
ABSTRACT

MANTON, MARION ROSE.  Inequality in Wages Among Men: An
Examination of the Bachelor Wage Penalty.  (Under the direction of Dr.
Catherine R. Zimmer).

Married men earn more than single men.  Statistically significant wage

disparities have been documented in each of twelve industrialized countries.

These analyses have ignored the impact of cohabitation on wages.  Using

data from the National Survey of Families and Households, this study

extends the research designs of earlier studies by including the cohabiting

status of unmarried men.  It investigates the adequacy of the needs, wife as

a resource, and statistical discrimination theories.  

The inclusion of the cohabiting variable suggests that marriage is a

stronger predictor of income than cohabitation status.  The cohabitation

variable also casts doubt on both the needs theory and the wife as a

resource theory.  There is no evidence to suggest that the presence of a

partner and family causes an employer to provide a wage premium as

suggested by the needs theory.  Nor is there evidence to suggest that the

presence of a child or workplace participation by a partner results in a wage

penalty as suggested by the wife as a resource argument. 

The most important finding in this work is the interaction effect

between experience and marital status for never married men.  Since I use

cross-sectional data I cannot present a life course interpretation.  However,



for this group of men, the interaction effect suggests that at the outset,

married men do earn more than never married men, but with more years of

experience these differences disappear.  This finding supports statistical

discrimination.
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CHAPTER 1

INTRODUCTION

Since the nineteenth century labor economists have noted a wage

penalty for unmarried men.  Scholars continue to debate the bachelor penalty

into the twenty-first century.  Studies have focused on comparisons between

married, separated, divorced, widowed, and never married men.  Using this

measure of marital status, researchers have found that the bachelor wage

penalty persists after controlling for human capital variables such as

education and work experience.  The relationship remains after further

controlling for union membership, region of residence, and differences in the

industry and occupational choices of married and unmarried men.  

However, researchers have failed to investigate the impact of

cohabitation on the wage attainment of unmarried men.  Cohabitation

resembles marriage socially but single status legally. The rate of cohabiting

couples has increased consistently during the past forty years.  The 2000

Census data show 3.8 million unmarried-partner households.  The true

number of cohabiting couples is likely to be higher because cohabiting

couples may be reluctant to admit their cohabiting status to an interviewer. 

Further, there may be more than one cohabiting couple within a household

(Bureau of the Census, 2001).  
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Research Goals

The first goal of this study is to add to the overall understanding of the

bachelor penalty by examining the impact of cohabitation on wages.   The

National Survey of Families and Households (NSFH) data include

information on the cohabiting status of each respondent as well as the

traditional measure of marital status.  Therefore, I am able to replicate the

research design of earlier studies using the traditional marital status variable

and then compare the results to analyses that include the cohabiting status

of unmarried men. 

Most of the research on the bachelor wage penalty has focused on

four theories: the needs theory, the wife as a resource theory, the

homogeneity theory and the selection theory.  The second goal of this study

is to show how two of these theories, the needs theory and the wife as a

resource theory, can be better understood by examining the relationship

between wages and cohabitation.  I explain how a comparison of these two

theories in terms of cohabitors may suggest that one perspective has better

explanatory power than the other.   

Another prominent explanation of wage inequality is statistical

discrimination theory.  This theory reasons that it is costly and/or difficult to

obtain detailed information on each prospective employee.  Therefore,

employers may evaluate individuals on the basis of the perceived productivity

characteristics of the group or groups to which they belong (Thurow, 1975;



3

Phelps, 1972).   A third goal of this study is to evaluate the adequacy of

statistical discrimination theory relative to the bachelor penalty. 

Other explanations of wage inequality include social capital theory and

cultural capital theory.  The NSFH data includes weak measures of social

capital and cultural capital.  Therefore, the final goal of this study is to

present a brief discussion of social and cultural capital and use the limited

data available in the NSFH to discuss these two forms of capital as they

relate to the differential wages of men with different marital statuses. 

Extent of the Bachelor Penalty

Researchers interested in the determinants of wages have

consistently found that unmarried men earn less than their married

counterparts (Bartlett and Callahan, 1984; Bellas, 1992, 1993; Blau and

Beller, 1988; Block and Kuskin, 1978; Brown, 1980; Carliner, 1980; Goldin,

1990; Hill, 1979; Kalachek and Raines, 1976; Kenny, 1983; Kenny, Lee,

Maddala, and Trost, 1979; Korenman and Neumark, 1990; Manton, 1995;

Pfeffer and Ross, 1982; Talbert and Bose, 1977; Toutkoushian, 1998). 

Goldin (1990) argues that the marital premium for men has been noted by

labor economists since as early as the nineteenth century.  Earnings

differentials for men by marital status have been observed in the United

States (Bartlett and Callahan, 1984; Bellas, 1992, 1993; Blau and Beller,

1988; Block and Kuskin, 1978; Brown, 1980; Carliner, 1980; Goldin, 1990;
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Hill, 1979; Kalachek and Raines, 1976; Kenny, 1983; Kenny, Lee, Maddala,

and Trost, 1979; Korenman and Neumark, 1990; Manton, 1995; Pfeffer and

Ross, 1982; Talbert and Bose, 1977; Toutkoushian, 1998), in Sweden

(Duncan and Holmund, 1983) and in the United Kingdom (Chiplin and

Sloane, 1976; Greenhalgh, 1980; Siebert and Sloane, 1981).   Shoeni (1990)

reports wage penalties experienced by unmarried men are found to be

statistically significant in each of twelve industrialized countries.  This

suggests that explanations of the bachelor wage penalty should apply across

time and space.   

Depending upon the study, the wage penalty for single men ranges

from 10 to 40 percent.   This is close to race, firm-size, and union wage

differentials (Korenman and Neumark 1991).  The wage penalty persists after

controlling for education, work experience, and union membership.  The

relationship remains after further controlling for differences in the industry

and occupational choices of married and unmarried men (Duncan and

Holmund, 1983; Bartlett and Callahan, 1984; Korenman and Neumark,

1991).   Several researchers have found that married men enjoy more rapid

wage increases than their unmarried counterparts (Bartlett and Callahan

1984; Duncan and Holmund 1983; Kenny 1983; Korenman and Neumark,

1991). Moreover, Korenman and Neumark (1991), using the 1971, 1976,

1978 and 1980 waves of the National Longitudinal Survey of Young Men,

find that the marriage premium increases with the number of years married. 
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Only Nakosteen and Zimmer (1987) claim that there is no statistically

significant relationship between marital status and wages.  These theorists

use the 1977 wave of the Panel Study of Income Dynamics.  They draw a

cross-section sample of 576 men aged 18 to 24.  These theorists found a

positive marital wage coefficient of 0.370.  However, they argue that when

the exogeneity restriction is relaxed, the coefficient estimate is no longer

statistically significant.  Other researchers point out that the Nakosteen and

Zimmer tests of exogeneity are inconclusive (Cornwell and Rupert, 1995;

Korenman and Neumark 1991).  Therefore, I discount this research in favor

of the preponderance of research that finds a positive relationship between

marriage and wages for men.

Importance of this Study

The wage disadvantage experienced by unmarried men remains an

important issue given trends over the course of the past century toward

declining marriage rates, increasing divorce rates and separation, and the

tendency toward delaying or foregoing entry into first marriage.  U.S. Census

Bureau (2000) data show a decline in the number of married-couple families

with children from 87 percent of married couples in 1970 to 69 percent of

married couples in 2000.  Moreover, the proportion of young men aged 30 to

34 who have never married rose from 9 percent in 1970 to 34 percent in

2000 (Fields, and Casper, 2001). 
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Researchers have linked the decline in marriage to a trend toward

cohabitation (Bumpass and Sweet, 1991; Cherlin, 1992).  Cohabitation

before marriage is becoming the norm  (Bumpass, Sweet, and Cherlin, 1998;

Gwartney-Gibbs, 1986).   Bumpass et al. (1991) found that around one half

of first marriages were preceded by cohabitation. Further, the number of long

term cohabiting couples is increasing (Abma et al. 1997; Bumpass and

Sweet, 1991; Bureau of the Census, 2001; Fields and Casper, 2001). 

Hence, the bachelor wage penalty affects more and more men, especially if it

is visited on cohabitation. Understanding this form of disadvantage adds to

our understanding of inequalities based on other social distinctions such as

race, class and gender.   This research does not investigate race and class

differences in the bachelor penalty.  

Structure of Dissertation

This dissertation consists of five chapters.  Chapter 1 presents the

introduction, research goals, an historic overview of the extent of the

bachelor wage penalty, and the importance of this study.  Chapter 2 

provides a discussion and critique of four theories that have been advanced

to explain the bachelor penalty.  I show how the needs theory and the wife as

a resource theory can be extended to include a comparison of cohabiting and

non-cohabiting men.  
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The bulk of the bachelor penalty literature focuses on the four theories

I review.   In addition, other explanations of wage inequality include human

capital theory, statistical discrimination theory, social capital, and cultural

capital.  Chapter 2 begins with a description of how wages are set.  This is

followed by a discussion of how the four theories discussed above apply to

the wage penalty experienced by unmarried men.   Hypotheses resulting

from the theories discussed are presented in this chapter.

Chapter 3 describes the data and research methods used to test the

hypotheses in this project.  First, I describe the National Survey of Families

and Households study.  Second, I describe the sampling and data collection

procedures.  Third, I discuss the variables used in my research, and I

describe how each variable is measured.  Fourth, I describe the analytic

techniques used in this study.  

Chapter 4 discusses the descriptive findings and the results of

regression analyses.  This chapter is presented in two sections.  In the first

section, I give a brief overview of sample characteristics with regard to key

variables for both the marital status and cohabiting status variables.  All

frequencies and percentages are weighted sample statistics.  The second

section presents the results of regression analyses.

Chapter 5 summarizes my central findings.  In this section, I present

my concluding remarks, discuss the limitations of my study, and offer

suggestions for future research. 
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CHAPTER 2

LITERATURE REVIEW

This chapter is presented in three sections.  In the first section, I

address the question of how wages are set.  I explain the traditional labor

market models and their modifications.  In the second section I discuss and

critique four theories that have been advanced to explain the bachelor wage

penalty:  the needs theory,  the wife as a resource theory,  the homogeneity

theory, and the selection argument.  I show how the needs theory and the

wife as a resource theory can be extended to include a comparison of

cohabiting and non-cohabiting men. 

The third section presents four additional models of wage inequality. 

First, I evaluate the two major theories advanced by the economists: the

human capital theory and the statistical discrimination theory.  Then I discuss

how social capital theory and cultural capital theory apply to the bachelor

penalty.  Hypotheses resulting from all the theories are presented in this

chapter. 
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WAGE SETTING 

Within traditional economics, the starting point for wage analyses is

the notion that labor market transactions involve buyers and sellers: the

employer buys labor and the worker sells it.  Therefore, in any given labor

market there is a demand for workers and a supply of workers.  If employers

are offering a wage that is too high, then there will be a surplus of workers. 

The surplus of workers will signal employers that wages are too high. 

Competitors using lower priced workers may be able to lower the price of

their goods and drive the high wage paying firms out of existence.  On the

other hand, if employers are offering a wage that is too low, they may lose

their workers to higher paying firms.  Employers who cannot get enough

workers at the going wage will bring wages up.  For this model, competition

among workers forces wages down, and competition among employers

forces wages up. 

The problem with this model, though, is that the assumptions are not

realistic.  For the model to work we must assume 1) the jobs are alike, 2)

workers possess similar skills, 3) competition exists among employers and

workers, 4) employers and workers are well-informed about what jobs pay,

and 5) it is easy for workers to change jobs and it is easy for employers to

change workers.  These assumptions are hard to make.
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1

This research uses occupation as a variable to partially control for compensating

wage differentials related to work conditions.

Take the first assumption for example.  We know that all jobs are not

alike. Some jobs are safe, some jobs are dangerous, some jobs are dirty,

some jobs are pleasant.  Workers will compare jobs not only in terms of

wages, but also in terms of working conditions.  Employers will have to pay

higher wages to entice workers to fill those jobs which are  unsafe, or

unpleasant.  Employers with better working conditions will be able to pay

lower wages.  Wage differences that occur because of variations in working

conditions are called compensating wage differentials1. 

Assumption 2 asserts that workers are similar.  But workers do not

possess equal skills.  Some skills arising from innate abilities or acquired

capabilities may be in high demand.  Human capital is the set of skills that a

worker acquires through innate ability, schooling, experience, job training and

the like that improves the worker’s productivity and consequently leads to

higher wages.  Human capital theory is discussed in depth later in this

chapter.  

Discrimination occurs when workers with similar abilities and skills as

other workers are denied access to high wage jobs or they receive lower pay

because of characteristics not related to productivity, such as race or sex. 

This demand side approach is rooted in Gary Becker’s notion of “tastes for



11

discrimination.”  He explains that wage differentials may be present between

blacks and whites if whites have a distaste for working with or associating

with blacks.  Similarly, males may dislike working for women, but be

comfortable with female subordinates (Becker, 1971).  By extension we may

argue that married males may dislike working for unmarried men, but be

comfortable with single subordinates.  Another argument is that employers

may discriminate in response to customers’ preferences.  In this case, the

customer may prefer dealing with individuals of a certain race or sex, or

customers may feel more comfortable dealing with married men rather than

single men.  Employers benefit from discrimination, then, in terms of greater

customer satisfaction and lesser employee conflict.  In Becker’s model,

however, discrimination results in an opportunity cost for the firm.  Those

firms which do not discriminate would benefit from hiring the lower cost

minority groups, and eventually, competition for productive minorities would

eliminate wage differentials between groups.  

Discrimination also exists because employers do not have perfect

information about new employees.  Job applicants have different

characteristics in terms of skill, effort, and responsibility.  A resume and

interview with a potential employee is not enough for the firm to predict the

character and behavior of any particular employee.  It is too costly to

determine a worker’s true character and ability.  Statistical discrimination

theory holds that If firms believe that certain types of workers are more likely
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to be productive than other types of workers, then they may use worker

characteristics such as race, sex or marital status as a less expensive

screening device. Statistical discrimination theory is discussed more fully

later in this chapter.  

A more sociological approach to statistical discrimination theory is

offered by Tomaskovic-Devey (1993).  He argues, and I agree, that statistical

discrimination may result if employers believe that there are differences

between group productivity when, in fact, no such differences exist. 

Tomaskovic-Devey’s “perceived group differences” theory is discussed later

in this chapter.

I now turn to theories of wage differentials that focus specifically on

the bachelor wage penalty.

 

THEORIES OF THE BACHELOR WAGE PENALTY

The literature has generally focused on four arguments to explain the

lower wages of unmarried men.  First, the needs theory posits that employers

perceive married men to need a higher income since they have a family to

support (Talbert and Bose, 1977).   Second, the wife as a resource

argument, based upon efficiency or productivity measures, claims that

marriage improves a man’s productivity (Becker, 1981, 1985; Benham, 1974;
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Greenhalgh, 1980; Kanter, 1977; Kenney, 1983; Pfeffer and Ross, 1982).  

Third, the  homogeneity theory makes the argument that employers tend to

favor those people who are most like themselves (Bartlett and Callahan,

1984; Hill, 1979; Kanter, 1977, 1993).  Fourth, the selection argument

suggests that characteristics that are rewarded in the workplace, such as

dependability, loyalty, ability, and the like, are also valued in the marriage

market (DiMaggio   and Mohr, 1985; Gwartney and Stroup, 1973; Nakosteen

and Zimmer, 1987).

The Needs Argument

This perspective looks at the wage discrepancy  from both  supply

side and demand side perspectives.  At the heart of this model is the notion

that wage discrimination may be based on traditional ideology which forces

husbands into the role of provider (Becker, 1981; Kenney, 1983; Talbert and

Bose, 1977).   Historically, marriages were often arranged as a business

deal.  Many of the elements of the business deal remain.  From a societal

perspective, the primary purpose of marriage is to legally bond a man and

woman for the nurture and support of any children they may have.  Nock

(1998) points out that, historically, a man is expected to be the father of his

wife’s children, he should provide for his wife and children, and he should

protect his wife and children.  The provider role has been particularly

important. Many Americans still believe the ideology that a man should
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provide for his family.  Bernard (1981) argues that the male provider role

developed with the emergence of market economies, and by 1840 the

framework of the classic form of the good provider role was in place, and

men were judged as men in terms of their ability to support their families. 

Gender identity became directly linked to the breadwinner role (Bernard,

1982; Brenton, 1966; Demos, 1974; Gould, 1974).  Ehrenreich  (1983:11-12)

states

In the 1950s there was a firm expectation that required men to grow
up, marry and support their wives.  To do anything else was less than
grown-up and the man who willfully deviated was judged to be
somehow ‘less than a man.’ 

Traditional marital ideology has defined husbands as the head of the

household.  Prior to the late 1960s, men were the primary breadwinners, and

women were the primary homemakers and child care providers.  LaRossa

and LaRossa (1981) found that this traditional arrangement often exists after

the birth of a child regardless of how egalitarian the marriage was before the

arrival of the child.

Talbert and Bose (1977) examined the wages of retail store clerks 

and found an average $650 annual pay difference between married and

unmarried male clerks.   These theorists  suggest a demand-side

explanation.  That is, the marital premium may exist because employers

believe that married men need a higher income in order to provide

adequately for their families.  This idea implies that firms are prepared to
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reject cheaper, female or unmarried male job candidates, in favor of a more

expensive married job candidate.  Alternatively, a supply-side perspective

suggests that socialization patterns which designate men to assume the

primary burden of providing for a family compels married men to seek higher

paying jobs (Becker, 1981, 1985; Kenney, 1983).  I suggest though that this

perspective does not adequately explain why single men would not want jobs

which pay a higher wage.

I suggest that this theory could be strengthened by examining the

impact of cohabitation on wages.  Since men who cohabit also have families

we might expect employers to recognize that cohabiting men also need

higher incomes in order to provide adequately for their families.  Similarly, a

supply-side perspective suggests that cohabiting men will seek out higher

paying jobs in order to better provide for their families.

The needs theory suggests

Hypothesis 1:  Married men should receive higher wages than non-

cohabiting unmarried men.

Hypothesis 2:  Cohabiting men should receive higher wages than non-

cohabiting unmarried men.

Hypothesis 3:  All else equal, cohabiting men should receive similar

wages to married men.

Further, since men with children have larger families to support than

men without children we would expect to find 
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Hypothesis 4: The presence of a child in the home will have a positive

impact on wages.

The needs argument suggests that higher wages for married men are

socio-culturally induced.  The wage increase makes employers feel good

because it is the right thing to do. 

The Wife as a Resource Argument

A second explanation of the difference between married and single

men is that marriage causes men to be more productive in the workforce,

and therefore, married men are more likely to receive higher wages than are

single men.  This argument is based on two neoclassical human capital

concepts.  First, the efficiency argument rests on the notion that a wife

improves her husbands’ market productivity by managing the household

(Becker, 1981, 1985) and/or assisting her husband in job related tasks

(Kanter, 1977).  Therefore, married men are likely to be more valuable than

unmarried men (Becker, 1981, 1985; Benham, 1974; Kenny, 1983;

Greenhalgh, 1980; Kanter, 1977).  Implicit within this reasoning is the

assumption that earnings are directly proportional to individual productivity.  

Second, the specialization and exchange argument proposes that the

maintenance of a household requires both work time and home time, and

within marriage, men have a comparative advantage in market work, and

women have a comparative advantage in household production.  This results
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from sex segregation both in educational institutions and in the workforce

which lowers the market earnings of women.  Different theorists contend that

men and women receive different educational training (Mincer and Polachek,

1974) and that women receive less on-the-job training (Duncan and Hoffman,

1979; Polachek, 1981).  Further, women are restricted in the workforce by

occupational segregation (Reskin, 1988; Trieman and Hartmann, 1981) and

by job segregation within occupation both across firms and within firms (Blau,

1977; Bridges and Berk, 1978; Reskin and Hartmann, 1991).  

Hersch and Stratton (2000) use data from the National Survey of

Families and Households to test Becker’s  theory that wives specialize in

home production thereby enabling their husbands to devote more time and

energy to market work.   These researchers calculate time spent on nine

types of household activities.  They use the traditional measure of marital

status: married, divorced, separated, and widowed.  They found that never

married men spent about the same amount of time on housework as married

men.  Men with working wives spent more time on housework than men

whose wives were not employed, but this was barely significant at the 0.09

level.  Hersch and Stratton conclude that for this sample of men, household

specialization is not responsible for the bachelor penalty.

Greenstein’s research (2000) also counters Becker’s specialization

and exchange theory.  His investigation of households where wives were the
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breadwinners showed that wives were doing more housework than would be

expected and husbands were doing less.  

In any event, the wife as a resource argument suggests that

husbands, whose wives specialize in home production, spend less time in

household production, and therefore, are able to devote more time and

energy to market work.  Thus, the married man, with his wife as an asset, is

typically seen as bringing more than one full-time person to the job.

Kanter (1977:110-111), points to four kinds of task contributions made

by wives: 1) direct substitution, in which a wife is involved in work that could

be done by a paid employee, for example, she might answer telephones,

deliver packages, or perform accounting tasks for her husband; 2) indirect

support, whereby a wife operates behind the scenes acting as hostess to

entertain and build relationships with those people who are important to her

husband’s career; 3) consulting, in which a wife acts as a business advisor,

offering her husband advice on business matters; and 4) emotional aid,

which entails giving her husband emotional support and keeping him

motivated in his work. 

The wife as a resource argument suggests that a wife who works will

have less time to devote to her husband’s career.  Thus Pfeffer and Ross

(1982) reason that having a working wife would be expected to have a

negative influence on wage attainment.  Furthermore, they suggest that

managerial and professional men may require more time and energy from
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their wives than blue-collar workers, and, therefore, the marriage premium

and the effect of having a working wife should be stronger for managerial and

professional people.  They tested their ideas in their analysis of the 1966

National Longitudinal Survey of Mature Men.  They found a marriage

premium for managerial, professional, and blue-collar workers, and further

observed a wage penalty for having a working wife for all three groups.  As

anticipated, the marriage and working wife effects were larger for the

managerial and professional groups.  

This research can be critiqued on two counts.  First, Pfeffer and Ross

use 1966 data consisting of a sample of mature men.  The wives, then, are

likely to belong to a generation of women who were raised in the pre-World

War II period when most women expected to leave the labor force

permanently upon marriage.  The experiences of these men and women are

likely to be quite different from the experiences of dual-earner couples of the

1990s.

Second, the causal claim that a woman’s decision to work negatively

affects her husband’s wage may be backwards.  Between 1973 and 1990

real weekly earnings declined 13 percent and the number of two-paycheck

families increased (U.S. Department of Labor, 1991).  Moreover, 32 percent

of women surveyed by the Roper Organization in 1990 said that they worked

in order to bring in extra money.  Approximately 50 percent of these women

were currently married.  Further, 51 percent of the women interviewed said
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that they would prefer to stay home rather than to work.  This suggests that

many women work out of economic necessity.  These findings suggest that it

is the husband’s wage which affects the probability that his wife will work

rather than the Pfeffer and Ross (1982) suggestion that a working wife’s job

negatively affects her husband’s wage potential.

There is little doubt that wives assist their husbands both through their

contributions in household production and through tasks related to their

husbands’ work.  However, I contend that while the wife as a resource effect

is accurate in terms of additional benefits accruing to the company, the

extent to which these services are compensated by an increase in husbands’

wages is exaggerated. 

Kenny (1983), using data from the Panel Study of Income Dynamics,

presents evidence that men acquire human capital more rapidly when they

are married than when they are not married.  He extends the wife as a

resource argument by suggesting that married men may borrow from their

wives at a lower cost than borrowing from other sources thereby making the

accumulation of human capital cheaper.  Bergstrom and Schoeni (1992)

point out that if Kenny (1983) is correct in his assertion that marriage makes

human capital cheaper to accumulate, there is a need to explain the fact that 

highly educated people tend to marry later than those with less education.  It

is possible that there are unobserved effects such as ability, perseverance,

and determination that increase the likelihood that a man will marry and that
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he will continue to accumulate human capital at an elevated level after

marriage.

If the wife as a resource theory is correct in its assumption that

marriage causes men to be more productive in the workforce, and therefore,

married men are more likely to receive higher wages than are single men,

then I suggest  that the wife as a resource theory could be strengthened by

examining the impact of cohabitation on wages.  If it is true that wives

increase their husbands productivity, then cohabiting men should experience

some of the benefits currently attributed to the presence of a wife, relative to

single men who live alone.  The wife as a resource argument leads to the

same first two hypotheses as the needs argument.  That is:

Hypothesis 1:  Married men should receive higher wages than non-

cohabiting unmarried men.

Hypothesis 2: Cohabiting men should receive higher wages than non-

cohabiting unmarried men.

However, the experience of cohabitors is not the same as married

couples.  According to Rindfuss and Vanden Heuvel (1990), cohabitors are

likely to have different gender role attitudes than married couples, and are

likely to have a more equitable distribution of household tasks (South and

Spitze, 1994).  Cohabiting mens’ partners  are likely to spend less time in

household production than the wives of married men.  Cohabiting men are

likely to have less time to devote market work than married men.  Therefore,
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Hypo thesis  6 sug gests  that m en w ith child ren a t hom e who do  not co hab it would

experience a higher bachelor penalty since there is no wife or partner to pick up the

slack.  I tested this with an interaction term between presence of a child in the home

and cohabitation status.  The interaction effect was barely significant at the .051 level

for ne ver married  men  who  do not coh abit, bu t the ef fect is n ot me aning ful sinc e on ly

11 m en fe ll into this  categ ory.   

cohabiting men are likely to be less productive than married men.  Therefore,

I would expect to find 

Hypothesis 5:  Cohabiting men should receive lower wages than

married men.

The needs theory suggests that the presence of children should result

in a higher wage.  The wife as a resource argument suggests the opposite. 

This theory suggests that mothers react to the competing demands of wife

and parent roles.  The presence of children in the home restricts the time that

a wife or partner spends supporting her husband’s or partner’s career. 

Therefore,

Hypothesis 62:  The presence of a child in the home will have a negative

effect on income. 

In a similar vein, we would expect that a wife or partner who works will

have less time to devote to her husband’s or partner’s  career.  Therefore,

Hypothesis 7: There will be a negative relationship between having a

wife who works and wages.

Hypothesis 8:  There will be a negative relationship between having a

partner who works and wages.
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Unlike the needs theory, which suggests that the wage premium for

married men is socio-culturally induced, the wife as a resource theory

suggests that higher wages of married men are productivity driven.  The wife

as a resource argument suggests that employers pay married men higher

wages because they are more valuable to the firm.  They do not increase

married men’s wages because it is the socially approved thing to do.  Rather,

increasing married men’s wages is a rational choice for employers.

The Homogeneity Argument

A third theory asserts that employers simply fill jobs with those people

whom they like and feel comfortable with (Hill, 1979; Bartlett and Callahan,

1984).  People tend to sponsor others who are like themselves; they belong

to the same clubs, attend similar schools, and so forth (Useem, 1984; Kanter,

1977).  Kanter (1993 [1977]:62-63) points out:

Keeping management positions in the hands of people of one’s kind
provides reinforcement for the belief that people like oneself actually
deserve such authority.  ‘Homosocial’ and ‘homosexual’ reproduction
provide an important form of reassurance in the face of uncertainty
about performance measurement in high-rewarded, high-prestige
positions.  So management positions again become easily closed to
people who are ‘different’.

Kanter’s  argument for the existence of ‘homosocial’ and ‘homosexual’

reproduction stems from two sources: organizational uncertainty and social

exclusion.  She points out that most power goes to those people in areas

with the highest level of uncertainty.  For example, sales and marketing
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managers during times of high competition, and lawyers when government

regulations are problematic. Kanter defines uncertainty as inherent in

managerial roles.

Kanter points out that the reduction of uncertainty reduces the need

for homogeneity.   Therefore, when managerial jobs are routinized, leading to

lower uncertainty, then the personal characteristics of the people in these

positions becomes less important, and more kinds of people will be found in

these jobs.  This reasoning suggests that single men may be placed in

managerial jobs where there are well-developed procedures to handle

problems and consequently, lower levels of uncertainty.  I do not propose to

test this argument in this paper.

Kanter’s arguments also attest to the centrality of cultural capital as a

basis for exclusion from good jobs and high status groups.  In her discussion

of social exclusion she suggests that people who do not have the appropriate

social characteristics in comparison to the homogeneous management group

tend to be found in staff positions where uncertainty is low: jobs tend to be

routinized and organizational control mechanisms are strong.  

The exclusion argument can be traced back to Weber (1968).  Weber

implies that group attributes such as race, religion, social origin, and so forth

can be used for “the monopolization of specif ic, usually economic

opportunities” (Weber, 1968:342}.  The idea is that one group is motivated to

secure a privileged position for itself at the expense of another group.  This



25

type of exploitation may result from the ownership of cultural capital.  Weber

(1968) suggests that probation periods, qualifying tests, and so forth may be

used as tools for exclusionary purposes.

The theory suggests that the bachelor penalty exists because married

men have been successful in keeping prime jobs for themselves by

successfully blocking access to these jobs from single men.  Parkin (1979)

explains that two types of processes can occur in social closure.  The first

type, exclusion, has to do with strategies that specific groups use to isolate

“out” groups.  Thus, we might suspect that married males have been

successful in keeping prime jobs for themselves by successfully blocking

access to these jobs from unmarried men.  The social closure theory implies

that there is an alliance of married men in prime positions.  It also suggests

that these men are aware of their advantages and responsibilities and work

to perpetuate their kind.  Marital status is a political and social creation.  I

suggest that, politically, unmarried men are just as free to pursue a particular

job as married men.  Since men in management positions tend to be married

(Doudna and McBride, 1981), their social life is the social life of married men,

and they have little in common with unmarried men.  As a whole, then they

are motivated to protect their positions.

Parkin (1979) points out that such closure rules must be justified by

universal criteria that are unrelated to the advantages of birth.  Thus, Parkin

emphasizes the tension between the need for the exploitive group to
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legitimize itself by upholding an openness of access and the desire to

reproduce itself socially by exclusion of the “out” group.  Parkin (1979)

argues that the ownership of academic or professional qualifications is the

primary means by which the privileged group may legally restrict entry into

key positions.  

The second type of social closure process mentioned by Parkin

(1979), usurpation, deals with attempts by the less privileged to secure a

share of the resources previously controlled by the more dominant group. 

For example, the struggles of minorities to gain access to higher-paying jobs

through union membership, affirmative action programs, and social

movement activity.  I know of no evidence of usurpation attempts by

unmarried men. 

The homogeneity argument that people tend to sponsor others who

belong to the same clubs, attend similar schools and so forth attests to the

importance of cultural capital: people in powerful, high status positions are

likely to sponsor others who possess high status cultural attributes.   Married

men dominate the power structure of organizations: they hold the most

influential positions.  If we are to accept the homogeneity argument as an

explanation of the bachelor penalty, then we must assume that unmarried

men are less likely to possess the attributes favored by married men who

occupy high status positions: they are less likely to possess high status

cultural capital.  Cultural capital is discussed further later in this chapter. 
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The type of discrimination suggested by the homogeneity argument is

not profit induced.  Rather, wage inequality in this case is generated by

cultural biases toward one’s own group.  Similar to the needs theory, the

wage increase is socio-culturally induced.  Unlike the needs theory, the wage

increase does not come about because it is the right thing to do, it comes

about because it is the pleasant thing to do.

The Selection Argument

One alternative argument to the wife as a resource theory is that the

social characteristics that foster raises and/or promotions within a

corporation, such as ability, loyalty, honesty, and the like,  also influence the

probability that a man will marry (Cornwell and Rupert, 1997).  Men with the

proper socioeconomic background, education, and cultural capital, are more

likely to be accepted both on a corporate and on a social level.  These men

are more likely to be selected for promotion, and to be selected as marriage

partners (DiMaggio and Mohr, 1985).  High income men, then, are likely to

be more attractive in the marriage market (Becker, 1981; Gwartney and

Stroup, 1973; Keeley, 1977;  Nakosteen and Zimmer, 1987).   Edin (2000)

found that low-income mothers consider stable employment and wages as a

necessity for marriage.  Wilson (1987) makes a similar argument, noting the

disappearance of work within inner-city neighborhoods and a simultaneous
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drop in real wages as contributing to lower marriage rates among African

American men.

Gorman (1999) also points out that men with high wages are more

likely to be attracted to marriage since they may expect a greater return from

specializing in market work.  Here causality is reversed such that income

affects men’s likelihood of getting married rather than marriage affecting

men’s wages.  This theory is challenged by Kilbourne, England, and Beron

(1994).  Using the young men’s cohort of the National Longitudinal Survey

(NLS) from 1966 to 1981, these researchers found that marriage increases

earnings for both black men and white men.  They found that for both black

men and white men, those who changed their status from single to married

enjoyed a wage increase within a year.  According to these theorists,

selection into marriage may occur, but its effects are netted out because a

longitudinal study captures within-person changes.   Kilbourne et al. (1994)

claim that the positive effect of marriage on wages cannot be attributed to any

tendency of higher earning men to marry because the data showed that the

wage increase occurred after the change in marital status.  Similarly,

Korenman and Neumark (1991), using NLS data from 1976, 1978 and 1980,

found that men who marry enjoy around an 8 percent wage premium,

whereas men who divorce experience about a 2 percent wage decrease. 

Korenman and Newmark (1991) argue that the marital premium is primarily

due to productivity enhancing effects of marriage.   These theorists performed
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additional analyses of data collected from the personnel file of a large U.S.

manufacturing firm.  These analyses demonstrate that the marital wage

premium exists within a single firm for a relatively homogeneous group of

men.  Korenman and Neumark (1991) looked at managers and professionals

within the company.  They found that newly hired men who were married

were almost 50 percent more likely to receive one of the top two performance

ratings.   Further, married workers were likely to be located in higher paying

job grades.  

The findings in support of the selection argument have been well

documented.   I do not propose to retest these ideas in this research.

However, the longitudinal studies of Kilbourne, England, and Beron (1994),

and Korenman and Newmark (1991) indicate that wages rise after marriage. 

These are much more compelling arguments than the cross sectional

arguments of Becker (1981), Nakosteen and Zimmer (1987), and Keeley

(1977) because longitudinal analyses allow examination of how men’s wages

change as they move from one marital state to another. 
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ADDITIONAL MODELS OF WAGE INEQUALITY

The first part of this section discussed the four theories advanced to

explain the bachelor wage penalty.  This section looks at four additional

explanations of wage inequality that may shed light on the bachelor penalty. 

First, the human capital model holds that people invest in themselves by

going to school, acquiring job training, developing specific skills and so forth,

thereby increasing their productivity levels (Becker, 1964; Mincer, 1974). 

Second, statistical discrimination theory reasons that it is costly and/or difficult

to obtain detailed information on each prospective employee.  Therefore,

employers may evaluate individuals on the basis of the perceived productivity

characteristics of the group or groups to which they belong (Thurow, 1975;

Phelps, 1972).  Third, social capital theory argues that personal resources

such as network ties influence both wages and job mobility (Granovetter,

1973).  Fourth, cultural capital suggests that people with highly valued cultural

capital are more likely to gain access to good jobs (Lamont and Lareau,

1988).

Human Capital Theory 

The dominant theory of wage and hiring inequality for economists is

the human capital model.  At the heart of the model is the notion that people

invest in their own skills.  According to human capital theory, earnings rise
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with additional education and training because education and training

promote worker productivity (Becker 1964; Mincer 1974).  The implication is

that educational institutions teach specific skills such as computer

programming, typing, accounting and the like, as well as more general skills,

such as the ability to follow instructions, and these acquired skills are

valuable in the workplace.  Implicit within human capital theory is the

assumption that earnings are directly proportional to individual productivity,

and employers fully utilize the skills acquired from the education of their

workers.   If it can be substantiated that unmarried men are less productive,

or have a lower human capital, than married workers, then there is support for

the human capital theory.  A critical weakness in human capital theory is the

difficulty in defining and measuring the productivity levels of employees. 

Hence, tests of human capital theory typically assume that the association of

human capital level with wages is due to the productivity enhancing quality of

human capital.  This assumption has been questioned by social closure

theorists (Marshall, 1974; Reskin, 1988; Tomaskovic-Devey, 1993).  

Human capital theory also implies wage and hiring differentials for

various levels of investment in human capital.  The notion here is that

individuals make decisions to invest in themselves today in order to increase

their earnings in the future.  According to this theory, a person assesses the

incremental costs and benefits of investing in his or her future.  For example,

additional schooling would mean direct costs such as expenditures on books,
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tuition etc., together with indirect costs such as foregone income.  The theory

also suggests that people with high aptitudes will be more likely to pursue a

higher education since the costs of studying are lower for talented individuals

than for less able people (Becker 1964; Becker and Chiswick 1966). 

Work force experience is another way in which workers can

accumulate human capital.  Economists differentiate between general and

specific on-the-job training.  General training refers to skills that are

appropriate for any firm or industry.  This type of training increases the

productivity of the worker within his or her current firm, but it also makes that

employee potentially more productive for other firms.  On the other hand,

firm-specific training can be used only in the particular firm.  Since workers

become more productive, and their knowledge cannot be transferred across

firms, a firm is likely to recoup the cost of such training, and gain from the

higher productivity level of the worker.  In this case, firms are more likely to be

willing to bear at least part of the cost of training (Hashimoto, 1981).  

If we are to accept human capital theory as an explanation of the work

penalties experienced by unmarried men, then we must assume that

productivity differences account for variations in wages.  The theory implies:

a) unmarried men are inherently less able than married men, that is,

unmarried men lack the physical attributes, intelligence, and so forth

necessary to achieve a high level of performance;  b) unmarried men choose

to invest less in human capital accumulation; or c) unmarried men choose
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My model concentrates on the effect of experience over time.  I have made the

assumption that information regarding workers is transmitted from one firm to the

next.  However, I could also argue that workers benefit from long tenure because

employers have a longer period in which to observe worker productivity and adjust

wages ac cord ingly.  This stu dy rep licates  the research de sign o f earlie r stud ies. 

Therefore, I chose to limit my analyses to the experience variable rather than the

tenure varia ble be caus e this is  the m easu re used by the m ajority of  theorists

inves tigating  the bache lor wage pena lty with cro ss se ctiona l data.  

career paths which are less likely to lead to firm specific human capital.  A

critical issue, therefore, is the extent to which productivity can be defined and

measured.  If it can be substantiated that unmarried men are, in fact, less

productive, then there is support for the human capital theory. To the best of

my knowledge, no such studies exist.

Although human capital theory is not the main focus of this

dissertation, it is an important part of any discussion on wages, and it is the

source of two important control variables used in this study: (1) education and

(2) work experience.  The former speaks only to general skills, while the latter

may speak partially to firm-specific skills3.

Statistical Discrimination Theory

Statistical discrimination theory posits that discrimination against

certain groups makes economic sense under circumstances of uncertainty. 

The theory is based upon the notion that employers do not have complete

information on employees, and, therefore, firms use statistical information

pertaining to certain groups or classes of people as a yardstick for guessing
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the productivity of individuals (Aiger and Cain, 1977; Arrow, 1972; Borjas and

Goldberg, 1978; Ludberg and Startz, 1983;  Phelps, 1972).  .

In this light, the problems involved in hiring and promoting people

cannot be solved simply by collecting information on individuals.  The firm is

faced with uncertainty about the productivity or reliability of potential workers. 

One way that firms deal with this is to classify people according to attributes

such as race, sex, and marital status.  If firms believe that certain types of

workers are more likely to be absent from the workplace, careless, accident

prone, and so forth, then they will not be as likely to hire or promote these

types of workers.  This line of thinking is at the heart of the statistical

discrimination model.  

Researchers have found evidence that married males show a stronger

job attachment.  Weiss (1984) found lower tendencies to quit among married

production workers compared to single workers.  Further, Burtless and Moffitt

(1985), analyzing the Longitudinal Retirement History Survey, report that

married men are likely to work more hours per year than unmarried men. 

And Gottschalk and Maloney (1985), using data from the Michigan Panel

survey report that married men are more likely to find jobs within one year of

job separation than single men.  One should use caution in interpreting the

Burtless and Moffitt (1985) and the Gottschalk and Maloney (1985)

conclusions since it is possible that married men may not exhibit a stronger
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job attachment than single men; rather, married men may be offered more job

opportunities than their single counterparts.  This possibility was not tested.

An alternative approach is that statistical discrimination may result if

employers believe that there are differences between group productivity

when, in fact, no such differences exist (England, 1992; Tomaskovic-Devey,

1993).  England calls this “error discrimination.”  Tomaskovic-Devey labels it

“perceived group differences.”   Tomaskovic-Devey suggests, and I agree,

that this form of statistical discrimination is most prevalent.  

Marriage is both a public and a legal commitment.  When a man

marries he accepts responsibility for his wife and children both legally and

publicly.  Moreover, despite the high divorce rate in the United States, our

cultural expectation is that marriage should be a lifelong commitment. 

Consequently, employers may consider married men as committed to their

families, and therefore likely to be committed to the workplace.  Conversely,

unmarried men may be perceived as having a weaker commitment to the

institution of marriage, and therefore a weaker commitment to the workplace.

The stigma associated with bachelorhood has not disappeared.

Singles are perceived as living for the moment and embracing an

individualistic lifestyle (Elkin, 1995).  Those men who have never married by

mid-life are regarded with suspicion.  Stereotypes remain of “immature” single

young men who are “sowing wild oats” and unmarried older men who face the

stigma of perceived homosexuality or who are considered either unable to
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“win” a mate or who are unwilling to take on the responsibilities of caring for

and providing for a family (Etaugh and Malstrom, 1981) The stereotypes are

further intensified by media reports on singles’ products and services such as

singles’ bars, dating services, vacation resorts, singles’ parties, and so forth. 

Etaugh and Malstrom (1981) point out that these stereotypes persist in spite

of the increasing numbers of people who choose to remain unmarried.  Since

people in majority groups tend to consider their own behavior to be the norm

and to view the behavior of people in minority groups to be less appropriate,

one might expect a negative response to unmarried men resulting from

intolerant and disapproving attitudes toward that group.

If it is true that employers believe that unmarried men are less

committed to their work, and thus, less productive than married men  when, in

fact, no such differences exist, then we would expect to find that the same

years of experience would lead to different wages for unmarried men relative

to married men.   With time, the firm would recognize the productivity of

unmarried men and wages would be revised to reflect the current perception

of productivity.  The  argument suggests an interaction effect between marital

status and experience, such that 

Hypothesis 9: The negative effect of bachelorhood on wages,

conditional on experience, will decrease as the level of

experience increases.
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The statistical discrimination model accepts the notion that firms

maximize profits, but it qualifies the idea of perfect knowledge.  The basic

premise in this model is that uncertainty exists because the gathering and

processing of information may be costly and/or difficult.  Therefore, the firm

will maximize its utility and/or control of costs if it uses heuristic devices to

pinpoint particular groups of workers who are most likely to give the greatest

return to the employer.

Social Capital Theory

  The central idea here is that network ties are powerful forces in

gaining access to good jobs (Burt, 1992; Granovetter; 1973; Loury, 1981;

Portes, 1995).  Where human capital consists of the skills and knowledge

acquired by the individual, social capital is embodied within social networks

and relations among people.   “Just as physical capital and human capital

facilitate productive activity, social capital does as well” (Coleman,

1988:S100-S101).  Lin et al (1981) and Marsden and Hurlbert (1988) suggest

that social capital is as important as human capital in terms of status

attainment. Burt (1998) argues that the positive effect of social capital

remains net of human capital factors.

People can be described relative to their links with other people within

a social network.   The focal person within a network analysis is called an

“ego,” and the people to whom he or she is tied are called “alters.” 
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Granovetter ‘s (1973) study suggests network ties are an important factor in

attaining higher income jobs.  An individual’s close friends and family “strong

ties” may provide information about job openings.  However these “strong

ties” tend to provide information that is redundant for ego.    “Weak ties” to

not-as-close friends and acquaintances provide more diverse job-related

information.   Bian  (1997) found that weaker ties reached higher-status

contacts for all of their sample of workers.  Social ties with company

employees increase the likelihood that a job candidate will be hired

(Granovetter, 1974).  This is especially true if the candidate has a social tie

with a powerful member of that organization (Kilduff and Krackhardt, 1994;

Seidel et al, 2000).  In a similar vein, a study of a retail bank showed that the

likelihood of an interview and later job offer was greater for applicants who

had ties with current employees (Fernandez and Weinberg, 1997).  Barley

(1991) claims that a relationship between the job candidate and a company

employee increases company trust in the candidate and reduces uncertainty

about the candidate’s productivity (Simon and Warner, 1992).  

Burt pointed out the importance of ego having social networks which

include alters who do not share a connection.  Burt (1997) argues that

structural holes exist between unconnected alters.  Ego functions as a bridge

between two unconnected alters.  Ego is valuable to unconnected alters

because of his or her ability trade information.  Further, unconnected alters

provide ego with greater bargaining power (Burt, 1997).   Nan Lin (1999,
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2000) conceptualizes social capital as 1) quantity and/or quality of social

resources available to an actor and (2) the characteristics of the network. 

Unfortunately, the NSFH data do not provide measures of the quality of social

resources, nor does it indicate the characteristics of any given social network. 

The data do, however provide a measure of the quantity of social capital. 

Therefore, I posit 

Hypothesis 10: There will be a positive relationship between the number

of social organizations a man belongs to and wages. 

And, the more often he attends meetings the more likely he is to acquire a

network of social contacts.  

Hypothesis 11: There will be a positive relationship between the level of

attendance of social organizations and wages. 

I know of no research that explores the network structures of married

men relative to unmarried men.  I could argue, though, that married men are

more likely to own their own homes and therefore, they are more likely to

consider themselves to be permanent members of the community.  As such,

married men might be more likely to belong to neighborhood organizations,

civic service associations, political organizations, and churches.  On the other

hand, work and family responsibilities might restrict the number of hours a

married man is able to spend in clubs and organizations.  In this research, I

will investigate the number of organizations a man belongs to and the level of

attendance for each marital status.  Further, a wife may increase her
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husband’s social capital by virtue of the social network of family, friends, and

colleagues she brings to the relationship.

Cultural Capital Theory 

Central to this theory is Weber’s (1978) argument that high prestige

groups require members to follow a particular life-style. The idea here is that

occupational mobility may be attained by the possession of cultural capital,

where cultural capital is perceived as a class attribute, and a basis for social

selection or exclusion (Bourdieu, 1985).  The valued culture is that which

accommodates the preferences of the dominant class.  According to Bourdieu

(1985), people with high social class positions tend to have more economic

capital and cultural capital. 

Lamont and Lareau (1988:156) extend Bourdieu’s (1987 [1979]) work

by defining cultural capital as institutionalized.  For Lamont and Lareau,

cultural capital consists of  “widely shared high status cultural signals

(attitudes, preferences, formal knowledge, behaviors, goods and credentials)

used for social and cultural exclusion.”  Individuals can be classified as

possessing a “high” or “low” culture depending upon their preferences and

behaviors.   Individuals with higher valued cultural capital, such as the ability

to recognize a good wine, knowledge of the arts, tasteful dress, upper-class

speech patterns, and ownership of luxury items,  are more likely to gain

access to good jobs.  Whereas, people with lower valued cultural capital such
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as an appreciation for good beer, knowledge of movies, working-class speech

patterns, and ownership of practical items, are less likely to gain access to

good jobs, and are likely to receive lower returns to their education (Lamont

and Lareau, 1988).   

However, other theorists have found high status group activities are

not necessarily restricted to high status culture (Peterson, 1992; Peterson

and Simkus, 1992; Peterson and Kern, 1996).  These theorists also argue

that people in higher class structures use various levels of culture.  Peterson

and Kern (1996) differentiate between “snobs” and “omnivores.”  The snob is

involved only in highbrow activities while the omnivore is likely to participate

in highbrow, lowbrow, or middlebrow activities.  These researchers attribute

the shift from “snob” to “omnivore” to structural change, value change, art-

world change, and generational politics.  Erickson (1996:219) extends this

line of thinking by suggesting that cultural variety is more important than

highbrow culture alone.  She argues that 

cultural inequality is not so much a hierarchy of tastes (from soap
opera to classical opera), as it is a hierarchy of knowledge (from those
who know little about soap opera or opera to those who can take part
in conversation about both).

Further, Erickson links social networks to cultural capital.  The more

social networks an individual has the more likely he or she is to develop

cultural variety.
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Following Lamont and Lareau’s (1988) assertion that individuals with

higher valued cultural capital are more likely to gain access to good jobs.   I

would expect to find that men who attend organizations which support  higher

valued cultural capital should receive a wage premium relative to men with

lower valued cultural capital.  

Hypothesis 12: Belonging to a polit ical organization will have a positive

effect on wages.  

Hypothesis 13: Belonging to a literary group will have a positive effect on

wages. 

Hypothesis 14: Belonging to a professional group will have a posit ive

effect on wages.

Hypothesis 15: There will be a positive relationship between the level of

attendance of cultural organizations and wages.

I know of no research that explores the cultural capital of married men

relative to unmarried men.  But, socialization is a continuing process.  Over

the life course people may change their attitudes, behavior, purchasing

practices and the like.  A wife might enhance her husband’s cultural capital by

introducing her husband to “high culture” leisure activities such as

participation in the fine arts, she might assist him in selecting clothing,

jewelry, automobiles, and appropriate gifts.  She may also educate him in

dinner party etiquette, and other behavioral patterns that may increase his

chances for upward mobility.  These data provide information on respondents’
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4Tables are presented beginning on page 115.

participation in three types of highbrow cultural capital: 1) political groups, 2)

literacy, art, study, or discussion groups and 3) professional or academic

societies.  In this paper, I will evaluate these cultural activities for each marital

status.

The research reviewed in this section to account for the wage

inequalities between married men and unmarried men generated seventeen

hypotheses.  These hypotheses are presented in Table 14.

The first two hypotheses are derived from both the needs theory and

the wife as a resource theory.  Hypotheses 3 and 4 are derived from the

needs theory.  Hypotheses 5, 6, 7 and 8 are derived from the wife as a

resource theory.  Hypothesis 9 is derived from statistical discrimination

theory.  Hypotheses 10 and 11 are derived from social capital theory, and

hypotheses 12, 13, 14 and 15 are derived from cultural capital theory.  I turn

to testing these hypotheses next.  I describe the sample, my measures and

analytic strategy in the next chapter.

The literature suggests that wages are not simply a function of

productivity.  Rather, wages encompass both the resources that a worker

brings to the firm, and the judgment and preferences of the employer.  The

former include human capital, productivity, social capital, and cultural capital. 

Because of the unequal power relationship of the U.S. twentieth century
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workplace, the judgment and preferences of the employer take precedence. 

The employer gets the last word, so wages are ultimately the employer’s

decision both in terms of setting wages for an individual employee and in

designing the wage scale for the workplace.
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CHAPTER 3

RESEARCH METHODS

This section consists of three parts.  First, I describe the data set I

have chosen for this research.  Second, I list the variables to be used and I

explain how I constructed these variables, and third, I describe the analytic

techniques  used in this study. 

The Data Set

For this research, I use the National Survey of Families and

Households 1987-1988 (NSFH).  The survey was funded by the Center for

Population Research of the National Institute of Child Health and Human

Development, under grant HD 21009 and carried out by James Sweet, Larry

Bumpass and Vaughn Call from the Center for Demography and Ecology at

the University of Wisconsin. This is a national probability sample of 13,017

respondents.  The sample includes 9,643 households plus a double sampling

of cohabiting couples, recently married couples, single parent families,

families with stepchildren, blacks, Puerto Ricans, and Mexican Americans.  

For the main sample, primary respondents were selected randomly

from the adult members of the household.  The screener listed all members
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eligible by age.  The respondent was randomly selected from among eligible

adults.

For the oversample, the screener listed each person in the household. 

Eligibility for inclusion was determined by the following information: 1)

minority status of one or more adults in the household; 2) whether any

children aged 18 or under had a parent who had died or was no longer living

in the household; 3) whether a household member had married since 1983;

and 4) whether a couple lived together without being married.  If any one of

these criteria was met, then an adult member of the household was selected

as a primary respondent.  The response rates for the main sample and for the

oversample were 73.5% and 76.8% respectively.  

In addition to the main questionnaire given to the primary respondent,

the data includes a shorter self-administered questionnaire given to the

spouse or cohabiting partner of the primary respondent.  Portions of the

survey were administered by face-to-face interview.  Other portions were self-

administered.  There are four important advantages to this.  First, in a

household interview it is possible that other people may be present or within

hearing range.  Sensitive portions of the interview require more privacy to

improve data quality.  Therefore, the more sensitive portions of the

questionnaire were self-administered.  Second, these researchers timed

certain question sequences using both an interviewer and self administration. 

Some sequences went twice as quickly when self-administered.  Third, some
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respondents find it easier to answer questions containing multi-point scales if

they can look at the scale.  Fourth, a combination of self-administered and

interviewer administered sections relieves the monotony of a long interview. 

Since an important contribution of this research is the analysis of

cohabiting men, a major advantage to using the NSFH data is the double

sampling of cohabitors.   One  disadvantage to the data set is that it does not

include good indicators for social capital or cultural capital.  Therefore, the

tests for hypothesis 10 and 11 that the possession of social capital will have a

positive effect on income, and the tests for hypotheses 12 and 13 that the

possession of cultural capital will have a positive effect on income will be

weak at best.

Data Set Restrictions

This study used two subsamples of the National Survey of Families

and Households.  The first portion of the project extends existing literature on

the bachelor penalty by including an analysis of cohabiting couples.  The

second portion of the project evaluates social capital theory and cultural

capital theory as explanations relative to the bachelor penalty.    

Since I am looking at wage differentials, I have restricted my first

sample to men who have been employed 30 hours or more per week for the

52 weeks in 1986 and their female partners.  Univariate analysis of the race

variable showed a total of 17 American Indians.  These respondents are
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deleted since I consider this group to be too small for analysis.   Respondents

who classified their race as “other” were also deleted.  Additional cases were

deleted due to missing data and due to having a salary less than $5000.   

These restrictions result in a sample of 3,314 men.  

The second sample includes measures of social capital and cultural

capital.  Therefore, this sample is further restricted to include only those

respondents who answered at least 25 percent of the questions used to

measure these variables.  Table 2 gives an outline of data set restrictions for

samples one and two.  Tables 3 through 10 in Chapter 4 present both

weighted and unweighted variable means and percentages for Sample 1 and

Sample 2.  Regression analyses use unweighted samples.   

Measurement of Variables

This study includes a dependent variable, eight independent variables,

and nine control variables.  The dependent variable is wages.  The principle

independent variable is marital status for both sets of analyses.  Additional

independent variables include  presence of children age 18 or younger, wife’s

work status, partner’s work status, number of social organizations, level of

attendance of social organizations, number of cultural organizations, and

level of attendance of cultural organizations.  Control variables include

frequency of marriage,  race, region of residence, metropolitan residence
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status, education, labor force experience, labor union membership, and

work/industry classification.  

Dependent Variable. 

Wages.  This variable is the dependent variable for all

hypotheses.  This variable measures the respondent’s total income

before taxes and other deductions during 1986.  The measure

includes wages, salaries, commissions, and tips.  It is measured in

single dollars. Univariate analysis showed a skewness value of 7.2. 

Logging the wage variable brings it to an acceptable skewness value

of -.82.  Therefore, I use the logged version in my analyses.

Independent Variables.  This study uses eight independent variables. 

These are 1) marital status, 2) child 18 or under, 3) wife’s work status, 4)

partner’s work status, 5) number of social organizations,  6) attendance of

social organizations, 7) number of cultural organizations and 8) attendance of

cultural capital organizations.
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5

I recognize that wage experiences are likely to be different for widowed and

divorced men.  I did not classify these groups separately in terms of cohabitation

status  beca use o f sam ple size .  Only 50 me n in this  sam ple are wido wed .  Also , I

am n ot intere sted in  this co mpa rison for this s tudy. 

Marital/cohabitation status5.  The principal independent

variable for this study is marital/cohabitation status. This variable is

used to test hypotheses 1, 2, 3, 5 and 9. This variable is classified as

follows:

01 = married, living with spouse
02 = married, spouse absent
03 = cohabiting - separated
04 = cohabiting - divorced
05 = cohabiting - widowed
06 = cohabiting - never married
07 = not cohabiting - separated
08 = not cohabiting - divorced
09 = not cohabiting - widowed
10 = not cohabiting - never married

Researchers using the tradit ional marital status variable have

consistently found that separated, divorced, and widowed men earn

more than never married men.  The assumption is that previously

married men are able to retain a portion of the benefits accrued during

marriage.  Therefore, I distinguish between cohabiting status and

previous marriage status and examine bachelor penalties in terms of

married men, unmarried men who are cohabiting, and unmarried men

who are not cohabiting.  Therefore, I have created four dummy

variables:  cohabiting previously married,  cohabiting never married, 
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not cohabiting previously married, and  not cohabiting never married.  

These marital/cohabitation status dummy variables are constructed as

follows.

 Married.  If the respondent reports that he is married (codes 01

and 02), then he is classified as married.  Married is the reference

category.

Cohabiting Previously Married. If the respondent reports that

he is  separated and cohabiting, divorced and cohabiting, or widowed

and cohabiting (codes 03, 04 and 05), then he is classified as

cohabiting previously married and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy

variable.

Cohabiting Never Married.  If the respondent reports that he

has never been married and is cohabiting (code 06), then he is

classified as cohabiting never married and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a

dummy variable.

Not Cohabiting Previously Married.  If the respondent reports

that he is separated and not cohabiting, divorced and not cohabiting,

or widowed and not cohabiting (codes 07, 08 and 09), then he is

classified as not cohabiting previously married and coded 1, 0

otherwise as a dummy variable.

Not Cohabiting Never Married.  If the respondent reports that

he has never been married and is not cohabiting (code 10), then he is
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classified as not cohabiting never married and coded 1, 0 otherwise as

a dummy variable.

Traditional Measures of Marital Status.  The first phase of this

research replicates the research design of earlier studies using the

traditional marital status variable and then compares the results to

analyses which include the cohabiting status of unmarried men. 

Traditional marital status variables have never taken into account the

cohabitation status of unmarried men.  Cohabiting men were

categorized in terms of whether they were separated, divorced,

widowed, or never married.  Therefore, I have created four dummy

variables which replicate earlier marital classifications: separated,

divorced widowed, and never married, constructed as follows.  

 Married.  If the respondent reports that he is married (code 01

and 02), then he is classified as married.  Married is the reference

category.

Separated. If the respondent reports that he is separated and

cohabiting or separated and not cohabiting (codes 03 and 07). Then

he is classified as separated and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy

variable.

Divorced.  If the respondent reports that he is divorced and

cohabiting or divorced and not cohabiting (codes 04 and 08). Then he
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is classified as divorced and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.

Widowed.  If the respondent reports that he is widowed and

cohabiting or widowed and not cohabiting (codes 05 and 09). Then he

is classified as widowed and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy

variable.

Never Married.  If the respondent reports that he has never

been married and is cohabiting, or never been married and not

cohabiting (codes 06 and 10), then he is classified as never married

and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.

Child 18 or Under.   This variable is used to test hypotheses 4

and 6.  The NSFH data includes a variable measuring the number of

related persons under 18 in the household.  If the respondent reports

that there are one or more related persons under 18 in the home, then

presence of children in the home is coded 1, otherwise 0 as a dummy

variable.  No children is the reference category.

Working Wife.  This variable is used to test hypothesis 7.  If the

wife indicates that she worked full-time or part-time in 1988, then she

is considered a working wife and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy

variable.  No wife/partner is the reference category.

Wife Does Not Work.  If the wife indicates that she did not work

full-time or part-time in 1988, then she is considered not working and
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coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.  No wife/partner is the

reference category.

Working Partner.  This variable is used to test hypothesis 8.  If

the partner indicates that she worked full-time or part-time in 1988,

then she is considered a working partner and coded 1, 0 otherwise as

a dummy variable.  No wife/partner is the reference category.

Partner Does Not Work.  If the partner indicates that she did

not work full-time or part-time in 1988, then she is considered as not

working and coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.  No

wife/partner is the reference category.

Number of Social Activities.  This variable is the independent

variable for hypothesis 10.  To test this hypothesis I have created an

index based on the following 3 questions.  

1.  How often do you spend a social evening with:
S relatives?
S a neighbor?
S people you work with?
S friends who live outside your neighborhood?

2. How often do you?
S Attend a social event at your church or synagogue?
S Go to a bar or tavern?
S Participate in group recreational activity such as bowling,

golf, square dancing, etc.?
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3. Here is a list of various kinds of organizations.  How often, if at
all, do you participate in each type of organization?
S Fraternal groups
S Service clubs
S Veterans’ groups
S Political groups
S Labor unions
S Sports groups
S Youth groups
S School related groups
S Hobby or garden club
S School fraternities or sororities
S Nationality groups
S Farm organizations
S Literary, art, study, or discussion groups
S Professional or academic societies
S Church-affiliated groups

Question 1 was measured as follows:  Never=0, several times a
year=1, about once a month=2, about once a week=3, several
times a week=4.  

Question 2 and 3 were measured as follows:  Never=1, several times
a year=2, about once a month=3, about once a week=4, several
times a week=5.  

I have recoded question 1 to make its coding the same as

questions 2 and 3.  Questions 1, 2, and 3 are now measured as

follows:  Never=1, several times a year=2, about once a month=3,

about once a week=4, several times a week=5.  There are 22 items.  I

have created an index based on these 22 items.  For each question, if

the respondent indicates that he has participated in that activity one

time a year or more then he is considered to be actively involved in

that social activity and coded 1, 0 otherwise.  Then I add the codes for
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the 22 activities together.  The composite score for each respondent

ranges from 0 to 21.

Attendance of Social Organizations.  This variable is the

independent variable for hypothesis 11.  To test this hypothess I have

created two dummy variables based on the 22 items listed above: one

for attends several times a year and another for attends once a month

or more.  Attends once a year or less is the reference category.  First,

I added the number of social organizations attended by a respondent. 

Second, I calculated the average attendance by dividing the total by

the number of non-missing items.  The score for each respondent

ranged from 1 to 3.76.  I created the  variables as follows:  

Attends Once a Year or Less. If the attendance range is less

than 1.5, then the respondent is coded 1, 0 otherwise.  Attends once a

year or less is the reference category.

Attends Several Times a Year.  If the attendance range is

greater than 1.49 and less than 2.5 then the respondent is coded 1, 0

otherwise as a dummy variable.

Attends Once a Month or More.  If the attendance range is

greater than 2.49 then the respondent is coded 1, 0 otherwise as a

dummy variable.

A problem with this measure is that while it gives a fairly good

indication of how often a respondent puts himself in situations that
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facilitate interaction with others, it does not indicate the degree to

which a person uses this network resource. 

Highly Valued Cultural Capital.  This variable is the

independent variable for hypothesis 12.  To create this variable I have

coded three dummy variables: political groups, literary/art//discussion

groups, and professional/academic groups.  These variables are

based on the following question.  

Here is a list of various kinds of organizations.  How often, if at all, do
you participate in each type of organization?
- Political groups
- Literary, art, study, or discussion groups
- Professional or academic societies

Political Groups.  If the respondent reports that he has

participated in a political group, then he is coded 1, 0 otherwise as a

dummy variable.  

Literary/Art/Discussion Groups.  If the respondent reports that

he has participated in a literary, art, study, or discussion group, then

he is coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.

Professional/Academic Groups.  If the respondent reports that

he has participated in a professional or academic society then he is

coded 1, 0 otherwise as a dummy variable.

No Highly Valued Cultural Capital.  If the respondent reports

that he has not participated in a political group and he has not

participated in a literary/art/discussion group and he has not
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participated in a professional or academic society then he is classified

as having no highly valued cultural capital.  No highly valued cultural

capital is the reference category for the dummy variables described

above.

Attendance of Cultural Organizations.  This variable is the

independent variable for hypothesis 13.  To test this hypothesis I have

created two dummy variables based on 3 items listed above: one for

attends several times a year and another for attends once a month or

more.  Did not attend at all is the reference category.  First, I added

the number of cultural organizations attended by a respondent. 

Second, I calculated the average attendance by dividing the total by

the number of non-missing items.  The score for each respondent

ranged from 1 to 5.  I created the variables as follows:

Attends Once a Year or Less.  Attends once a year or less is

the reference category.

Attends Several Times a Year.  If the attendance range is

greater than 1.49 and less than 2.5 then the respondent is coded 1, 0

otherwise as a dummy variable.

Attends Once a Month or More.  If the attendance range is

greater than 2.49 then the respondent is coded 1, 0 otherwise as a

dummy variable.
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This provides a weak measure of highly valued cultural capital. 

It shows that a respondent attends social events that are considered

highbrow culture.  However, the measure does not include other

important indicators of highly valued cultural capital such as ownership

of luxury items, tasteful dress, upper-class speech patterns, fine

dining, the ability to recognize good wine, and membership in

exclusive clubs.

Control Variables.  The control variables include 1) frequency

of marriage, 2) race, 3) region of residence, 4) metropolitan status, 5)

education, 6) experience, 7) labor union membership, 8) work and

industry.

Frequency of Marriage.  Employers might interpret multiple

marriages as an indication of a lack of commitment.  Therefore, I

construct a dummy variable where if a respondent reports that he has

been married three times or more, then he is considered to be married

more than twice and is coded 1, otherwise 0.  

Race.  The race variable in the National Survey of Families and

Households is measured by the question “Which of the groups on this

card best describes you? 

01 = Black
02 = White - not of Hispanic origin
03 = Mexican American, Chicano, Mexicano
04 = Puerto Rican
05 = Cuban
06 = Other Hispanic
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6 The data set included 17 American Indians.  These respondents are deleted

since I consider this group too small for analyses.

7 There were  24 men wh o class ified their race as  “other.” 

8 I ran regression a nalyse s with th e sep arate  white a nd Asian variab les an d with

the co mbin ed white/Asian variab le.  There was little change in th e coe fficien ts. 

Therefore, I used the combined white/Asian variable for the analyses.

07 = American Indian
08 = Asian
09 = Other (specify)  

Respondents who classified themselves as American Indian6 or Other7

were deleted.   Asian respondents were included in the category white

since there were less than 30 men in this category and their wage

experience was similar to that of white men.8 I have created two

dummy variables to represent black and Hispanic.  These race

variables are constructed as follows.

White.   White is the reference category. 

Black.  If the respondent reports that he is black (code 01), then

he is coded 1, otherwise 0.

Hispanic.  If the respondent reports that he is Mexican

American, Chicano, or Mexicano (code 03), Puerto Rican (code 04),

Cuban (code 05), and Other Hispanic (code 06), then he is classified

as Hispanic and coded 1, otherwise 0.
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Region of Residence.  The National Survey of Families and

Households includes a region of residence variable measured as

follows:

1 = Northeast
2 = North Central
3 = South
4 = West

I have constructed three dummy variables, northeast, north

central and west.   South is the reference category.

South.  South is the reference category.   

Northeast.  If a respondent’s region of residence is coded 1,

then he is coded 1, otherwise 0.    

North Central. If a respondent’s region of residence is coded 2,

then he is coded 1, otherwise 0.    

West.  If a respondent’s region of residence is coded 4, then he

is coded 1, otherwise 0.    

Metropolitan Residence Status.  The National Survey of

Families and Households includes a metropolitan status variable

measured as follows:

1 = SMSA
2 = Non-SMSA

I use one dummy variable to represent this distinction.

Non-SMSA.  If the respondent’s SMSA status is coded 2, then

he is in the reference category.
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SMSA.  If the respondent’s SMSA status is coded 1, then he is

coded 1, 0 otherwise.

Educational Credentials.   The completed education variable in

the NSFH data set represents the highest grade level completed, or

the highest degree level obtained from a college, university, or

professional school.  Passing a high school equivalency test (GED) is

counted as a high school graduate.  The education variable is

measured as follows:

0 = No Formal Education
1 = First Grade
2 = Second Grade
3 = Third Grade
4 = Fourth Grade
5 = Fifth Grade
6 = Sixth Grade
7 = Seventh Grade
8 = Eighth Grade
9 = Ninth Grade
10 = Tenth Grade
11 = Eleventh Grade
12 = High School Graduate
13 = Attended College No Degree
14 = Associate Degree - 2 Year College
16 = Bachelor’s Degree
18 = Master’s Degree
20 = Doctorate - Professional Degree

I have created three dummy variables to measure educational

credentials:  less than high school,  bachelor’s degree,  graduate

degree.

High School.  If the respondent indicated that he was a high

school graduate (code 12), or if he indicated that he had attended a
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two or four year college for a period of time, but did not receive a

degree, or if he indicated that he had received an associates degree

(codes 13 and 14), then he will be  considered a high school graduate. 

High school is the reference category.

Less than High school.  If the respondent reports that he has

received an eleventh grade education or less (codes 0 to11) then he is

classified as having less than a high school education and coded 1,

otherwise 0.

Bachelor’s Degree.  If the respondent reports that he had 

received a bachelor’s degree (code 16), then he is classified as having

a bachelors degree and coded 1, otherwise 0.

Graduate Degree.  If the respondent reports that he has earned a

Master’s degree (code 18) or if he indicated that he had received a

Doctorate or professional degree (code 20), then he is classified as having

a graduate degree and coded 1, otherwise 0.  

Labor Force Experience.  Researchers have consistently found a

correlation between work experience and wages.  This relationship is

based on the idea that formal training programs sponsored by employers,

and informal guidance from experienced workers, increases an individual’s

productivity (Becker, 1964).  The labor force experience variable measures
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9

This measure is for general rather than firm-specific experience.  Therefore, I miss the

wage rewards that seniority rights and perceived loyalty that might accrue from long-

term a ttachm ent to  the firm . 

10

Leiter  (1994) ma kes th e distin ction b etween physica l facility an d work-specific

capabilitie s.  Th e ide a he re is th at ph ysica l capabilitie s, such as speed  and  dex terity,

increase until around 29 years of age, and then decrease.  Experience also serves as

a con trol for a ge in th e mu ltivariate  mod el.  Age varie s con sidera bly by marital sta tus. 

It is likely tha t for the  older  widow ed m en in th e sam ple, a g ood  dea l of the  variation in

wages attributed to experience in this research is due to the declining physical

capabilities of workers as they age.   This is unlikely to be so for the younger, never

married men in the sample.

the number of years of labor market experience9.  In this research, I will

replicate the research design of earlier studies and then compare the

results to analyses which include the cohabiting status of unmarried men. 

Therefore, I replicate the measure of experience primarily used in earlier

studies.  That is age minus years of education minus six.10  The square of

experience is also included because of expected diminishing wage  returns

to experience (Mincer, 1974).

Labor Union Membership.  The labor union membership variable is

derived from the following question.   “Here is a list of various kinds of

organizations.  How often, if at all, do you participate in each type of

organization?”  Labor unions was one of the organizations listed.  

Non-Union Member.  If the respondent answered that he never

participated in a union organization then he is classified as  non-union. 

Non union-member is the reference category.
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11

Due to data set restrictions this research has focused on census occupational

categories.  Howeve r, some  industries have  better, higher pa ying jobs  than o thers

(Averitt, 196 8; Bec k, Hora n and  Tolbe rt, 1978).  It is p ossible  that sing le men  are

disproportionately represented in an industrial sector that has lower average wages

than other sectors.

Union Member.  If the respondent answered that he has participated

in a union organization then he is classified as being a union member and

coded 1, otherwise 0 as a dummy variable.

Occupation Variables11.  I have created six dummy variables to

measure occupation variables.  These are professional and managerial

jobs; technical, sales and support jobs; craft jobs, transportation jobs,

service jobs, and laborer jobs. Machine operator jobs is the reference

category.  The variables have been recoded in accordance with 1980

Census classifications.

Machine Operator.  If the respondent reported that his occupational

code fell between 700 and 800, then he is classified as working as a

machine operator.  Machine operator is the reference category.

Professional/Managerial.  If the respondent reported that his

occupational code fell between 2 and 200, then he is classified as working

at a professional or managerial job and coded 1, otherwise 0. 

Technical/Sales/Support.  If the respondent reported that his

occupational code fell between 201 and 390, then he is classified as

working in a technical, sales, or support job and coded 1, otherwise 0. 
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Craft.  If the respondent reported that his occupational code fell

between 500 and 700, then he is classified as working in a craft job and

coded 1, otherwise 0. 

Transportation.  If the respondent reported that his occupational

code fell between 800 and 860, then he is classified as working in a

transportation job and coded 1, otherwise 0. 

Service.  If the respondent reported that his occupational code fell

between 402 and 470, then he is classified as working in a service job and

coded 1, otherwise 0.

Laborers.  If the respondent reported that his occupational code fell

between 471 and 500, or if he reported that his occupational code fell

between 860 and 900 then he is classified as working as a laborer and

coded 1, otherwise 0.

Methods of Analysis

The data include sample weights which take into account the oversampling

of cohabiting couples, recently married couples, single parent families, families

with stepchildren and members of minority groups.  I report both weighted and

unweighted univariate descriptive statistics on all variables used in the

multivariate analyses.  Multivariate analyses is performed using unweighted data
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I also ran multivariate analyses with weighted data.  The results were substantively the

same.

in order to take advantage of the oversample of cohabiting couples and recently

married couples.12

My dependent variable is wages.  The variable is quantitative and

continuous.  All independent and control variables are quantitative or

dichotomous.  Each independent or control variable has some variation in value. 

For this research I will use OLS regression techniques.  Bivariate relationships

between wages and the independent and control variables are included in the

same tables as the multivariate analyses.  

Next, I test the hypotheses relating to wage penalties in two stages.  For

the first stage I use sample one.  First,  I replicate the research design of earlier

studies using the traditional marital status variable, and then I compare the results

to analyses which include the cohabiting status of unmarried men.  I achieve this

by generating three models for both the traditional marital status variables and the

cohabiting status variables.  In model 1, I examine the effects of regressing wages

on marital status.  Model 1 tests hypotheses 1, 2, 3, and 5.  In model 2, I address

the suggestion that family attributes such as having children in the home, and

having a working wife or partner will have an impact on men’s wages.  Model 2

tests hypotheses 4, 6, 7 and 8.  In model 3, I test the argument that years of

experience work differently for unmarried men relative to married men.  Model 3

tests hypothesis 9.  Control variables are included in model 3.  
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The second stage of the wage penalty analyses incorporates the social

capital and cultural capital variables.  I use sample two for this analysis.  This

analysis tests hypotheses 10, 11, 12, and 13.  I achieve this by generating four

models.  The first three models replicate the analysis performed in the first stage. 

Model four adds the social capital and cultural capital variables.   In the next

chapter, I present my findings from univariate, bivariate and multivariate analyses.
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CHAPTER FOUR

RESULTS

This chapter is presented in two sections.  In the first section, I present the

frequency distributions for the traditional marital status variable and the expanded

cohabitation version.  Then I give a brief overview of sample characteristics with

regard to all variables for the two samples and by both the marital status and

cohabiting status variables.  The second section presents the results of regression

analyses.

Univariate Analysis

Tables 3 through 10 present weighted and unweighted means and

percentages for both Sample 1 and Sample 2.

Table 3 presents weighted variable means and percentages for the

traditional marital status variable for the first sample. 

Dependent Variable.  The dependent variable for all hypotheses is wages. 

Table 3 indicates that currently married men enjoy the highest wages.  The mean

wages per year for married men is $27,424 compared to $21,165 for separated

men, $24,734 for divorced men, $22,867 for widowed men, and $13,557 for never

married men.  The results echo earlier research findings of a wage penalty for

unmarried men.  In addition, the wages of never married men have half the

standard deviation of currently married men.  This suggests that never married
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men, as a group, are much more homogeneous in terms of their wage level. 

Conversely, a large number of currently married men have wages a lot higher

than the mean, and a large number of currently married men have wages a lot

lower than the mean. 

Independent Variables.  The traditional marital status analysis uses three

independent variables: These are marital status, the presence of a child aged 18

or under and wife’s work status.  Of the 3,856 men in this sample, about 64% are

currently married, 2% are separated, 6% are divorced, 1% are widowed, and 27%

have never been married.   Around 60% of currently married men reported having

a child aged 18 or under in the home compared to around 17% for separated

men, 16% for divorced men, and 36% for widowed men.  As expected, only 6% of

never married men report having a child in the home.   Around 65% of currently

married men report having a wife who works.  

Control Variables.  The traditional marital status analysis uses eight

control variables.  These are married more than twice, race, region of residence,

living in a SMSA, education, experience, union membership, and occupation or

industry.  Very few of currently married or previously married men report having

been married more than twice.  Currently married men are the most likely to have

more than two marriages, 4.3% of these men report having been married more

than twice compared to 0.9% to 3.8% for the other marital groups.  

It is widely accepted in the United States that there is substantial inequality

in job attainment and earnings in terms of race.  Most of the research has focused

upon black/white differentials.  The National Survey of Families and Households
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Some scholars attribute the higher percentage of African-American singles to the

shortage of black men.  Kiecolt and Fossett (1995) argue that African-American men

have less desire to marry than other men. The scarcer men are, the more likely they

can n ego tiate m ore fa vorab le relatio nship s.  Conseq uen tly, black  male s are  more  likely

to be separated or never married than either white men or Hispanic men.

includes an oversampling of Hispanic households.  Therefore, I am able to include

this group in my analyses.  Table 3 indicates that approximately 10% of the men

in this weighted subsample are black compared to 8% Hispanic and 82% who are

white.  Black men are more likely to be separated or never married than either

white men or Hispanic men13. The sample consists of 10% black men, yet 31% of

separated men are black and 12% of never married men are black. Conversely,

8% of the sample are Hispanic, but only 14% of separated men are Hispanic and

only less than 10% of never married men are Hispanic.  White men are less likely

to be separated or never married than either black men or Hispanic men.  The

sample is 82% white yet only 55% of separated men are white, and 78% of the

never married men are white.  The likelihood of divorce is similar for black men

and white men.  Hispanic men are the least likely to be divorced.  These men

constitute 8% of the sample, but only 6% of divorced men are Hispanic.  The

Hispanic men in this sample are slightly less likely to be widowed than black or

white men.

For each of the marital statuses, the men in this sample are most likely to

reside in the South.  The second highest region of residence is North Central. 

Residence in the Northeast and West is similar except for separated men. 

Around 30% of separated men live in the northeast compared to 13% who live in
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the West.  Residence in a metropolitan area is relatively evenly distributed

between the marital status groups.   Around 75% to 85% of the men in this

sample live in an SMSA. 

The direct relationship between educational attainment, job opportunities

and income is well documented.  Human capital theorists assert that earnings rise

with additional education because higher education fosters higher worker

productivity.  Implicit within the neoclassical theory is the assumption that

earnings are directly proportional to individual productivity.  Table 3 shows that the

widowed men and separated men in this sample are more likely to have less than

a high school education.  Currently married, divorced, and never married men are

more likely to have earned a 4-year college degree or graduate degree.

Researchers have consistently found a correlation between experience

and wages.  This relationship is based on the idea that formal training programs

sponsored by employers, and informal guidance from experience workers, also

increases an individual’s productivity.  Others, however, suggest the possibility

that the increase in earnings attributed to experience reflects the use of seniority

attributes rather than productivity factors in wage setting practices.  Table 3 shows

the mean number of years of experience for currently married or previously

married men is much higher than for never married men. The range is around 21

to 24 years for currently married, separated, and divorced men.  Widowed men

have the highest years of experience with a mean of around 43 years.   In

comparison, the never married men in this sample have around 7 years of

experience.  This is due to never married men being the younger members of this
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Workers in textiles may incur a union wage penalty.  This is partly because the larger

part of the textile industry is located in the South where resistence to unionization

rema ins stron g, and  partly because  Mill man agers  have th e pow er to punish wo rkers

who join unions.  Union workers have been blacklisted or fired (Hall et al. 1987), denied

wage increases paid to workers in other locations (Leiter, 1994), and found themselves

the victims of m ill closings  (Sloan  and H all, 1980 ).

15

Note though  that international competition, and shifts in industry and oc cupation have

shifted the  tradition al stron gho lds of  union s from  minin g, stee l, and m anu factu ring to

white collar and professional workers.

cohort, and the widowed being the older members of this cohort.  Experience is a

conceptually important variable.  However, it also serves as a control for age in

the multivariate model.

Researchers have also consistently found a positive relationship between

unions and wage level.  Negotiating wages, working conditions, and benefits and

enforcing the negotiated contracts are the major activities of labor unions in the

U.S.  These worker benefits may be secured through the use of collective

bargaining, grievance procedures, and lobbying.14  Strikes, though not as frequent

as in the past, remain an important strategy to secure and protect worker rights

and benefits. The Census 2000 data indicate that the average pay of a union

worker is around a third higher than the pay of non-union workers (U.S.

Department of Labor, Bureau of Labor Statistics. 2001).15 

Table 3 shows that currently married or previously married men are much

more likely to belong to a union than never married men.  Around 14% to 24% of

currently married or previously married men belong to unions compared to around

7% of never married men.  Men aged 35 to 64 were more likely to be members of
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a union than their younger or older counterparts.  This is because senior workers

who are unionized are less likely to lose their jobs in periods of economic decline. 

Table 3 also indicates that separated and never married men are less

likely to hold the higher paying professional or managerial jobs.  Here, 20% to

28% of married, divorced and widowed men are in professional or managerial

jobs compared to a range of 14% of separated men and 16% of never married

men.  On the other hand, never married men are much more likely to be

employed as laborers or work in low wage farm or forestry jobs.  Overall, married

and widowed men are least likely to be working in low income occupations. 

Overall, the unweighted variable means and percentages in Table 4 are

similar to the weighted variable means and percentages in Table 3.  The

percentages have changed slightly because of the oversampling of black,

Hispanic, recently married, and cohabiting couples.   Of the 3,314 men in the

unweighted sample, about 61% are currently married, 3% are separated, 11% are

divorced, 2% are widowed, and 24% have never been married.  The largest

difference between the weighted and unweighted univariate statistics is for union

membership.  The union membership for widowed men is higher by 10% when

sample weights are taken into account.

Table 5 presents unweighted variable means and percentages by

marital/cohabiting status for the first sample.  

Dependent Variable. The table indicates that wages are highest for

currently married and previously married men, and lowest for never married men. 

The mean wages per year for currently married men are $27,424 compared to
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$21,380 for cohabiting previously married men, $24,466 for not cohabiting

previously married men, $14,755 for cohabiting never married men, and $13,413

for not cohabiting never married men.  For this sample, currently married men, on

average, earn higher wages than unmarried men who cohabit as well as

unmarried men who do not cohabit.  These two groups of never married men do

not have very different incomes.  Later, I assess whether this difference between

never married men who have and have not cohabited is significant.

Independent Variables.  The cohabiting marital status analysis uses the

same three independent variables as the traditional analysis.  These are marital

status, the presence of a child aged 18 or under and wife’s work status.  In

addition, these analyses include the work status of the cohabiting respondent’s

partner.   Of the 3,856 men in the weighted sample, about 64% are currently

married, 2% are previously married men who cohabit, 7% are previously married

men who do not cohabit, 3% are never married men who cohabit, and 24% are

never married men who do not cohabit.   Around 60% of currently married men

reported having a child aged 18 or under in the home compared to around 30%

for cohabiting previously married men, 14% for non cohabiting previously married

men, 27% for cohabiting never married men and only 2% for never married non

cohabiting men.  The work patterns of the wives of currently married and the

cohabiting partners of cohabiting men is similar.  Around 65% of currently married

men report having a wife who works.  Similarly 65% of cohabiting previously

married and 65% of cohabiting never married men have working partners.
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Control Variables.  The cohabiting marital status analysis use the same

eight control variables as the traditional marital status analysis.  These are

married more than twice, race, region of residence, living in a SMSA, education,

experience, union membership, and occupation or industry.

Few people report having been married more than twice.  The range for

currently married men and previously married men is 2% to 4%.  White men are

more likely to be currently married and less likely to cohabit than either black men

or Hispanic men are most likely to be never married and not cohabiting. 

As mentioned above, the men in this sample are most likely to reside in the

South.  The second highest region of residence is north central.  Residence in the

Northeast and West is similar except for cohabiting never married men.  20% of

cohabiting never married men live in the northeast compared to 37% who live in

the West.   Again, residence in a metropolitan area is relatively evenly distributed

between the marital status groups.   Around 77% to 85% of the men in this

sample live in an SMSA. 

Table 5 shows that cohabiting previously married men in this sample are

more likely to have less than a high school education.  Not cohabiting never

married men are more likely to have completed high school.  Currently married

men are more likely to have completed college and obtained a graduate degree. 

Similarly, the mean number of years of experience for currently married or

previously married men is much higher than for never married men. The range is

around 20 to 23 years for currently married or previously married men compared

to 6 to 9 years for never married men.  Currently married or previously married
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men are also more likely to belong to a union than never married men.  Around

14% to 18% of currently married or previously married men belong to unions

compared to just 3% to 8% of never married men.

Again, currently married men are much more likely to hold the higher

paying professional or managerial jobs.  Table 5 shows 28% of currently married

men are in professional or managerial jobs compared to a range of 15% to 20%

for the other marital/cohabiting status groups.  Conversely, currently married men

are less likely to work in the service industry.  On the other hand, never married

men are much more likely to be employed as laborers or work in low wage farm or

forestry jobs.  Table 5 shows 10% of never married men work as laborers

regardless of cohabiting status relative to a range of 4% to 8% of the other marital

groups.  Other occupational and industry variables are relatively evenly distributed

across the marital status groups.

Overall, the unweighted variable means and percentages in Table 6 are

similar to the weighted variable means and percentages in Table 5.   Of the 3,856

men in the uweighted sample, about 61% are currently married, 3.1% are

previously married men who cohabit, 12% are previously married men who do not

cohabit, 4% are never married men who cohabit, and 21% are never married men

who do not cohabit.  The largest difference between the unweighted and weighted

univariate statistics is for having a child under age 18 in the home.  The likelihood

of having a child under age 18 in the home is lower by 7% when sample weights

are taken into account.  The gap in experience between currently married men

and never married men has widened slightly.  The unweighted statistics showed
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around 20 years of experience for currently married men and about 9 years of

experience for never married men.  The weighted sample shows around 23 years

of experience for currently married men compared to between 6 and 9 years of

experience for never married men. 

Tables 7, 8, 9 and 10 present univariate statistics for the second

sample.  Sample Two includes the 3,085 men who answered at least 25% of

the questions relating to social capital and cultural capital.  Of the 229 men who

were dropped from the analyses, 134 are currently married, 9 are separated,

21 are divorced, 6 are widowed, and 50 are never married. The removal of the

229 men in sample two has made very little difference in terms of sample

characteristics. 

Sample Two is used to analyze the impact of social capital and cultural

capital on men’s wages.  Table 7 looks at the weighted variable means and

percentages by traditional marital status. The findings are very similar to those

found in Table 3 using sample one.   Of the 3,600 men in this sample, about

64% are currently married, 2% are separated, 7% are divorced, 1% are

widowed, and 27% have never been married.   

Table 7 indicates that all of the marital status groups enjoy a similar

number of social activities.  The number social activities ranges from 6.09 to

7.56.  Never married men are most likely to attend these social gatherings once

a month or more.  For this sample of men, 5.8% of never married men attend

once a month or more compared to a range of 0% to 2.6% for the other marital

groups. 
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Table 7 shows that divorced men are least likely to attend political

groups than the other marital status groups.  6.9% of divorced men attend

political groups compared to a range of 8.0% to 9.8% for other marital status

groups.  Never married men are slightly more likely to attend literary, art, or

discussion groups.  Around 17% of never married men attend such groups

compared to a range of around 6% to 16% for the other marital status groups. 

Separated men are least likely to belong to professional or academic groups. 

Only 8% of separated men belong to professional or academic groups

compared to a range of 19% to 24% for the other marital status groups.  Again,

never married men and separated men are most likely to attend social groups

once a month or more and least likely to attend once a year or less.  For this

sample of men, 4% of never married men and 2% of separated men attend

gatherings once a month or more compared to a range of 0% to 2% for the

other marital groups. 

Table 8 presents the unweighted means and percentages by traditional

marital status for the second sample.  

Overall, the unweighted variable means and percentages in Table 8 are

similar to the unweighted variable means and percentages in Table 7.  Of the

3,085 men in this unweighted sample, about 61% are currently married, 3% are

separated, 11% are divorced, 2% are widowed, and 24% have never been

married.  As with Sample One, the largest difference between the unweighted

and weighted univariate statistics is for union membership.  The union



80

membership for widowed men has increased by 12% when sample weights are

taken into account.

Table 9 presents weighted variable means and percentages by

marital/cohabiting status for the second sample.  Overall, the f indings are very

similar to those found in Table 5 using sample one.  Of the 3,600 men in the

weighted sample, about 64% are currently married, 2% are previously married

men who cohabit, 7% are previously married men who do not cohabit, 3% are

never married men who cohabit, and 24% are never married men who do not

cohabit.

Table 9 includes univariate statistics for the social capital variables.  

All of the marital status groups enjoy a similar number of social activities.  The 

number activities ranges from 6.36 to 7.55.  For this sample, cohabiting men

and non cohabiting never married men are most likely to attend these social

gatherings once a month or more.  For this sample of men, 6% of cohabiting

previously married men, 6.2% of non cohabiting never married men attend

meetings once a month or more compared to 1.5% for currently married men

and 1.2% for non cohabiting previously married men.     

Table 9 shows that cohabiting previously married men are most likely to

attend political groups than the other marital status groups.  11% of cohabiting

previously married men attend political organizations compared to a range of

6.2% to 9% for the other marital status groups.  Never married men who do not

cohabit are more likely to attend literary, art, or discussion groups.  17.9% of

these men attend such groups compared to a range of 12% to 13.8% for the
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other marital status groups.  Currently married men are most likely to belong to

professional or academic groups.  24.28% of currently married men belong to

professional or academic groups compared to a range of 14.3% to 20.7% for

the other marital status groups.  Again, cohabiting previously married men,

cohabiting never married men and never married men who do not cohabit are

most likely to attend once a month or more.   For this sample of men, 4.2% of

cohabiting previously married men, 4.8% of cohabiting never married men and

4.0% of non cohabiting never married men attend once a month or more

compared to 1.8% for currently married men and 1.2% for non cohabiting

previously married men. 

Overall, the unweighted variable means and percentages in Table 10

are similar to the weighted variable means and percentages in Table 9.  The

percentages have changed slightly because of the oversampling of black,

Hispanic, recently married, and cohabiting couples.  Of the 3,085 men in the

weighted sample, about 61% are currently married, 3% are previously married

men who cohabit, 12% are previously married men who do not cohabit, 4% are

never married men who cohabit, and 21% are never married men who do not

cohabit. The unweighted statistics showed around 20 years of experience for

currently married men and about 9 years of experience for never married men. 

The weighted sample shows around 24 years of experience for currently

married men compared to about 9 years of experience for never married men.

Now I move to modeling wages.
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Regression Results

 Regression analyses are completed in two stages.  In stage one, I use

the first sample to estimate wage equations.  I use this information to

demonstrate the explanatory power of the cohabiting status variable compared

to models that include the traditional marital status variable, and to analyze the

data in terms of the needs theory, the wife as a resource theory, and statistical

discrimination theory.  In stage two, I use the second, smaller,  sample to test

the data in terms of social capital theory and cultural capital theory.  

The first step in this study is to replicate the research design of earlier

studies using the traditional marital status variable and then compare the

results to analyses which include the cohabiting status of unmarried men.  

First, I  present OLS models predicting the effect of the traditional measure of

marital status on the log of wages, then I use the same sample to present OLS

regression models predicting the effect of the cohabiting/marital status on the

log of wages.  Both sets of analyses include the same independent and control

variables.   Analyses include four nested models.  Marital status is the main

focus of this research.  Therefore, in model 1, results are shown for wage

differences by marital status.  Model 2 introduces the family variables used to

test the needs theory and the wife as a resource theory.  Model 3 adds control

variables that have been documented in earlier research as having an impact

on wages.  Finally, Model 3 adds the interaction terms between experience and

marital status used to test the statistical discrimination theory.  Since all
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hypotheses in this research are directional, analyses are based on one-tailed

tests of significance.

Table 11 presents OLS regression models predicting the effect of the

traditional measure of marital status on the log of wages.  To begin, I look at

the bivariate relationships between the log of wages and each of the

explanatory variables.

Independent Variables.  The traditional marital status analysis uses

three independent variables.  These are marital status, the presence of a child

aged 18 or under and wife’s work status.  At the bivariate level, only the

widowed and never married categories of the marital status variable are

significant.  These results fall under the column labeled Model 1.  I assess the

significance of these effects in the multivariate models.  The never married

category remains significant as additional variables are added to the analyses. 

However, the divorced category becomes significant and the widowed category

becomes non significant as control variables are added.  The presence of a

child aged 18 or under is significant at the bivariate level but becomes

insignificant as control variables are added.  The work status of wives is also

significant at the bivariate level but becomes non-significant as control

variables are added to the analyses. 

Control Variables.   Almost all of the control variables that are

significant at the bivariate level remain significant as additional variables are

added to the analyses.  An exception is region of residence.  Living in the

northeast is the only category of region of residence that is significant at the
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Halvorston and Palmquist (1980) point out that the derivative of a continuous

dependent variable with respect to a dummy variable cannot exist since the dummy

variable is dichotomous.  Therefore, I have transformed the coefficients for each of

the dummy variables in these analyses as suggested by Halvorston and Palmquist by

taking the antilog of the coefficient and subtracting one.

bivariate level.  This category becomes non-significant as additional variables

are added.  Other than service jobs, each of the occupation variables is

significant at the bivariate level and remains significant as additional variables

are added to the analysis.   Generally, the multivariate findings are consistent

with the bivariate findings.  I turn to these findings next.

First, I examine the effects of regressing the logarithm of wages on

marital status.  Model 1 supports hypothesis 1 that married men should receive

higher wages than unmarried men.  Model 1 indicates widowed men

experience a 24%  wage disadvantage (e-0.237-1)16, while never married men

suffer a 42 percent wage disadvantage.  Together, the marital status variables

explain approximately 9% of the variation in the logarithm of wages. 

The wage penalty disappears for widowed men in Model 2 as family

variables are added to the model.  However, the penalty persists for never

married men, though it is smaller (37%).  At this stage in the analyses there is

also support for hypotheses 2.  For this group of men, the presence of a child

age eighteen or under results in a wage advantage of 10%.  The finding is in

line with the needs argument that the marital premium may exist because

employers believe that married men need a higher income in order to provide

adequately for their families.  However, there is no evidence to support the
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The wife as a  resource argum ent that the presence  of a child will have a negative

impact on income for married and cohabiting men suggests that never married men

with ch ildren s hou ld also  expe rience  a negative  impa ct on w ages, sinc e these m en w ill

need to spend more time in non-work related activities since they have no wives or

partners to perform these tasks for them.  Conversely, the needs theory would suggest

that employers would increase the wages of never married men with children in order

that they might adequately provide for these children.  I tested an interaction between

never married and child aged 18 or under in the home to test this.  The results show

that this  interaction w as ins ignifica nt.  

needs theory hypothesis 7 that the presence of a working wife will have a

negative impact on wages.  Together, the variables in Model 2 explain

approximately 9.3 percent of the variation in the logarithm of wages.

The addition of control variables in Model 3 continues to support the

bachelor penalty for never married men.  At this point in the analysis, men who

have never married bear a bachelor penalty of 29% percent.  However, the

presence of a child aged 18 or under is no longer significant17. There is little

support for either the needs theory or the wife as a resource theory.  Neither

the work status of the wife nor the presence of a child in the home significantly

affect wages.  The finding is not surprising given the Hersch and Stratton

finding that never married men spent about the same amount of time on

housework as married men.   The data suggest that there is less specialization

taking place. This is supported by Greenstein’s (2000) research.  His

investigation of households where wives were the breadwinners showed that

wives were doing more housework than would be expected and husbands were

doing less.   While the results at this point cast doubt on the relevance of the

needs theory and wife as a resource theory, the data do not discount the
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possibility that high wages are responsible for the selection of men into

marriage.  

It is widely accepted in the United States that there is substantial

inequality in earnings in terms of race.   As expected, the results for being non-

white are consistent with the stratification literature in that non-whites earn less

than do whites.  For this sample of men the wage penalty for being Hispanic

was slightly higher than for being black.  Black men experienced a 13 percent

wage penalty while Hispanic men experience a 14 percent wage penalty.

For this group of men, region of residence has no impact on the log of

wages.  Residence in a standard metropolitan statistical area (SMSA) however,

results in a wage premium of around 14 percent.

The findings are in line with the arguments of the labor economists that

education, experience, and union membership are positively correlated with

wage attainment.  The addition of the education variables in Model 3 support

the notion that one of the most important individual determinants of wages is

education.  The model indicates that relative to workers with a high school

education, having less than a high school is likely to result in a 15 percent wage

penalty.  A college degree can be expected to increase wages by 24 percent,

and graduate school education is likely to result in a 44 percent wage bonus.

Labor force experience was also found to be statistically significant.  For

this sample of men, Model 3 indicates that the effect of experience peaks at

around 27 years.  There is a positive relationship between experience and

income as workers increase their level of experience from 1 year to 27 years. 
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That is, within this range, as experience increases, wages also increase. 

However, after 27 years of experience, there is a negative relationship between

experience and income, such that as experience increases, wages decrease. 

Since the men with more experience are also the older men in the sample, it is

likely that some of the decrease in wages can be attributed to the declining

physical capabilities of these workers as they age (see Leiter 1994). 

The literature shows a strong positive relationship between union

membership and wage level.  The implication is that unions are able to secure

contracts for benefits, and further the union is able to restrict competition from

those workers who are not members of the union.  The data support this

argument.  Model 3 indicates that union membership can be expected to result

in a 16 percent increase in wages net of such correlated factors as industry..

Other key determinants of wages are occupation and industry.  As

expected, professional managerial jobs reaped the highest returns.  Relative to

manufacturing workers, professional men and managers can expect to receive

a wage that is 69 percent higher.  Workers in technical, sales, and support jobs

experience a wage that is 40 percent higher.  Craft workers enjoyed a 35

percent premium, and transportation workers earned a wage 31 percent higher

than their manufacturing worker counterparts.  Men in low skilled labor

occupations earned a wage that is 12 percent lower than the manufacturing

workers.  These effects remain the same when the interaction terms are added

in Model 4, though the magnitude of the coefficients is slightly less.  Significant
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interaction effects will be discussed in the section on statistical discrimination

below.

The first goal of this study is to add to the overall understanding of the

bachelor penalty by examining the impact of cohabitation on wages.  Table 12

presents OLS regression models predicting the effect of the cohabiting 

measure of marital status on the log of wages.   To begin, I look at the 

bivariate relationships between the log of wages and cohabiting status.  The

most important finding here is that the experience of all cohabitors is not the

same.  Each of the cohabiting statuses are significantly different from the

currently married status.  However, at the bivariate level cohabiting previously

married men are not statistically different from not cohabiting previously

married men, nor are cohabiting never married men statistically different from

never married who do not cohabit.  Further, at the bivariate level, the work

status of the cohabiting partner is not significant.  These findings cast further

doubt on the wife as a resource paradigm.  If the wife as a resource argument

is correct in its assumption that the presence of a wife allows a man to become

more productive at his workplace because of household tasks and work related

tasks that she performs for him, then we should find that men who cohabit also

benefit from having a partner at home.  There is no evidence to suggest that

the presence of a partner enhances the productivity of a man.  Men who

cohabit do not benefit from higher wages relative to men who do not cohabit. 

The data suggest that societal attitudes toward cohabiting are changing

more rapidly than societal attitudes toward the decision to marry.   The
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important factor in these analyses is not whether a man is cohabiting, rather it

is whether he has been previously married.   I suggest that marriage serves as

a signal for commitment.  As stated earlier, marriage is both a public and a

legal commitment.  When a man marries he accepts responsibility for his wife

and children both legally and publicly.  Further, despite the high divorce rate in

the United States, our cultural expectation is that marriage should be a lifelong

commitment.  Consequently, employers may consider married men as

committed to their families, and therefore likely to be committed to the

workplace.  Since the defining factor in these analyses is marriage rather than

cohabitation, the remainder of this study will concentrate on the traditional

marital status analysis.

The third goal of this study is to evaluate the adequacy of statistical

discrimination theory as it applies to the bachelor wage penalty.   Central to this

theory is the notion that firms use statistical information relating to certain

groups or classes of people as a yardstick for guessing the productivity of

workers.  The literature does provide some evidence that married men are less

likely to quit (Weiss, 1984) and more likely to work longer hours (Burtless and

Moffitt, 1985).   The statistical discrimination model suggests that worker

selection and promotion processes involve unbiased preferences for workers

who maximize the firm’s utility. 

My argument is in line with the alternative form of statistical discrimination

proposed by England (1992) and Tomaskovic-Devey (1993).  This weaker form

of statistical discrimination argues that wage inequality may exist when



90

18

Implicit in this argument is the assumption that information on workers is transmitted

from an o ld em ployer to  a new em ployer. 

employers believe that some groups are less productive when, in fact, no such

differences exist.  Given Elkin’s (1995) finding that single men are perceived as

living for the moment and embracing an individualistic lifestyle, and Etaugh and

Malstrom’s (1981) finding that stereotypes remain of unmarried men who are

considered unwilling to take on the responsibilities of caring for and providing

for a family, one might expect that employers would believe that unmarried

men are less likely to be committed to their work and consequently less

productive than married men.  Specifically, I argue that if it is true that

employers believe that unmarried men are less productive than married men

when, in fact, no such differences exist, then over time, employers should

observe the productivity levels of unmarried men and adjust the wage levels

accordingly.  I have argued that years of work experience should affect wages

differently for unmarried men relative to married men.18  The argument

suggests an interaction effect between marital status and experience.  I argue

that the negative effect of bachelorhood on wages, conditional on experience,

will decrease as the level of experience increases.  Moving back to Model 4 in

Table 11, we see support for this hypothesis.  The interaction terms between

marital status and experience are significant for never married men.  Figure 1

shows a graph of the effect of experience on earnings contingent on marital

status.
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If we are to accept traditional statistical discrimination theory or

Tomaskovic-Devey’s (1993) perceived group differences theory as

explanations of the work penalties experienced by unmarried men, then we

must assume that assumptions about productivity differences account for

variations in wages.  This research uses cross-sectional data.  Therefore, I

cannot present a life course interpretation.  The data do show, though, that

those men with more experience have higher wages.  From zero through ten

years of experience the graph lends support to both traditional statistical

discrimination theory and Tomaskovic-Devey’s perceived group differences

theory.  Both theories suggest that employers perceive certain groups of

workers as being less productive.  Therefore, we would expect that workers

from groups that have been classified as less productive would be hired at a

lower wage level than those workers belonging to groups classified as more

productive.  If this initial classification is correct, as suggested by traditional

statistical discrimination theory, then we would expect that these less

productive workers would maintain a wage that is lower than the wage of  their

more productive counterparts.  However, if Tomaskovic-Devey (1993) is correct

in his assumption that an employer’s initial perception of productivity is

incorrect, then we would expect to find that wages will change as employer’s

update their perceptions of worker ability and productivity. 

The graph gives stronger support to Tomaskovic-Devey’s perceived

group differences theory.  It lends supports to the assumption that unmarried

men initially may be incorrectly classified as less productive workers, or
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alternatively, that married men may be classified as more productive workers. 

Never married men with twenty-seven years of work experience enjoy similar

wages to their married counterparts.  

Although the data do not allow a life course interpretation, the next logical

step is to assume from Figure 1 that panel data would reveal that initially, never

married workers earn considerably less than other men.  I infer from the data

that employers may start to readjust their assessment of worker productivity for

never married men around ten years of experience.  I would expect the wage

gap between married men and never married men to close dramatically

between ten and twenty years of experience, and by twenty-seven years of

work experience the wage gap is likely to be almost non-existent.  If it is true

that wage levels are driven by productivity, then the data suggest the possibility

that the productivity level of the never married men in this sample is similar to

that of their currently married counterparts.   However, the data are not

inconsistent with the notion that this group of men were accurately perceived

as being less productive at the outset, but then, after ten years in the

workforce, this group of workers began to increase their productivity, and

continued to increase their level of productivity until it was similar to that of

currently married men.  Or, alternatively, married men’s productivity decreases

until it is similar to that of never married men.

The graph shows little evidence to support the selection argument.  This

theory suggests that personal characteristics that are rewarded in the

workplace are also valued in the marriage market.  These men are more likely
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I also explored the data to see if there was a connection between social and cultural

capita l and m arital sta tus.  I found  no inte raction  effec t between  these  variab les. 

to be selected for promotion and to be selected as marriage partners.  The

assumption here is that never married men do not exhibit the characteristics

that make them attractive in the marriage market and the workplace.  The

pattern of results shown in Figure 1 belies this theory.  The wages of never

married men with high levels of experience  in this sample match those of their

married counterparts in the workplace, yet they remain single. 

Other potential explanations for wage inequality include social capital

theory and cultural capital theory.  The data provides limited measures for

social capital in terms of the number of organizations frequented by the

respondent, and it gives an indication of the frequency of attendance for these

organizations.  The data also provide very weak measures of cultural capital.  I

use the second sample to replicate earlier OLS regression models predicting

the effect of marital status on the log of wages.  This final analysis controls for

social capital and cultural capital19. 

The overall findings in Table 13 are consistent with the findings from

Table 11 reported above.  I found some support for social capital theory and  

cultural capital theory.  There was some evidence to support hypothesis 10 that

there would be a positive relationship between the number of social

organizations a man belongs to and wages.  For this sample of men, belonging

to one more social organization can be expected to result in a 1.5% increase in
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wages.  Although the coefficient is significant, substantively the difference is

very small.  This finding also has implications for cultural capital theory. 

Erickson links social networks to cultural capital.  She argues that the more

social networks an individual has, the more likely he or she is to develop

cultural variety.  

The evidence is stronger for hypotheses 14  that belonging to a

professional group will have a positive effect on wages.  For this sample, men

who belong to a professional group can expect a 12 percent increase in wages.

This finding has implications for both social capital theory and cultural capital

theory.  Membership in a professional group may result in “weak ties” with

people in similar occupational categories as the respondent.  As reported

earlier, social capital theory indicates “weak ties” are likely to provide more

diverse job-related information.  On the other hand, cultural capital is perceived

as a class attribute and a basis for social selection or exclusion (Bourdieu,

1985).   Since people in higher class structures are likely to belong to

professional organizations, some of the wage benefit attributed to belonging to

a professional group may be attributed to the exclusionary practices of higher

class men.

Hypothesis 13, that belonging to a literary or art group would have a

positive impact on wages was not supported.  I found the opposite effect.  For

this group of men, belonging to a literary or art group has a negative impact on

wages.  Perhaps men who are attracted to literary or art groups are also more

attracted to literary or art professions which may offer lower wages.
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However, as mentioned earlier, these control variables are not strong

indicators of social capital or cultural capital.  The measures give a fairly good

indication of how many social organizations a respondent frequents, and it

gives a fairly good indication of how often a respondent puts himself in

situations that facilitate interaction with others, but it does not indicate the

degree to which a person uses this network resource.
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CHAPTER 5

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

This chapter summarizes my central findings.  In this section, I present

my concluding remarks, discuss the limitations of my study, and offer

suggestions for future research. 

This study had four goals.  First, I wished to add to the overall

understanding of the bachelor penalty by examining the impact of cohabitation

on wages.  Second, I attempted to show how the needs theory and the wife as

a resource theory could be better understood by examining the relationship

between wages and cohabitation.  Third, I evaluated the adequacy of statistical

discrimination theory relative to the bachelor penalty, and finally, I used the

data available in the NSFH to discuss how social capital and cultural capital

impact wages.

I began by replicating the research design of earlier studies using the

traditional marital status variable and then compared the results to analyses

which include the cohabiting status.  Both sets of analyses include the same

control variables.  As expected, analyses using the traditional measure of

marital status in Table 11 showed a wage disadvantage for never married men. 

Analyses incorporating cohabitation status in Table 12 showed that all

cohabitors do not experience the same outcome.  Previously married men who

cohabit enjoy a marital premium similar to that of currently married men, and
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never married men who cohabit suffer a wage penalty similar to that of never

married men.  The findings suggest that marriage is a stronger predictor of

income than cohabitation status.  It seems intuitively reasonable to speculate

that employers use marriage as a signal for loyalty and commitment.  As stated

earlier, marriage is both a public and a legal commitment.  Men who marry

accept responsibility for their wives and children both legally and publically. 

Further, they have conformed to the societal norm.  If this is the case, then we

might expect employers to expect more company loyalty and company

conformity from married men. 

The second goal of this study is to show how the needs theory and the

wife as a resource theory can be better understood by examining the

relationship between wages and cohabitation.  The needs theory is based upon

the idea that the marital premium may exist because employers believe that

married men need a higher income in order to provide adequately for their

families.  I suggested that since men who cohabit also have families, we might

expect employers to recognize that cohabiting men also need a higher income

in order to provide adequately for their families.  The theory generated four

hypotheses: 1) Married men should receive higher wages than non-cohabiting

unmarried men; 2) Cohabiting men should receive higher wages than non-

cohabiting unmarried men; 3) All else equal, cohabiting men should receive

similar wages to married men and 4) The presence of a child in the home will

have a positive impact on wages.  None of these hypotheses were supported. 

For this sample of men, the marriage premium does not appeared to be socio-
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culturally induced in the sense that the wage increase is caused by the desire

of the employer to do what is right. There is no indication that married men or

cohabiting men receive a premium in order to take care of their families.

The wife as a resource argument suggests that marriage causes men to

be more productive in the workforce, and therefore, married men are more

likely to receive higher wages than are single men.  I suggested that if it is true

that wives increase their husbands productivity, then cohabiting men should

experience some of the benefits currently attributed to the presence of a wife,

relative to single men who live alone.  The wife as a resource led to the same

first two hypotheses as the needs argument.  That is: 1) Married men should

receive higher wages than non-cohabiting unmarried men, and 2) Cohabiting

men should receive higher wages than non-cohabiting unmarried men.  The

theory also generated hypotheses 5) Cohabiting men should receive lower

wages than married men; 6) The presence of a child in the home will have a

negative effect on income; 7) There will be a negative relationship between

having a wife who works and wages, and 8) There will be a negative

relationship between having a partner who works and wages.  Examining the

relationship between wages and cohabitation cast further doubt on the wife as

a resource paradigm.  There is no evidence to suggest that the presence of a

child decreases the time a partner can commit to assist her partner in his work

tasks.  Likewise, there is no evidence that women’s work force participation

decreases the time she can commit to assist her partner in his work tasks.  
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The data suggests that less specialization may be taking place. This is in line

with Greenstein’s (2000) finding that in households where wives were the

breadwinners those wives were doing more housework than would be expected

and husbands were doing less. The finding is also in line with the Hersch and

Stratton (2000) finding that never married men spend about as much time on

housework as their married counterparts. 

The third goal of this research is to evaluate the adequacy of statistical

discrimination theory relative to the bachelor penalty.  My findings support the

weaker form of statistical discrimination suggested by Tomaskovic-Devey

(1993).  I argued that if it is true that employers believe that never married men

are less productive when, in fact no such differences exist, then over time,

employers should observe the productivity levels of unmarried men and adjust

the wage levels accordingly. The argument suggests an interaction effect

between marital status and experience for unmarried men.  Since I use cross-

sectional data I cannot present a life course interpretation.  The data do show

though, that for this group of men, never married men with little work

experience suffer a wage disadvantage relative to their married counterparts. 

The data also show that never married men with twenty-five years and more of

work experience enjoy similar wages to their married counterparts.  The next

logical step is to assume that panel data would reveal a pattern where at the

outset, never married workers earn considerably less than their married

counterparts.  I would expect to find that the wage gap would close dramatically
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between ten and twenty-five years of experience as wages are changed to

reflect the new perceptions of worker productivity. 

The final goal of this study is to use the limited data available in the NSFH

to discuss social and cultural capital as they relate to the differential wages of

men.  I found some support for social capital theory.  The number of social

organizations frequented by a respondent is likely to have a positive effect on

income.  There is also some support for cultural capital theory.  The data

showed that belonging to a professional group had a positive effect on wages. 

There was nothing to indicate that belonging to a political organization has a

positive effect on wages, nor was there support for the idea that there would be

a positive relationship between the level of attendance of cultural organizations

and wages.

However, as mentioned earlier, these control variables are not strong

indicators of social capital or cultural capital.  The measures give a fairly good

indication of the type and number of social organizations a respondent

frequents, and it gives a fairly good indication of how often a respondent puts

himself in situations that facilitate interaction with others, but it does not

indicate the degree to which a person uses this network resource. 

The most important finding in this work is the interaction effect between

experience and marital status for never married men.  Up to this point in time,

researchers have assumed that never married men consistently earn less than

their married counterparts.  For this group of men, the interaction effect

suggests that at the outset, married men do earn more than never married
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men, but over time, never married men make the same wages as their married

counterparts.  The data offers some support for Tomaskovic-Devey’s

“perceived group differences” theory.  Though it does not discount the notion

that employer’s perception of unmarried men as being less productive is

correct at the outset.  It could be that unmarried men take longer to settle down

and become more productive.

 

Suggestions for Future Research 

The evidence presented in this research provides a number of interesting

implications for future research. 

First, I offered the interaction between marital status and experience as

evidence to support the “perceived group differences” argument offered by

Tomaskovic-Devey.  If, in fact, employers do initially underestimate the

productivity potential of never married men.  And, if my interpretation of the

interaction effect is accurate in terms of employers observing worker output

over time and adjusting wages accordingly, then we should see a similar effect

for other groups who are perceived as less productive when in fact no

difference in productivity exists.  I suggest, therefore, that researchers

interested in the wage differentials experienced by blacks and women could

extend their models to incorporate an interaction effect between race and

experience, and sex and experience.  

Second, my model concentrates on the effect of experience over time.  I

have made the assumption that information regarding workers is transmitted
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from one firm to the next.  However, I could also argue that workers benefit

from long tenure because employers have a longer period in which to observe

their productivity and adjust their wages accordingly.  Future researchers might

consider incorporating both experience and tenure into their models.  However,

Topel (1991) warns of biased estimates when including both experience and

tenure because of the correlation between these two variables.  Third, the

perceived differences theory rests on the assumption that employers incorrectly

underestimate the productivity value of certain groups of people. Future

research should attempt to determine what factors inf luence employers

perceptions of particular groups of people.  What is the source of this incorrect

assumption?  What is it about single men that causes an employer to

undervalue his productivity levels?  

This research also touched briefly on social capital theory and cultural

capital theory.  The results were weak at best.  As mentioned earlier, the data

provided poor measures for social capital and cultural capital.  However, these

theories have been found to offer valuable insight regarding hiring and

promotion decisions.  Therefore, it is my intention to evaluate existing data

used to research social capital and cultural capital to investigate whether or not

social capital or cultural capital have any bearing on hiring and promotion

practices concerning unmarried men.  One possible avenue is the Multi-City

Study of Urban Inequality.  Another source is the 1985 General Social Survey

Data.
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Finally, the cross-sectional data used in this analysis does not allow me to

claim unequivocally that marital status or cohabitation status  is the cause of

the bachelor penalty.  Unfortunately, although the NSFH data has excellent

time related marital status variables, the data do not allow me to establish

whether or not a wage increase occurred before or after a marital status

change.  Past research using panel data have indicate that wages rise after

marriage (for example Kilbourne, England, and Beron, 1994; and Korenman

and Newmark, 1991).  The Center for Disease Control and Prevention (CDC)

are currently developing a panel study of men.  I expect to have the first panel

data by the fall of 2003.  I have been informed that the data include a

cohabiting variable as well as a number of work variables.  I intend to use these

data to continue my research on work penalties experienced by unmarried men

so we can further understand inequality in general.
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Table 1.  Hypotheses

The Needs T heory

1. Married men should receive higher wages than non-cohabiting unmarried men.

2. Cohabiting men should receive higher wages than non-cohabiting unmarried

men.

3. All else equal, cohabiting men should receive similar wages to married men.

4. The presence of a child in the home will have a positive effect on income.

The W ife as a R esourc e Theo ry

1 Marrie d me n sho uld receive  highe r wages tha n non-cohab iting un marr ied m en. 

2 Cohabiting men should receive higher wages than non-cohabiting unmarried

men.

5. Cohabiting men should receive lower wages than married men

6. The presence of a child in the home will have a negative effect on income.

7. There will be a negative relationship between having a wife who works and

wages.

8. There will be a negative relationship between having a partner who works and

wages.

Statistical Dis crimination Theo ry

9. The  negative e ffect o f bachelorhood on  wages, co ndition al on e xperie nce, w ill

decrease as the level of experience increases.

Social C apital The ory

10. There will be a positive relationship between the number of social organizations

a ma n be longs  to and wages. 

11. There will be a positive relationship between the level of attendance of social

organization s and  wages. 

Cultural C apital The ory

12. Belonging to a political organization will have a positive effect on wages.

13. Belonging to a literary group will have a positive effect on wages.

14. Belonging to a professional group will have a positive effect on 

15. There will be a positive relationship between the level of attendance of cultural

organizations and wages.
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Table 2 Data Set Restrictions

Sample One

N = 13,017 Unrestricted sample

N = 8,078 Sample restricted to respondents who completed the main
respondent questionnaire.

N = 5,213 Sample further restricted to male respondents.

N = 5,189 Respondents who reported themselves as American Indian or
other deleted.

N = 3,612 Sample further restricted to full-time workers who are not self-
employed

N = 3,427 Sample further restricted to respondents who answered all
questions.

N = 3,314 Sample further restricted to workers who report a salary of more
than $5,000.

Sample Two

N = 3,085 Sample further restricted to workers who answered greater than
25 percent of the questions used to measure social capital and
cultural capital.
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Table 3  
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status  
Sample One       
    Full Currently       Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
  N=3856 N=2453 N=75 N=249 N=42 N=1037 
      (63.6%) (2.0%) (6.5%) (1.1%) (26.9%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,350 27,424 21,165 24,734 22,867 13,557 
  [20,930] [23,444] [11,394] [12,032] [20,556] [11,847] 
  Ln Wage  9.77 9.99 9.79 9.91 9.74 9.21 
  [.89] [.80] [.53] [.62] [.70] [.95] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or under Under 41.0% 60.0% 16.5% 15.6% 30.5% 4.5% 
  Wife Works 41.1% 64.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice 2.8% 3.9% 2.5% 3.8% 0.9% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  81.8% 84.3% 54.9% 80.2% 83.4% 78.1% 
    Black  9.9% 7.9% 30.7% 13.6% 9.4% 12.2% 
    Hispanic 8.3% 7.8% 14.3% 6.2% 7.1% 9.6% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 20.6% 19.9% 30.0% 15.7% 19.4% 22.9% 
    North Central 25.2% 24.6% 21.4% 26.9% 44.1% 25.5% 
    West  21.5% 19.6% 12.8% 24.5% 8.6% 26.5% 
    South  32.7% 35.8% 35.8% 33.0% 27.9% 25.1% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 79.6% 77.1% 83.8% 81.8% 75.0% 84.7% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 15.4% 15.7% 27.8% 17.9% 27.6% 12.6% 
    High School 61.6% 57.9% 63.7% 58.9% 57.5% 71.2% 
    College Graduate 15.3% 16.6% 7.4% 15.6% 11.7% 12.8% 
    Graduate Degree 7.7% 9.8% 1.1% 7.7% 3.3% 3.4% 
        
Experience 18.54 22.70 23.90 20.69 43.27 6.66 
  [15.02] [14.51] [11.22] [8.84] [12.28] [8.28] 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   
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Table 3 Continued       
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status 
Sample One             
  Full Currently    Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
    N=3856 N=2033 N=75 N=249 N=42 N=1037 
        
  Union Membership 12.1% 13.6% 17.1% 15.6% 24.1% 7.0% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial 23.6% 27.7% 14.3% 21.0% 20.1% 15.5% 
    Technical/Sales/Support 16.2% 16.4% 15.5% 16.2% 8.6% 16.1% 
    Craft  17.2% 18.3% 18.8% 20.2% 11.4% 14.0% 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.7% 5.4% 4.4% 5.8% 3.6% 10.2% 
    Manufacturing 7.7% 7.6% 6.6% 6.9% 5.2% 8.2% 
    Transportation 5.8% 5.6% 9.9% 6.7% 11.7% 5.5% 
    Services  7.9% 6.0% 18.6% 12.7% 3.5% 10.6% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables. 
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Table 4  
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status 
Sample One       
    Full Currently       Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
  N=3314 N=2033 N=99 N=349 N=50 N=783 
      (61.4%) (3.0%) (10.5%) (1.5%) (23.6%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,062 25,681 21,975 25,390 21,681 15,451 
  [18,917] [21,237] [13,634] [14,351] [22,360] [10,928] 
  Ln Wage  9.78 9.92 9.51 9.94 9.43 9.37 
  [.78] [.72] [.64] [.71] [.83] [.81] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or Under 43.2% 62.3% 19.2% 22.6% 36.0% 6.1% 
  Wife Works 41.0% 66.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than 
Twice 3.2% 4.3% 3.0% 4.0% 2.0% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  75.7% 78.5% 51.5% 77.7% 72.0% 70.9% 
    Black  15.9% 12.8% 39.4% 17.2% 20.0% 20.2% 
    Hispanic 8.4% 8.7% 9.1% 5.2% 8.0% 8.9% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 18.5% 17.5% 28.3% 14.0% 18.0% 21.8% 
    North Central 27.2% 27.2% 21.2% 30.4% 32.0% 26.2% 
    West  19.6% 18.6% 10.1% 20.1% 14.0% 23.4% 
    South  34.7% 36.7% 40.4% 35.5% 36.0% 28.6% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 76.8% 74.2% 81.8% 78.8% 62.0% 83.1% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 16.1% 16.4% 30.3% 15.5% 32.0% 12.9% 
    High School 61.0% 59.1% 58.6% 62.2% 52.0% 66.7% 
    College Graduate 15.6% 16.2% 10.1% 14.3% 12.0% 15.3% 
    Graduate Degree 7.3% 8.4% 1.0% 8.0% 4.0% 5.1% 
        
Experience 17.84 20.25 22.70 20.20 39.66 8.53 
  [13.09] [13.00] [12.05] [10.30] [15.23] [8.27] 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   
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Table 4 Continued       
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status 
Sample One             
  Full     Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
    N=3314 N=2033 N=99 N=349 N=50 N=783 
        
  Union Membership 12.9% 13.9% 20.2% 16.9% 14.0% 7.7% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    
Professional/Managerial 22.7% 25.1% 15.2% 20.6% 24.0% 18.1% 
    
Technical/Sales/Support 16.8% 17.0% 13.1% 16.3% 8.0% 17.6% 
    Craft  18.2% 10.0% 19.9% 20.3% 16.0% 15.1% 
    
Farm/Forestry/Laborers 7.1% 6.5% 6.1% 5.4% 8.0% 9.3% 
    Manufacturing 8.1% 7.9% 8.1% 8.6% 8.0% 8.3% 
    Transportation 6.2% 6.3% 11.1% 6.3% 8.0% 5.1% 
    Services  8.2% 6.4% 16.2% 11.5% 4.0% 10.5% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables. 
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Table 5  
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status  
Sample One       

        Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
  N=3856 N=2453 N=81 N=286 N=111 N=926 
      (63.6%) (2.1%) (7.4%) (2.9%) (24.0%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,350 27,424 21,380 24,466 14,755 13,413 
  [20,930] [23,444] [10,817] [13,502] [8,114] [12,468] 
  Ln Wage  9.77 9.99 9.74 9.90 9.39 9.19 
  [.89] [.80] [.69] [.59] [.66] [1.00] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or under Under 41.0% 59.0% 29,83% 14.0% 27.3% 1.7% 
  Wife Works 41.1% 64.6% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Partner Works 5.4% 0.0% 64.5% 0.0% 67.7% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice 2.8% 3.9% 2.3% 3.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  81.8% 84.3% 67.5% 77.6% 74.2% 78.6% 
    Black  9.9% 7.9% 23.0% 14.9% 14.3% 12.0% 
    Hispanic 8.3% 7.8% 9.5% 7.5% 11.5% 9.4% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 20.6% 19.9% 27.2% 16.7% 20.1% 23.3% 
    North Central 25.2% 24.7% 24.3% 28.7% 17.1% 26.5% 
    West  21.5% 19.6% 26.2% 18.6% 37.0% 25.2% 
    South  32.7% 35.8% 22.3% 36.0% 25.8% 25.0% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 79.6% 77.1% 83.0% 81.0% 84.7% 84.7% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 15.4% 15.7% 27.4% 19.2% 18.6% 11.8% 
    High School 61.6% 57.9% 54.9% 61.1% 63.5% 72.1% 
    College Graduate 15.3% 16.6% 10.5% 14.3% 16.8% 12.4% 
    Graduate Degree 7.7% 9.8% 7.2% 5.4% 1.2% 3.7% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   
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Table 5 Continued       
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status 
Sample One             

    Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
    N=3856 N=2453 N=81 N=285 N=111 N=926 
        
  Experience 18.54 22.75 19.93 23.81 8.73 6.41 
  [15.12] [14.51] [9.38] [13.01] [5.88] [8.64] 
        
  Union Membership 12.1% 13.6% 15.6% 17.2% 2.7% 7.5% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial 23.6% 27.7% 17.0% 20.3% 19.1% 15.1% 
    Technical/Sales/Support 16.2% 16.4% 14.7% 15.3% 13.1% 16.4% 
    Craft  17.2% 18.3% 19.6% 18.7% 21.9% 13.1% 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.7% 5.4% 8.1% 4.5% 10.1% 10.3% 
    Manufacturing 7.7% 7.6% 8.6% 6.1% 6.4% 8.4% 
    Transportation 5.8% 5.6% 4.9% 8.8% 5.3% 5.6% 
    Services  7.8% 6.0% 15.1% 12.2% 8.4% 10.9% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.     
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Table 6  
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status 
Sample One       

        Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
  N=3314 N=2033 N=103 N=395 N=133 N=650 
      (61.5%) 3.1%) (11.9%) (4.0%) (19.6%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,062 25,681 21,646 25,041 15,222 15,497 
  [18,917] [21,237] [12,090] [15,917] [9,164] [11,260] 
  Ln Wage  9.78 9.92 9.76 9.90 9.43 9.36 
  [.78] [.72] [.76] [.70] [.70] [.83] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or under Under 43.2% 62.3% 33.0% 20.8% 27.8% 1.7% 
  Wife Works 41.0% 66.8% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Partner Works 7.0% 0.0% 67.0% 0.0% 69.9% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice 3.1% 4.3% 1.9% 4.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  75.7% 78.5% 71.8% 71.9% 75.2% 70.0% 
    Black  15.9% 12.8% 21.4% 22.0% 16.5% 20.9% 
    Hispanic 8.4% 8.7% 6.8% 6.1% 8.3% 9.1% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 18.5% 17.5% 24.3% 15.4% 22.6% 21.7% 
    North Central 27.2% 27.2% 26.2% 29.4% 18.8% 27.7% 
    West  19.6% 18.6% 23.3% 15.9% 30.1% 22.0% 
    South  34.7% 36.7% 26.2% 39.2% 28.6% 28.6% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 76.8% 74.2% 77.7% 77.7% 80.5% 83.7% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 16.1% 16.4% 24.3% 19.0% 17.3% 12.0% 
    High School 61.0% 59.1% 58.3% 61.0% 63.9% 67.2% 
    College Graduate 51.6% 16.2% 9.7% 14.2% 17.3% 14.9% 
    Graduate Degree 7.3% 8.4% 7.8% 5.8% 1.5% 5.9% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   



 124

 
Table 6 Continued       
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status 
Sample One             

    Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
    N=3314 N=2033 N=103 N=395 N=133 N=650 
        
  Experience 17.84 20.25 18.20 23.81 8.81 8.48 
  [13.09] [13.00] [9.83] [13.01] [6.36] [8.62] 
        
  Union Membership 12.9% 13.9% 16.5% 17.5% 3.8% 8.5% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial 22.7% 25.1% 16.5% 20.8% 16.5% 18.5% 
    Technical/Sales/Support 16.8% 17.0% 15.5% 14.7% 13.5% 18.5% 
    Craft  18.2% 10.0% 20.4% 19.5% 22.6% 13.5% 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 7.1% 6.5% 6.8% 5.6% 11.3% 8.9% 
    Manufacturing 8.1% 7.9% 9.7% 8.1% 6.0% 8.8% 
    Transportation 6.2% 6.3% 5.8% 7.8% 6.8% 4.8% 
    Services  8.2% 6.4% 13.6% 11.1% 11.3% 10.3% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.     
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Table 7  
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status  
Sample Two       
    Full Currently       Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
  N=3600 N=2285 N=65 N=234 N=38 N=977 
      (63.5%) (1.8%) (6.5%) (1.1%) (27.1%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,481 27,762 20,741 24,503 23,156 13,418 
  [21,302] [23,883] [11,205] [12,050] [21,694] [11,778] 
  Ln Wage  9.77 10.00 9.76 9.89 9.74 9.20 
  [.90] [.80] [.53] [.62] [.74] [.95] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or under Under 41.1% 60.3% 18.2% 15.8% 30.4% 4.2% 
  Wife Works 41.3% 65.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice 2.8% 3.9% 2.9% 4.0% 1.0% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  82.3% 84.7% 56.2% 80.5% 86.4% 78.7% 
    Black  9.7% 7.7% 33.9% 13.1% 8.4% 12.0% 
    Hispanic 8.0% 7.6% 9.9% 6.4% 5.2% 9.3% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 20.3% 19.9% 26.9% 14.5% 17.7% 22.1% 
    North Central 25.2% 24.5% 23.8% 27.4% 44.5% 25.6% 
    West  21.6% 19.7% 12.9% 24.8% 9.4% 26.5% 
    South  33.0% 35.9% 36.4% 33.4% 28.5% 25.8% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 79.3% 76.9% 81.2% 81.1% 75.2% 84.6% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 15.0% 15.3% 26.1% 18.0% 25.7% 12.5% 
    High School 62.0% 57.9% 65.4% 58.7% 58.0% 72.1% 
    College Graduate 15.2% 16.7% 7.2% 15.7% 12.8% 12.1% 
    Graduate Degree 7.9% 10.1% 1.3% 7.6% 3.5% 3.4% 
        
Experience 18.34 22.56 23.42 20.69 44.06 6.57 
  [14.89] [14.32] [10.41] [8.91] [12.18] [8.26] 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   
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Table 7 Continued       
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status 
Sample Two             
  Full     Never 
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married 
    N=3600 N=2285 N=65 N=234 N=38 N=977 
        
  Union Membership 12.7% 14.2% 19.8% 16.1% 25.1% 7.4% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial 23.8% 28.2% 12.4% 21.0% 21.9% 15.0% 
    Technical/Sales/Support 16.3% 16.5% 18.0% 16.4% 9.3% 15.9% 
    Craft  17.1% 18.1% 16.0% 21.4% 11.7% 13.9% 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.7% 5.5% 4.4% 5.7% 2.3% 10.7% 
    Manufacturing 7.6% 7.6% 6.5% 6.3% 1.1% 8.4% 
    Transportation 6.0% 7.8% 10.5% 6.8% 10.8% 5.9% 
    Services  7.8% 5.8% 18.4% 11.8% 3.9% 10.9% 
  ]      
  Social Capital Variables       
    Number of Social Activities 7.28 7.26 6.36 6.70 6.09 7.56 
  [3.74] [3.77] [2.59] [2.97] [3.17] [4.05] 
    Attends Once a Year or Less 35.8% 40.8% 39.2% 40.0% 33.0% 23.2% 
    Attends Several Times a Year 61.5% 57.8% 58.5% 57.5% 67.0% 71.0% 
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.7% 1.5% 2.4% 2.6% 0.0% 5.8% 
        
  Cultural Capital Variables       
    Political Groups 8.2% 8.0% 8.4% 6.9% 9.8% 8.7% 
    Literary/Art/Discussion Groups 13.8% 12.5% 9.1% 15.1% 5.8% 17.3% 
    Professional/Academic Groups 22.4% 24.2% 7.7% 18.9% 19.1% 20.0% 
    Attends Once a Year or Less 82.8% 83.6% 90.7% 82.4% 85.9% 80.4% 
    Attends Several Times a Year 14.8% 14.6% 7.3% 15.5% 14.1% 15.6% 
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.4% 1.8% 2.0% 2.1% 0.0% 4.1% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables. 
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Table 8   
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages 
by Traditional Marital Status    
Sample Two        
    Full Currently       Never  
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married  
  N=3085 N=1890 N=90 N=328 N=44 N=733  
      (61.3%) (2.9%) (10.6%) (1.3%) (23.8%)  
         
Dependent Variable        
  Wages  23,166 25,944 21,683 25,261 21,760 15,334  
  [19,228] [21,639] [13,736] [14,413] [23,552] [10,825]  
  Ln Wage  9.79 9.93 9.80 9.93 9.63 9.36  
  [.78] [.72] [.64] [.71] [.86] [.81]  
         
Independent Variables        
         
  Child 18 or under  43.3% 62.7% 20.0% 23.2% 34.1% 5.9%  
  Wife Works 41.3% 67.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  
         
Control Variables        
         
  Married More than Twice 3.2% 4.3% 3.3% 4.3% 2.3% 0.0%  
         
  Race         
    White  76.4% 79.3% 51.1% 78.1% 75.0% 71.5%  
    Black  15.7% 12.5% 41.1% 16.8% 18.8% 20.1%  
    Hispanic 7.9% 8.3% 7.8% 5.2% 6.9% 8.5%  
         
  Region of Residence        
    Northeast 18.2% 17.6% 26.7% 13.1% 15.9% 21.2%  
    North Central 27.3% 27.3% 22.2% 30.8% 31.8% 26.3%  
    West  19.5% 18.4% 10.0% 20.1% 15.9% 23.3%  
    South  35.0% 36.7% 41.1% 36.0% 36.4% 29.2%  
         
  Lives in SMSA 76.6% 74.1% 80.0% 78.1% 61.4% 82.8%  
         
  Education        
    Less than High School 15.7% 15.9% 27.8% 15.6% 29.6% 13.0%  
    High School 61.2% 59.0% 61.1% 62.2% 52.3% 67.0%  
    College Graduate 15.6% 16.4% 10.0% 14.3% 13.6% 14.9% 
    Graduate Degree 7.5% 8.7% 1.1% 7.9% 4.6% 5.2%  
         
Experience 17.64 20.02 21.92 20.25 40.70 8.45  
  [12.96] [12.84] [11.76] [10.36] [14.93] [8.26]  
                 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.    
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Table 8 Continued        
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Traditional Marital Status  
Sample Two              
  Full     Never  
  Sample Married Separated Divorced Widowed Married  
    N=3085 N=1890 N=90 N=328 N=44 N=733  
         
  Union Membership 13.6% 14.6% 22.2% 17.4% 13.6% 8.2% 
        
  Occupation/Industry        
    Professional/Managerial 23.0% 25.6% 14.4% 20.7% 27.3% 18.0%  
    Technical/Sales/Support 17.0% 17.3% 14.4% 16.5% 9.1% 17.3%  
    Craft  18.0% 18.6% 18.9% 21.7% 15.9% 14.9%  
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.9% 6.2% 5.6% 5.2% 6.8% 9.8%  
    Manufacturing 7.9% 7.9% 7.8% 7.9% 2.3% 8.5%  
    Transportation 6.3% 6.4% 11.1% 6.4% 6.8% 5.5%  
    Services  8.1% 6.4% 15.6% 10.7% 4.6% 10.5%  
         
  Social Capital Variables        
    Number of Social Activities 7.24 7.25 6.80 6.96 6.73 7.41  
  [3.44] [3.46] [3.33] [3.42] [3.30] [3.42]  
    Attends Once a Year or Less 35.1% 39.1% 36.7% 35.4% 27.3% 25.1%  
    Attends Several Times a Year 62.1% 59.0% 60.0% 62.2% 72.7% 69.7%  
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.8% 1.9% 3.3% 2.4% 0.0% 5.2%  
         
  Cultural Capital Variables        
    Political Groups 8.2% 8.1% 10.0% 6.7% 13.6% 8.6%  
    Literary/Art/Discussion Groups 13.5% 12.3% 11.1% 13.7% 6.8% 17.1%  
    Professional/Academic Groups 21.6% 22.8% 10.0% 19.8% 22.7% 20.6%  
    Attends Once a Year or Less 83.0% 83.9% 88.9% 82.9% 86.4% 79.8%  
    Attends Several Times a Year 14.5% 14.1% 7.8% 14.9% 13.6% 16.2%  
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.5% 2.0% 3.3% 2.1% 0.0% 4.0%  
                 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.  
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Table 9   
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status   
Sample Two        

        Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not  

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit  
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never  
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married  
  N=3600 N=2285 N=74 N=264 N=102 N=875  
      (63.5%) (2.0%) (7.3%) (2.8%) (24.3%)  
         
Dependent Variable        
  Wages  23,481 27,762 20,976 24,371 14,312 13,314  
  [21,302] [23,883] [10,591] [13,665] [7,860] [12,412]  
  Ln Wage  9.77 10.00 9.72 9.88 9.35 9.19  
  [.90] [.80] [.70] [.59] [.66] [1.00]  
         
Independent Variables        
         
  Child 18 or under  41.1% 60.3% 29.3% 14.8% 25.4% 1.7%  
  Wife Works 41.3% 65.1% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0%  
  Partner Works 5.2% 0.0% 65.4% 0.0% 64.8% 0.0%  
         
Control Variables        
         
  Married More than Twice 2.8% 3.9% 2.5% 3.7% 0.0% 0.0%  
         
  Race         
    White  82.3% 84.7% 66.4% 79.3% 75.9% 79.0%  
    Black  9.7% 7.7% 24.5% 14.4% 13.5% 11.8%  
    Hispanic 8.0% 7.6% 9.1% 6.3% 10.6% 9.2%  
         
  Region of Residence        
    Northeast 20.3% 19.9% 25.9% 14.8% 19.6% 22.4%  
    North Central 25.2% 24.5% 25.1% 29.7% 17.3% 26.5%  
    West  21.6% 19.7% 26.0% 19.3% 37.2% 25.3%  
    South  33.0% 35.9% 23.1% 36.2% 25.9% 25.8%  
         
  Lives in SMSA 79.3% 76.9% 81.8% 80.0% 83.9% 84.6%  
         
  Education        
    Less than High School 15.0% 15.3% 27.4% 18.5% 19.5% 11.6%  
    High School 62.0% 57.9% 54.5% 61.4% 63.2% 73.1%  
    College Graduate 15.2% 16.7% 11.6% 14.3% 16.1% 11.7%  
    Graduate Degree 7.9% 10.1% 6.6% 5.7% 1.3% 3.6%  
                 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.    
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Table 9 Continued        
Weighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status  
Sample Two        
                 

    Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not  

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit  
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never  
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married  
    N=3600 N=2285 N=74 N=264 N=102 N=875  
         
  Experience 18.34 22.56 20.06 24.94 8.63 8.39  
  [14.89] [14.32] [9.63] [11.67] [5.91] [8.59]  
         
  Union Membership 12.7% 14.2% 17.2% 18.1% 2.9% 7.9% 
        
  Occupation/Industry        
    Professional/Managerial 23.8% 28.2% 16.0% 20.4% 18.6% 14.5%  
    Technical/Sales/Support 16.3% 16.5% 16.1% 15.8% 12.5% 16.3%  
    Craft  17.1% 18.1% 21.5% 18.7% 21.3% 13.0%  
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.7% 5.5% 8.9% 4.0% 11.0% 10.6%  
    Manufacturing 7.6% 7.6% 6.9% 5.4% 7.0% 8.5%  
    Transportation 6.0% 7.8% 4.5% 8.9% 5.7% 5.9%  
    Services  7.8% 5.8% 13.7% 11.7% 9.1% 11.1%  
         
  Social Capital Variables        
    Number of Social Activities 7.28 7.26 6.70 6.54 6.36 7.55  
  [3.74] [3.77] [3.57] [2.74] [2.67] [3.47]  
    Attends Once a Year or Less 35.8% 40.8% 44.8% 37.4% 34.6% 21.9%  
    Attends Several Times a Year 61.5% 57.8% 49.2% 61.4% 63.7% 71.9%  
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.7% 1.5% 6.0% 1.2% 2.0% 6.2%  
         
  Cultural Capital Variables        
    Political Groups 8.2% 8.0% 11.0% 6.5% 6.2% 9.0%  
    Literary/Art/Discussion Groups 13.8% 12.5% 13.9% 12.6% 12.0% 17.9%  
    Professional/Academic Groups 22.4% 24.2% 14.9% 17.3% 14.3% 20.7%  
    Attends Once a Year or Less 82.8% 83.6% 84.0% 84.5% 87.0% 79.6%  
    Attends Several Times a Year 14.8% 14.6% 11.8% 14.3% 8.2% 16.4%  
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.4% 1.8% 4.2% 1.2% 4.8% 4.0%  
                 
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.  
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Table 10  
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status 
Sample Two       

        Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
  N=3085 N=1890 N=94 N=368 N=122 N=611 
      (61.3%) (3.0%) (11.9%) (4.0%) (19.8%) 
        
Dependent Variable       
  Wages  23,166 25,944 21,400 24,954 14,761 15,448 
  [19,228] [21,639] [11,964] [16,134] [8,940] [11,166] 
  Ln Wage  9.79 9.93 9.74 9.91 9.39 9.35 
  [.78] [.72] [.77] [.70] [.70] [83] 
        
Independent Variables       
        
  Child 18 or under Under 43.3% 62.7% 31.9% 21.5% 27.1% 1.6% 
  Wife Works 41.3% 67.4% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 0.0% 
  Partner Works 6.9% 0.0% 68.1% 0.0% 67.2% 0.0% 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice 3.2% 4.3% 2.1% 4.4% 0.0% 0.0% 
        
  Race        
    White  76.4% 79.3% 71.3% 72.8% 76.2% 70.5% 
    Black  15.7% 12.5% 22.3% 21.5% 16.4% 20.8% 
    Hispanic 7.9% 8.3% 6.4% 5.7% 7.4% 8.7% 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast 18.2% 17.6% 23.4% 14.1% 22.1% 21.0% 
    North Central 27.3% 27.3% 26.6% 29.9% 19.7% 27.7% 
    West  19.5% 18.4% 23.4% 16.3% 29.5% 22.1% 
    South  35.0% 36.7% 26.6% 39.7% 28.7% 29.3% 
        
  Lives in SMSA 76.6% 74.1% 76.6% 76.9% 79.5% 83.5% 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School 15.7% 15.9% 23.4% 18.2% 18.0% 12.0% 
    High School 61.2% 59.0% 58.5% 61.7% 63.9% 67.6% 
    College Graduate 15.6% 16.4% 10.6% 14.1% 16.4% 14.6% 
    Graduate Degree 7.5% 8.7% 7.5% 6.0% 1.6% 5.9% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables.   
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Table 10 Continued       
Unweighted Variable Means and Percentages by Marital/Cohabiting Status 
Sample Two             

    Does Does Not Does 
Does 
Not 

    Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit Cohabit 
  Full Currently Previously Previously Never Never 
  Sample Married Married Married Married Married 
    N=3085 N=1890 N=94 N=368 N=122 N=611 
        
  Experience 17.64 20.02 18.23 23.62 8.73 8.39 
  [12.96] [12.84] [10.03] [12.97] [6.37] [8.59] 
        
  Union Membership 13.6% 14.6% 18.1% 17.9% 4.1% 9.0% 
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial 23.0% 25.6% 16.0% 21.2% 15.6% 18.5% 
    Technical/Sales/Support 17.0% 17.3% 17.0% 15.0% 13.1% 18.2% 
    Craft  18.0% 18.6% 22.3% 20.1% 22.1% 13.4% 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers 6.9% 6.2% 7.5% 4.9% 12.3% 9.3% 
    Manufacturing 7.9% 7.9% 7.5% 7.3% 6.6% 8.8% 
    Transportation 6.3% 6.4% 5.3% 7.9% 7.4% 5.1% 
    Services  8.1% 6.4% 12.8% 10.6% 12.3% 10.2% 
        
  Social Capital Variables       
    Number of Social Activities 7.24 7.25 6.90 6.90 6.68 7.55 
  [3.44] [3.46] [3.72] [3.30] [3.10] [3.47] 
    Attends Once a Year or Less 35.1% 39.1% 41.5% 33.2% 30.3% 24.1% 
    Attends Several Times a Year 62.1% 59.0% 53.2% 65.2% 66.4% 70.4% 
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.8% 1.9% 5.3% 1.6% 3.3% 5.6% 
        
  Cultural Capital Variables       
    Political Groups 8.2% 8.1% 10.6% 7.3% 7.4% 8.8% 
    Literary/Art/Discussion Groups 13.5% 12.3% 13.8% 12.2% 13.1% 17.8% 
    Professional/Academic Groups 21.6% 22.8% 16.0% 18.8% 17.2% 21.3% 
    Attends Once a Year or Less 83.0% 83.9% 83.0% 84.8% 86.1% 78.6% 
    Attends Several Times a Year 14.5% 14.1% 13.8% 13.3% 9.8% 17.5% 
    Attends Once a Month or More 2.5% 2.0% 3.2% 1.9% 4.1% 3.9% 
                
Note: Numbers in parentheses are standard deviations of variables. 
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Table 11  

OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Marital Status on the  
Log of Wages       
Sample One       
               
Variable  Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  
               
Independent Variables       
  Marital Status       
  Separated  -0.104 -0.019 -0.102 -0.327  
  Divorced    0.024  0.105 -0.108  0.047  
  Widowed   -0.270* -0.202  0.047  0.221  
  Never Married  -0.552*** -0.455*** -0.344*** -0.477***  
        
Family Variables       
  Child 18 or under   0.273***   0.099***  0.038  0.015  
  Wife Works  0.292***   0.060 -0.056 -0.002  
  Wife Does Not Work  0.266***   0.028 -0.039  0.018  
        
Control Variables       
  Married More than Twice  0.035   -0.118 -0.142  
        
  Race        
    Black  -0.224***   -0.139*** -0.128***  
    Hispanic -0.354***   -0.155*** -0.166***  
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast  0.105**    0.053  0.047  
    North Central  0.045    0.006 -0.008  
    West  -0.033   -0.048 -0.038  
        
  Lives in SMSA  0.204***    0.134***  0.138***  
        
  Education       
    Less than High School -0.326***   -0.168*** -0.217***  
    College Graduate  0.363***    0.215***  0.199*** 
    Graduate Degree  0.669***    0.367***  0.365***  
        
  Experience  0.077***    0.061***  0.050***  
  Experience Squared -0.002***   -0.001*** -0.001***  
        
  Labor Union Membership  0.254***    0.147***  0.200  
               
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05        
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Table 11 Continued       
OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Marital Status on the  
Log of Wages       
Sample One       
               
  Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4  
               
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial  0.834***    0.522***  0.510***  
    Technical/Sales/Support  0.509***    0.339***  0.347***  
    Craft   0.429***    0.312***  0.298***  
    Transportation  0.340***    0.313***  0.299***  
    Services   0.080    0.031  0.044  
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers -0.140***   -0.130** -0.105***  
        
Interaction Variables       
  Separated*Experience      0.018  
  Divorced*Experience     -0.008  
  Widowed*Experience     -0.001  
  Nevermarried*Experience      0.044***  
  Separated*ExperienceSquared    -0.001  
  Divorced*ExperienceSquared      0.000  
  Widowed*ExperienceSquared     0.000  
  Nevermarried*ExperienceSquared    -0.001***  
        
R-Square   0.0916 0.0951 0.3688 0.3750  
Adjusted R-Square  0.0905 0.0932 0.3636 0.3681  
               
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05  
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Table 12 
OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Marital 
Status on the Log of Wages  
Sample One      
             
       
Variable  Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3  
             
       
Independent Variables      
Marital Status      
Cohabiting Previously Married  -0.156* -0.108 -0.137  
Not Cohabiting Previously Married  0.001  0.083  0.000  
Cohabiting Never Married  -0.493*** -0.442*** -0.240***  
Not Cohabiting Never Married  -0.564*** -0.463*** -0.272***  
       
Family Variables      
  Child 18 or under   0.273***   0.097***  0.009  
  Wife Works  0.292***   0.058 -0.003  
  Wife Does Not Work  0.266***   0.029  0.021  
  Partner Works -0.087   0.035  0.028  
  Partner Does Not Work -0.006  -0.008 -0.035  
       
Control Variables      
  Married More than Twice  0.035   -0.153*  
       
  Race       
    Black  -0.224***   -0.128***  
    Hispanic -0.354***   -0.160***  
       
  Region of Residence      
    Northeast  0.105**    0.046  
    North Central  0.045   -0.006  
    West  -0.033   -0.036  
       
  Lives in SMSA  0.204***    0.133***  
       
  Education      
    Less than High School -0.326***   -0.208***  
    College Graduate  0.363***    0.201***  
    Graduate Degree  0.669***    0.373***  
       
  Experience  0.077***    0.060***  
  Experience Squared -0.002****  -0.001***  
             
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05      
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Table 12 Continued      
OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Cohabiting/Marital Status 
On the Log of Wages    
Sample One     
           
     
  Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 
           
      
  Labor Union Membership  0.254***    0.202*** 
      
  Occupation/Industry     
    Professional/Managerial  0.834***    0.513*** 
    Technical/Sales/Support  0.509***    0.353*** 
    Craft   0.429***    0.299*** 
    Transportation  0.340***    0.295*** 
    Services   0.080    0.041 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers -0.140***   -0.096*** 
      
      
R-Square   0.0906 0.0942  0.3690 
Adjusted R-Square  0.0895 0.0917  0.3636 
           
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05 
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Table 13  
OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Marital Status on the  
Log of Wages       
Sample Two       
         
Variable   Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
                
        
Independent Variables       
  Marital Status       
  Separated  -0.238* -0.182 -0.136 -0.383 -0.145 
  Divorced   -0.106 -0.046 -0.124*  0.112  0.091 
  Widowed   -0.257 -0.219  0.041 -0.472 -0.514 
  Never Married  -0.795*** -0.717*** -0.338*** -0.633*** -0.654*** 
        
Family Variables       
  Child 18 or under   0.439***   0.154***  0.046  0.049  0.037 
  Wife Works  0.452***  -0.007 -0.058 -0.059 -0.063 
  Wife Does Not Work  0.430***  -0.022 -0.038 -0.036 -0.027 
        
Control Variables       
        
  Married More than Twice    -0.155* -0.140* -0.122 
        
  Race        
    Black  -0.274***   -0.149*** -0.150*** -0.143*** 
    Hispanic -0.350***   -0.138*** -0.152*** -0.134*** 
        
  Region of Residence       
    Northeast  0.069    0.028  0.030  0.042 
    North Central  0.004   -0.018  0.005  0.000 
    West  -0.083*   -0.069* -0.066* -0.056 
        
  Lives in SMSA  0.187***    0.132***  0.133***  0.125*** 
        
  Education       
    Less than High School -0.252***   -0.184*** -0.207*** -0.201*** 
    College Graduate  0.443***    0.225***  0.206***  0.183*** 
    Graduate Degree  0.776***    0.349***  0.340*** 0.314*** 
        
  Experience  0.093***    0.062***  0.051***  0.051*** 
  Experience Squared -0.002****  -0.001*** -0.001*** -0.001*** 
        
  Labor Union Membership  0.228***    0.144***  0.142***  0.126*** 
                
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05       
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Table 13 Continued       
OLS Regression Models Predicting the Effect of Marital Status on the  
Log of Wages       
Sample Two             
  Bivariate Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 
                
        
  Occupation/Industry       
    Professional/Managerial     0.520***  0.512***  0.478*** 
    Technical/Sales/Support     0.337***  0.324***  0.307*** 
    Craft      0.307***  0.300***  0.292*** 
    Transportation     0.323***  0.308***   0.307*** 
    Services      0.022  0.016  0.009 
    Farm/Forestry/Laborers    -0.142*** -0.153*** -0.165*** 
        
Interaction Variables       
  Separated*Experience      0.032  0.037 
  Divorced*Experience     -0.018 -0.015 
  Widowed*Experience      0.007  0.007 
  Nevermarried*Experience      0.047***  0.052*** 
  
Separated*ExperienceSquared     -0.001 -0.001 
  Divorced*ExperienceSquared      0.000  0.000 
  
Widowed*ExperienceSquared      0.000  0.000 
  Nevermarried*ExperienceSquared    -0.001*** -0.001*** 
        
Social Capital Variables       
  Number of Social Activities       0.010* 
  Attends Several Times a Year       0.047 
  Attends Once a Month or More       0.035 
        
Cultural Capital Variables       
  Political Groups      -0.050 
 Literary/Art/Discussion Groups      -0.239*** 
  Professional/Academic Groups       0.142** 
  Attends Several Times a Year      -0.022 
  Attends Once a Month or More      -0.032 
        
R-Square   0.1756 0.1817 0.4335 0.4425 0.4542 
Adjusted R-Square  0.1746 0.1799 0.4287 0.4363 0.4466 
                
***p<.001  **p<.01  *p<.05  
        
        

 



       139 

Figure 1: Effect of Experience on Wages Contingent on Marital 
Status
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