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ABSTRACT

The Male Marital Wage Differential:
Race, Training, and Fixed Effects

Married white men have higher wages and faster wage growth than unmarried white men.
Using the NLSY, we examine whether racial differences in intrahousehold specialization and
formal training explain married men’s faster wage growth, and individual-specific data on
cognitive skills, family background, and self-esteem contribute to married men’s higher
wages. African American households engage in less intrahousehold specialization and
experience no differential wage growth — a finding consistent with an intrahousehold
specialization argument. However, while married men have more training, cognitive ability,
and self-esteem than unmarried men, controlling for these differences does not explain any
component of the marital wage differential.

JEL Classification: J31, J12

Keywords: wages, marriage, race, training, fixed effects

Corresponding author:

Leslie S. Stratton

Department of Economics

Virginia Commonwealth University,
1015 Floyd Avenue, PO Box 844000
Richmond, VA 23284-4000

USA

Email: Isstratt@vcu.edu


mailto:lsstratt@vcu.edu

The Male Marital Wage Differential: Race, Training, and Fixed Effects

I. INTRODUCTION

There is substantial evidence that married white men earn between 8 and 15% more than
unmarried white men in the U.S., even after controlling for education and job market experience.
Cross-section evidence indicates that both the level and the growth rate of wages increase during
marriage. Fixed effects estimates indicate that much of the differential is attributable to
individual specific attributes that lead men who marry to earn more throughout their lives than
men who do not. Yet, while these empirical facts are well known, there is little hard evidence
regarding the underlying reason(s) for these wage patterns. Using the National Longitudinal
Survey of Youth, we employ data on job training and a variety of personal attributes to
investigate the structure or source of the male marital wage differential.

One explanation for the male marital wage differential, and in particular for faster post-
marriage wage growth, is that married men specialize more in the market sector than men living
alone. Recent studies have used cross-country differences in norms and time use, in the
institution of marriage, and in the marital wage differential to provide support for specialization’s
contribution to the marital wage differential. We introduce a new approach. We first present
evidence that married men in U.S. African American households specialize less than married
white men. This less specialization should result in a smaller marital wage differential for
African American men, particularly a smaller increase in wage growth following marriage, as
compared to white men. We look for racial differences in the male marital wage differential that
would support the specialization hypothesis.

To the extent that intrahousehold specialization is driving the male marital wage

differential, it is of some interest to identify how that specialization influences productivity on-



the-job. One possibility is that formal job training opportunities and outcomes may differ by
marital status. We outline a simple story suggesting that married men may be more inclined to
receive training and present some evidence suggesting why firms may be more willing to offer
training to married as compared to unmarried men. We then use information on job training to
see if wage changes at the time of marriage are driven by training differentials.

Finally, we explore the nature of the fixed individual specific effect that accounts for
much of the male marital wage differential. If the individual specific attributes that are
associated with marriage and with higher wages are included in cross-section estimates of the
wage equation, the estimated marital wage differentials in cross-section runs should decline and
more closely resemble those observed in fixed effects estimates. To this end, we examine
several possible individual-specific characteristics including cognitive skills, parental
background, personality traits such as self-esteem, and attitudes toward intrahousehold
specialization and gender roles that may explain the fixed effects component of the male marital

wage differential.

Il. LITERATURE REVIEW
Evidence of the marital wage differential for white men in the U.S. is extensive (see
Ribar 2004 for a review). Some of this differential has been attributed to a selection effect, to the
fact that men who marry earn more throughout their lives than men who do not marry. Some has
been attributed to changes in the wage function that occur at or around the time of marriage
(henceforth called the change effect). This change effect has been modeled both as a faster rate
of wage growth and as a discrete jump in wages that occurs around the time of marriage. Most

of the empirical literature focuses on identifying to what extent the differential is attributable to



the selection and to what extent it is attributable to the change effect. Relatively little effort has
been expended trying to identify the underlying reasons for these wage patterns.*

The most cited explanation offered for the change effect derives from Becker’s work on
the theory of the family (1991). Becker noted that when two single-person households are joined
to form a single, two-person household, there are gains to be had from specialization and the
division of labor as well as economies of scale in household production. Women have
historically specialized in home-based activities, and men in market-based activities. Time may
be thus allocated because of social norms or expectations regarding ‘acceptable’ activities for
men and women (see Shelton and John 1996 for a review of theoretical work including the social
construction of gender) or because of gender differentials in labor market opportunities that lead
households to rationally allocate more market time to the partner with the highest earnings
potential — typically the man. This specialization allows married men more time and energy to
devote to market activities, and thus men’s productivity and wages rise following marriage.?

This specialization hypothesis relies on the assumption that following marriage men
change their behavior. Evidence based on activity reports is mixed. Hersch and Stratton (2000)
and South and Spitze (1994) found that men’s total reported housework time does not differ by
marital status, but that married men report more time spent on home maintenance chores than on
‘routine’ or ‘female type’ housework such as cooking and cleaning. Gupta (1999) reported that
this is not just a selection effect, but that men actually reduce the time they spend on ‘routine’ or
‘female type’ housework when they marry. Hersch and Stratton (2000) estimated wage
equations controlling for time spent on housework as well as selection, but found that while men
who spend more time on housework earn less, controlling for housework time does not change

the magnitude or significance of the male marital wage effect.



Few data sets contain information on how time is spent off the job and an alternative
approach has been to relate men’s behavioral change to spousal activity — the hypothesis being
that men whose wives are not employed in the market are more able to specialize than men
whose wives are employed. Daniel (1991), Gray (1997), and Chun and Lee (2001) reported that
married men whose wives work fewer hours receive higher wages than married men whose
wives work longer hours. Their results were robust to fixed effects and/or instrumental variables
estimation to control for the possible endogeneity of the wife’s employment decision with the
husband’s wage. Jacobsen and Rayack (1996), however, found a premium that was not robust to
fixed effects or instrumental variables estimation, and Loh (1996) found the opposite effect, a
wage penalty for men in dual earner households. In general, wives’ working status may be
related to men’s wages, but the evidence is inconclusive. This may be because men’s reported
housework time is not sensitive to the employment status of their spouse (Hersch and Stratton
2000; South and Spitze 1994). It may be that dual career households purchase household
services in the market.

Alternatively there exists some literature using time series data to test the specialization
hypothesis. Blackburn and Korenman (1994) tried unsuccessfully to relate time series evidence
of a declining gross white male marital wage differential to the increasing labor force
participation rate of women in the U.S.. More promising are results by Gray and Vanderhart
(2000), who presented evidence that the male marital wage differential declined in the 1970s in
those states that instituted a unilateral divorce law. Such laws, by making divorce easier, should
make intrahousehold specialization less attractive and so reduce the differential.

Cross-country comparisons have also been made. Evidence that married men in many

developed countries receive higher wages than their unmarried counterparts (Schoeni 1995)



suggests that the differential is not unique to the U.S.. More recent in-depth studies of the
marital wage differential abroad have identified some significant cross-country differences.
Given substantial cross-country differences in norms and in the institution of marriage, these
studies hold some promise for helping to identify the nature of the differential. Bardasi and
Taylor (2004) found evidence that married men earn more than never married men in Great
Britain, but that none of the differential takes the form of faster post-marriage wage growth and
only a small fraction is not attributable to selection. Richardson (2003) used Swedish data and
found that wages actually appear to decline with years married in Sweden. She offered no clear
explanation for this effect, but Datta Gupta, Smith, and Stratton (2005) attribute a similar effect
using a recent cohort of Danish men to the substantially lower intrahousehold specialization
observed in Denmark and Scandinavia more generally. Thus, the intrahousehold specialization
explanation for how marriage might influence the wage function may also receive support by
comparing populations that demonstrate different intrahousehold specialization.

Research examining the selection component of the male marital wage differential has
been limited at best. This component is often measured by comparing fixed individual-specific
effects estimates with pooled cross-section estimates of the marital wage effect. While
Korenman and Neumark (1991) attributed about 20% of the total marital wage differential to
selection using this technique, others (especially Gray 1997) have found selection to be far more
important. Furthermore, there is evidence that selection has become increasingly important in
the U.S. (Gray 1997) and is of substantial importance abroad (Bardasi and Taylor 2004 for Great
Britain; Datta Gupta, Smith, and Stratton 2005 for Denmark). An alternative approach to
measuring the selection component has been to use data on twins and assume the selection effect

is common to twins independent of their marital status. Krashinsky (2004), using a small sample



of twins, found that the marital wage differential was entirely explained by a selection or twin
effect. Isacsson (2003) used a much larger sample of Swedish twin data that also has a
longitudinal component. He found that estimates of the marital wage differential declined about
25% when controlling for twin-specific effects, but that individual-specific effects explained all
of the differential, suggesting that differences between even twins could be important. Both
authors recognized the sensitivity of difference estimators to measurement error and took steps to
control for this. Neither author, however, was able to control for both marital status and years
married, so that these results will be biased if wages grow faster following marriage.

While these papers present substantial evidence of the importance of selection effects,
they provide little insight into the nature of the selection effect. Somehow men who marry are
different from men who do not marry in a manner that is not otherwise controlled for in the wage
equations but is linked to higher productivity on the job. In a rare paper addressing the selection
component, Krashinsky (2004) reported that ability differentials (and differences in the returns to
ability) explain a substantial fraction of the total and the selection component of the U.S. marital
wage differential. Other authors (for example, Bardasi and Taylor 2004) mention attitude, self-
esteem, congeniality, loyalty, honesty, dependability, leadership, industriousness, even
appearance. The literature on personality traits and how they influence earnings is a growing
one. Bowles, Gintis, and Osborne (2001) provided a justification for including such measures in
earnings equations and a partial review of the extant literature. Meuller and Plug (2004) is
representative of more recent work in the field. It seems logical to suppose that many
personality attributes that are likely to increase earnings may also attract marriage partners. This
attraction may be driven by the higher earnings or by the attributes themselves. Thus, in wage

equations that fail to control for personality traits but do control for marital status, the marital



status dummy may be serving as a proxy for the personality traits. Further, as most men marry,
the timing of the marriage, as captured by the years married measure, may be correlated with the
degree to which the individual has *attractive’ and more productive personality traits and so may

also be correlated spuriously with wages.

1. METHODOLOGY

In this paper, we explore further the nature of both the change and selection effects of the
male marital wage differential. The change effect is investigated in two ways.

First, if the marital wage differential and in particular the higher rate of wage growth
following marriage is attributable to intrahousehold specialization, then an analysis of
populations with different specialization rates should reveal different marital wage differentials.
Researchers comparing the marital wage differential in households with and without working
spouses were essentially making such a comparison. The finding, reported above, that white
men’s reported time spent on housework does not vary substantially with the employment status
of their spouse suggests that intrahousehold specialization is not as sensitive to household
characteristics as researchers expected and may explain the mixed results obtained from this
literature. Datta Gupta, Smith, and Stratton (2005), however, attribute their finding that wages
do not grow more rapidly following marriage in Denmark (while they do in the U.S.) to the
lower degree of intrahousehold specialization within that country, as suggested by both
employment behavior and time use studies. Thus, testing for marital wage differences as a
function of differences in intrahousehold specialization may have power when applied to

sufficiently different populations.



In this paper, we make use not of international differences but of racial differences in
intrahousehold specialization in order to test the hypothesis that the male marital wage
differential is attributable to intrahousehold specialization. There is substantial evidence that
white and African American households make different time allocation decisions in both the
market and the home sector.

African American women have historically had higher labor force participation rates than
white women in the U.S.. This continues to be true today. July 2005 Current Population Survey
(CPS) data indicate that married African American women had a labor force participation rate of
67% while married white women had a labor force participation rate of 60%. In 1989, this
differential was even larger as 58% of African American and 48% of white women participated
in the labor force. Sample statistics from the American Time Use Survey 2003 (ATUS) provide
further evidence of racial differences in labor force participation. These data indicate that
married African American men spend on average 20% less time in market employment while
married African American women spend on average 30% more time in market employment than
their married white counterparts. African American women thus appear to contribute 45.5% of
couple market hours as compared to 33.9% for white women. See Appendix A for further
details.

The contribution of African American women to couple time spent on housework and on
childcare is also closer to an even 50% split than is observed within white households. The
differences in this sector are more substantial when housework is defined more narrowly to
include only routine tasks that every household must perform such as cooking, cleaning, laundry,

and grocery shopping. These results are not based on true intrahousehold comparisons because



the ATUS only collects information from one person per household, but partner data from the
National Survey of Families and Households shows a similar pattern.

These patterns persist when conditioning on the presence of children, but there are many
more household characteristics that could influence intrahousehold specialization and explain the
observed racial differences. Shelton and John (1996) in a review of the household labor
literature contend that when controlling for other such factors the evidence of racial differences
in intrahousehold specialization is mixed. A more recent paper by Kamo and Cohen (1998),
however, presents evidence that African American men do contribute a significantly greater
share of household housework time even after controlling for education, age, employment hours,
income, cohabitation status, number of children, and gender attitudes.

If African American couples are less likely to specialize than white couples and
specialization is behind the wage change effect of the male marital wage differential, then we
should see a smaller wage change effect for African Americans than for whites who marry. As
specialization seems more likely to affect wages cumulatively over time rather than to cause an
immediate jump in earnings power, this suggests that married African American men will not
experience the same increased post-marriage wage growth as white men. Previous research
(Blackburn and Korenman 1994 and Cohen 2002) has found the gross male marital wage
differential to be slightly smaller for African Americans than for whites, but has not controlled
for years married or for selection, making it difficult to truly compare the white and African
American marital wage results. We perform comparable, detailed analysis for both white and
African American men to test our hypothesis that wage growth should increase more post-

marriage for white than for African American men.



Second, we explore the mechanism by which selection or marriage generally may change
wages. Specifically we look at the possibility that married men may acquire job-related human
capital faster than men who are not married. While controls for informal training, such as job
experience and/or job tenure, are standard in the marital wage literature, additional controls for
formal job training are not. If married men receive more job training than unmarried men, then
the observed marital wage differential may be due not to marital status but to training
differentials. As training is optimally received earlier rather than later and likely influences
wages permanently rather than simply during the marriage, training differentials may also
explain the faster growth rate of wages following marriage.

Why might married men receive more job training? On the one hand, marriage does
often entail significantly greater financial responsibilities (particularly following the arrival of
children) and may make men more receptive to job training opportunities. Job training may be
offered without regard to marital status, but married men may be more likely to accept such
opportunities. If capital markets are not perfect and individuals are not always able to borrow
against future earnings in order to finance current training, then marriage to a working spouse
may actually provide men the financial support to pursue additional training. In this case, one
would expect more rapid wage growth for men with working spouses, but in either case married
men would receive more training than men who are not married.

On the other hand, firms may be more inclined to offer firm-specific training to married
men than to not married men. Optimally, both the firm and the recipient share the cost of firm-
specific training. This up-front training cost is recouped after the training is completed. The
worker then receives a higher wage than he/she could expect to receive at any other firm, while

the firm receives a marginal value product of labor that exceeds the wage. Both parties benefit
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so long as the post-training employment spell endures long enough for each to recoup their
portion of the training costs. The danger here is turnover. The greater is expected turnover, the
less investment there will be in firm-specific training.

If married men are or are perceived as being more stable employees as compared to
unmarried men, then firms may offer married men more training. While perceptions are difficult
to measure, Table 1 presents evidence that married white men have higher tenure, lower
turnover, and lower quit-to-fire ratios than unmarried white men.

Data on tenure by marital status were obtained from the 2000 Tenure supplement to the
CPS. These data indicate that white, non-Hispanic men between the ages of 30 and 39 who are
married have an average tenure of 6.4 years while similar men who have never married (are
divorced or separated) have an average tenure of 5.0 (5.4) years. These mean differences are
statistically significant and are not due to the presence of outliers as median tenure is also higher
for married men than for never married or divorced/separated men.’

Data on turnover and quit-to-fire ratios were obtained from the 1989, 1991, and 1993
CPSs, a time period spanning that of the data used in this analysis. These data indicate that only
3.0% of married, white, non-Hispanic men age 23-37 changed jobs while the comparable
turnover rate was significantly higher for never married men (6.1%) and for separated/divorced
men (6.9%). Employers will not want to invest in training individuals who are likely to leave
their firm in short order. Employers have some control over hiring and firing, but are less able to
control voluntary quits. Thus, we also report the quit-to-fire ratio by marital status. For every
100 married men who are fired or laid off, approximately 15 quit. This ratio is similar for
separated and divorced men (14), but significantly higher for never married men (24).

Furthermore, Shaw (1987) presents evidence that the quit rate for married men is higher, the
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higher the earnings share of the wife. Thus, both the marital wage differential and findings that
the marital wage differential is lower for men whose wives work longer hours may be
attributable to differences in job training that arise from differences in expected quit rates by
marital status rather than to marital status itself.

The nature of the individual-specific, time invariant component of the marital wage
differential is then examined. First, we estimate fixed effects wage models in order to determine
the magnitude of the individual-specific component of the marital wage differential. Then we
return to our cross-section specification to see how estimates of the marital wage differential
respond to added controls for cognitive skills, family background, and self-esteem/personality
factors. Standard wage regressions include controls for education, but there is a large literature
(see Ferguson 1995, Neal and Johnson 1996, Rodgers and Spriggs 2002) demonstrating that
other measures of ability are positively correlated with earnings. If more able men (by these
measures) are also more likely to marry, then marriage dummies may be proxying for ability in
cross-section analyses. Family background variables such as parental education and maternal
employment may influence the degree to which men are attractive marriage partners and the
degree to which they are likely to specialize following marriage (Cunningham 2001). These
factors may also contribute to otherwise unobserved individual specific ability. Personality
factors may be linked to both earnings and marital outcomes. If we correctly identify the
individual specific factors that link marriage and earnings, then our cross-section estimates of the

male marital wage differential should closely resemble the panel estimates of that differential.

12



IV. DATA

The data used in this analysis are from the National Longitudinal Survey of Youth
(NLSY). The NLSY is a longitudinal data set of 10,000 civilian young adults who have been
interviewed annually since 1979.* At the survey’s beginning, the youth were 14 to 22 years of
age. We use data from the 1988 through the 1994 waves, when respondents are between the
ages of 23 and 37. The final sample is constructed subject to the following restrictions.
Respondents are required to have completed their formal schooling as of the 1988 interview date,
and to have provided full-information on wages and all other variables.” Respondents whose
constructed hourly earnings are less than $1.00 or greater than $100 in 1982-84 dollars (using the
CPI-U to convert to real dollars) are treated as outliers and are excluded from the sample. After
applying these restrictions, our sample contains observations on 2436 white, non-Hispanic men
(henceforth referred to as white men) and 934 African American men. Not all respondents
provide complete information every year from 1988 to 1994. Some experience unemployment;
others leave the labor force. Pooling the observations across time generates unbalanced panels
of 12,802 white male-year observations and 4,957 African American male-year observations.

The data contain information on race, marital status, number of children, education,
occupation, industry, union status, and area of residence. Years married is inferred based on
observed annual marital status. Data on the unemployment rate in the county of residence are
gathered on the expectation that local labor market conditions will influence earnings. Firm size
is reported in recognition of the positive link established between wages and firm size. In
addition, each year respondents are asked how many weeks they worked during the previous

calendar year. These responses are used to construct a measure of actual work experience.
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Respondents are also asked how many weeks they have been at their current job, thus enabling
the construction of a measure of job tenure.

Detailed firm-provided job training information has been available from the NLSY since
1988. At each interview, respondents are asked to describe whether they received any type of
training since the last interview.® If the respondents answer “yes”, then they are asked to
describe whether the program was an on-the-job program such as company or apprenticeship
training, or an off-the-job program at a business school, vocational center, correspondence
school, or seminar outside of work. Apprenticeship programs are formal programs in which an
individual agrees to work in return for wages and training in a skilled trade or art for a
predetermined amount of time. Business programs refer to classes that are not taken for college
credit at either the undergraduate or graduate level. Vocational or technical training programs
refer to beauty, auto mechanic, and welder school programs. Correspondence training refers to
programs offered through the mail. Vocational rehabilitation programs offer specialized training
to prepare disabled persons to enter or re-enter the work force. Seminar training covers a wide
variety of programs. These range from the provision of new information on the latest
developments in one’s field (e.g., changes in accounting law, advances in computer technology,
or new medical techniques), to the development of general skills in such areas as management,
leadership, or public speaking. Attendance at professional meetings, seminars on personal
finance and lifestyle improvements are also examples of this type of training. We test several
alternative measures of training, reporting the result of a specification that controls for both the
incidence of training and the log duration of training.

Individual specific attributes, whose role it is to explain the selection component of the

marital wage differential, include cognitive skills, family background, and personality traits.
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The cognitive skills measures we employ are based on the Armed Force Qualification
Tests (AFQT) administered to the NLSY sample in 1980. Several researchers have used the
composite AFQT score to represent skills.” This score is assumed to be a direct measure of
cognitive skills obtained via family and school environments. Researchers have found this
measure to be a significant determinant of wages, however, it is also influenced by age and
education level (Rodgers and Spriggs 1996; Hansen, Heckman, and Mullen 2003). Since the
AFQT score was administered to every respondent in the same year, some of the respondents
were older and had more education than others when they took the test. In order to control for
age induced effects, we include not the AFQT score itself but the residual from a regression of
the AFQT score against the age of the respondent at the time the test was administered. In
consideration of the impact education may have upon the score, we conduct sensitivity analysis
using the subsample of individuals who obtained no more than a high school degree. Most
individuals with this level of education had completed school prior to taking the test. We focus
on three components of the AFQT test: one representing word knowledge, one representing
reading comprehension, and a third representing arithmetic reasoning.

The family background variables for which we control are parental education and
occupation. Specifically we construct a vector of dummy variables to identify those men whose
fathers completed at least high school, whose mothers completed at least high school, as well as
the occupation of each parent when the respondent was age 14. This approach also controls for
the employment status of the mother more generally and hence may capture some information
about the degree of specialization within the parental household.

Finally, the NLSY also includes some questions regarding personality type — with a

particular focus on self-esteem. Waddell (2005) reported evidence that self-esteem measures
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such as those reported here have a significant impact on earnings and it seems likely that self-
esteem may also be related to marriage prospects. There are a total of ten questions (see
Appendix B for details) to which respondents are asked to “strongly agree”, “agree”, “disagree”,
or “strongly disagree”. We include three dummy variables for each question in order to allow
for all nonlinearities. These questions were asked in both 1982 and 1987. As our wage
observations begin in 1988, both sets of measures precede our wage estimates and we perform
analysis with both.

Pertinent sample statistics by race and marital status are presented in Table 2. See
Appendix C for information on the remaining variables: dummy variables to identify the
interview year, the region and city size of residence, the industry and occupation of employment,
union status, and public sector employment; continuous variables reflecting the number of
children in the household, firm size, and the local county unemployment rate; and more detailed
information regarding formal training, cognitive ability, family background, and self-esteem.
These statistics are from the pooled cross-section sample. They confirm that wages are higher
for married men than for men who have never married. Amongst white men the difference is
approximately 17%; amongst African American men it is approximately 24%. Men who are
divorced or separated have wages roughly similar to those who never married. The marital wage
differential is not readily attributable to differences in educational attainment, as married and
never married men report having approximately the same amount of education. However,
married men clearly have more job experience and/or more tenure on the job than either never
married or separated/divorced men. These differences will explain some fraction of the raw

marital wage differential.
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The variables of particular interest here, however, are the measures of job training,
cognitive skills (as measured by the AFQT scores), family background, and self-esteem. The
measure of job training reported in Table 2 is the log of time spent in job training since 1988. As
hypothesized, married men have received more training than men who have never married —
about 50% more. If this training raises wages, then some of the observed marital wage
differential may be attributable to differences in job training. In the empirical specification,
cognitive skills are measured using three different components of the AFQT scores. Table 2
reports sample means only for the residual composite AFQT Score. What matters for this
analysis is the value for married as opposed to not married men. Married and never married
white men have similar residual test scores, but those for separated/divorced white men are lower
and married African American men have higher residual scores than all not married African
American men. Again, some of the marital wage differential may be directly attributable to
these measures of individual specific cognitive skills. There is also evidence that family
background and self-esteem differ by marital status. Table 2 reports some information on
parental education and self-esteem. See Appendix C for more detailed data. The evidence here
suggests that separated/divorced men have less educated parents than all other men and that
married men have more self-esteem (lower aggregate measures) than all not married men.

Regression analysis allows us to control for all these factors simultaneously. If
differences in job experience, job tenure, job training, cognitive skills, family background, or
self-esteem explain the marital wage differential, then the dummy variable for marital status in a

log wage regression that includes controls for all these factors will fall to zero.
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V. EMPIRICAL SPECIFICATION

The wage analysis begins with pooled cross-section estimation separately for whites and
African Americans of the simple marital wage differential with controls for years married. This
specification will identify the gross male marital wage differential and any racial difference in
this differential. We then add the usual wage controls to see what fraction of the gross
differential is explained by differences in education, experience, tenure, and occupation
separately by race. Next we control for job training to see if this explains any of the estimated
marital wage differential. Finally, we estimate a fixed effects specification in order to determine
the magnitude of the selection effect and introduce individual specific factors into the cross-
section estimates in hopes of explaining the nature of this selection effect, again separately by
race.

In particular, the initial specification estimates the Gross or unadjusted marital wage
differential:

1) Ln Wagei: = Bo + Mari; B1 + &it

where Marj; is a vector of marital status variables for individual i at time t. This vector has two
components: dummy variables identifying those who are married and those who are not currently
married but have been separated or divorced, and continuous variables that capture years
married. Never married men constitute the base case. The coefficient to the dummy variable
identifying married men captures the gross wage differential associated with marriage. This
differential may capture wage discrimination in favor of married men and/or reflect selectivity
differentials between men who marry and men who do not. The coefficient to the measure of

years married captures differential post marriage wage growth. This differential wage growth is
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typically attributed to the benefits of increased specialization post-marriage that allow married
men to spend more time and effort in the market than men who are not married.

The next specification, labeled the Basic specification, adds a vector X;; of individual,
job, and time specific characteristics such as are typically incorporated in wage analyses. The
third specification, labeled Training, incorporates a set of year specific indicator variables to
identify periods when the respondent was in training and a measure of log time spent in training
since 1988. We tested alternative specifications with linear and quadratic training measures, but
the log specification provided the best fit. These purely cross-sectional analyses will tell us
whether there exist racial differences in the marital wage differential that are consistent with
differences in intrahousehold specialization and whether any of the observed cross-sectional
differences in earnings, particularly those taking the form of faster wage growth for married men,
are explained by differential job training.

Then, we estimate a Fixed Effects specification, where individual dummy variables are
included to capture all individual specific, time invariant factors that influence earnings (sir = i
+ nit where y; is the individual specific factor). Estimates from this specification are compared
with the cross-section estimates to determine the magnitude of the marital wage differential that
is attributable to the selection effect. Our strategy is to identify the nature of this selection effect
by adding to the cross-section wage equation various individual specific attributes that are
positively correlated with both earnings and marital status. To the extent that the important time
invariant factors are captured in this expanded specification (Individual Specific), the
coefficients to the marital status variables in these cross-section models should approach the

values observed in the Fixed Effects specifications.
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VI. RESULTS

Selected coefficient estimates for the Gross, Basic, and Training specifications are
reported in Table 3.% The first three columns present results for the white sample, the last three
columns results for the African American sample. The Gross specification for whites indicates
that married men earn about 9% more than never married men, perhaps 13% more than
separated/divorced men, and that wages rise faster following marriage by about 2.7% annually.’
There are striking differences by race. The Gross specification for African Americans indicates
that the marriage premium is almost twice as large and that the wage growth differential only
about half as large as that observed for white men. As do others in the literature, we assume that
wage growth reverts back to pre-marriage levels when a couple separates.

Including the basic controls for education; quadratics in actual experience and tenure; a
measure of the number of children, the firm size, and the local unemployment rate; and dummies
for 1-digit industry and occupation, region of residence, city size, interview year, union status,
and government employment reduces the observed white male marital wage differential by 30%
to 6.4% and the observed higher growth rate by 60% to just over 1% annually. Introducing these
controls also changes the sign of the wage differential between white separated/divorced and
never married men from —4% to +3%. These results are comparable to those reported elsewhere
in the literature. The effect on African American men is even more pronounced as the
coefficient to the marital dummy declines by 45% and the coefficient to years married declines
by 75%. As observed in the sample statistics, married men have more experience and tenure.
Failing to control for these differences has a significant influence on estimates of the differential,
even more so for African American as compared to white men. Nevertheless, for both white and

African American men there remains a significant marital wage differential.
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What is of greater interest is the manner in which the results of the Basic specification
differ by race. Recently married white men earn about 6% more than otherwise similar
individuals and experience a rate of wage growth about 1.1% greater than their unmarried
counterparts. Thus, there is significant evidence of faster wage growth following marriage
which could be attributed to increased specialization following marriage because married men
have more time to devote to market activities. By contrast, recently married African American
men earn over 10% more than otherwise similar individuals but experience no wage growth
differential. As argued above, there is evidence from time use studies that African American
households engage in less intrahousehold specialization than white households. Our finding that
married African American men do not experience the faster post-marriage wage growth that
married white men do is indirect evidence that higher post-marriage wage growth could be
attributed to intrahousehold specialization.’® Nevertheless, we do continue to find significant
differences in the level of wages for married and unmarried men — particularly African American
men — that warrant further analysis.

While we have evidence that intrahousehold specialization may be important, however,
the precise mechanism by which marriage influences wages still has not been identified. One
possibility is that married men receive more job training than men who are not married. It could
be that this training accumulates after marriage (a result of intrahousehold specialization) and so
increases the rate of wage growth following marriage. Alternatively, it could be that men who
marry receive more training than men who do not marry and so have higher wage growth or
higher wages throughout their lives. We control for these possibilities in the remaining
specifications by including a measure of the log of total training time as well as controls for

participation in current training. Current training is expected to lower earnings as training entails
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time that likely reduces productivity on the job today in return for higher productivity later.
Employees are likely to bear some of the cost of this training by receiving lower wages. Our
results (available upon request) indicate that this is generally the case. Accumulated training
time, by contrast, should increase productivity and hence wages. Results in columns 3 and 6
confirm this. We find that a 1% increase in training time increases earnings by about 1% for
both whites and African Americans. Controlling for training does not, however, substantially
alter the estimated marital wage premium for either population. The parameter estimates of the
marital wage differential fall, but the difference is neither significant nor substantial. Thus,
while training clearly increases wages, it is not the mechanism driving the male marital wage
differential.

The results of our analysis of the selection component of the male marital wage
differential are presented in Table 4. Again we report the results of three specifications
separately for the white and African American samples. The first of these is the Training
specification presented in Table 3. The results are repeated here for comparison with the Fixed
Effects specification that controls for all individual specific time invariant factors and with the
Individual Specific specification that is itself a cross-section wage model that includes controls
for such individual specific factors as cognitive skills (measured by three components from the
AFQT), parental education, parental occupation, and individual responses to questions intended
to measure self-esteem.

The Fixed Effects specification shows the tremendous importance within this sample of
the selection effect. Controlling for selection in this manner reduces the magnitude of the
coefficient to the marital status dummy by 80% for the white sample and by 50% for the African

American sample. Neither coefficient maintains statistical significance, though the differential
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for married African American men is still substantial at around 5%. There is further, no
evidence of differential wage growth following marriage in the Fixed Effects specification and
no evidence for white separated/divorced men of any wage differential as compared with never
married men. The magnitude of the training effect is unchanged for the white sample, but about
30% smaller for the African American sample. While it is true that the Fixed Effects estimates
are likely to be biased towards zero due to their greater sensitivity to measurement error'* and to
have larger standard errors because of substantially fewer degrees of freedom (particularly true
for the smaller African American sample), these results suggest that virtually all of the white and
about half of the African American male marital wage differential is due to selection.

But what is it about men who marry that is different and leads to higher wages? We seek
to identify the selection mechanism by next estimating a cross-section wage model (the
Individual Specific specification) that controls for a number of individual specific effects. While
we find that individuals with higher ability (as measured by three components of the AFQTest)
do earn significantly higher wages, that parental occupation is significantly linked to own
earnings (perhaps through its relation to parental intrahousehold specialization as an important
component of this occupation measure is the employment status of the mother), and that personal
self-esteem and own earnings are positively associated for white men, incorporating these
controls has little impact on the estimated marital wage differential. The coefficients to the
marital status variables fall by only about ten percent and remain statistically significant.

We performed several sensitivity tests on this specification. As discussed earlier, the
AFQT scores were obtained from individuals with different levels of education. As the level of
education completed may impact the score, we repeat the analysis for the sample of individuals

who completed no more than high school and thus had essentially completed their education by
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the time they took the AFQT tests. Our results are unchanged. We also tested the sensitivity of
our results to alternative measures of self-esteem. The results reported include self-esteem
measures taken from the 1980 NLSY interview. These substantially pre-date the first reported
wage measures from 1988. The identical battery of questions was repeated in 1987. Given the
high degree of serial correlation in wages and the likely relation between wages and self-esteem
(with high wages increasing self-esteem), we felt it was important to use personality measures
from the earlier period, however, the results were not particularly sensitive to the measure
employed.*? In separate specifications (available upon request), we also included controls for
individual’s gender role attitudes. It could be that men who marry perceive their role in the
family differently than men who do not marry and that this is somehow correlated with earnings.
Thus, we used responses to the questions, “A woman’s place is in the home — not in the office or
shop”, “It is much better for everyone concerned if the man is the achiever outside the home and
the woman takes care of the home and family’’, and ““Men should share the work around the
house with women, such as doing dishes, cleaning, and so forth”, to control for gender role
attitudes. The same attitudinal questions were asked in both 1979 and 1987. In no case did we

find these variables significantly correlated with earnings.

VII. CONCLUSION
In this analysis, we explore the nature of the white male marital wage differential.
Evidence suggests the differential is split between a wage change component and a selection
component, with selection becoming increasingly important for more recent cohorts in the U.S..
The wage change component has often been attributed to intrahousehold specialization, but

attempts to capture this empirically have met with little success. Explanations for the selection
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component have received even less empirical attention. Our purpose here is to focus further
attention upon the mechanisms underlying the observed differential.

We begin by exploiting substantial racial differences in intrahousehold specialization to
hypothesize that the male marital wage differential for African Americans in the U.S. is smaller,
particularly the differential arising from faster post-marriage wage growth, than that observed for
whites. In one of the first analyses of African American marital wage differentials to control for
job experience, job tenure, and years married™®, we find significant support for our hypothesis.
While marriage is associated with a large overall wage differential, there is no evidence that
wages rise faster following marriage for African American men. This is in contrast to the 1%
annual increase in wage growth observed for white men — an increase that is of approximately
the same magnitude as the return to tenure.

This evidence in support of the intrahousehold specialization argument is somewhat
indirect so we delve further to look at one particular productivity enhancing behavior that
appears to be associated with marital status and is potentially attributable to intrahousehold
specialization: job training. We find that married men receive more informal and formal training
than men who are not married and that training does significantly increase wages, but controlling
for training does not substantially alter the estimated marital wage differential for either the
white or the African American sample.

Finally, we examine the selection component of the male marital wage differe