohabitation-to-marriage transitions, so | exclude them from the race-specific analysis.
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than cohabitation when sdf-sdlection is ignored, but causd effects of mariage and
cohabitation are indistinguishable.

My concdluson tha men ndther gain nor lose finanda satus upon forming unions is
more surprisng.  Anadysts tend to focus on evidence that marriage makes men (dightly)
more productive in the labor market than their nonmarried counterparts, but it is incorrect
to interpret this gan to intrahousehold specidization as an improvement in men's
finendd wdl-being. After dl, men are dedined to lose financidly if thar family's
divison of labor is sufficently extreme¥za man's family need increases substantidly (on
the order of 70%) when an adult partner joins his household, and no amount of
productivity enhancement will increese his earnings enough to offsst that change. My
evidence shows that in an era when intra-household specidizaion has diminished and
women's income contributions have increased, men can be expected to “bregk even”

financialy upon marrying or cohabiting.

| conclude by condgdering one find quetion: Do individud gans in “totd family
income per adult equivdlent” maiter? On one hand, this outcome comes closer to
capturing the economic gains to union formation than do more limited measures, such as
average hourly wages and hours worked. Moreover, it is easly measured and compared
across families.  If we are intent on catdoging the various dimensons in which marriage
is beneficid to individuas, this is one outcome where guesswork is unnecessary.  As my
andyss demondrates, it is rdaivey draghtforward to identify the causd effects of

marriage and cohabitation on women's and men'sfinandd well-being.

On the other hand, “family income per adult equivdent” does not measure individud
consumption or well-being. It excludes the vaue of nonmarket time, and dso assumes
effective income (which accounts for economies of scae and the presence of children) is
shared equdly among adult equivdents within the household. Reatively few couples are
likely to use such a resource dlocation scheme regardless of whether they are married or
cohabiting. As | documented earier, the data consgently rgect a modd in which
couples maximize a dngle, joint utility function (Browning et al. 1994; Lundberg, Pollak
and Wales 1997; Phipps and Burton 1998; Thomas 1990; Winker 1997). Instead, the
data indicate that intra-family resource dlocations are determined through bargaining.
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We have no evidence that “equa shares’ is the dominant rule for married or cohabiting

couples.

From a policy perspective, it is unimportant which partner eats the larger dice of pie
or drives the nicer automobile.  What matters is how families use their income to acquire
such shared goods as safe neighborhoods and schooling for their children, as well as
individualy-consumed goods such as hedth care. | believe my andyss¥sas well as other
reseerch on the income effects of maritd trangtionszis a key component of a broader
literature that focuses on these (and other) essentid outcomes. If maritd datus is found
to have a causa effect on these outcomes, the find question to be addressed is whether
the effect arises as a result of the income premium gained by married and cohabiting
women, or whether it exids even after income differences are taken into account. The
answer to this question will reved whether the link between maritd datus and income
“maters’ insofar as it fuds consumptionrelated outcomes, and whether married and
cohabiting women exploit their income gains with equal success.
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Table1l. Summary Statistics for Variables Used in Income Modds

\Women Men
Vaiadle Mean SE. Mean SE
Dependent variables
Log of own income (Y ©) 2.45 .007 2.85 .006
Log of total family income (YF) 3.21 .006 3.09 .006
Log of tota family income per adult
equivaent (YF / AE)
Using Fuchs sscde 271 .005 2.73 .006
Using NRC measure 2.70 .005 2.73 .006
Per capita 2.46 .006 2.67 .006
Explanatory variables
Age 2785 .035 2750 .033
1if black 25 .26
1 if Higpanic 15 15
1if erralled in school .16 15
Highest grade completed 1335 .014 1299
Annua weeks worked 4183 .102 4176 .103
1if children present in household 52 .61
1if live with parents A3 A2
1if angle 45 .58
1if cohabiting .09 .08
Durdtion if ngle 318 .032 3.84 .030
Duration if cohabiting 111 .025 112 .025
Duration if married 341 031 236 .026
Number of observations 24,569 26,348
Number of individuds 4,700 5,139

Note: Each income measure is expressed in thousands of dollars divided by the GDP implicit price
deflator (1996=1.00). Each model aso includes higher-order terms in age and dummy variables for
each calendar year. Standard errors account for nonindependence of observations within person-
specific clusters.
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Table2. Sample Means of Alternative Income Measures by Marital Status

Maritd Stetus
Vaiable Sngle Cohahiting Married
Total family income (YF) $18,656  $44,025  $53,437
(114.42)  (787.55)  (254.28)
Totd family income per adullt $17,386 $22,101 $25,318
equivalent (YF /AE) (111.48)  (410.05)  (120.50)
Men's own income (Y°) $19,091  $22,892  $34,436

(162.92)  (556.60)  (267.30)

Women's own income (Y°) $16,399  $18958  $18,418
(134.26)  (449.45)  (157.60)

Number of observations 26,347 2,154 22,425

Note: Adult equivalent is defined by Fuchs's scale. Incomes figures are divided by the GDP
implicit price deflator (1996=1.00). Standard errors of means are in parentheses.
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Table 3. Estimated Effects of Marital Status Trangtions
on Log of Tota Family Income Per Adult Equivaent

Modd 1 Modd 2
Maritd Status Trangtion OLS Difference OLS Difference
Women
Single to cohabiting .394 .387 437 440
(.017) (.020) (.021) (.027)
Singleto married 495 .368 542 416
(.011) (.018) (.014) (.026)
Men
Single to cohabiting 132 -.002 116 -.011
(.017) (.019) (.021) (.026)
Singleto married 233 -.021 220 -.035

(.012) (.016) (.015) (.025)

Women and Men
Cohahiting to married 101 -.019 .108 -.013
(.015) (.017) (.016) (.019)

Note: Computed from estimates in table A-1. Adult equivalent is defined by Fuchs' s scale. Model
2 estimates assume completed duration in the last state is 3 years and current duration in the current
stateis 1 year. Standard errors of predictions are in parentheses.



Table4. Egimated Effects of Maritdl Status Trangtions
on Log of Tota Family Income and Log of Own Income
(unadjusted for adult equivaents)

Own Income Totd Family Income

OoLS Difference OLS Difference
Marita Status Trangtion

Women
Single to cohabiting -.010 -.022 .950 .959
(.032) (.037) (.021) (.026)
Cohabiting to married -.024 -.086
(.028) (.032)
Singleto married -.067 -.142 1.033 934
(.017) (.035) (.014) (.025)
Men
Single to cohabiting .076 -.008 .660 532
(.030) (.035) (.021) (.026)
Cohabiting to married 174 034
(.027) (.032)
Singleto married .256 .044 744 .506

(.018) (.033) (.015) (.025)

Women and Men
Cohahiting to married .083 -.018
(.016) (.019)

Note: Computed from estimates in tables A-2. Estimates are for model 2, and assume completed
duration in the last state is 3 years and current duration in the current stateis 1 year. Standard errors
of predictions arein parentheses.



Table 5. Predicted Percent Changesin Income and Adult Equivaents

Single to cohabiting Cohabiting to

married Single to married
Marital Status Trangtion Women Men Women Men  Women Men
Totdl family income +161%*  +70%* 2% +154%F  +66%"
Tota family income per +5506* -1% -1% +5206* -3%
adult equivdent
Adult equivdent +68%*  +72%* +0% +67%*  +71%*
Own income -2% -1% -8%* +3% -13%* +4%

Note: The figures are computed from the difference estimates for model 2 shown in tables 3 and 4. Adult
equivalent is defined by Fuchs' s scale.

*Predicted changes are significantly different than zero at a 5% significance level.



Table 6: Estimated Effects of Marita Status Trangtions
on Log of Tota Family Income Per Adult Equivalent,
by Alternative Adult Equivaent Measures and Race

AE Messure® Race Subsample®
Marital Status Trandtion NRC Per cap. Whites Blacks
Women
Single to cohabiting 530 406 451 459
(.027) (.027) (.031) (.069)
Singleto married .506 .384 433 403
(.026) (.026) (.029) (.069)
Men
Single to cohabiting .070 -.071 -.008 -.045
(.026) (.026) (.031) (.062)
Single to married .047 -.093 -.026 -.101

(.025) (.026) (.029) (.064)

Women and Men
Cohabiting to married -.011 -.008 -.012 -.034
(.019) (.019) (.023) (.045)

Note: Computed from estimates in table A-3. All estimates are for differenced versions for model
2, and assume completed duration in the last stateis 3 years and current duration in the current state
is1year. Standard errors of predictions are in parentheses.

aNRC measure is (A+0.75C)%" and per capita measure is (A+C), where A is the number of adults
and C isthe number of children.

PAdult equivalent is defined by Fuchs's scale.



Table 7: Predicted Percent Changes in Income and Adult Equivaents,
by Alternative Adult Equivaent Measures

Sngleto Cohabiting to

cohabiting married Single to married

Maritd Status Trangtion Women Men Women Men Women Men

Tota family income per +70%* +7%* -1% +66%0* +59%*

adult equivaent (NRC)

Adult equivalents (NRC) +54%*  +59%* +0% +53%*  +58%*

Totd family income per +50%* -7%* -1% +47%* -9%*
capita

Adult equivaents (per +74%*  +83%* +0% +73%*  +82%*
capita)

Note: Thefigures are computed from the difference estimates for model 2 shown in tables4 and 6.
* Predicted changes are significantly different than zero at a5% significance level.
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Appendix

Table A-1. OLS and Difference Estimates for Specificationsin Table 3
(Dependent varidble islog of tota family income per adult equivaent)

Modd 1 Modd 2
_ OLS Difference OLS Difference

Varisble Coelf. SE. Codf. SE  Codf. SE  Codf. SE
Women

I ntercept -1460 3391 -1344 3398

1if black -.153 010 -.161 011

1if Hispanic -.038 012 -.040 012

Age 1.857 469 1712 470 1721 469  1.496 A73

Age?/10 -.805 239 -6%4 242 -745 239 -.601 243

Age’/100 156 053 127 054 144 053 109  .054

Age’/1000 011 004 009 004 -010 004 -007 .004

1if enrolled in school -.259 012 -188 012 -252 012 -.186 012

Highest grade completed .089 .002 120 .009 .089 .002 115 .009

Annual weeks worked 014 .000 012 .000 014 .000 011 .000

1if children present -.420 010 -351 012 -412 010 -343 012

1if live with parents -.199 012 -081 013  -192 012 -077 013

1if angle -.495 011 -368 018 -.566 017  -.468 .033

Duration if single .008 .002 015 .004
Men

| ntercept -6.189 3301 -6.623  3.305

1if black -.182 .010 -.182 010

1if Hispanic -034 012 -.034 012

Age .805 458 637 598 854 459 .656 458

Age’/10 -.332 235 -.198 236 -.352 234 -207 236

Age’/100 061 053 026 053 065 .053 .029  .053

Age’/1000 -004 004 -001 004 -005 .004 -001 .004

1 if enrolled in school -.368 013 -257 013  -.368 013  -257 013

Highest grade completed 093 .002 .090 .009 .093 .002 .090 .009

Annual weeks worked 018 .000 018 .000 018 .000 .018 .000

1if children present -.392 011 -385 011 -392 011 -383 011

1if live with parents -.283 011 -120 011  -.283 011  -119 011

1if dngle -.233 011 021 016 -.213 .018 031 032

Duration if single -.003 002 -.002 .004
Women and Men

1 if cohabiting -.101 015 019 017  -105 021 021 021

Durétion if cohabiting -.002 005  -.005 .007

Duration if married -.001 001  -.009 .004

Root MSE 657 623 657 623

Number of observations 50,917 41,078 50,917 41,078

Number of individuas 9,839 9,839 9,839 9,839

Note: All specifications also include dummy variables for each calendar year. Standard errors account for
nonindependence of observations within person-specific clusters.



Table A-2. OLS and Difference Edimates for Specificationsin Table 4

Log of Own Income Log of Tota Family Income
_ oLS Difference OoLS Difference
Vaiable Coeff. SE.  Coeff. SE  Codf. SE  Coeff. SE
Women
| ntercept -1446  4.050 -1383 3358
1if black -.051 013 -.141 010
1if Higpanic 079 015 -.035 012
Age 1.732 560 662 565 1.862 464 1715 468
Age’/10 -.793 285 -212 290 -821 236 -.715 .240
Age’/100 163 064 029 .065 162 .053 136 054
Age’/1000 -.013 005 -001  .005 012 004 -010 .004
1if enrolled in school -.181 .015 -.170 014  -242 012 -178 012
Highest grade completed 095 .003 105 011 .084 .002 JA11 .009
Annual weeks worked 033 .000 .029 .000 014 .000 012 .000
1if children present -.258 012 -134 014  -.062 010 -.033 012
1if live with parents -.254 014 -120 016 -227 012 -110 013
1if angle 091 021 114 044 -104 017  -.982 .033
Duration if single -.013 .002 .001 .006 .007 .002 013 .005
1 if cohabiting .057 036 114 037
Durétion if cohabiting -.017 009 -.017 012
Duration if married -.017 002 -.024 .008
Men
I ntercept -9428 3938 -7.330 3266
1if black -181 012 -.186 .010
1if Higpanic -.009 014 -.029 012
Age 1.193 546 .688 546 1.029 453 926 453
Age’/10 -.503 280 -.233 282 -.442 232 -346 234
Age’/100 092 063 035 064 .086 .052 .060 .053
Age’/1000 -.006 005 -.002 005 -.006 004 -004 .004
1if enrolled in school -.428 015 -276 015 -353 012 -245 013
Highest grade compl eted .096 .002 .096 .010 092 .002 .089 .009
Annual weeks worked 021 .000 022 .000 .018 .000 018 .000
1if children present -.042 013  -.037 013  -.053 011 -0+ 011
1if live with parents -.310 013 -.142 013  -302 011 -145 011
1if angle -251 022 -059 041 -729 018 -.508 032
Duration if single .004 .002 .005 005 -.004 002 -.002 .004
1 if cohabiting -.165 034  -062 035
Duration if cohabiting .003 .008 .009 012
Duration if married 018 002 -.000 .007
Continued
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Table A-2, Continued

Log of Own Income Log of Tota Family Income

_ oLS Difference OoLS Difference
Vaiable

Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E. Coeff. S.E.

Women and Men

1 if cohabiting -.082 021 021 021
Duration if cohabiting .000 005 -.004 .007
Duration if married .002 .001 -.008 .004
Root MSE 782 743 .649 .619
Number of observations 50,842 41,003 50,917 41,078
Number of individuas 9,839 9,839 9,839 9,839

Note: All specifications also include dummy variables for each calendar year. Standard errors account for
nonindependence of observations within person-specific clusters.



Table A-3. Difference Esimates for Specificationsin Table 6
(Dependent varidble islog of tota family income per adult equivaent)

Adult equivalent measure Race subsample®
_ NRC Per capita Whites Blacks
Vaigdle Coelf. SE.  Coelf. SE__ Codf. SE__ Codf. SE
Women
Age 1.428 A75 1272 484 1850 570 1785 1102
Age’/10 -.565 244 -484 248  -.788 293 -.736 564
Age®/100 101 055 .082 056 152 .066 137 .126
Age*/1000 -.007 005 -.005 005 -011 005 -.010 .010
1if enrolled in school -.188 012 -193 012 -220 014 -127 .028
Highest grade completed 116 .009 119 .010 153 011 021 023
Annual weeks worked 012 .000 012 .000 011 .000 013 .001
1if children present -418 012 -.666 012 -358 014 -275 031
1if live with parents -.066 013 -.043 013 -071 017 -108 028
1if dngle -.560 034 -441 034  -503 039 -442 .088
Duration if single 015 .004 016 .004 .020 .005 .010 .010
Men
Age 574 460 390 469 232 556 1743 1.0%4
Age’/10 -.165 238 -.069 242 .006 287  -711 543
Age®/100 019 054 .002 055 -.018 .065 130 122
Age’/1000 -.001 004 .001 .005 .003 005  -.009 .010
1if enrolled in school -.260 013  -.267 013 -.300 015  -167 032
Highest grade compl eted .090 .009 091 .009 102 .010 079 022
Annua weeks worked 018 .000 018 .000 017 .000 019 .001
1if children present -.463 01 -725 011 -39 013 -353 029
1if live with parents -111 011  -.093 011 -.099 014 -161 024
1if angle -.052 .033 .086 .033 .007 .038 148 .081
Duration if sngle -.001 004 -001 004 .003 004 -018 .009
Women and Men
1if cohabiting 020 021 018 023 .010 026 .058 051
Duretion if cohabiting -.006 007 -.007 007  -.003 010 -.011 014
Duration if married -.010 004 -011 004 -011 005 -.008 011
Root MSE 627 .638 580 723
Number of observations 41,078 41,078 24,327 10,487
Number of individuas 9,839 9,839 5911 2,489

Note: All specifications also include dummy variables for each calendar year. Standard errors account for
nonindependence of observations within person-specific clusters.

@Adult equivalent is defined by Fuchs's scale.
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