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account for the presence of many categories of male kin, in addition to hus-
bands. Moreover, by presenting results separately for men and women, we are
able to independently evaluate the possibility that the economic consequences
of remarriage for women and men were different.

The welfare function is defined as the provision of housing for non-
nuclear kin and kin dependents who would otherwise need other, non-kin-
based housing arrangements. This is indicated by the presence of biological or
social children under age 10, of elderly related persons age 65 and over, or of
non-nuclear kin, excluding the adult children of individuals.” The analyses
include ever-married men and women (the sample represented in Table 1) who
were heads of household, spouses of heads, or related to the head (essentially,
the institutionalized, boarders, lodgers, servants, and other non-kin house-
hold workers are excluded).

We highlight three independent variables in these analyses. The first is
marital status: being remarried to a formerly single spouse; being remarried
to a formerly married spouse; being in a first marriage; and being widowed/
divorced (the reference category in both equations). The second main in-
dependent variable for both sets of equations is gender. The third is eth-
nicity/nativity: African American, NWNP, NWFP, and FB. In preliminary
analyses (not shown), we found sets of interactions, significant as a group,
between sex and the marital categories and between the marital categories
and the ethnicity/nativity categories. Therefore, we use separate equations
for males and females and for each ethnicity/nativity group.s

The equations that examine the association of (re)marital configurations
and highest occupational prestige among kin include indicators of the rela-
tively fixed characteristics of adult individuals, such as age and literacy; mar-
riage/remarriage categories; and household characteristics, such as family
size, number of kin workers, and whether the household was a farm. We in-
clude family size and the number of workers in the prestige equations since
larger families or families with more workers may have been more likely to in-
clude a high prestige worker. Because we model equations separately for males
and females, we are able to add variables measuring number of children sur-
viving and position within the household (head of the household versus other,
which is the reference category) to the models for females.” Control variables
include city, town, or rural location and West, North, South, or Midwest re-
gions of the United States (urban and South are the reference categories, re-
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spectively). (The coefficients for the control variables are not presented in the
tables but are available upon request.)

The dependents equations model the presence of dependents as a func-
tion of marriage/remarriage status, age, literacy, and whether the household
was a farm. Women’s equations also include variables measuring children sur-
viving and position within the household. All models control for city, town, or
rural location and region of the United States. Highest family-level prestige is
included in the dependents equations as a control for socioeconomic status. It
is not likely that dependents (infants, young children, the elderly, and distant
kin) were among primary contributors to family socioeconomic status.

The results in Table 2, pertaining to remarriage and prestige, suggest that
socioeconomic status was associated with remarriage, although the signs and
magnitudes of the coefficients vary by gender and ethnicity. Most remarried
women are no more likely, and often are less likely, to be in families with high
status kin, as compared with widowed/divorced women (the reference cate-
gory). But the association between (re)marital and socioeconomic statuses is
quite variable for women of different ethnic backgrounds. For example, for
foreign-born women, any remarriage is associated with lower socioeconomic
status, on average, relative to being widowed or divorced. In contrast, what
is important for NWEFP women is whether they are remarried to a formerly
single spouse or are in a first marriage since both of these statuses are asso-
ciated with higher economic standing. For NWNP women, being in a first
marriage is associated with significantly higher prestige than all other mari-
tal configurations. Finally, remarriage is not strongly associated with the eco-
nomic standing of African American women; there is no direct relationship
between marital status and family socioeconomic status. These results (and
the results for men, below) were confirmed in models rerun with first marriage
as the reference category.2?

The story is simpler for men: remarriage to a formerly single spouse is
as strongly and positively associated with higher economic standing as being
in a first marriage (relative to being widowed or divorced). Being remarried
to a formerly married spouse is not correlated with socioeconomic benefits:
the family socioeconomic standing for most men in this configuration is not
significantly different from that of widowed or divorced men.

Other influences associated with increased socioeconomic standing in-
clude, for women, literacy, older age, not being a household head, and living
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with a greater number of economically active kin. Influences associated with
higher prestige for men, of all ethnic backgrounds, include literacy, older age,
and living with a greater number of economically active kin in the household.
Models with interactions between age and marital configuration did not sig-
nificantly improve model fit over the models with the main effects only. With
the exception of the African American subgroup, model fit for these equa-
tions is quite high, with 16% to 25% of the variation in prestige explained. For
African American men and women, the models only explain approximately
8% of the variation in prestige.

The welfare function is examined in Table 3. In essence, women in all
marital configurations are less likely to live in households with dependent and
extended kin than widowed or divorced women. These findings are consis-
tent with the patterns of support that women had following widowhood. For
example, over one-fifth of widowed and divorced women ages 20-64 in 1910
lived in the households of their parents or their adult children (‘Table 1). Many
were also taken into the households of other family members, such as siblings.
Living in such households places them in close proximity with young and ex-
tended kin. A reestimation of the set of regressions with women in a first mar-
riage as the reference category supports the finding that widowed/divorced
women (all ethnicities) are more likely to live with dependents than women
in first marriages.

In contrast, men in first marriages or married to previously single spouses
are more likely to live with dependents than widowed or divorced men. Wid-
owed and divorced men along with men in marriages where both spouses had
remarried have the lowest likelihood of living with dependents. This finding
was hinted at in Table 1; family size was smaller, and fewer biological chil-
dren were present, on average, when both spouses had remarried than in other
currently married configurations.

Other factors that discourage living with a dependent are older age and
higher prestige! A wide range of kin are potential “dependents” in these
models; families with more resources (higher prestige) may have subsidized
alternate living arrangements for poorer kin (such as parents and siblings),
much as parents do to encourage the home-leaving of older children today
(White 1994). In addition, having more surviving children increases women’s
likelihood of coresidence, while being a household head decreases it. For men,
farm residence increases coresidence with dependents.
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In sum, it appears that for men, family economic and welfare functions
are generally positively associated with remarriage when remarriage is to a
previously single spouse. Furthermore, some subgroups of men, particularly
white males or males with more resources, differentially selected previously
single spouses for remarriage (London and Elman 2001). Men in this marital
configuration not only have, on average, higher family socioeconomic status
butalso tend to live with dependents, as compared with widowed and divorced
men. The story is much different for women: the family prestige of most
women who remarry is not significantly different, or is significantly lower,
than women who remain widowed or divorced. Remarried women also are
less likely to house (or share households with) dependents than widowed or
divorced women. Unfortunately, these findings are from cross-sectional data
and cannot adequately address how these outcomes arose or how the economic
and welfare functions of families emerged over time following (re)marriage. In
a final analysis, we provide a different model of the aftermath of remarriage by
examining the “marital life cycle” as indexed by marital duration. The results
of these analyses provide some insight into how family functioning evolved
following remarriage.

Tables 4a and 4b differentiate three stages in the marital life cycle: a
newlywed phase (from 0 to 3 years of marital duration); an establishment
phase (years 4-10); and a mature phase (greater than 10 years of marriage to a
spouse). IPUMS data do not indicate the length of time that had passed since
individuals’ marital dissolutions, so we differentiate the widowed /divorced by
age. Because the prevalence of remarriage diverges for the sexes and grows
quite high for men after age 40, we use this age as the cutoff point. The fol-
lowing indicators are used to estimate the economic functions of families:
women’s labor force activity; the percentage of families with two or more
economically active persons; and the percentage of families with at least one
high prestige family member. The following indicators are used to estimate
the welfare functions of families: the family dependency ratio (the number
of children under 10 and non-nuclear and elderly kin divided by the num-
ber of economically active kin); and the percentage of families with children
age 10 and over. These indicators are displayed for the different marital con-
figurations by ethnicity/nativity group and by marital life-cycle phase for the
currently (re)married, or by age for the widowed/divorced.

In most marital configurations, for most ethnic groups, the movement of
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the indicators is in the general direction of resource gain over the phases of
the marital cycle. As marriages and remarriages “mature,” women’s rates
of employment and family dependency ratios generally decrease or else peak
and then decline, the proportion of families with multiple kin workers rise, and
families have somewhat higher prestige. These findings show the resilience
of the collective, interdependent family economy of this era (Elman 1998;
Goldin 1981; Haber and Gratton 1993; Hareven 1982; Modell 1978; Rotella
and Alter 1993) and suggest that family socioeconomic status generally did
not, in an absolute sense, decline following remarriage (i.e, people did not
become poorer following remarriage). However, it is important to note that
marital /remarital configurations differ both with regard to the average ini-
tial level of resources (the base) and the average increase/decrease over the
marriage cycle. For example, although increasing in both configurations, the
percentage of high prestige NWNP workers in “newlywed” first marriages
is higher than the percentage in “mature” double remarriages. This finding
suggests that remarriage may have been a viable survival strategy but, relative
to being in a first marriage in this ethnic group, may also have been asso-
ciated with lower socioeconomic status and greater need. Of course, these are
cross-sectional data and we cannot examine the degree to which selectivity
contributed to determining which marriages or remarriages “matured” and
improved their families’ social status or were ended by death or divorce.
Perhaps the most informative comparisons can be made between wid-
owed/divorced persons and those who had remarried. Most of the indica-
tors fall into a pattern such that economic status for younger widowed or di-
vorced women is somewhat lower than for “newlywed” remarried women,
while conditions for older widowed or divorced women are comparable to
those of remarried women in the “established” or “mature” phases of the mar-
riage cycle. For example, about 14% of young and about 20% of older wid-
owed/divorced NWNP women are in high prestige families, compared with
18% of women remarried to single men and 14% to 18% of women remarried
to previously married spouses across all phases of the marriage cycle. Thus,
widowed/divorced women may well have been, early in the life course, some-
what worse-off for not remarrying, but this penalty appears to have dimin-
ished by the latter life course. In contrast, widowed/divorced men of all ages
and ethnic/nativity groups generally are in lower prestige families than men
remarried to single women or men in first marriages. Most widowed /divorced
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FB, NWNP, and African American men do not have the prestige of men
(re)married to previously single spouses.

The results presented in Table 4a also cast light on the ethnic differences
that emerged in Table 2. For example, results presented in Table 2 for Afri-
can American women show that marital /remarital configurations are not as-
sociated with significant differences in economic standing. Table 4a indicates
that the likelihood of economic activity and the percentage of families with at
least one high prestige worker do not vary much for African American women
across marital configurations. Moreover, with the exception of African Ameri-
can women in first marriages, the changes within configurations that do occur
often indicate losses in socioeconomic standing.

A final pattern illustrated in Tables 4a and 4b relates to the changing
mix of family dependents/contributors, as indicated by the family depen-
dency ratio, the percentage of kin workers, and the percentage of families
with children age 10 and over. Even preteen children were useful in turn-
of-the-twentieth-century households, whether in the labor force, tending to
boarders, or in other work in the home (Goldin 1981). In Table 1, a similar
proportion of remarried and first-married men and women (68% to 78%)
live with children of all ages, although more first-married men and women,
and men remarried to previously single spouses, live with children under
age 10. Tables 4a and 4b show that 25% to 60% of remarried persons in the
“newlywed” phase had children age 10 and over, with the proportion vary-
ing by gender and ethnicity/nativity. The differences in the changing mix of
dependent/nondependent child coresidents by marital category and over the
marriage cycle become most visible by comparing the remarried and the first-
married configurations in Table 4a. Between 40% and 60% of the NWNP
remarrieds in the “establishment” phase of the marital cycle lived with chil-
dren age 10 and over, while less than 2% of the NWNP first-marrieds in this
phase lived with children in this age group. This pattern exists for all ethnic
groups. Such striking differences can be attributed to numerous factors, in-
cluding differences in the timing of marriage/remarriage, the timing and level
of fertility, and the likelihood and timing of children leaving home (or re-
turning). Cross-sectional data do not allow us to distinguish these disparate
influences; however, the evidence does suggest that most remarried persons
brought older children into these higher-order unions.
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Discussion

Most turn-of-the-twentieth-century remarriages followed marital dissolu-
tion resulting from widowhood. Remarriage was one strategy that individuals
could undertake that would result in the formation of new dyads or larger
social units (families) (Cherlin 1998; London and Elman 2001).We hypothe-
sized that remarried persons would, at the margin, have higher socioeconomic
standing than the widowed or divorced. Our findings indicate that this was
generally the case for men, particularly those who had (re)married previously
single spouses; the economic standing of men whose spouses had also re-
married was not essentially different from that of their widowed or divorced
peers. For women, however, both remarriage options —marrying a previously
single man or marrying a previously married man—were associated with a
lower or, at best, a similar socioeconomic standing to that of widowed or di-
vorced women (albeit with variations by ethnicity). The lower prevalence of
remarriage among older women (versus older men), which appears to reflect
the strategy of living with adult children, therefore is consistent with an ex-
planation based on economic logics. The high prevalence of remarriage among
older men, especially those remarried to previously single spouses, also is con-
sistent with economic explanations. For some persons, generally men, remar-
riage may well have been a state preferable to remaining single (Becker 1974).

The second hypothesis, that remarried persons would be more likely to
house dependent kin than the widowed/divorced, again appears to be sup-
ported in the case of men who had remarried a previously single spouse. Men
with remarried spouses and women in all marital configurations were less
likely to live with dependents than, respectively, widowed and divorced men
and women. Also, women’s headship was negatively associated with living
with a dependent; the likelihood of a woman living with a dependent declined
when she assumed the responsibility and economic obligations of household
management.

We also hypothesized that there would be less ethnic variation in the as-
sociation between family economic and welfare functioning and remarriage
strategies in the presence of need and dependency, and findings are some-
what consistent with this hypothesis. First, there is consistency in the pat-
tern of significant predictors of family prestige (the economic function) and
living with a dependent (the welfare function) across ethnic groups. Although
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the OLS equations explain less variation in the behavior of African Ameri-
cans in this sample, the specific variables significantly associated with higher
family prestige and living with a dependent are much the same for persons
of all ethnic and native backgrounds, especially men. (Differences for women
are discussed shortly.) Second, there is consistency in the age-sex patterns of
remarriage for all ethnic and nativity groups, as shown in Figures 1-4.

The most striking differences in remarriage that have emerged in this
article involve issues of gender and race. We find little relationship between
marital status and family socioeconomic status for black women. This find-
ing supports an explanation that stresses strong cultural factors and the rela-
tive strength of the (non-spousal) kinship function for this group. However,
a cultural explanation cannot explain the divergence of findings for African
Americans by gender. Also, the lack of association between remarriage con-
figurations and economic standing for African American women may reflect
the dismal economic conditions that they faced —it appears that little altered
or improved their economic standing, whether it be marital configuration or
marital duration in configurations, over the marriage cycle.

It may well be that the economic and welfare functions of families, espe-
cially following remarriage, overlapped. Although the origins of child coresi-
dence patterns are complex and difficult to track, the presence of children of
various ages links the economic and the welfare function of the family. Poor
economic conditions, associated with certain remarriage configurations, ap-
pear to have discouraged coresidence with children and other dependent kin.
But living with dependents may, over the marriage cycle, also have shaped
economic status. The classification of “dependent” is somewhat arbitrary and
changes over time. Children under age 10 and dependent on the support of
others will, over the marriage cycle, lose their dependency and become pro-
ducers, whether in the home or in the labor force. In our cross-section, this
finding helps account for the higher socioeconomic standing of persons who
were in the “establishment” and “mature” phases of the marriage cycle. Simi-
larly, widowed/divorced women, of whom 50% to 90% (depending on eth-
nicity) were economically active between ages 20 and 40, were more likely
than others to live with dependent kin members. We know from other re-
search that they would have extensive economic and social support over the
latter portion of their life course, especially in old age (Elman and Uhlen-
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berg 1995; Haber and Gratton 1993; Hareven and Uhlenberg 1995; Rotella
and Alter 1993). However, this study could only examine remarriage after the

fact, not the transition into remarriage. Thus, many gaps in our knowledge

and unanswered questions remain. More historical research on remarriage is

warranted to further our understanding of the role of remarriage in shaping

family life, the lives of individuals within families, and family functioning.

Notes

A previous version of the paper was presented at the Social Science History Association
meetings, 1997. We thank Deanna Pagnini, S. Philip Morgan, Peter Uhlenberg, and this
journal’s reviewers for helpful comments.

1

This pattern is well documented in numerous Western European populations, largely
because of the availability of parish and church registry data and village genealogies
(Bideau 1980; Dupaquier et al. 1981; Knodel and Lynch 1985; van Poppel 1995). Our
lack of knowledge about the shape of the remarriage transition and about variations
in the remarriage process itself in the United States in the past is due, in part, to the
relative absence of adequate data sources. The 1910 United States Census was the
first to inquire about remarriage; church and parish registries, such as those that exist
for many historical European populations, are generally not available in the United
States.

In his introduction to the Fournal of Family Issues Special Issue on Remarriage, Frank
Furstenberg (1980: 443) notes, “It may appear that today we are merely witnessing a
return to this earlier pattern of serial monogamy with divorce rather than death bridg-
ing first and subsequent marriages.” He argues, however, that there is a structural
difference between the two forms of remarriage, which has nontrivial implications
for reconstituted families. He cautions that it is “tempting . . . to view the current
reconstituted family as a variation of that in the past” but that “this characterization
neglects important differences between remarriage after death and remarriage after
divorce” (ibid). The evidence that the United States experienced a transition similar
to that of Western Europe includes high remarriage rates in colonial America (Demos
1970) and in the frontier settlement era (Coombs 1993; Manfra and Dykstra 1985;
Riley 1991; Schlissel 1992), low rates after the turn of the twentieth century, and in-
creases after mid-century. The latter part of this transition is well documented: in the
period 1910-19, approximately 13% of all marriages for both sexes were remarriages,
while remarriages accounted for about 21% of all marriages in 1949 and 23% of all
marriages in 1969 (Preston and McDonald 1979).

In Ludlow, Salisbury, and other preindustrial communities, about 10% to 20% of
women and two-fifths to two-thirds of men remarried (Wright 1991). Laslett (1971)
finds that one-quarter of all marriages were remarriages in preindustrial England.
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A study of early industrial Pittsburgh found about 2% of women and 10% of men
remarried (Kleinberg 1989: 259).

The data cited come from Schlissel 1992: 246-57, a table that indicates which diarists
had remarried but not which diarists had experienced marital dissolution. Therefore,
rates cannot be calculated.

Evidence indicates that fostering arrangements were more common among African
Americans than whites at the turn of the twentieth century (McDaniel 1994; Morgan
etal. 1993). While it may be that fostering arrangements reflected, in part, greater eco-
nomic hardship among African Americans in this period, Antonio McDaniel (1994)
argues that fostering patterns are consistent with cultural continuity and linkage be-
tween patterns of child fostering apparent in African populations and the population
of Africans in America. McDaniel (1994: 69) states: “This comparison from the de-
velopmental perspective attributes the observed racial differences in residential pat-
terns of children to the cultural and historical experience of the African population
in the United States. From this perspective, rather than viewing family extendedness
or fosterage as simply a response to socioeconomic conditions, cultural conditions are
seen as having provided this extended option.”

The welfare function of the kin-based domestic unit was important in the West-
ern past. Following widowerhood, older men might have relied on adult kin or new
spouses for future old-age support. It was risky for older men to remarry older women
because of the potential for residential isolation if a spouse died (Wall 1995b). But
older men tended to remarry younger women, and so the strategy of remarriage then
obviated some of this risk (Pelling 1991; Wright 1991). In the United States, many
older men in 1910 had remarried and so, to some degree, had “substituted” one type of
coresident kin for another (i.e., higher-order spouses for adult children) for support
in old age (Elman 1998).

The IPUMS does not provide information about income or education. An indi-
vidual’s position in an occupational hierarchy, however, is associated with income
(Blau and Duncan 1967). Prestige also is highly correlated with education, skills, and
working conditions (e.g., job autonomy), as well as with greater access to opportunity
structures of support, such as social networks and public resources. A historical ex-
ample of the latter point is that the meager amount of public charity given to widows
in the United States in the past was generally channeled to those whose previous sta-
tion in married life was relatively high. Despite their poverty, they were deemed to
be “deserving” of charitable support because of the prestige of their previous social
standing (Grigg 1977).

Kramarow (1995a) estimates that rates of remarriage at ages between 20 and 65 years
were underreported by no more than 8.3% for females and 7.0% for males. This sug-
gests that our estimates of remarriage are conservative, and that they are slightly more
conservative for females than for males.

The actual marriage number of married persons (other than first or higher order) is
impossible to ascertain. Census enumerators were instructed to record “S” for single
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10

11

12

or unmarried persons, “Wd” for widowed, and “D” for divorced, and to inquire of
married persons whether they had ever been married previously. Enumerators were
instructed to record “M1” for persons in first marriages and “M2” for persons in
second or subsequent marriages (Bureau of the Census 1910: 29). According to Kra-
marow (1995a), approximately 4% of married respondents had an “M” recorded
without a number attached and about 6% of those in higher-order marriages were
enumerated with a number greater than 2 (i.e., “M3” or “M4”). We do not believe that
these records are reliable for determining estimates of third, fourth, or subsequent
marriages. Additionally, some persons are missing data on years in current marriage.
In total, data are missing on marriage number or years married for 5,268 married
people.

Women’s biological children can be identified in the IPUMS by using the MOMLOC
variable, the mother’s line number on the record of each social child, and STEP-
MOM, an indicator of biological versus social parenthood. For each mother, we cre-
ated a count variable to indicate the number of biological children residing with her,
and variables that detail the age, marital status, occupational prestige, and gender of
each child. We used POPL.OC, father’s line number on the records of his social chil-
dren, and STEPPOP to create similar biological child variables for men. Of course,
we miss children who had already exited the household.

Supplemental analyses indicate that sex and age were associated with being missing
on marriage number; younger persons and females were more likely to be missing.
Overall, 44% of persons who are missing this information on marriage number were
females between the ages of 20 and 39, while 39% were males in that age range.
Females in the age range 20-29 accounted for 18% of all those missing on marriage
number, whereas males in that age group accounted for only 11% of the total. The
strength of the association between younger age and missing data on marriage number
(i.e., approximately 82% of those with missing data on marriage number are under
age 40) raises the possibility that younger persons did not report a marriage number
to the census enumerator in order to “pass” as being in a first marriage. There would
be an incentive for such behavior if there were a stigma associated with remarriage
or for children being raised by a step-parent. At the turn of the twentieth century,
with the decline in remarriage resulting from lower mortality, it might have been the
case that such social pressures did exist. These results may also reflect enumerator
practices; enumerators may have assumed younger persons were in first marriages or
preferred not to ask women about a possibly sensitive topic.

Previous researchers have taken different approaches to determining ethnicity for
native-born persons with only one foreign-born parent or foreign-born parents of
different national origins (see, e.g., Watkins 1994: 27; Miller et al. 1994: 129; White
etal. 1994: 189). In practice, it does not appear that the choice of strategy effects sub-
stantive conclusions. Because of the high degree of generational and ethnic endogamy
(Miller et al. 1994; see also Pagnini and Morgan 1990), there were rather few chil-
dren of generationally or ethnically mixed marriages. Miller et al. (1994) use mother’s
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ethnicity to identify the heritage of the second generation. The authors point out,
however, that their substantive conclusions did not depend on whether father’s or
mother’s ethnicity was used as the indicator of heritage.

Since most persons were married in 1910, especially persons over age 40, there is
very little difference in the crude rates and the ever-married rates of remarriage. As
noted previously, we excluded 5,268 cases from the analysis because of missing data
on marriage number (i.e., first or higher-order marriage). These persons with missing
data were listed as either married spouse present or married spouse absent. Exclud-
ing these cases, the number of the ever postmarried ages 20-64 in the IPUMS is
24,414. We present data for the ever-married rather than the ever post-married be-
cause some cell sizes are small when the population is broken down by sex, age group,
and ethnicity/nativity. This is especially a problem for the foreign-born.

It was estimated that both partners survived to the end of the woman’s reproductive
years in only about 38% of African American marriages (Preston et al. 1992).

We classify all couples from the perspective of the remarried person. The perspective
of formerly single spouses of formerly married persons (z = 6,126) is suppressed in the
article because their spousal characteristics are attached to each remarried person’s
record. Examination of the data from the perspective of remarried spouses provides
us with all of the necessary information to account for all couples involving at least
one remarried person. A small number of cases were deleted because of missing data
on one or more other variables (N = 492).

We estimate women’s fertility by using Children Surviving as opposed to Children
Ever Born. We are interested in living children as they are involved with the welfare
and economic functions of families.

Adult children (over age 21) are excluded from this equation because most were eco-
nomically active and cannot really be considered “dependents” (i.e., beneficiaries of
the welfare function of a family). They were, however, potential beneficiaries of the
kinship function of the family, an issue we do not directly address with this model.
An added benefit of running models separately for gender is that correlated error,
present when information from both persons in a couple are included in the same
model, is avoided.

Only a tiny proportion of men were not household heads; most men who were not
heads were boarders or workers, subgroups excluded from these analyses.

All models were checked for collinearity with no problems detected.

Models were run with age as dummy variables (20-29; 30-39; 40-49; 50+ as the ref-
erence category) with little change in the results. All women’s equations (by ethnicity)
showed positive, significant, monotonically declining coefficients by age group, rela-
tive to the reference category. Older women were less likely to live with dependents
(linear decline); there were no significant changes or shifts in signs in other coeffi-
cients across models. All men’s equations had positive, significant coefficients by age
group, relative to the reference, but the decline was not always monotonic with age.
The effect of men’s ages on coresidence was better modeled by reducing the cate-
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gories to two: ages 20-39 and 40+; findings were again that older men were less likely
to live with dependents (linear decline). The only change across models is that the
coefficient for literacy for black men becomes insignificant.
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