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Trophy Wives and Boy Toys. Age Differencesin Remarriage

Abstract

Age differences between spouses in remarriage feeedved relatively little research
attention. These differences are important becawseen whose husbands are much
older tend to have lower happiness and worse heattftomes. In addition, there is
popular interest in the stereotypical beliefs obfthy wives” and “boy toys.” Drawing
upon theories from marriage market dynamics, eumtary psychology, and new home
economics, | propose that the age of a spousesyitifitrent levels of reproductive,
status, sexual, and provider utilities. | hypotheshat spouses’ ages will be negatively
associated with earning power of both husbandsnaves who seek remarriage. | test
these hypotheses with data from the National Suo¥éyamilies and Households. In
cross-sectional analyses, earnings explain vanatiepouses’ ages for remarried men,
but not remarried women. This evidence is consistéth social processes that lead men
to take “trophy wives,” but not for women who tdk®y toys.” In longitudinal analyses,
however, men’s earnings are not associated wiithuhees’ ages, and older women'’s

earnings are associated with older ages of spansemarriage.



Trophy Wives and Boy Toys. Age Differencesin Remarriage
Introduction

Homogamy, or the degree to which husbands andsvgliare similar
characteristics, has long been a topic of studbptial scientists. This research typically
finds that spouses engage in mate selection thktsypartners of similar education,
social class, religion, and age (Kalmijn 1991, 1%e¢hoen and Weinick 1993; Mare
1991). Differences and similarities in age aresesly important because they have
been found to be correlated with relationship haegs, health, and spousal abuse (Groot
and Van Den Brink 2002; Klinger-Vartabedian and pgi4989; Mercy and Saltzman
1989). In addition, there is popular interestge aifferences between men and women
in remarriage. The stereotypical belief is thaaltrey, older men divorce their aging
wives and replace them with much younger, physiatractive women: trophy wives
(Starnes 1993; Algeo and Algeo 1992, p. 430). fespiently, there is also the popular
belief that older, rich divorcées pair up with myaunger men: boy toys (Algeo and
Algeo, p. 386).

Almost all prior research, however, has focusethemage differences within first
marriages, or the research has examined all magiaghout distinguishing between
first marriages and remarriages (see Gelissen 0Gh exception). Compared to first
marriage, age differences in remarriage may befavgsmaller due to different mating
dynamics between men and women. Drawing upon igefiom evolutionary
psychology, | hypothesize that age differencegmarriage will be larger than in first
marriages. Because men may want to preserve ity &dbproduce offspring, men in

remarriage will select women substantially yourihen themselves. Complementing



men’s preferences, women may be searching forgrartaho can provide for their
children, and they may have reasons to select,aldare financially secure men.
Drawing upon the new home economics, | hypothdsixe these age differences may
covary with resources, such as earning power. Ugscaf asymmetrical biological
constraints, there are different expectations fenmnd women. Men can reproduce
across the life course, and thus reproductionwsys a possibility in a second marriage
if a young spouse can be secured. Women in remgarivho are older and have passed
out of reproductive age, however, are less likelgdek reproductive activities in a
remarriage. | test these hypotheses with data thenMNational Survey of Families and

Households.

Theor etical Background and Hypotheses

There are several reasons to expect variatiogerddferences between spouses
in first marriages versus remarriages. These reasmwever, draw upon different
theoretical frameworks, including marriage markgtamics, evolutionary psychology,
and new home economics.

Marriage markets dynamics. A marriage market approach takes into
consideration the population of potential partrerailable to an individual seeking a
spouse. This framework has often been used tg sedower rates of marriage among
African Americans and hypotheses that proposeck ‘td marriageable men” (Lichter
1992; Harknett and McLanahan 2004). A marriageketagxplanation, however, has
also been used to explain why remarriages havenddaitferences in ages between

spouses than first marriages. Remarriage happaidea ages than first marriages, and



the previously divorced partner has a smaller pbalge-similar spouses to choose
from—many of the potential age-similar partnersenalready entered into marriage and
are now unavailable (Gelissen 2004). In suppothigfreasoning is the finding that
remarriages tend to be less age homogenous tisamarriages (Gelissen 2004).
Evolutionary psychology. Theories from evolutionary psychology also pcedi
greater age differences in remarriage, but theséigirons arise from very different
reasons. A pure marriage market approach conssdey the supply and demand of
available partners. Bigger age differences in reiange simply result from the lack of
supply of similarly-aged partners for older indivads interested in remarriage. Findings
from evolutionary psychology, however, suggest thateasing age differences in
remarriage is a purposive reproductive strategjynaly be that men who remarry want to
find a new spouse who is still within her reproduetyears (Davis 1998). Women of
reproductive age may seek men who are substanbialéy than themselves since they
may perceive older men as better able to providéhisecurity and well-being of their
children (Davis 1998). In support of these purpestrategies, studies on mate selection
find that men say their ideal mate is younger ttiem—and this age difference becomes
increasingly larger as men become older (Kenricd.€1995). Women, on the other
hand, consistently desire a man about 4 years tderthemselves, and this does not
appear to change over time (Kenrick et al. 199ta from reproductive histories of
men and women verify that offspring counts are mézed when there are age
differences between partners (Fieder and Huber)20@7a study of over 10,000

Swedish men and women, men'’s offspring count wasmzaed if they were 6 years



older than their partner, and women'’s offspringrdoamas maximized if they were 4
years younger than their partner (Fieder and HRbBer).

New home economics. A defining characteristic of the new home ecoimsm
approach to studying behavior is applying utilimétions to “home-produced bundles of
satisfaction” (Nerlove 1974). Subsequently, micay@mic models can be applied to
concepts such as fertility, child quality, and rtedrunions (Becker 1991; Blake 1968).
Although these microeconomic approaches, on tiveir, do not generate theoretical
predictions regarding age differences between gmuisese frameworks are very useful
for constructing hypotheses. | propose that feed a potential spouse is related to
different utilities he or she can provide. Formypée, taking an evolutionary approach, a
young wife can offer fecundity, and an older husbean offer to financial support more
successfully than many younger men.

Drawing from these literatures, | generate sevaypbtheses regarding age
differences between spouses in remarriages. kfonuemarriages, instead of first
marriages or all marriages, for two reasons. Hingtre is popular interest in and
stereotypes about the age dynamics of spousemartiages. Second, age differences in
first marriages are much more difficult to studyeda the confounding factors of
educational attainment and educational enrollm@&reater educational attainment
makes partners more attractive as potential mbatgghe process of being enrolled in
school often delays union formation due to rolefibcn Individuals pursuing higher
levels of education also face very low earningtheashort-term, yet higher earnings once
they exit schooling. Education, earning power, ymaing adult life course trajectories

come to interact in complex ways, which makesffiailt to study their association with



marriage. By the time individuals are in secondriages, however, educational
attainment and income trajectories have stabiliaad, modeling their association with
remarriage and spouse ages is more plausible.

Hypothesis 1: For men, their spouse’s age in remarriage wilhégatively
correlated with men’s earning power. From a nemé&@&conomics approach, | propose
that the age of a wife determines her level ofadpctive utility, status-enhancing utility,
and sexual utility. From an evolutionary psychgi@gproach, older men desire younger
women because they provide prime reproductive dppiies, i.e., reproductive utility.
Thus, men’s earnings should be negatively assatitd wife’'s age: as earnings
increase, men will be increasingly able to secagnger wives. In addition, from a
standpoint of conspicuous consumption, men mayealgsunger women because these
women provide prestige and status-enhancing utthiy stereotypical trophy wife.
Finally, with respect to the sexual utility, a ygen wife is likely to be perceived as
providing more sexual satisfaction, pleasure, atrdaiveness. All these factors point to
a negative relationship between men’s earning ppaed the age of their wives in
remarriage.

Hypothesis 2: For women who have remarried, her spouse’s aljalad be
negatively correlated with the woman’s earning powevolutionary psychology
suggests that, in general, a woman in her childibgaears will prefer a man who is
slightly older, because he is likely to yield ggmavider utility. Women with low
resources, or earning power, will probably be mootivated to seek a man with higher
earning power, i.e., men older than themselvesiv@wsely, higher earning women of

reproductive age have less motivation to seek geswuitility from a man, and are less



likely to seek a man many years her senior. Thus@n’'s earnings are likely to be
negatively associated with her husband’s age.tHaravords, in remarriage women still
will usually be younger than their husbands, bghkr earning women have less need to
seek an older man (who presumably has more eapowvgr).

Hypothesis 3: For women who remarry, the negative associate&wéeen earnings
and husband’s age will be even stronger for oldamen. Men and women face
asymmetrical biological constraints of reproductidithile men may reproduce across
the life course, women'’s reproductive careers sipiend in their late 30s and early 40s.
Thus, unlike men, these older women no longer laawyereason to seek a partner with
reproductive utility. Instead, older women maykseexual utility in younger male
partners (i.e., boy toys). No longer needing @ngeirwith provider utility (which tends to
lead them to older husbands), older women may be more likely to use their earning
power to find male partners simply for sexual tytiliThese male partners will either be
not very many years their senior, or perhaps thidybe younger than the woman. In
any case, a woman’s age is likely to strengthemégative association between spousal

ages and earnings.

Data and M ethods

| test my hypotheses with data from the first twaves of the National Survey of
Families and Households (NSFH). Wave 1 of the N§bkected a variety of family,
household, and demographic data from a nationefiyesentative sample of individuals
in 1987-1988, and in 1992-1994 Wave 2 intervienwespondents again to obtain updates

on their family, economic, and social changes sthedirst interview. NSFH data were



collected from a randomly selected primary adukach household surveyed and from
the respondent’s spouse or partner. Respondentvaatacollected through both face-to-
face interviews and self-administered questionsaspouses and partners were asked to
complete a shorter, less detailed questionnaire¢gvBumpass, & Call, 1988). Two
samples are used in my analyses. The first sampleimain NSFH Wave 1 respondents
who are in their second marriage. These respos@eatconsidered the focal spouses
(partners of these focal spouses may be in anyedeagjrmarriage, i.e., first, second, third,
etc.). | examine, cross-sectionally, the assomatietween the focal spouses’ earning
power and their partners’ ages.

The second sample in my analyses makes use dafrtgeéudinal data in the
NSFH. Here, | focus on the respondents whose stedgaurrently divorced at NSFH
Wave 1 but who married by the NSFH Wave 2 surveysao include respondents who
were currently married at NSFH Wave 1, but divoraad remarried by Wave 2.
Although this is a smaller sample than in my fasalysis, the benefit of this approach is
that the causal ordering is better. The responteatsings prior to their remarriage are
used to predict the age of his or her spouse isubsequent remarriage.

Age of spouse. The main dependent variable is the age of thal i@spondent’s
spouse in remarriage.

Earnings. A key independent variable is the focal spousai®ing power. This
is defined as the respondent’s total earnings fn@ge, salary, and self-employment
income at NSFH Wave 1. Individuals who are noteuitiy working for pay are excluded

from the analysis. Although this is not an idegb@ach, as it creates selection bias, the



distortion in the results is likely to be less thfamdividuals who were not working for
pay were assigned zero earnings.

Controls. Several controls are included to guard agamstigus associations.
These include years of education, the focal speusge, race/ethnicity, and religion.
Race/ethnicity is coded as a series of dummy vigsalmon-Hispanic white, non-
Hispanic Black, Hispanic, and other. The focalus®os religion is divided into the
following categories: Catholic, Jewish, mainlin@fstant, conservative Protestant,
Mormon, some other religion, or no religion.

The dependent variable is continuous, and thus linsar regression models to
test my hypotheses. Because the processes dyettikdiffer for men and women, | run
models separately by gender. Missing data is Eaalihe sample, mostly coming from
missing information on earnings and spouses’ agest(spouse characteristics in NSFH
1 were available only if the spouse also complatedterview). Missing data is handled
with multiple imputation techniques (Allison 200lmputation models and imputed
datasets were created separately by gender. Moslelg the ten imputed datasets were
estimated with regular, complete-data methods tlagid estimates were combined to
reflect the uncertainty across the 10 results. baipan and inference were conducted

using SAS procedures Ml and MIANALAYZE.

Results
(Table 1)
Before estimating the multivariate models, | preseeveral sets of descriptive

statistics. Table 1 shows some simple comparibetwseen primary respondents in first



and second marriages in the NSFH. Note that pyimeapondents in their first marriage
are not included in the later multivariate mod#tgy are included here simply for
descriptive comparison. These simple statistipBaate prior findings in the literature
that husbands typically are older than their wivEer example, husbands currently in
their first marriage are, on average, 1.94 yeaisradhan their wives. Husbands currently
in their second marriages are also older, but g difference—5.16 years—is
significantly greater than husbands in first mayeis Wives are consistently younger
than their husbands, but there are not signifidéférences between wives in their first
marriages (2.65 years younger) and wives in tregiosd marriages (2.74 years younger).
(Table 2)

These findings suggest that positive age diffezsrior husbands are greater in
second marriages, which is what the marriage mank@tevolutionary psychology
approaches predict. Before applying a microecon@pproach and testing how
earnings explain variation in these differencedable 2 | present the descriptive means
for the remarried sample in the NSFH Wave 1. Reetmen are slightly older (42
years versus 40 years) than remarried women, buiiggest difference in Table 2 is in
earnings. While men average about $31,000 in &atalings, women average only
$14,000. For comparison to today’s dollars, tHE}7 income figures would be about
$59,000 and $27,000, respectively, in 2008 doll&swer earnings by women are not
surprising, given their greater propensity to wpékt time jobs and in sectors with lower
compensation.

(Table 3)
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Table 3 presents the multivariate tests of theothygses. Model 1 examines
spouse ages of focal husbands. Hypothesis 1 pedditat wife’s ages would be
negatively associated with men’s earnings, andistssipported. Each thousand dollars
of men’s earnings decreases the wife’s age bye@2sy For illustrative purposes,
consider two men who are remarried. The first 830,000 per year, and the second
earns $100,000 per year. All other things beingagghe second man’s wife would be
predicted to be an additional 1.4 years younger thian compared to the spouse of first
man (70 * .02 = 1.4). Although these differencesraot huge (they do not span decades
of age gaps), they are potentially meaningful. é@ithe age differences in life
expectancy between men and women, 1.4 years di@uliage difference between
spouses may translate into additional time the ggkends in widowhood many years
later.

Hypothesis 2 predicted that for women in remagjdbeir husband’s age would
also be negatively associated with their earninggro The reasoning behind this
hypothesis was that women with low earnings wowartore likely to seek men with
provider utility, which would lead to older husbandWVomen with higher earnings,
however, would have less motivation to seek oldeme financially secure men. The
results in model 2 do not support this hypothe¥isves’ earnings are not significantly
associated with their spouses’ ages in remarriage.

Hypothesis 3 predicted that as women become ahlg¢reached the end of their
childbearing years, they become less interestettiaining provider utility in their
remarriages. Subsequently, older women may usegé@ming power to secure men

closer in age or even younger than them in ordenjoy sexual utility from them (i.e.,
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boy toys). This hypothesis is tested with an extéon between women’s earnings and
age. This interaction, however, is not significamd the hypothesis is not supported.

The results in Table 3, however, are based onssesectional analysis. For these
results to have strong validity, a crucial assumpts that the earnings of the respondent
at the time of NSFH Wave 1 is essentially represterd of that respondent’s earnings at
the time of his or her remarriage, which was pasdigtmany years prior to the NSFH
Wave 1 survey. It is also assumed that the praafessrrying an older or younger
spouse does not alter one’s earnings trajectorythiar words, if the age of one’s spouse
in remarriage influences one’s earnings, thenrbisvalid to use NSFH Wave 1 earnings
to predict spouse ages.

Although there is not much theoretical guidancsuggest if these assumptions
are reasonable, a careful testing of the hypoth&sagld try to replicate the analysis
longitudinally with multiple waves of data. In ghapproach, earnings prior to remarriage
are used to predict spouse ages at a later reigeurriBo complete this analysis, | focus
on a different sample. Instead of examining redpots who were in a remarriage at
NSFH Wave 1, | construct a sample of respondentsexiperience their remarriage
between NSFH Waves 1 and 2. This sample incluslgsondents who were divorced as
of NSFH Wave 1 but remarried before Wave 2, or wieoe married at NSFH Wave 1
and divorced and remarried by the time of the Wasgearvey.

(Table 4)

The descriptive statistics for this sample ares@néed in Table 4. Many of the

social and economic variables are similar in thrgyitudinal sample compared to the

cross-sectional sample in Table 2. There are, ierwvénvo important differences. First,
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this sample in Table 4 is younger. The mean afjgxcal husbands and wives at the
time of their remarriage were 38 and 36 years,getbely. Second, this sample is much
smaller that the other sample. The numbers of amelhwomen in this analysis are only
182 and 291, compared to 442 and 431 in the pnalyais. This is due to the fact that
this sample is limited to focal respondents who teadarriages that occurred between an
approximate 6 year time window (between NSFH Wadvasd 2), as opposed to
analyzing all currently remarried individuals ateqgooint in time.
(Table 5)

The analyses from Table 3 are replicated in T&hlsing the longitudinal sample.
In Model 1, there is no support for the hypothéise& men’s earnings are associated with
their remarried partners’ ages. Unlike in the pepalysis, the coefficient is not
significant, which lends no support to Hypothesis 1

The results from Model 2 are similar to the resédbm the prior analysis. There
is no association between women’s earnings andriarried spouses’ ages. Thus no
support is found for Hypothesis 2.

In Model 3, however, there are different findirtgan in the prior analysis.
Recall that Model 3 tests Hypothesis 3: that tlsaistion between the woman’s
earnings and her remarried partners’ age varideebypwn age. | hypothesized that as
women grow older, they have less need for an ofpkrhaps wealthier spouse, and thus
they can use their earning power to acquire a yeungn who might provide more
sexual utility. This hypothesis predicts a negaiiveraction between women’s earnings
and their age. The results in Model 3, howeversysa positive interaction between age

and earnings. In other words, as women grow ottieg; may use their earning power to
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acquire older men. The inflection point at whick #ffect of women’s earnings switches
from negative to positive is approximately whenwwmnan is 36 years old
(.71/.02=35.5). This finding is in contradictionreasoning that suggests women past
reproductive prime would use their earnings to imbyaunger and perhaps more sexually

fit men.

Discussion

Drawing upon literatures in marriage market dyranevolutionary psychology,
and new home economics, in this paper | concepralhe age of remarried partners as
providing different levels of utility. | proposehbat the economic resources of the focal
spouse would allow them to secure the most desinadolv partners. Specifically,
earnings were hypothesized to be associated withger remarried spouses for both
husbands and wives in remarriages.

The findings were mixed, and they varied dependimghe sample that was
used—cross-sectional or longitudinal. In the cresstional analysis, there appeared to
be evidence of economic and social processes lgaalimophy wives, but not
complementary processes for boy toys. Yet indngitudinal analysis, there was no
support for men using their earning power to obyamanger wives. Instead, it was older
women’s earnings that were associated with older imeemarriage.

These disparate findings make it difficult to dreenclusions, but it is useful to
speculate how several weaknesses in the analyseber@ntributing to these mixed
findings. First, the lack of significance for Hytpesis 1 in the longitudinal analysis may

be due to the dramatically reduced power. The &asipe dropped from 442 to 181 in
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the analysis of focal husbands, a decrease of @0flsh makes it much more difficult to
reject null hypotheses. A second weakness isrésepce of several sample selectivities
that have not been modeled. The analysis of sgbages in remarriage requires that the
focal respondent has entered into remarriage.théetocal respondents’ earnings is also
likely to influence whether or not he or she renesr A better approach to this would be
a two-part model: the first part would predict rerege, and the second part would
predict spouses’ ages, conditional on remarriagggother selectivity comes from the
focus on earnings. Only focal respondents who wending for pay are included in the
analysis. A better approach, which doesn’t exclugie-working respondents, would be
to code earnings as a categorical variable withiegrbrackets as well as categories for
non-working statuses (retired, house keeping, axanployed).

In sum, the preliminary results found in the cotmanuscript suggest important
differences between remarriage processes for mewamen that can be further

investigated.
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Table 1: Age Differences between Husbands and Wivesin First and Second Marriages

Husband's Age minus Wife's Age

Focal Husbands in first marriages
Focal Husbands in second marriages

Test of HO: No difference in means

Wife's Age minus Husband's Age

Focal Wives in first marriages
Focal Wives in second marriages

Test of HO: No difference in means

Mean Std. Dev.

1.94 3.68
5.16 6.94

p<.001

Mean Std. Dev.

-2.65 4.25

-2.74 6.49
p=.76

Source: National Survey of Families and HousehdMsye 1

Min Max
-18 37
-13 38
Min Max
-38 22
-33 17



Table 2: Descriptive Statistics for Focal Husband and Wivesin their Second Marriages
and Who Were Working for Pay

Husbands Wives
Mean  Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Respondent's Earnings $31,497 $37,639 $13,738 $10,493
Years Education 12.92 2.66 12.79 2.33
Age 42.12 10.66 39.89 10.31
Spouse's Age 37.34 10.47 42.57 12.11
Race

Non-Hispanic White .80 40 .82 .38

Non-Hispanic Black 14 .35 A1 31

Hispanic .05 22 .06 .23

Other .01 .09 .01 .10
Religion

Catholic .20 40 .23 42

Jewish .02 A2 .03 A7

Mainline Protestant .29 .46 .30 .46

Conservative Protestant .32 A7 34 47

Mormon .02 .15 .02 14

Other Religion .01 .08 .02 A3

No Religion 14 .35 .06 24
N 442 431

Source: National Survey of Families and HousehdMsye 1



Table 3: Regression Models Predicting Remarriage
Spouse Ages of Focal Husbands and Wives

Husbands Wives
1 2 3
Respondent's Earnings (thousands) -0.02* 0.00 0.14
(-2.41) (0.04) (0.92)
Years Education 0.06 -0.33+  -0.34+
(0.48) (-1.65) (-1.70)
Age 0.77*** 0.98*** 1.01***
(24.08) (23.30) (16.94)
Age * Earnings -0.00
(-0.87)
Race (reference is Non-Hispanic White)
Non-Hispanic Black -0.63 -0.93 -0.97
(-0.59) (-0.60) (-0.62)
Hispanic -2.02 -3.76*  -3.71*
(-1.20) (-2.25) (-2.22)
Other -0.57 -2.07 -1.95
(-0.18) (-0.34) (-0.32)
Religion (reference is Mainline Protestant)
Catholic -1.91+ 0.72 0.73
(-1.96) (0.66)  (0.67)
Jewish -0.69 1.44 1.58
(-0.24) (0.59) (0.65)
Conservative Protestant 1.61+ 0.92 0.96
(1.78) (0.90) (0.94)
Mormon 2.97 0.78 0.80
(1.42) (0.26)  (0.26)
Other Religion 0.10 -3.12 -3.03
(0.03) (-1.15) (-1.11)
No Religion 0.93 -0.06 0.01
(0.82) (-0.04) (0.00)
Intercept 4.85* 7.72* 6.19
(2.97) (2.38) (1.64)
N 442 431 431

+p<.10, *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001, two tailed-testt-statistics are in parentheses

Source: National Survey of Families and Househdldsye 1



Table 4: Descriptive Statistics for Focal Husband and Wives who formed
New Remarriages Betweeen NSFH Wave 1 and 2

Husbands Wives
Mean  Std. Dev. Mean Std. Dev.

Respondent's Earnings $30,202 $40,615 $11,533 $9,915
Years Education 13.18 2.34 12.71 2.31
Age at Remarriage 38.32 8.50 36.11 8.04
Spouse's Age at Remarriage 33.73 9.19 38.08 10.68
Race

Non-Hispanic White .88 .33 .83 .38

Non-Hispanic Black .08 27 A1 31

Hispanic .03 .16 .05 .23

Other .02 A3 .01 .10
Religion

Catholic A5 .36 22 41

Jewish .03 .18 .01 .10

Mainline Protestant .35 48 .33 A7

Conservative Protestant .35 48 .36 48

Other Religion .01 .10 .02 15

No Religion A1 31 .06 24
N 182 291

Source: National Survey of Families and Househalsyes 1 and 2



Table 5: Regression Models Predicting Remarriage Spouse Ages
of Focal Husbands and Wiveswho Remarried Between NSFH 1 and 2

Husbands Wives
1 2 3
Respondent's Earnings (thousands) 0.01 0.04 -0.71*
(0.65) (0.66) (-2.25)
Years Education -0.03 -0.06 -0.07
(-0.13) (-0.24) (-0.26)
Age at Remarriage 0.81*** 0.99*** (Q.75%**
(12.84) (13.59) (5.87)
Age at Remarriage * Earnings 0.02*
(2.40)
Race (reference is Non-Hispanic White)
Non-Hispanic Black -0.14 -0.66 -0.93
(-0.08) (-0.41) (-0.59)
Hispanic -6.33* -1.22 -1.58
(-2.10) (-0.50) (-0.66)
Other 8.49+ -4.04 -4.69
(1.89) (-0.91) (-1.07)
Religion (reference is Mainline Protestant)
Catholic 2.74+ 2.18 2.08
a.77) (1.60) (1.54)
Jewish -1.93 -1.54 -2.41
(-0.71) (-0.35) (-0.56)
Conservative Protestant 2.22+ 0.93 1.16
(1.80) (0.74) (0.93)
Other Religion 2.46 -3.13 -3.51
(0.39) (-0.94) (-1.06)
No Religion 2.06 2.29 2.02
(2.17) (1.05) (0.94)
Intercept 1.64 1.76 10.96+
(0.44) (0.42) (1.93)
N 182 291 291

+p<.10, *p<.05, *p<.01, **p<.001, two tailed-testt-statistics are in parentheses

Source: National Survey of Families and Househdlsyes 1 and 2



