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Summary

In this paper we focus on an age restriction for remarriage in the Socia Security system to
determine if individuals respond to economic incentives for marriage. Aged widow(er) benefits are
paid by the federal government to persons whose deceased spouses worked in Social Security
covered employment. A widow(er) iseligible to receive benefitsif she or heisat least age 60. If a
widow(er) remarries before age 60, she or he forfeits the benefit and, therefore, faces a marriage
penalty. Under current law, thereis no penalty if the remarriage occurs at 60 years of age or later.
The Socia Security rules on remarriage have changed over time. Only since 1979 have widow(er)s
been alowed to marry at or after age 60 and not face reductions in benefit amounts.

We investigate whether the age-60 remarriage rule affects the timing of marriage and whether
the elimination of the marriage penalty in 1979 encouraged widows 60 or older to marry. For this
study, we primarily use Vital Statistics data from the National Center for Health Statistics.

Our major findings are asfollows. In 1979, there was an increase in the marriage rate of
widows 60 or older. This suggests many widows in this age group chose not to marry until the
marriage penalty they faced was removed. Also, in the post-1979 period, there wasadrop in
marriage rates immediately prior to age 60 and an increase after thisage. We do not observe this
pattern in the period before 1979, and we do not observe it for divorced women, who generally are
not subject to the age-60 remarriage rule. These findings suggest the age-60 remarriage rule affects
the timing of marriage and has the most influence on women who are very close to age 60.



l. Introduction

“Lynnisab57-year-old widow in love. But she fearsthat getting married soon, as she and her fiancé
planned, could cost her a fortune because of the rules that govern Social Security. Government
officials acknowledge that she’sright. ‘At least she's smart enough to check it out ahead of time;’
says Ledlie Walker, a spokeswoman with the Social Security Administration in San Francisco, ‘| just
dealt with a couple where she was a teacher and he was a government employee (two groups that
generally can’'t claim Socia Security on their own records). They both thought they could get their
deceased spouses’ benefits. But because they married before age 60, they get nothing.””

“Indeed, one of the many things people don’t know about Social Security is how drastically it can be
affected by marital status.” The Los Angeles Times, August 13, 1995. “What Widows Should Know
Before Remarrying,” by Kathy M. Kristof.

Economic theory suggests that economic incentives play arole in family structure decisions
(Becker 1973, 1974). In support of this theory, there is a growing body of evidence that the implicit
incentives in government programs affect decisions of whether and when to marry, cohabit, or
divorce. Most of thisliterature focuses on the income tax system or welfare programs like Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and Medicaid.! None of this literature focuses on the
marriage decisions of the elderly, despite marriage penaltiesin the Social Security program and the

economically vulnerable status of this group.
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In this paper we focus on an age restriction for remarriage to determine if individuals respond
to economic incentives for remarriage. Aged widow(er) benefits are paid by the federal government
to persons whose deceased spouses worked in Social Security covered employment. A widow(er) is
eligible to receive benefitsif sheor heisat least age 60. If awidow(er) remarries before age 60, she
or he forfeits the benefit and, therefore, faces a marriage penalty. Under current law, thereisno
penalty if the remarriage occurs at 60 years of age or later. We investigate whether this rule affects
the marriage behavior of widows.? We narrow our focus to widows, rather than widowers, because
the overwhelming percentage of survivor benefits are paid to women (over 98 percent).® In 1998,
there were 11 million widows in the United States, 1.5 million of whom were close to age 60 (55 to
64 years old) (Lugaila 1998).*

In addition to providing empirical evidence for economic theory, understanding the role that
Social Security playsin determining marital statusisrelevant for at least three reasons. Firgt, thereis
evidence that marriage is positively correlated with health outcomes, life expectancy, and economic
well-being (Waite 1995), yet we do not know if Socia Security influences the decision of whether or
not to be married. Because husbands from low-income families tend to die at younger ages, the
widows who are subject to these penalties are most likely to be economically vulnerable. 1n 1995,
for example, the poverty rate of widows aged 65 or older was 19.2 percent. Thisisin sharp contrast
to a4.2 percent poverty rate for elderly married women (U.S. Congress 1998). Second, there are
efficiency lossesif Social Security causes women to bypass opportunities to marry simply because of

the penalty implicit in the system.®> Finally, marriage penaltiesin Social Security raise equity issues.

2 A growing literature finds that taxes are correlated with the timing of eventsincluding birth (Dickert-Conlin and
Chandra 1999), marriage (Alm and Whittington 1997; Gelardi 1996), capital gains realization (Burman and
Randolph 1994), and charitable contributions (Randol ph 1995).

% Seetables 5.A1 and 5.G3in U.S. Social Security Administration (1999).

* There were only 1.5 million widowers, with 275,000 between the ages of 55 and 64 (Lugaila 1998). Preliminary
analysis on a sample of men was very noisy given these small sample sizes.

® Other literatures address this efficiency concept, but the marriage literature largely ignoresit. For example, thereis
an implicit subsidy for delaying realization of capital gainsin the form of deferred taxation, causing investorsto



For example, under current law, Social Security benefits may change purely with achangein legal
marital status. If cohabitation isincreasingly a substitute for legal marriage among the elderly, itis
not clear that a cohabiting couple should receive different Social Security benefits than alegally
married couple. As another example, the penalty may be inequitable if knowledge of the marriage
penalty implicit in Social Security isnot universal.

To examine the question of whether Social Security rules governing remarriage affect
behavior, we examine the rates of remarriage of women around age 60 under current as well as past
Social Security eligibility rules. Our results provide compelling evidence that widows respond to
economic incentives—delaying or forgoing marriage when the costs for such behavior are high. In
Section 11 we first describe the relevant Social Security laws and present an analysis of the size of the
penalties under current law. Section |11 reviews the relevant existing literature. Section IV provides
evidence from the National Center for Health Statistics/Vital Statistics (NCHS/VS), the primary data
used in our analysis, that Social Security influences marriage behavior. Section V concludes and

outlines future research.

II. Social Security Remarriage Incentivesfor Widows
A. Social Security Program Rules

Much of the discussion in this section focuses on widows who are under the age of 60 and
who were married to persons who worked in Socia Security covered employment.® Such people will
potentially be eligible for widow benefits from Social Security when they reach age 60. If an eligible

widow claims benefits at age 60, she will receive a monthly benefit amount equal to 71.5 percent of

bypass more lucrative investments and resulting in efficiency loss (see Auerbach 1992, for example). The story is
analogous for marriage decisions.
® Recipients of Tier |-Railroad Retirement Survivor Benefits are subject to these same rules.



the deceased husband’ s primary insurance amount (PIA).” The widow may choose to defer receipt
of benefits until after age 60 and receive a higher monthly benefit. If she defersreceipt until the
normal retirement age (NRA), she will receive a monthly amount equal to 100 percent of the
deceased husband s PIA 2

The current law requires that the widow be unmarried in order to claim widow benefits,
unless the marriage occurred after the widow attained age 60.° That is, awidow who remarries
before age 60 has no claim to the widow benefits (so long as the remarriage remains intact) and
therefore faces a marriage penalty. However, a widow who remarries after reaching age 60 retains
full claim on these benefits.*

Remarriage at any time makes the widow potentially eligible for spouse benefits on her new
husband’' s work record, so marriage is unlikely to leave awoman ineligible for Socia Security.
However, spouse benefits may be less generous than widow benefits for two reasons. First, a spouse
benefit cannot be claimed until age 62 (and, then, only if her husband receives a Social Security
benefit). Second, Social Security pays alower rate for a spouse benefit than awidow benefit. A
spouse benefit claimed at the NRA is equal to 50 percent of her husband’s PIA, rather than 100
percent of her deceased husband’s PIA. Like widow benefits, spouse benefits are actuarially reduced
if claimed before the NRA— at age 62 a spouse receives 37.5 percent of PIA.™ In sum, if awoman
remarries someone with aPlA that is similar to that of her deceased husband, her spouse benefits are

much lower than her widow benefits.

" The Social Security Administration computes a person’s PIA based on the person’s average earnings in Social
Security covered employment.

8 For those born before 1940, the NRA for widow(er) benefitsis age 65. For later birth cohorts, the NRA is
gradually rising to age 67.

o Tﬁ?chnical ly, from a Social Security perspective, a widow attains age 60 “the first moment” of the day before her
60™ birthday.

10 One extreme implication of thislaw isthat awidow could remarry any time before age 60, legally divorce at age
59 years and 364 days, and remarry again (the same person) on her 60" birthday without losing eligibility for widow
benefits. We do not have the appropriate data to consider this type of behavior.

" Thisfigure applies to people born before 1938. The figure is lower for later cohorts.



An exampleillustrates the Social Security rules and the potentia size of the marriage penalty.
Throughout our example, we assume a 60-year-old woman has alife expectancy of 275 months (22.9
years) and a 62-year-old man has alife expectancy of 210 months (17.5 years) (U.S. Socia Security
Administration 1999). Suppose awidow considers marriage to a man two years her senior. She has
never worked but her deceased husband and her prospective husband did, and, based on their lifetime
earnings, both have PIAs of $1,000.* If the widow waits until she reaches age 60 to marry, she can
collect, at that age, a monthly widow benefit of $715 on her first husband’s record. Thiswill
continue for 210 months (that is, until her second husband dies). At that time, sheis older than the
NRA. Therefore, when she files for awidow benefit on the second husband’ s record she receives
100 percent of the PIA, or $1,000, for the remaining 65 months of her life (Social Security will not
pay her both widow benefits, only the higher one).

If the widow does not wait until age 60 to marry, she cannot claim the widow benefit on her
first husband’ s record. Thisleaves her ineligible for Social Security benefits for the first 24 months
after attaining age 60. Assume that she files for the spouse benefit from her second husband’ s record
at age 62. Shethen will receive $375 for the next 186 months. When her second husband dies, she
will receive afull widow benefit of $1,000 for the last 65 months of her life. At age 60, the present
discounted value of the widow’s Social Security benefits is approximately $88,000 if she does not
wait to marry, versus $152,000 if she does wait to marry.*® Thus, there are strong incentives to wait

until after age 60 to marry.

12 Obviously, it is not likely the two men would have identical PIAs, but we might expect the first and second
husband to be from similar socioeconomic backgrounds and thus have roughly similar earnings and PIAs. The
average PIA of men retiring in 1998 was about $1,000 (U.S. Socia Security Administration 1999).

13 This assumes a monthly rate of interest of 0.25 percent. On an annual basis, thisis close to the 3 percent real rate
of return that the Social Security Trust Funds are projected to earn (Board of Trustees 1999). In this example, we
assume a widow receives afixed dollar amount for a specified period of months. In actuality, Social Security
benefits and PIAs are adjusted for inflation over time. In the present value calculations, we use the fixed dollar
amounts because we use areal rate of interest for the discounting.



At this point something should be said about widows who have, themselves, worked in
covered employment. A person who has worked enough in covered employment to be fully insured
iseligible to receive aretired-worker benefit from Social Security as early as age 62.* The amount
of the retired-worker benefit depends on the PIA from one’s own work record and on the age at
whichitisfirst received. If claimed at the NRA, the benefit equals the PIA, otherwiseit is reduced.
Even if awidow isinsured for benefitsin her own right, her widow benefits can be valuable. For
example, widows may claim survivor benefits as early as age 60, two years before they can claim
their retired-worker benefits. Also, Social Security rules allow afully insured widow to claim a
reduced widow benefit before the NRA and then switch to afull retired-worker benefit at the NRA
(if itishigher). Thus, even fully insured widows face a marriage penalty because they lose their
claimsto these optionsif they remarry before age 60.

Divorced women who were married for at least 10 years are eligible for spousal benefits on
the records of their former spouses. For divorced women whose ex-husbands are not deceased,
remarriage at any age results in atermination of benefits. However, under some circumstances,
divorced women face marriage incentives similar to widows. A divorced woman who was married
for at least 10 years to a man who worked in covered employment is potentially eligible for a
surviving divorced spouse benefit upon his death. The rules governing surviving divorced spouse
benefits are essentially the same as those that govern widow benefits. Specifically, under current
law, surviving divorced spouses lose eligibility if remarriage occurs before age 60. However,

according to the U.S. Department of Health and Human Services (1985) only a small percentage (17

14 For people born after 1928, 40 “quarters’ of work in Social Security covered employment are necessary for fully
insured status. For those born in or prior to 1928, the number of required quartersis smaller. See U.S. Social
Security Administration (1999) for more details.



percent) of divorced women entering their retirement years receive surviving divorced spouse
benefits.

The current system reflects a series of law changes, beginning in 1965, that altered the
marriage penatiesin Socia Security. Before 1965, widows lost eligibility for widow benefitsif they
remarried at any time. In July of 1965, legidlation passed that allowed widows to remarry after age
60 and keep an amount equal to half of the deceased spouse's PIA. In theory, this reduced the
penalty for remarriage for those who were at least age 60 and increased the incentive to delay
remarriage until age 60. In practice, aslong as the deceased and her new husband had similar work
histories, this may not have been a fundamental difference because awidow was always eligible for
half of her new husband's PIA as a spouse beneficiary.

The larger change in the system occurred in December of 1977, allowing widows (but not
surviving divorced spouses) to remarry after age 60 and to still claim afull widow benefit. Thislaw
became effective in January 1979. This further reduced the penalty for remarriage for those at least
age 60 and increased the incentive to delay remarriage until age 60. The final change occurred in
April of 1983 when the legidlation passed allowing surviving divorced spouses to remarry after age
60 and still claim afull survivor benefit.®> This was effective beginning with January 1984 benefits.

The series of law changes have benefited a number of individuals. Currently, married
persons represent about 350,000, or 4 percent, of all Social Security aged survivor beneficiaries.*®
B. Actual Penalties

In this section, we provide some perspective on how large the actual penalties are likely to be

for widows who remarry before age 60. Thisisadifficult task because we need complete Social

> Thislegislation also allowed a small beneficiary group, disabled widow(er)s and disabled surviving divorced
spouses, aged 50 or older, to remarry without loss of benefits.

1° These figures are based on authors' cal culations from the Current Population Survey data and SSA administrative
data



Security information on the widow, her deceased husband, and her current husband. One place these
dataare available is Social Security administrative data on child-in-care widow benefit beneficiaries.
Social Security pays benefits to nonaged women who are caring for the minor (or disabled) children
of deceased husbands who worked in covered employment. Because these benefits terminate when
the children are no longer minors (or no longer disabled), they are usually received for alimited time.
However, aformer child-in-care widow can reestablish entitlement on her deceased husband’ s work
record as early as age 60 as a widow beneficiary, provided sheis unmarried or her marriage occurred
after she reached age 60. Thus, aformer child-in-care widow faces the remarriage incentives we
have discussed.

To measure marriage penaltiesin Social Security we use former child-in-care widow
beneficiaries who remarried prior to age 60 and who claimed spouse benefits on the records of new
husbands in the period of January 1997 to June 1998.1" Because these beneficiaries are recently
entitled, our measured penalties approximate the size of the penalties that middle-aged widows
currently face.® There are about 3,200 women in the analysis group.

With this group, we first simulate each woman’ s present discounted value of the future
stream of benefits at the time she reached age 60. We assume amonthly real interest rate of 0.25
percent and use life expectancies provided by SSA’ s Office of the Chief Actuary. With regard to
how widows conceptualize lifetime penalties, we believe it islikely that they use expectations about

length of life (as opposed to use of age-specific mortality probabilities). Present discounted values

Y We draw data from Social Security records extracted in July of 1998 and exclude women who were fully insured
in their own right. We only include former child-in-care widows who have not reestablished entitlement on the
work records of their deceased husbands. Thisisthe basis for our assertion that these women remarried prior to age
60. That is, if they had remarried after age 60, we expect that they would be receiving widow benefits rather than
spouse benefits because widow benefits tend to be higher. Even if spouse benefits were relatively high, we expect
that they would have claimed widow benefits at ages 60 to 62 (ages when spouse benefits cannot be claimed).

18 These women are at |east 62 years old, in order to file for spousal benefits, so they are from slightly earlier birth
cohorts than current middle-aged widows.



arein year 2000 dollars.*® If awoman outlives her most recent husband, we mimic the current law
and calculate her widow benefit on the maximum of hisor her earlier husband’ s record. If she does
not outlive her husband, she will only receive spouse benefits over her life.

Next, we simulate the present discounted value of the future stream of Social Security
benefits, asif people in this group had not remarried before age 60. We assume the woman claims
her widow benefit on the earlier husband’ s account at age 60 and switches to a higher benefit at a
later date if one materializes (for example, if she outlives her most recent husband and the widow
benefit on hisrecord is the highest).

Table 1 presents the results of these simulations. The median estimated value of Social
Security benefits for personsin our analysis group is $101,000. If all personsin this group waited to
marry, the median value would be $148,000. For the “typical” person in our group, marriage prior to
age 60 leads to the loss of $42,000 in benefits (this is the median difference between the present
value amount associated with early marriage and the amount associated with delayed marriage). The
median ratio of the present value associated with early marriage to the value associated with delayed
marriageis 0.7. Even at the 75™ percentile, awidow who marries early will receive only about 80
percent of the amount she could have received and, at the 25™ percentile, awidow will receive less
than 60 percent of the amount she would have received if she had delayed her marriage.

These figures warrant some additional comments. First, we examine women who did
remarry before age 60. If women with relatively low penalties are more likely to remarry, we may

only have women who had low penaltiesin our analysis group, and therefore, may be understating

*The primary insurance amounts of the current and deceased husbands are for the month of July 1998. For all of
our present value calculations, we first deflate the PIAs to the time the remarried widows turned age 60, using a 3
percent annual rate of inflation. This createsreal PIAs for the month of July 1998. However, these real values hold
(approximately) for any month because, by law, PIAs are adjusted for inflation. We can therefore use our deflated
PIAsto calculate real monthly benefit amounts for any month. To calculate the present discounted value, at age 60,
of amonthly benefit amount paid j months after the date the person turns 60, we divide the real monthly benefit
amount by (1.0025). Finally, to put this amount in year 2000 dollars, we adjust for price changes from the date the
remarried widow turns age 60 to the year 2000 (assuming a 3 percent annual rate of inflation).



the typical penalty.”® Clearly, the calculations refer to the penalties of early marriage versus
postponed marriage and ignore the counterfactual of remaining unmarried. A widow who remarries
before age 60 may have higher lifetime Social Security benefits than a similar widow who never
remarries. Second, these results are for a narrow group of widows. We exclude women who were
fully insured; some of these women may face alower marriage penalty because, regardless of
marriage, they may receive retired-worker benefits for most of their retirement years. And, we
include only women who were widowed while they had minor (or disabled) children. Also, not all of
the complexities of the Social Security program are reflected in the ssimulations. Features such as the
earnings test and the widow’s limit are ignored.?! Finally, our estimates use age 60 as a baseline to
do the present value calculations. A widow contemplating marriage prior to age 60 would discount
the streams of income to that point in time. However, there is not a single moment at which awidow
considers marriage, so we picked afixed age. Discounting to apoint in time prior to age 60 would
reduce the dollar amounts, but would not change the distribution of ratiosin Table 1.
C. Theoretical Considerations

The standard economic theory of marriage suggests that individuals choose to marry when
the utility associated with being married exceeds the utility when single (Becker 1973, 1974). Each
widow has afinancia benefit of waiting until she is 60 years old to remarry, which is the difference
in the present discounted values of the Social Security benefits for marrying later and marrying now.
This benefit is positive unless the probability of the new spouse dying is very high. The cost of

waiting to remarry includes such things as forgone companionship and the inability to share

% Also, note that child-in-care widow benefits terminate upon marriage, so an early marriage may have also reduced
child-in-care Social Security benefits prior to age 60. Our estimates do not reflect these lost benefits.

% The earnings test suspends benefits when earnings exceed certain thresholds. Because these remarried widows are
not fully insured, it is unlikely they have strong attachments to the labor force and the earningstest is not likely to be
anissue. Thewidow’s limit establishes a cap on widow benefits, if the deceased worker received reduced benefits.
Authors’ calculations indicate that only about one-third of widow beneficiaries are affected by the limit.

10



expenses. The benefit and cost vary depending on the age at which the widow is considering
remarriage. Conditional on meeting a potential spouse, the cost of waiting decreases and the benefit
increases as she approaches age 60. She will remarry if the cost of waiting exceeds the benefit.
In our empirical specification, we test the following three hypotheses:
H1: The 1979 law eliminated the penalty for remarriage after age 60, thereby raising the
benefit of waiting for widows under 60 and reducing the cost of remarriage at age 60 or
older. We hypothesize that the 1979 law would decrease the marriage rate for women under

age 60 and increase the marriage rate for women aged 60 years or older.

H2: The cost of waiting decreases and the benefit increases as a widow approaches 60,
therefore the marriage rate should decrease as widows approach age 60.

H3: Divorced women do not face such high benefits by waiting until age 60; therefore, these
same patterns should not exist for them.
[1l. Literature Review
In 1965, a Miami newspaper reporter, Mr. Wyrick, claimed to have uncovered anecdotal
evidence that the Social Security system influenced the marriage behavior of the elderly. He
reported that a large number of elderly couples cohabited (rather than legally marry) to avoid the
penaltiesin Socia Security. Dean (1966) describes the findingsin this way:
“...Mr. Wyrick reveaed the incredible story of thousands of senior citizens living together ‘in
sin’ because legal marriage might deprive them of pensions or Social Security. The series of
articles brought confirmatory reports of similar situations throughout the United States, and
promptly alerted our lawmakers despite their initial consternation. Gerontol ogists and
psychiatrists ought to be especially aware of the situation, for it created socio-psychiatric
problems which may have sequelae with which we must be prepared to deal.” (p. 935)
This evidence reportedly influenced policymakers enough to lead to the 1965 law change that
lowered the marriage penalty in Socia Security. In Mr. Wyrick’ s words:
“1 wrote my first article on January 10, 1965. Fortunately, Cong. Pepper noticed it and afew

days later introduced hisfirst bill in Congress; the law was modified last fall and went into
effect in January of thisyear.” (Dean 1966, p. 938)
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Despite the influence of anecdotal evidence on policy and a persistent policy concern for
impoverished widows, there is no rigorous empirical analysis of the influence of Social Security on
remarriage behavior.

However, at least two papers consider whether economic status influences the marriage or
cohabitation decisions of the elderly.?> Smith and others (1991) analyze the remarriage patterns of
widows and widowers using Panel Study of Income Dynamics data. They break the data into two
samples, using age 60 as the division point, which prohibits any insights into how the age-60 rulein
Social Security affects behavior. They restrict their multivariate analysis of widows to widows under
age 60, because there are too few remarriages in the age 60 or older sample. They find no evidence
that economic well-being influences remarriage decisions. However, their measure of economic
well-being—the income-to-needs ratio—does not differentiate between sources of income, such as
Socia Security, which might have differential effects on remarriage probabilities.

Chevan (1996) investigates the cohabitation patterns of individuals age 60 or older using
Census data. In comparison to unmarried individuas who are not cohabiting, Chevan finds that
cohabiting is positively correlated with poverty and home ownership. Thisis some evidence that
economic status affects family structure, but it does not isolate the effect of Social Security.

Thelack of formal evidence of arelationship between Social Security and remarriage is even
more surprising given the great deal of attention paid to the possibility that other government policies
influence marriage decisions. Marriage incentives in the welfare and income tax systems receive the
most attention in the literature. This literature considers two related questions: do taxes or transfers
affect the decision of whether or not to be married, and do taxes or transfers affect the timing of

marriage?

2 A large literature attempts to measure the influence of government programs, such as Socia Security and Old-Age
Assistance, on the increase in the number of elderly (widows in particular) who live alone. Costa (1999), Costa
(1997), and McGarry and Schoeni (2000) are recent examples.

12



The income tax system penalizes marriage for couples with similar incomes (their joint tax
liability is higher as married couples than as unmarried individuals) and subsidizes marriage for
couples with dissimilar incomes. Research on the relationship between income taxes and marriage
decisions suggests that the income tax system has small but significant effects on marriage and
divorce decisions. Alm and Whittington (1995 and 1999) and Whittington and Alm (1997) find that
the larger the tax penalty on marriage, the less likely an individual isto marry and the more likely a
coupleisto divorce.”® Dickert-Conlin (1999) finds that, conditional on marriage penaltiesimplicit in
the welfare system, couples with higher marriage tax penalties are more likely to separate.

The categorica digibility requirement of the welfare system traditionally created large
disincentives for marriage. Moffitt (1998) concludes that a majority of recent studies find a positive
correlation between Aid to Families with Dependent Children (AFDC) and being an unmarried
mother. However, two recent studies (Moffitt 1994; Hoynes 1997) that control for unobserved state
characteristics find little effect of AFDC on single parenthood. Y elowitz (1998) also finds a negative
correlation between Medicaid eligibility and marriage. A smaller literature considers the
inframarginal decisions of whether welfare influences the decision to cohabit or legally marry. Hu
(1998), for example, finds no consistent effect of welfare benefit levels on the likelihood of marriage
relative to cohabitation.

Some authors also consider the possibility that taxes affect the timing of marriage. This
literatureis part of alarger literature that suggests taxes have the largest effects on the timing of
economic transactions (Slemrod 1990). Alm and Whittington (1997) use micro data and find that

U.S. couples with high marriage penalties are more likely to delay marriage into the following tax

% |n an earlier literature on the negative income tax (NIT) experiments Groeneveld, Tuma, and Hannan (1980)
conclude that participantsin the NIT had higher marital dissolution rates than nonparticipants over the duration of
the experiments. However, Cain and Wissoker (1990) discount these results, suggesting that the design of the NIT
experiments and the data collected were inappropriate for making such conclusions.

13



year. This supports work by Soquist and Walker (1995) who use aggregate data. Gelardi (1996)

shows that law changes in Canada, England, and Wales also influenced the timing of marriages.

V. Evidencethat Social Security Affectsthe Decisonto Marry

The following sections examine the results of the research and some aternative explanations for
these results.
A. Basic Results

Convincing evidence that the age-60 Social Security rule influences behavior requires alarge

data set to ensure sufficient sample sizes within age and marital status categories. To thisend, we
use multiple years of VS data. Compiled by the NCHS, the VS data contain annual marriage
certificate data from states in the marriage-registration areas (MRA) between 1968 and 1995.2* The
data for some states come from a random sample of their marriage certificates, while other states
report their complete population of marriage certificates. All of our results use the appropriate
sample weights. In addition to the marriage date, and critical for this analysis, the VS datainclude
age and previous marital status of the people getting married. Unfortunately, these data lack
information on income and Socia Security eligibility. Therefore, our identification strategy for
investigating the effect of the age-60 Social Security rule on marriage is a comparison of marriage
patterns before and after the 1979 law change, which eliminated the marriage penalty if the marriage
occurred after reaching age 60, and a comparison of widows to divorced women. There are many
reasons why the marriage patterns of widows might be different than those of divorced women.
However, we argue that any observed changes in trends for the groups around age 60 and the 1979

law change are due to the Social Security policy.

2 Beginning in 1996, the NCHS only collected aggregate marriage and divorce counts. Arizona, Arkansas, Nevada,
New Mexico, North Dakota, Oklahoma, Texas, and Washington were never in the MRA.
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There are at |east three concerns with this identification strategy. First, not all widowed
women face Socia Security penalties for remarriage. For example, women who were married to
men who were not fully insured under Social Security will not face penalties for remarriage. This
may not be a major concern because more than 90 percent of men are fully insured under Socia
Security (U.S. Socia Security Administration 1999). Second, since 1984, women who are divorced
after 10 years of marriage and whose ex-spouses are deceased face similar penaltiesto widows. As
noted earlier, these divorced women represent a minority of all divorced women entering their
retirement years and we show in our empirical work below that this law change does not appear to
have affected behavior. Both of these potential problems should bias us against finding a behavioral
effect of the policy. One further issue for our comparison group of divorced women is that the pool
of potential spouses for widows and divorced women may be the same. Therefore, any policy that
affects widows marriage decisions may also be affecting divorced women’s decisions. It isnot
obvious how this contamination might affect our analysis.

For much of our analysis, we create marriage “rates’ by previous marital status and age using
V'S data as the numerator. We use data from the 36 states that were continuously in the MRA
between 1968 and 1995 and that record previous marital status on their marriage certificate.® Our
denominator is an estimate of the number of women at risk for marriage in these groups from the
March Current Population Survey (CPS), a nationally representative household survey conducted by
the Census Bureau. We use all 50 states plus the District of Columbiain the denominator because

the CPS does not uniquely identify all statesin years prior 1978.% In addition, a marriage reported to

% Minnesota entered the MRA in 1971, lowa ceased reporting previous marital statusin 1977, and Colorado entered
the MRA in 1979. The District of Columbiadid not report previous marital status prior to 1971. Michigan, Ohio,
and South Carolina belong to the MRA but do not report previous marital status on their marriage certificates.

% Because an analysis of asingle year of age can lead to small sample sizes, we benchmarked the 1990 CPS against
1990 Census data and found that the results are not qualitatively different.
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V'S may occur in a state where the bride and groom do not reside, so the at risk group is not simply in
the MRA states. While these are not truly rates, they should be highly correlated with the true rates.

H1: The 1979 law eliminated the penalty for remarriage after age 60, thereby raising the

benefit of waiting for widows under 60 and reducing the cost of remarriage at age 60 or

older. We hypothesize that the 1979 law would decrease the marriage rate for women under
age 60 and increase the marriage rate for women aged 60 years or older.

Asour first piece of evidence, the top panel of Figure 1 examines the average marriage rates
by year for two age groups of widows (ages 50 to 59 and 60 to 70) between 1968 and 1995. Vertical
lines denote the year in which the current remarriage rule passed into law (December 1977) and
became effective (January 1979). For the 60- to 70-year-olds, we show a decrease in the marriage
rate following the 1977 passage of the law. This suggests that widows age 60 or older delayed
marriages in 1978 in anticipation of the law becoming effective. Thereisan increase in the marriage
rate of these widows when the law became effective in 1979 implying that many women would have
liked to marry, but did not do so because of the penalty in the Socia Security system. Marriage rates
for the widows between the ages of 50 and 59 are declining around the law change, which isthe
expected response to the law change. However, this descriptive analysis does not account for other
factors, in particular, an overall decline in marriage rates during this time.

We control for time trends and test the statistical significance of these trends using a
straightforward regression analysis.

=a + f'(year) +)/ (year * at least age 60 dummy, . .. ) +J (age) +¢,

agel(50,70]
where
year [1(1968,1995]

In(marriage rate, e yeor )

Our dependent variable is the natural log of single-age and year marriage rates for 50 to 70 year old
widows. We regress the log marriage rate on year dummies, omitting 1968; an interaction term

between each year and a dummy for whether the marriage rate is for women at least age 60; and,
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dummies for each age category, omitting the age-50 category. With 28 years of data and 21 age
groups we have 588 observations.

The bottom panel of Figure 1 shows the regression results of interest. The full regression
results arein Appendix Table 1. First note the downward trend in the marriage rate over these years,
which is consistent with marriage rates for all ages.?” Prior to 1979, we cannot reject the hypothesis
that the percent differences from 1968, the baseline year, are the same for those under age 60 and
those at least age 60 in each year. Beginning in 1979, the year the marriage penalty was removed for
those at |east age 60, we can reject the hypothesis that the percent differences from the baseline year
are the same at standard significance levelsfor virtually all years (the only exception is 1992). In all
cases, the marriage rates for widows under age 60 is further below the baseline year than the rate for
widows who are at least age 60. Thisisthe pattern Hypothesis 1 predicts.

Looking more closely at widows over age 60, we see that in 1977 their marriage rate was 2
percent below the baseline year and in 1978, the year after the law passed, the marriage rate was 13
percent lower than the baseline year. These are statistically different from one another at the 6
percent level [F(1, 513)=3.59], which supports the possibility that widows over age 60 delayed
marriage until their marriage penalty was eliminated. In 1979, the year the law became effective, the
marriage rate was 20 percent higher than the baseline, the largest positive deviation in our sample
period. The 1978 and 1979 effects are statistically different than one another at the 1 percent level
[F(1, 513)=28.64]. The marriage rate was still above the baseline in 1980, but only by 2 percent.
These regression results confirm that the spike in Panel A of Figure 1 is statistically significant.

In the under 60 group, we cannot reject the hypothesis that the coefficient on any 1-year

dummy is statistically different than the coefficient on the year following in any year except 1988.

" For example, among unmarried women aged 15 to 44, the marriage rate fell from 147.2 marriages per 1,000
population in 1968, to 102.6 in 1980 to 83.0 in 1995 (Clarke 1995 and U.S. Census Bureau 1999).
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This suggests that, on average, the law change did not have significant effects on widows under age
60, but we investigate this further in future regressions.

H3: Divorced women do not face such high benefits of waiting until age 60, therefore these
same trends should not exist for them.

The marriage rate patterns for divorced women do not exhibit the trends shown for widows.
The top panel of Figure 2 shows that there are slight increases in the marriage rates of divorced
women in 1979. The trends for 60- to 70-year-olds are not as striking as the trends for widows. Ina
regression analysis comparable to that above, shown in the bottom panel of Figure 2 and Appendix
Table 1, we find that the deviations from the baseline year are significantly different for divorced
women who are at least age 60 relative to those women who are under age 60 in 1970, 1971, 1975,
1976, 1980, and 1981. Unlike the widows, thereis not a clear pattern surrounding the 1979 law
change.

Among divorced women who are at least age 60, the marriage ratesin 1977, 1978, and 1979
are 20, 24, and 10 percent below the marriage rate for the baseline year of 1968. These rates are not
statistically different from one another at standard levels. Among divorced women who are under
age 60, the marriage rates decline significantly between 1979 (29 percent below the baseline) and
1980 (47 percent below the baseline) [F(1,513)=3.21]. This hints at the possibility that these
divorced women were substitutes for the widows who were now free to marry without penalty.

Asweak support of our earlier claim, thereis not a significant change in the marriage rate of
divorced women following the 1984 |aw change that treated surviving divorced spouses like widows.
We cannot reject the hypothesis that the differences from the baseline for those at least 60 years old

in 1983 (37 percent below baseline), 1984 (35 percent below baseline), and 1985 (48 percent below
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baseline) areequal. Thisis clearly not a perfect test, given that we cannot identify how many ex-
spouses of divorced women are deceased.?®

H2: The cost of waiting decreases and the benefit increases as a widow approaches 60,
therefore the marriage rate should decrease as widows approach age 60.

From the previous analysis, it is clear that the 1979 law change affected the marriage rates of
widows. However, we could not easily separate whether the law decreased marriage rates for those
under age 60 or increased marriage rates for those aged 60 or older. Therefore, we next look at
single-age marriage rates for different birth cohorts of women, using the 1979 law change as our
source of identification. Asshown in the top panel of Figure 3, al the time periods after the 1979
law change (including 1979 through 1995) reveal alarge relative decline in marriage rates at age 59
and arelative increase in marriage rates at age 60 for widowed women. This same trend did not exist
before 1979. This suggests that widows may delay or avoid marriage if they are very close to being
able to marry without a penalty on their Social Security widow benefits.

We formalize this analysis with a regression similar to the ones above:

=a + [(3'(age) + ) (age* after 1979 law change dummy) +J (year) +¢&,

agel[1(50,70]
where
year [1(1968,1995]

In ( marriage rate, . .., )

Our dependent variable is the natural log of single-age, marriage rates for widows between the ages
of 50 and 70. Our independent variables include single-year age dummies, with age 50 omitted; and
an interaction between the age dummies and whether the time period is 1979 or later. Thisalowsthe
patterns in marriage rates to vary as the widows approach age 60. We also include year dummies to
account for a secular time trend in marriage rates, with the omitted category of 1968.

The results of this regression are in the bottom panel of Figure 3 and Appendix Table 2. In

the pre- and post-1979 law change periods, the trends in marriage rates relative to the baseline age of

% See Weaver (2000) for a description of reporting errorsin marital status.
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50 years, are statistically the same for all age groups up to and including the 58-year-old widows.
However, in the post-1979 law period, 59-year-old widows are relatively less likely to marry (101
percent below 50-year-olds) than in the pre-1979 law period (86 percent below 50-year-olds).
Conditional on the time trend, all age categories at age 60 years or older are more likely to marry in
the post-1979 law period. These differences are statistically significant and show that the law
decreased the marriage rates of 59-year-olds and increased the marriage rate of women who were at
least age 60. The cost of remarriage at any age above 60 years decreased after the law change, so
thisincrease for those who were at least age 60 implies that women actually avoided marriage before
the law.

In the post-1979 law change period, the marriage rate at age 58 is 65 percent lower than the
marriage rate at the baseline age, while the marriage rate is 101 percent lower than that at the
baseline age for women at age 59 and back to 67 percent lower than the baseline age at age 60.

Each of these age effects are statistically different than one another at the 1 percent level. These
results strongly suggest that the marriage rate decreases as widows approach age 60. Thiswas not
obviousin thefirst set of empirical tests because we categorized all under age 60 marriage rates with
asingle dummy variable.

The bottom panel of Figure 3 shows a similar but less pronounced pattern in the years before
the 1979 law change became effective. Recall that prior to 1979 there was still some incentive to
wait until age 60 because of the difference between keeping 50 percent of widow benefits for a
marriage after age 60 versus zero widow benefits for a marriage before age 60. The marriage rate at
age 59 is 86 percent below the baseline age of 50, while the marriage rate at age 58 is only 68 percent
below the baseline age. Thisdifferenceis statistically significant at the 1 percent level [F(1,
520)=9.32]. Unlike the post-law period, the age-59 effect is not statistically different than the age-60

effect (84 percent below the baseline).
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Figure 4 and Appendix Table 2 show that there are not similar patterns for divorced women.
Repeating the analysis conducted above for widows, shows no statistical or economic differences
between the pre- and post-law periods. In addition, there are no differences between the effects of
the age 58-, 59-, or 60-year-old dummies. In fact, marriage rates decrease monotonically around age
60 in the post-1979 law change period.

Given that there appear to be drops in the marriage rate at age 59 and corresponding rises at
age 60 for widows we further investigate Hypothesis 2 using the trends in marriage counts within 24
months of age 60. This allows usto examine how localized the change in behavior might be. We
use counts in this analysis because no data could give reliable denominators for monthly rates. As
shown in the top panel of Figure 5, during the 1979 to 1995 period the peak number of marriages for
widows in this 24-month range is the month of the woman’s 60" birthday, with especialy high
counts in the three months following awoman’s 60" birthday. A sharp decline in the few months
before her 60" birthday precedes this peak. This pattern is similar, but not as pronounced in the
years preceding the 1979 law change.

To test the significance of these patterns, we employ a similar regression approach as our

earlier ones;

In(marri age count =a +9'(month) + )/ (month* after 1979 law change) + B (year) +¢,
monthO€ 24+ 24
where { ¢ 24r 24)

year [1(1968,1995]

month, year )

Our dependent variable is the natural log of the monthly count of marriages, relative to the 60"
birthday. Our independent variables include month dummies, with 24 months before the 60™
birthday omitted; and an interaction between the month dummies and whether the time period is
1979 or later. We also include year dummies to account for the possibility of atimetrendin
marriage counts, with the omitted category of 1968. We have 28 years of data and use al months

within 24 months of the 60" birthday, for atotal of 1,372 observations.
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The results of this exercise are shown in the bottom panel of Figure 5 and Appendix Table 3.
Consistent with the previous analysis, for those who remarry in the months before their 60™ birthday,
we cannot reject the hypothesis that the percentage difference in marriage rates from the baseline are
the same in the two time periods. However, there are 10 months after age 59 (60" birthday, +1, +2,
+3, +8, +12, +18, +22, +23, +24 months) where the marriage counts are statistically and
economically higher in the post-1979 law period relative to the pre-law period. The trend around the
60" birthday is particularly dramatic. The countsin all months preceding the 60™ birthday are the
same or lower than the baseline month (24 months before the 60" birthday). One month before the
60" birthday, the marriage count is 72 percent lower than the baseline month (this is the largest
deviation from the baseline). However, the number of marriages taking place on the 60" birthday is
56 percent higher than the baseline month. These counts are statistically different than one another at
the 1 percent level [F(1, 1248)=76.58]. One, 2, and 3 months following the 60" birthday, the number
of marriages are gtill 52, 36, and 25 percent higher than the baseline month. This analysis suggests
that the marriage penalty in Social Security has the most influence on women who are very closeto
age 60.

Again, the pre-1979 law change period is not as striking. The number of marriages on the
60" birthday is only 17 percent higher than the baseline month and not statistically different than the
baseline. One, two and three months following the 60" birthday, the number of marriages are still
21, 22, and 26 percent lower (not higher, like in the post-1979 law period) than the baseline month.
The same trough before the 60" birthday still exists, with 54 percent fewer marriages in the month
before the 60™ birthday relative to the baseline month, and thisis statistically different than the spike
at the 60" birthday [F(1, 1248)=4.51].

The top panel of Figure 6 shows with descriptive statistics that this pattern is not the same for
divorced women. In the time period from 1979 to 1995, thereis aflat trend in marriage counts in the

months preceding the 60™ birthday and a much less pronounced increase at their 60" birthday. There
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does not appear to be any trend for divorced women in the time period before 1979. Theregression
analysis, presented in the bottom panel of Figure 6 and Appendix Table 3, confirm this. Unlike the
widows, the marriage counts on the 60™ birthday are below the baseline month before and after the
law change.

B. Alternative Explanations

Overall, the above results suggest a change in remarriage behavior for widows around age 60.
We have attributed this change to remarriage rules embedded in the Social Security system. The fact
that the change in behavior was not as large in the years prior to a significant change in the Social
Security rules and does not seem to be present for divorced women who are not generally covered by
these rules adds credence to our attribution.

One concern, however, is that something other than Social Security drives our results. One
obvious candidate is other pension plans. This possibility is highlighted by McGill and others (1996)
who write: “[T]oday any spouse's benefit in excess of the mandated benefit [authors' emphasis]
qualified preretirement survivor annuity tends to be an explicitly stated benefit, as described below,
payable to the surviving spouse as long as she or he lives, but sometimesit is subject to termination
in the event of remarriage prior to a stipulated age, such as age 60. The mandatory survivor annuity
may not be terminated upon remarriage (p. 240).” Thefirst thing to noteis that this only appliesto
benefits in excess of mandatory survivor annuities. Second, an informal survey of employee benefit
specialists and financial planners turned up no evidence that pension plans include this age-60

stipulation.?® Finally, as noted above, the results that show changes in marriage patterns around the

% An employee of the United Nations Joint Staff Pension Fund acknowledged marriage penalties in their pension
plan: “[F]or over fifty yearsaprovisionin our Rules & Regulations called for the discontinuance of benefitsto a
surviving spouse upon remarriage. A lump sum in the amount of twice the annual rate of the benefit would be
payable to the surviving spouse as afinal settlement. Effective 1 April 1999, this provision has been deleted, so that
survivors benefits are not discontinued upon remarriage.” However, this penalty was not age specific. One main
reason for the change in policy was the impression that changes in marital status were rarely reported.
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1979 law change, which did not affect these pension benefits, suggest that it is the Social Security
law that is affecting the behavior.

Many of the federal government pension plans also have age restrictions for remarriage
without penalty. Since 1984, the Civil Service, Foreign Service, and federal retirement systems
suspended survivor benefits if aremarriage occurred before age 55. The suspension of benefits does
not occur if the widow is younger than age 55 and was married for at least 30 years, and benefits are
restored if the remarriage ends because of death, divorce, or annulment. Before 1984, these rules
applied to Civil Service employees for any marriage before age 60.* Widowed spouses of military
retirees who remarry before age 55 lose their claim to survivor benefits. Their claim will be

reinstated if the marriage ends because of death, divorce, or annulment.*

We do not see any
significant patterns around age 55 or the year 1984, which may be due to the fact that each of these
groups typically include fewer than 5 percent of the labor force (U.S. Census Bureau, Satistical

Abstract, various years).

V. Conclusionsand Future Research

Despite economic theory that suggests that economic incentives should influence marriage
decisions, existing literature finds mixed results. Using very large samples of marriages, we find the
Social Security rule that penalizes remarriage before age 60 affects the marriage patterns of widows.
In VS data, we find evidence that in 1979, the year that the penalty for remarriage was reduced for

those at |east age 60, the marriage rate for this group increased. There is evidence that the passage of

% Divorced spouses of federal employees who are awarded a survivor annuity lose the benefit permanently upon
remarriage before age 55.

%! Divorced spouses receiving survivor benefits lose their claim to widow survivor benefits if they remarry before
age 55. The benefits would be restored if the second marriage ends in death, divorce or annulment.
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the law in 1977 caused some women to delay marriage until the law became effective. An
examination of marriage rates by age confirms this story—a delay in marriage at age 59 and an
increase in marriage rates after that age. A clear pattern in the period since 1979 a so shows low
marriage counts in the monthsimmediately preceding widows 60™ birthdays followed by large
increases in the number of marriages on widows 60" birthdays.

The existence of the age restriction for remarriage seems intended to ensure a well-targeted
system—one that disallows widows who have another means of support through marriage. The
tradeoff with this goal isthe delay or avoidance of marriage.

Over the past 35 years, Congress has eased the Social Security marriage penalties. One
proposal for further reducing the marriage penalty would be to lower the age after which a marriage
is disregarded from age 60 to, say, age 50. Thisis already the earliest age at which a disabled
widow(er) beneficiary may remarry without loss of benefits. Reducing the marriage penalty islikely
to increase the number of remarriages, and the additional cost to the Social Security system would be
relatively modest. There are only about 200,000 married women, aged 60 or older, who were once
widows and who remarried in their 50s. To provide some perspective, there are currently 8.1 million
persons drawing aged widow(er) benefits from Social Security. Another proposal for reducing the
marriage penalties would be to disregard all marriages, regardless of the ages at which they occurred.
This proposal is of adightly larger scale—currently, there are about 575,000 married women, aged

60 or older, who were once widows and who remarried prior to age 60.%

#The 200,000 and 575,000 figures are based on tabulations from the 1990 Survey of Income and Program
Participation and have been adjusted to reflect growth in the aged femal e population that has occurred since 1990.
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The research results raise many additional questions. Our data have only women who marry,
ignoring those individuals who perhaps decline opportunities for remarriage to avoid paying the
penalty. The welfare effects associated with this behavior are more profound than those of women
who simply delay marriage. The previous question raises the issue of what the aternative to
marriage is for widows. If widows who are delaying their marriage to avoid the penalty are
cohabiting with their partner in the meantime, the concerns about well-being may be less well
founded. However, the possibility of cohabitation raises concerns about the equity of the Social
Security marriage penalty. In particular, it is not clear that a couple who cohabit at age 59 should be
treated differently than a couple who marry at age 59. However, the law currently makes this
distinction. Evidence from other research suggests that the cohabitation rate among the elderly is not
large, but more anaysis should be done on thistopic. A related topic is whether or not the Social
Security Administration can monitor marital status. The current system provides incentives for
people to report that they are unmarried when they are actually married.

Finally, our simulations show that the size of the penalties for early remarriage can be quite
substantial. Nevertheless, many widows do not wait until age 60 to marry. Obviously, thereisa
wide range of costs and benefits that influence the marriage decision. One final question for future

research is how large the effects of thislaw are relative to other determinants of marriage.
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Table 1. Present Discounted Value (PDV) of Social Security Benefits at Age 60,
by Age at Remarriage

PDV, PDV, PDV (before 60) Minus | Ratio of PDV (before 60)
Remarriage | Remarriage PDV (after 60)° to PDV (after 60)
Before 60 After 60
25™ Percentile 75,000 126,000 -60,000 0.59
Median 101,000 148,000 -42,000 0.70
75™ Percentile 123,000 168,000 -31,000 0.78

Source: Authors’ calculations from Socia Security benefit records.
"These numbers are the percentile differences, not the differences in the percentiles.
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Figure1l: Widows Marriage Rates By Age Category

A. Descriptive Analysis
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Figure2: Divorced Women’s Marriage Rates By Age Category
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Figure 3: WidowsMarriage Ratesby Ageand Year Category

A. Descriptive Statistics
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Source: Authors' tabulations from VS and CPS data. See Appendix Table 2 for complete regression
results.
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Figure4: Divorced Women’sMarriage Rates by Age and Year Category

A. Descriptive Statistics
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Source: Authors' tabulations from VS and CPS data.



Figure5: WidowsMarriage Counts Around 60th Birthday

A. Descriptive Statistics
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significance of individual coefficients.

Source: Authors' calculations from the 1968-1995 Vital Statistics.
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Figure6: Divorced Women’sMarriage Counts Around 60th Birthday

A. Descriptive Statistics
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Appendix Table 1
Ordinary Least Squaresof LN(Marriage Rate) on Year, Age and I nteraction between Y ear
and At Least age 60 for Widows and Divor ced Women

Widows Divorced Women
Dummy Variables Coefficient  Standard Error  Coefficient ~ Standard Error
Y ear=1969 0.084 0.064 -0.189 0.097
Y ear=1970 0.068 0.064 -0.033 0.097
Year=1971 0.037 0.064 -0.102 0.097
Y ear=1972 0.031 0.064 -0.028 0.097
Year=1973 0.035 0.064 -0.084 0.097
Year=1974 0.034 0.064 -0.143 0.097
Y ear=1975 -0.064 0.064 -0.150 0.097
Y ear=1976 0.002 0.064 -0.246 0.097
Y ear=1977 -0.093 0.064 -0.3222 0.097
Year=1978 -0.142° 0.064 -0.359° 0.097
Y ear=1979 -0.206% 0.064 -0.295% 0.097
Y ear=1980 -0.273% 0.064 -0.468% 0.097
Y ear=1981 -0.3142 0.064 -0.513% 0.097
Y ear=1982 -0.3322 0.064 -0.483% 0.097
Y ear=1983 -0.289% 0.064 -0.458% 0.097
Y ear=1984 -0.311* 0.064 -0.5222 0.097
Y ear=1985 -0.3442 0.064 -0.501% 0.097
Y ear=1986 -0.309% 0.064 -0.562% 0.097
Y ear=1987 -0.409% 0.064 -0.565% 0.097
Y ear=1988 -0.349% 0.064 -0.496% 0.097
Y ear=1989 -0.481% 0.064 -0.584% 0.097
Y ear=1990 -0.4522 0.064 -0.549% 0.097
Year=1991 -0.416% 0.064 -0.616% 0.097
Y ear=1992 -0.339% 0.064 -0.618% 0.097
Y ear=1993 -0.433% 0.064 -0.766% 0.097
Y ear=1994 -0.418% 0.064 -0.595% 0.097
Y ear=1995 -0.201% 0.064 -0.5422 0.097
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1969) 0.053 0.089 0.141 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1970) 0.065 0.089 0.223° 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1971) 0.083 0.089 0.299" 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1972) 0.054 0.089 0.179 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1973) 0.033 0.089 0.112 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1974) 0.037 0.089 0.034 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1975) 0.065 0.089 0.251° 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1976) 0.003 0.089 0.245° 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1977) 0.076 0.089 0.125 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1978) 0.009 0.089 0.124 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1979) 0.401° 0.089 0.194 0.134

Continued next page
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Appendix Table 1 (Continued)

Widows Divorced Women
Dummy Variables Coefficient Standard Error  Coefficient ~ Standard Error
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1980) 0.290° 0.089 0.310° 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1981) 0.216" 0.089 0.259° 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1982) 0.288° 0.089 0.203 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1983) 0.246° 0.089 0.091 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1984) 0.233° 0.089 0.173 0.134
(At Least Age 60)"(Y ear=1985) 0.248° 0.089 0.017 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1986) 0.187° 0.089 0.147 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1987) 0.318° 0.089 0.093 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1988) 0.212° 0.089 0.054 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1989) 0.240° 0.089 0.196 0.134
(At Least Age 60)"(Y ear=1990) 0.280° 0.089 0.071 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1991) 0.298° 0.089 -0.001 0.134
(At Least Age 60)" (Y ear=1992) 0.122 0.089 0.133 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1993) 0.197° 0.089 0.200 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1994) 0.155° 0.089 0.010 0.134
(At Least Age 60) (Y ear=1995) 0.197° 0.089 0.035 0.134
Age=51 0.030 0.038 -0.115 0.058
Age=52 -0.1102 0.038 -0.162° 0.058
Age=53 -0.1822 0.038 -0.345% 0.058
Age=54 -0.276° 0.038 -0.389° 0.058
Age=55 -0.383% 0.038 -0.486% 0.058
Age=56 -0.523% 0.038 -0.5622 0.058
Age=57 -0.573° 0.038 -0.697° 0.058
Age=58 -0.660% 0.038 -0.769% 0.058
Age=59 -0.952° 0.038 -0.915° 0.058
Age=60 -0.901% 0.073 -1.1412 0.110
Age=61 -1.045% 0.073 -1.158% 0.110
Age=62 -1.075% 0.073 -1.216% 0.110
Age=63 -1.266% 0.073 -1.2822 0.110
Age=64 -1.280% 0.073 -1.4702 0.110
Age=65 -1.448% 0.073 -1.566% 0.110
AQge=66 -1.515% 0.073 -1.550% 0.110
Age=67 -1.586% 0.073 -1.7912 0.110
Age=68 -1.716% 0.073 -1.766% 0.110
Age=69 -1.789% 0.073 -1.838% 0.110
Age=70 -1.968% 0.073 -1.897% 0.110
Constant -3.953° 0.052 -3.105° 0.079

Source: Authors' tabulations from VS and CPS data.
Notes. Omitted categories are year=1968 and age 50 years. ° statistically significant at the 1 percent
level. ° statistically significant at the 5 percent level. © tatistically significant at the 10 percent level
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Appendix Table 2
Ordinary Least Squaresof LN(Marriage Rate) on Age and | nteraction between Post-1979
Law changeand Year for Widows and Divor ced Women

Widows Divorced Women
Dummy Variables Coefficient Standard Error  Coefficient  Standard Error
Age=51 -0.035 0.060 -0.128 0.093
Age=52 -0.116° 0.060 -0.149 0.093
Age=53 -0.250 0.060 -0.355° 0.093
Age=H4 -0.2952 0.060 -0.4362 0.093
Age=55 -0.4052 0.060 -0.4312 0.093
Age=56 -0.526% 0.060 -0.470% 0.093
Age=57 -0.5422 0.060 -0.6492 0.093
Age=58 -0.676% 0.060 -0.675% 0.093
Age=59 -0.860? 0.060 -0.8982 0.093
Age=60 -0.836% 0.060 -1.045% 0.093
Age=61 -0.962% 0.060 -0.998% 0.093
Age=62 -1.0322 0.060 -1.0042 0.093
Age=63 -1.209% 0.060 -1.044% 0.093
Age=64 -1.2382 0.060 -1.235% 0.093
Age=65 -1.356% 0.060 -1.370% 0.093
Age=66 -1.485% 0.060 -1.3632 0.093
Age=67 -1.5572 0.060 -1.6732 0.093
Age=68 -1.742°2 0.060 -1.615% 0.093
Age=69 -1.7822 0.060 -1.6532 0.093
Age=70 -1.995% 0.060 -1.667% 0.093
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=51) 0.107 0.077 0.021 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=52) 0.010 0.077 -0.020 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=53) 0.113 0.077 0.017 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=54) 0.031 0.077 0.077 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=55) 0.037 0.077 -0.090 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=56) 0.004 0.077 -0.152 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=57) -0.052 0.077 -0.080 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=58) 0.026 0.077 -0.154 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=59)  -0.150° 0.077 -0.028 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=60)  0.165" 0.077 0.072 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=61)  0.136° 0.077 -0.033 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=62)  0.200? 0.077 -0.117 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=63)  0.177° 0.077 -0.160 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=64) 0.202% 0.077 -0.157 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=65) 0.119 0.077 -0.092 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=66) 0.222 0.077 -0.077 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=67)  0.2222 0.077 0.036 0.119

Continued next page
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Appendix Table 2 (Continued)

Widows Divorced Women
Dummy Variables Coefficient Standard Error  Coefficient ~ Standard Error
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=68) 0.222% 0.077 -0.018 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change) (Age=69)  0.2222 0.077 -0.074 0.119
(After 1979 Law Change)’ (Age=70) 0.315% 0.077 -0.148 0.119
Y ear=1969 0.112% 0.044 -0.115 0.067
Y ear=1970 0.102% 0.044 0.084 0.067
Year=1971 0.081° 0.044 0.054 0.067
Y ear=1972 0.059 0.044 0.066 0.067
Year=1973 0.053 0.044 -0.025 0.067
Year=1974 0.053 0.044 -0.125 0.067
Y ear=1975 -0.030 0.044 -0.019 0.067
Y ear=1976 0.004 0.044 -0.118 0.067
Y ear=1977 -0.053 0.044 -0.2572 0.067
Year=1978 -0.137 0.044 -0.2942 0.067
Y ear=1979 -0.113 0.069 -0.137 0.106
Y ear=1980 -0.238% 0.069 -0.250 0.106
Year=1981 -0.317° 0.069 -0.321° 0.106
Y ear=1982 -0.2982 0.069 -0.3212 0.106
Y ear=1983 -0.2772 0.069 -0.3542 0.106
Y ear=1984 -0.3062 0.069 -0.375% 0.106
Y ear=1985 -0.3312 0.069 -0.4362 0.106
Y ear=1986 -0.3282 0.069 -0.4282 0.106
Y ear=1987 -0.3592 0.069 -0.460? 0.106
Y ear=1988 -0.355% 0.069 -0.4122 0.106
Y ear=1989 -0.4722 0.069 -0.4252 0.106
Y ear=1990 -0.4222 0.069 -0.4562 0.106
Year=1991 -0.3772 0.069 -0.5612 0.106
Y ear=1992 -0.3922 0.069 -0.4922 0.106
Y ear=1993 -0.4472 0.069 -0.6042 0.106
Y ear=1994 -0.4542 0.069 -0.5342 0.106
Y ear=1995 -0.305% 0.069 -0.4672 0.106
Constant -3.968 0.052 -3.2122 0.079

Source: Authors' tabulations from VS and CPS data.
Notes. Omitted categories are year=1968 and age 50 years. ° statistically significant at the 1 percent
level. ° statistically significant at the 5 percent level. © tatistically significant at the 10 percent level
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Appendix Table 3

Ordinary Least Squares of LN(Monthly Marriage Count) on Months from 60" birthday,
| nter action between Post-1979 L aw change and Months from 60" birthday; and Year for
Widows and Divorced Women

Widows Divorced Women

Dummy Variables Coefficient  Standard  Coefficient ~ Standard

Error Error
60" birthday —23 months -0.204 0.182 0.060 0.208
60" birthday —22 months -0.233 0.182 0.067 0.208
60" birthday —21 months -0.153 0.182 -0.068 0.208
60" birthday —20 months -0.268 0.182 -0.049 0.208
60" birthday —19 months -0.280 0.182 0.083 0.208
60" birthday —18 months -0.117 0.182 -0.291 0.208
60" birthday —17 months -0.205 0.182 -0.331 0.208
60" birthday —16 months -0.216 0.182 0.043 0.208
60" birthday —15 months -0.018 0.182 -0.137 0.208
60" birthday —14 months -0.174 0.182 -0.088 0.208
60" birthday —13 months -0.339°¢ 0.182 -0.298 0.208
60" birthday —12 months 0.022 0.182 -0.085 0.208
60" birthday —11 months -0.224 0.182 -0.504° 0.208
60" birthday —10 months -0.196 0.182 -0.471° 0.208
60" birthday -9 months -0.301°¢ 0.182 -0.786° 0.208
60" birthday —8 months -0.302°¢ 0.182 -0.581° 0.208
60" birthday —7 months -0.290 0.182 -0.458" 0.208
60" birthday —6 months -0.199 0.182 -0.318 0.208
60" birthday —5 months -0.457° 0.182 -0.612° 0.208
60" birthday —4 months -0.272 0.182 -0.380°¢ 0.208
60™ birthday —3 months -0.389" 0.182 -0.453" 0.208
60" birthday —2 months -0.400° 0.182 -0.494° 0.208
60" birthday —1 months -0.540° 0.182 -0.488"° 0.208
60™ birthday 0.172 0.182 -0.361° 0.208
60th birthday +1 months -0.214 0.182 -0.805° 0.208
60th birthday +2 months -0.223 0.182 -0.359°¢ 0.208
60th birthday +3 months -0.255 0.182 -0.678° 0.208
60th birthday +4 months -0.010 0.182 -0.6442 0.208
60th birthday +5 months -0.318°¢ 0.182 -0.223 0.208
60th birthday +6 months -0.292 0.182 -0.518"° 0.208
60th birthday +7 months -0.135 0.182 -0.531° 0.208
60th birthday +8 months -0.285 0.182 -0.732° 0.208
60th birthday +9 months -0.263 0.182 -0.5572 0.208
60th birthday +10 months -0.312° 0.182 -0.614°2 0.208
60th birthday +11 months -0.315°¢ 0.182 -0.576° 0.208
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Appendix Table 3 (Continued)

Widows Divorced Women

Dummy Variables Coefficient  Standard  Coefficient ~ Standard

Error Error
60th birthday +12 months -0.262 0.182 -0.513° 0.208
60th birthday +13 months -0.391° 0.182 -0.480°" 0.208
60th birthday +14 months -0.278 0.182 -0.684°2 0.208
60th birthday +15 months -0.290 0.182 -0.420° 0.208
60th birthday +16 months -0.231 0.182 -0.372°¢ 0.208
60th birthday +17 months -0.322° 0.182 -0.654°2 0.208
60th birthday +18 months -0.484°2 0.182 -0.6762 0.208
60th birthday +19 months -0.160 0.182 -0.8692 0.219
60th birthday +20 months -0.212 0.182 -0.614°2 0.208
60th birthday +21 months -0.379° 0.182 -0.822°2 0.208
60th birthday +22 months -0.451° 0.182 -0.499"° 0.208
60th birthday +23 months -0.276 0.182 -0.6992 0.208
60th birthday +24 months -0.104 0.182 -0.403°¢ 0.208
(60" bday—23 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.103 0.233 -0.282 0.267
(60" bday —22 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.150 0.233 -0.386 0.267
(60" bday —21 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  -0.121 0.233 -0.187 0.267
(60™ bday —20 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.098 0.233 -0.183 0.267
(60" bday —19 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.029 0.233 -0.264 0.267
(60" bday —18 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.036 0.233 -0.050 0.267
(60" bday —17 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.037 0.233 -0.036 0.267
(60" bday —16 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.219 0.233 -0.480° 0.267
(60" bday —15 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  -0.036 0.233 -0.185 0.267
(60" bday —14 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.014 0.233 -0.375 0.267
(60" bday —13 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.143 0.233 -0.153 0.267
(60" bday —12 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  -0.188 0.233 -0.167 0.267
(60" bday —11 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  -0.120 0.233 0.229 0.267
(60" bday —10 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  -0.069 0.233 0.069 0.267
(60" bday —9 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.008 0.233 0.449°¢ 0.267
(60™ bday —8 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.019 0.233 -0.013 0.267
(60" bday —7 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.150 0.233 0.014 0.267
(60" bday —6 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.109 0.233 -0.108 0.267
(60" bday -5 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.107 0.233 0.207 0.267
(60" bday —4 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.018 0.233 -0.234 0.267
(60™ bday —3 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.146 0.233 -0.069 0.267
(60" bday —2 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.229 0.233 -0.187 0.267
(60" bday —1 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) -0.181 0.233 -0.200 0.267
(60" bday )* (After 1979 Law A) 0.386° 0.233 0.044 0.267
(60th bday +1 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.738% 0.233 0.486° 0.267
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Appendix Table 3 (Continued)

Widows Divorced Women

Dummy Variables Coefficient  Standard  Coefficient ~ Standard

Error Error
(60th bday +2 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.579° 0.233 0.052 0.267
(60th bday +3 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.508" 0.233 0.262 0.267
(60th bday +4 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.072 0.233 0.016 0.267
(60th bday +5 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.319 0.233 -0.522° 0.267
(60th bday +6 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.107 0.233 -0.103 0.267
(60th bday +7 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.160 0.233 -0.021 0.267
(60th bday +8 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.403° 0.233 0.097 0.267
(60th bday +9 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.135 0.233 0.180 0.267
(60th bday +10 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.361 0.233 -0.121 0.267
(60th bday +11 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.274 0.233 -0.069 0.267
(60th bday +12 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.508" 0.233 -0.033 0.267
(60th bday +13 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) 0.119 0.233 -0.235 0.267
(60th bday +14 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.375 0.233 -0.061 0.267
(60th bday +15 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.300 0.233 -0.225 0.268
(60th bday +16 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.302 0.233 -0.308 0.267
(60th bday +17 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.216 0.233 -0.004 0.267
(60th bday +18 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A) ~ 0.548° 0.233 -0.108 0.267
(60th bday +19 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.274 0.233 0.238 0.276
(60th bday +20 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.208 0.233 -0.210 0.267
(60th bday +21 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.303 0.233 0.058 0.267
(60th bday +22 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.518° 0.233 -0.311 0.267
(60th bday +23 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.451° 0.233 -0.097 0.267
(60th bday +24 mos.)* (After 1979 Law A)  0.461° 0.233 -0.161 0.267
Y ear=1969 0.196° 0.086 -0.018 0.098
Y ear=1970 0.171° 0.086 0.089 0.099
Year=1971 0.156°¢ 0.086 0.088 0.099
Y ear=1972 0.102 0.086 0.317° 0.098
Year=1973 0.216" 0.086 0.265°2 0.098
Y ear=1974 0.201° 0.086 0.187° 0.098
Y ear=1975 0.089 0.086 0.352° 0.098
Y ear=1976 0.078 0.086 0.342° 0.098
Y ear=1977 -0.032 0.086 0.4252 0.098
Y ear=1978 -0.036 0.086 0.316° 0.098
Y ear=1979 -0.101 0.184 0.490° 0.211
Y ear=1980 -0.279 0.184 0.5542 0.211
Y ear=1981 -0.195 0.184 0.585° 0.211
Y ear=1982 -0.213 0.184 0.6492 0.211
Y ear=1983 -0.222 0.184 0.698° 0.211
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Appendix Table 3 (Continued)

Widows Divorced Women

Dummy Variables Coefficient  Standard  Coefficient ~ Standard

Error Error
Y ear=1984 -0.328° 0.184 0.737% 0.211
Y ear=1985 -0.332°¢ 0.184 0.6302 0.211
Y ear=1986 -0.411° 0.184 0.698° 0.211
Y ear=1987 -0.5072 0.184 0.772% 0.211
Y ear=1988 -0.514% 0.184 0.7572 0.211
Y ear=1989 -0.721° 0.184 0.594% 0.211
Y ear=1990 -0.672% 0.184 0.6992 0.211
Y ear=1991 -0.787° 0.184 0.525° 0.211
Y ear=1992 -0.803% 0.184 0.7452 0.211
Y ear=1993 -0.903% 0.184 0.5532 0.211
Y ear=1994 -1.075% 0.184 0.7352 0.211
Y ear=1995 -0.854% 0.184 0.9212 0.211
Constant 4.9052 0.141 4.1162 0.161

Source: Authors’ tabulations from VS data.
Notes. Omitted categories are year=1968 and age 50 years. ® statistically significant at the 1 percent
level. P statistically significant at the 5 percent level. © statistically significant at the 10 percent level



