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Sexand FiscalDesire

R ob ert M ontgomery and CharlesStuart

Department ofE c onomics

U niversity ofCalifornia at Santa B arb ara

August 12 ,1999

A bstract

W omenmaywantgreatertaxesandredistributionalspendingthanmenif

maleincomesexceedfemaleincomesandmenandwomenarenotalwaysmar-

ried.Cross-sectionevidencefrom opinionpolls provides indirectsupportfor

this view.W omenexpressgreaterfavorabilitytowardredistributionalspend-

ingthandomen;thedi®erenceisexplainedlargelybutnotentirelybyincome

di®erences.T heempiricalanalysis provides partialsupportforM eltzerand

R ichard(1 981 ),and suggests thatincreases in singleness afterW orldW arII

mayhaveactedtoincreasedi®erencesbysexindesiredredistributionalspend-

ing.

W ethankTedB ergstrom,JonSonstelie,D ougSteigerwald,andSteveTrejo.
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We stud yd i®erencesbysexind esired spend ingonprogramsthat red istribute

from higher-income to low er-income household s.E xamplesofsuch programsinclud e

w elfare,food stamps,government-provid ed med icalc are, and government-provid ed

child care. T hese programstend to red istribute income b ec ause the taxesused to

¯nance the programsincrease w ith income but b ene¯tsfallw ith or are ind epend ent

ofincome.

Di®erencesind esired red istributionalspend ingcanarise for severalreasons.

A ¯rst plausible possib ilityisthat w omenmay b e more \altruistic"thanmeninthe

sense that they have greater pure tastesfor red istributionalpolic ies.1 A second is

that w omenearnlessonaverage thanmen,so w omengainnet income onaverage and

menlose net income onaverage from red istributionalpolicies.For instance,average

earningsofsingle w omenare roughly 80 perc ent ofaverage per-personearningsof

married couples, w hile average earningsofsingle menare roughly 115 perc ent of

average per-personearningsofmarried c ouples.2 Such earningsd i®erencesmayre°ec t

d i®eringlab or-market engagementsthat arise b ec ause w omenb ear child ren.3

T he id ea that relative income isa d eterminant ofd esired red istributional
1Evidencefrom experimentalstudiesofaltruism ismixed.D ictatorgamesprovideperhapsthe

mostinformationbecauseindividuals insuchgameschosehowmuchtoredistributevoluntarilyto

others.Insuchgames,BoltonandKatok(1 995)̄ ndnomale-femaledi®erences,EckelandG rossman

(1 998) n̄dthatwomenaremorealtruisticthanmen,andA ndreoniandVesterlund(1 998) n̄dthat

womenaresometimesmorealtruisticandsometimeslessaltruisticthanmen.Inpublic-goodgames,

Brown-KruseandH ummels(1 993)̄ ndthatmenaremorecooperativethanwomen,butN owelland

T inkler(1 994) n̄d the opposite. M ixed results on altruism alsocharacterize the psychological

literature| seeEagly(1 995)forasurvey.
2CalculatedfromdatainCensusH istoricalIncomeTables,TableH -9 (online).
3Seee.g.M incerandPolachek(1 974),G ronau(1 988),KorenmanandN eumark(1 992).

1



spend ingalso und erliesM eltzer and R ichard 's(1978, 1981) med ian-voter mod elof

red istributionalspend ing.4 T he M eltzer-R ichard mod elabstrac tsfrom the possib ility

that ind ivid ualsmarry and share income.T hisabstrac tionmattersb ec ause income

sharinginmarriage red istributesb etw eenthe sexes,w hich may red uc e or eliminate

the e®ec t ofpublic red istributionpolic iesonrelative male/female consumption.E x-

pec ted maritalstatusistherefore a further potentiald eterminant ofd i®erencesby

sexinattitud estow ard government.A male/female d i®erence inaverage earnings

may cause little or no average d i®erence by sexinattitud e tow ard red istributional

spend ingina \trad itional"w orld inw hich allmenand w omenare married and share

income,for instance,but mayhave a substantiale®ec t ina w orld inw hich manymen

and w omenexpec t to live at least part oftheir ad ult livesassingles.

Westud yc ross-sec tiond ata from the NationalE lec tionStud ies(NE S) ofopin-

ionsofroughly32 ,0 0 0 ad ultsover 1952 -19 92 to test forsex-b ased d i®erencesind esired

red istributionalspend ing,and to examine how much ofthese d i®erencesare explained

bya person'sincome and how much are explained bythe person'ssex.To make clear

the maintheoretic alissuesand specify the econometrics, w e b egininsectionIIby

mod elinghow anind ivid ual'sd esired red istributionalpolicy d epend sonexpec ted fu-

ture time spent ind i®erent maritalstatusesand onexpec ted incomesinthe d i®erent

statuses.

E mpiricalanalysisisinsectionIII.B road ly,w e ¯nd tw o things.First,w omen

onaverage expressa greater d esire thanmenfor red istributionalspend ing. Sec -

ond ,only a smallpart ofthe d i®erence appearsto b e d ue to a greater female pure

taste for red istribution(\altruism");most appearsto b e explained by income d i®er-

encesind i®erent maritalstatuses.Spec ī c ally,the analysisprovid essupport for the

id ea inM eltzer and R ichard that d esired red istributionalpolicy d epend sinverselyon

4SeealsoR omer(1 975),R oberts(1 977).
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income.5

T he d epend ence ofd esired red istributiononincome d i®erencesbymaritalsta-

tusmayhave further implic ations.T he ratio ofec onomic ally ac tive ad ults(persons

aged 18-64 ) living insingle-ad ult household sto the totalnumb er ofeconomic ally

ac tive ad ults(the single rate) rose from 0.2 5 in1950 to 0.4 0 in1998.6 G ivenearn-

ingsd i®erencesby sex, thisupw ard trend insinglenessmay have ac ted to increase

d i®erencesby sexinattitud estow ard red istributionalspend ing,w hich inturnmay

help und erstand trend sinspend ingand politicalallegiances.For instance,Fed eral

spend ingonred istributionalprogramshasalso increased since 1950.B ecause female

votersoutnumb er male voters,7 a naturalhypothesisisthat increasesinsingleness

have b eenone forc e b ehind the increased red istributionalspend ing.8;9

Causalityund er thishypothesisisreversed from that und er the commonar-

gument that w elfare c ausessome single w omento have child ren.10 T he hypothesis

here isthat singlenesscausesw elfare programsrather thanthat w elfare programs

cause singleness.11 B ecause empiric alstud iesb ased ontime seriesor oncrosssec -
5Tests ofthe M eltzer-R ichardhypothesis aremixed.Peltzman(1 980 ), Inman(1 978),M urrell

(1 985),andBrosioandM archese(1 988) n̄dlittlesupport,whileM uellerandM urrell(1 986)and

H ustedandKenny(1 997) n̄dsupport.
6T he 1 950 ḡure is calculated from Census B ureau,(1 975);the 1 998 ḡure is from Summary

TableB ,M arch1 998 CP S (online).
7Inthe 1 996 P residentialelections,1 1 5 voteswerecastbyfemales forevery1 0 0 votescastby

males.T herewerealso1 1 3 femalesregisteredtovoteforevery1 0 0 registeredmales(CP S/Census,

P 20 -50 4,Table4,online).
8 A numberofredistributionalspendingprogramswereintroduced inthe1 930 s,butthesingle

ratestartedtoincreasenotablyonlyafterabout1 950 .T hissuggeststhatredistributionalspending

isalsodrivenbyfactorsotherthansingleness.
9L ottandKenny(1 998)provideeconometricsupportfortheviewthatthefemalevotehelps

explainrisingpublicspendingandotherpoliticaloutcomes.
1 0 SeeM urray(1 984).
1 1 A kerlofetal.(1 996)arguethattheincreasedprevalenceoffemaleheads ofhouseholdhas in
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tionsacrossstatesgenerally ¯nd that increasesinw elfare only poorly explainthe

increased prevalence offemale head sofhousehold , it may b e that the empiric ally

stronger c ausality runsfrom singlenessto red istributionalspend ing.12 We stud y the

causalityissue b rie°yinsectionIV.

II.THE O R E T ICALISSU E S

E xpec ted M aritalStatus

T he mainissuescanb e laid out b rie°y by thinkingofpolicy asa linear tax

und er w hich government imposesa levy onalllab or income at rate tand usesthe

revenue to make transfer paymentsinamount r per economically ac tive person.13

U nd er the government bud get c onstraint,the red istributionalpayment equalsaverage

taxrevenue or r = ty,w here yisaverage lab or income,that is,totallab or income of

allec onomicallyac tive ind ivid ualsd ivid ed bythe numb er ofsuch ind ivid uals.Und er

the c onstraint,a value ofthe taxratetd eterminesa value ofr ingeneralequilib rium.

Inthisw ay,tprovid esanind exofred istributionalpolicy, w ith greater r requiring

greater taslongasthe La®er curve slopesupw ard .

To und erstand how anind ivid ual'sexpec ted maritalstatusa®ec tshisor her

d esired red istributionalspend ing,consid er anind ivid ualind exed bysexs = m (male)

or s = f (female) w ho spend sa portion¼ ofhisor her future lifetime single (marital

turnbeencausedbyimprovementsinbirthcontrolduetofreerabortionandbettercontraception.
1 2M o±tt(1 992)surveysstudiesofthee®ectsofwelfareonfemaleheadship,concludingthatthe

\ failureto n̄dstrongbenē te®ectsisthemostnotablecharacteristicofthisliterature."
1 3T he lineartaxassumption plays amore crucialrole in R omer(1 975), R oberts (1 977),and

M eltzerandR ichard(1 981 ):itensuresthatthemedian-votertheorem applies.T heassumption's

main inaccuracyforourpurposes is thatactualredistributions in theform ofwelfarepayments,

foodstamps,andmedicaidbenē ts goproximatelytowomen,sotheassumptionmayunderstate

di®erencesbysexindesiredredistributionalspending.
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statusn = 1) and spend sthe remaining portion1¡¼ married (n = 2 ):(Inthe

empiric alsec tion, w e consid er three maritalstatuses: never married ; married ; and

w id ow ed or d ivorced .)

A single ind ivid ualofsexs ¯nancesconsumption(c1s) from the sum oflab or

and transfer income ac c ord ingto the bud get

c1s = (1¡t)w sl1s + r; (1)

w here w s isthe ind ivid ual'sw age and l1s ishoursoflab or chosenby the ind ivid ual

w hensingle.A married c ouple haspooled c onsumptionequalto pooled income:

c2 m + c2 f = (1¡t)(w m l2 m + wfl2 f)+ 2 r; (2 )

w here w m and w f are w agesand l2 m and l2 f are hoursw orked by the married man

and married w oman.For anind ivid ualofsexs; let s0 d enote the sexofthe spouse.

U tility d epend sonconsumption,ow nleisure,and spousalleisure ifmarried .

For a single ind ivid ual,spousalleisure iszero,w hich w e represent c ompac tlybyw rit-

ingutilityw ith l1s0equalto available hoursh:Inthissec tion,w e suppressd epend ence

ofutilityonr d ue to \altruistic"tastesfor red istribution.

A single ind ivid ualofsexs chooses(c1s;l1s) to maximize utilityUs(c1s;l1s;h)

sub jec t to (1) and nonnegativityc onstraints.M arried ind ivid ualschoosec2 m ;c2 f;l2 m ;

and l2 f to maximize household utility Um (c2 m ;l2 m ;l2 f) + Uf(c2 f;l2 f;l2 m ) sub jec t to

(2 ) and nonnegativity constraints.14

1 4U nderthis household-utility-function approach, the use offamily income is independentof

thepartnerwhoreceivestheincome.A growingbodyofempiricalworksuggeststothecontrary

thattheuseofhousehold incomedependsonthepartnerwhoreceives the income(Schultz 1 990 ,

T homas 1 990 ,B rowningetal.1 994,H oddinottand H addad 1 995, L undbergetal.1 997,Pezzin

andSchone1 997,G rey1 998).Suchadependencecanariseinamodelinwhichacouplemaximizes

afunctionofdi®erencesbetweeneachpartner'sutilityandthepartner's\ threatpoint"utility,ifthe
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Anind ivid ual'sexpec ted future utilityisthe w eighted average ofthe utilities

the ind ivid ualw ould achieve ifsingle and ifmarried ,w ith w eightsequalto portions

offuture lifetime expec ted to b e spent ineach maritalstatus:

EUs = ¼Us(c¤1s;l
¤
1s;h)+ (1¡¼)Us(c¤2 s;l

¤
2 s;l

¤
2 s0); (3)

w here stars(¤) d enote the lab or and c onsumptionlevelsthat maximize Us(c1s;l1s;h)

sub jec t to (1) w henn = 1; and maximize Um (c2 m ;l2 m ;l2 f)+ Uf(c2 f;l2 f;l2 m ) sub jec t

to (2 ) w henn = 2 .

U nd er the expec ted -utility formulation(3), government policy c anhave a

social-insurance property. Ifanind ivid ualw ould b e poorer asa single and hence

have a greater marginalutility ofincome asa single,for instance, thenpublic re-

d istributionthat transfersresourc esfrom higher-income to low er-income household s

simultaneouslytransfersfrom the low er-marginal-utilitymarried state to the higher-

marginal-utility single state. Such transfersfrom low er-marginal-utility to higher-

marginal-utilitystatesalso charac terize insurance.P ublic red istributiond i®ersfrom

voluntarilypurchased insurance,how ever,b ec ause thenature ofred istributionisthat

some ind ivid ualsw inand some lose.

For a rational,forw ard -lookingind ivid ualw ho view spolicyas¯xed over time,

d esired red istributionmay b e thought ofasthe value ofthe ind extthat maximizes

expec ted future utility(3).T he ¯rst-ord er c ond itionfor a maximum is

d EUs

d t
= ¼

d Us(c¤1s;l¤1s;h)
d t

+ (1¡¼)
d Us(c¤2 s;l¤2 s;l¤2 s0)

d t
= 0 ; (4 )

latterdependsontheincomethepartnerreceives(M anserandB rown 1 980 ,M cElroyandH orney

1 981 , Chiappori 1 988, 1 992, A pps and R ees 1 988, L undbergand Pollak 1 993). A threatpoint

specī cationwouldintroduceanadditionalchannelbywhichincomeredistributionwouldincrease

mean ormedian female controloverresources,which would strengthen sex-based di®erences in

desiredredistributionalspending.
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w hich setsto zero the w eighted average ofthe e®ec tsofmarginaltonutilitiescon-

d itionalonb eingsingle and married , w ith w eightsequalto portionsoftime spent

ineach maritalstatus.Ifthe ind ivid ualexpec tsto spend no time asa single,for

instance, then¼ = 0 ; and (4 ) red ucesto the c ond itionfor choosingtto maximize

utility c ond itionalonb eingmarried .

To evaluate d Us(c¤1s;l¤1s;h)=d t,d i®erentiateUs totallyand \envelope out"terms

byapplyingthe d erivative ofthe government bud get constraint r = ty and the ¯rst-

ord er c ond itionsfor maximizingUs(c1s;l1s;h) sub jec t to (1) to get

d Us(c¤1s;l¤1s;h)
d t

=
@Us(c¤1s;l¤1s;h)

@c1s
[¡(w sl1s¡y)+ td y=d t]: (5)

T husthe rise ina single person'sutility from a marginalchange intequalsthe

marginalutility ofincome timesthe sum oftw o terms.T he ¯rst isthe negative of

the ind ivid ual'srelative income; the sec ond isthe change intaxrevenue that arises

b ec ause taxationd istortslab or supply d ec isions.We exploit the former to spec ify

ec onometricsinthe sec tionIII:anind ivid ual'sd esired red istributionshould d epend

onrelative income w hensingle.From (4 ), the importance ofrelative income w hen

single should b e greater the greater the portionoftime the ind ivid ualexpec tsto b e

single.

For the married state,the analogue of(5) is

d Um (c¤2 m ;l¤2 m ;l¤2 f)
d t

+
d Uf(c¤2 f;l¤2 f;l¤2 m )

d t

=
@Um (c¤2 m ;l¤2 m ;l¤2 f)

@c2 m
[¡(w m l2 m + w fl2 f¡2 y)+ 2td y=d t]:

T husthe rise inhousehold utility (Um + Uf) givenanincrease inred istribution(t)

isgreater the low er the household 'stotalearnings,and also isgreater the lessthat

taxesred uc e aggregate lab or.For ec onometric purposes,a married person'sd esired

red istributionshould d epend onrelative household income c ond itionalonb eingmar-
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ried (w m l2 m + w fl2 f¡2 y).Asab ove,the importance ofthisrelative income should
b e greater the greater the portionoftime the ind ivid ualexpec tsto b e married .

ChangesinSingleness

Ifanincrease inthesingle rate coincid esw ith anincrease inexpec ted singleness

(¼) and menonaverage earnmore thanw omen, thend ivergence in¯scald esire

b etw eenthe sexesmay also oc cur. T o see this, c onsid er the situationofa w oman

w ho w ould have relativelylow income asa single so d Uf(c¤1f;l¤1f;h)=d t> 0 ; and hence

around the optimum d Uf(c¤2 f;l¤2 f;l¤2 m )=d t< 0 ; also c onsid er the situationofa man

w ho w ould have relatively high income asa single so d Um (c¤1m ;l¤1m ;h)=d t< 0 and

d Um (c¤2 m ;l¤2 m ;l¤2 f)=d t> 0. G iventhat female votersoutnumb er male voters, it is

usefulto stud y the w oman'ssituation¯rst and inmore d etail.

Di®erentiate (4 ) w ith respec t to ¼ to ob tain

d 2EUf

d td ¼
=
d Uf(c¤1f;l¤1f;h)

d t
¡ d Uf(c¤2 f;l¤2 f;l¤2 m )

d t
(6)

+ ¼
d 2 Uf(c¤1s;l¤1s;h)

d td ¼
+ (1¡¼)

d 2 Uf(c¤2 f;l¤2 f;lm )
d td ¼

:

Ifd 2EUf=d td ¼ ispositive and the sec ond -ord er c ond itionfor maximizationof(3)

hold s,thenanincrease in¼ lead sto anincrease ind esired red istribution(t):

T he ¯rst tw o termsonthe right-hand sid e of(6) represent d irec t e®ec tsand

are b oth positive:anincrease insinglenessincreasesthe w eight onutilityw hensingle,

w hena w omanisrelativelypoor and d esiresmuch red istribution,and d ecreasesthe

w eight onutility w henmarried , w henthe w omanisrelatively w ell-o® and d esires

little red istribution.T he sec ond tw o termsre°ec t general-equilib rium feed b ackson

consumptionand lab or that arise b ec ause anincrease insinglenessaltersaggregate

lab or,w ages,and government revenue.It isnot possible to signthese feed b acks.

Aslongasthefeed b acksd onot prod uc elarge d eclinesind Uf=d t,thend 2EUf=d td ¼
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ispositive and anincrease insinglenesslead sto anincrease inthe w oman'sd esired

red istribution.For the man,onthe other hand ,a rise insinglenesslead sto a d ec rease

ind esired red istributionaslongasfeed b acksare not too great.

III.E VIDE NCE O F DIFFE R E NCE S IN FISCALDE SIR E B Y SE X

To examine w hether d i®erencesinrelative incomesexplaind esired red istribu-

tionand also explainsex-b ased d i®erencesind esired red istribution,w estud yNational

E lec tionStud ies(NE S) surveysofpolitic alopinionsofind ivid ualsaged 2 5-65 taken

inelec tionyearsfrom 1952 to 1992 .T he NE S provid esa non-longitud inalc rosssec -

tionofrespond ent traitsasw ellasattitud estow ard a variety ofissues.15 We focus

onattitud estow ard red istributionalspend ingonfood stamps,socialsecurity,fed eral

job guarantees,government-supplied health c are,and government spend inggenerally.

T hese have b eensampled inrec ent yearsfrom ¯ve to 11 times.We also stud yparty

a± liationb ec ause thismayb e a b road proxyfor red istributionalpolicy and b ec ause

party a± liationhasb eensampled ineach ofthe 2 0 NE S surveysfrom 1952 -9 2 .(W e

omit 1954 from the sample b ec ause the age variable w asnot measured c ontinuously

inthe 1954 NE S but rather tookone ofsevend iscrete values.)

Asa control,w estud yattitud estow ard d efensespend ing.B ec ause the red istri-

butionalcomponent ofd efense spend ingmayb e minor,variablesthat explaind esired

red istributionalspend ingmayperform lessw ellinexplainingsex-b ased d i®erencesin

d esired d efense spend ing.
1 5T hetotalnumberofindividuals sampled is 37,456.Eachsurveysamplesopinionsofapproxi-

mately20 0 0 individuals.N oteveryquestionwasaskedineverysurvey,sothenumberofresponses

oneachquestionvaries.
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M ethod

T he theoryprovid esthree pred ic tions.First,greater income should generally

red uce anind ivid ual'sd esired red istributionalspend ing.Sec ond ,b ecause ofthisand

b ec ause w omenhavelow er earningsthanmenonaverage,w omenshould d esiregreater

red istributionalspend ingthanmenonaverage.T hird ,the expec ted -utilitystruc ture

ofthe theory impliesthat the importance ofexpec ted future income ina marital

statusasa d eterminant ofd esired red istributionalspend ingshould b e proportional

to expec ted time inthe status.T hissuggeststhat expec ted future income ina marital

statusshould enter a regressionofd esired red istributionalspend ingasthe interac tion

b etw eenexpec ted per-ad ult household income inthe statusand expec ted future time

inthe status.P red ic ted signsofinterac tioncoe± c ientsare negative.

Ac c ord ingly,the empiricalstrategyinvolvesthree stages.Inthe ¯rst stage,w e

examine w hether favorab ility tow ard a giventype ofred istributionalspend ingand

party a± liationd i®er bysex.T hisisd one by testingw hether meanmale and mean

female favorab iltiesd i®er,and also by regressingopinionresponsesonanind ic ator

for sex (female = 1, male = 0 ) and testing w hether the c oe± cient onthe female

ind ic ator (the female coe± cient) d i®ersfrom zero.

Inthe sec ond stage, w e ad d current income to the regressionsto test the

pred ic tionthat c oe± cientsonincomesare negative. Ifw omenonaverage d esire

greater red istributionalspend ingb ec ause female incomesonaverage are low er,then

inclusionofincome should also red uc e magnitud esoffemale c oe± cients. We use

Wald teststo jud ge w hether female coe± c ientschange w henthe income isad d ed asa

regressor.To further evaluate the relative importancesofsexand income inexplaining

d i®eringresponsesbysex,w e use analysisofvariance to estimate the portionofthe

variance ofopinionresponsesexplained bysexand income inthe stage-IIregressions.

Inthe third stage,w e construc t year-by-year estimatesoffuture incomescon-
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d itionalonmaritalstatusand expec ted future timesspent ineach maritalstatus,

ad d present value ofinterac tionsb etw eenthe tw o to the stage-Iregressions,and test

w hether the interac tionshavenegative c oe± c ients.B ec ause thisspec ī c ationmayb e

theoretic ally preferred to the stage-IIspec ī c ationasa w ay to includ e income, the

stage-IIIregressionsmay capture the e®ec tsofincome b etter thanthe stage-IIre-

gressions.T hishastw o c onsequences.First,stage-IIIestimatesoffemale coe± c ients

may b e lesscontaminated by e®ec tsofincome.Sec ond ,iflow er female incomesex-

plainpart ofd i®erencesbysexind esired red istribution,thenb etter measurement of

income should further red uc e magnitud esoffemale c oe± c ients.Againw e use Wald

teststo jud ge w hether female coe± c ientschange w henincome (interac tion) terms

are ad d ed ,and w e also use anovasto estimate the portionofthe variance ofopinion

responsesthat isexplained bysexand interac tionterms.

NE S d ata alone d o not c ontainsu± cient informationto c alculate (income-

in-status)£ (time-in-status) interac tions.Namely, the NE S containsa measure of

current annualfamilyincome censored into ¯ve intervals,and c ontainsno d irec t in-

formationab out the expec ted portionofanind ivid ual'sfuture lifetime spent ineach

maritalstatus. O fcourse, current income may proxy for expec ted future income

but the proxy isimperfec t for at least four reasons.First, c ensoringiscoarse.Sec -

ond ,year-to-year income °uc tuationsmay introd uc e noise ifthe goalisto measure

expec ted future income.T hird ,current income plusother variablesmaypred ic t ex-

pec ted future incomesb etter thand oescurrent income alone.Fourth,theorysuggests

that opinionsab out red istributive spend ingmay d epend onincomesineach ofthe

maritalstatusesinw hich the ind ivid ualmay¯nd himselfor herselfinthe future.

We use a synthetic c ohort from the 1993SurveyofIncome and P rogram P ar-

tic ipation(SIP P ) to c alculate the interac tions. T he SIP P isanon-going survey

cond uc ted by the CensusB ureau that follow sa panelofind ivid ualsfor 2 .5 to four
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years.We use a sample of10 ,179 menand 12 ,176w omenaged 2 5and old er w ho par-

tic ipated inthe entire three yearsofthe 1993-95SIP P panel.A d esirable property

ofthe SIP P isthat it measuresincome continuouslyand not asa c ensored variable.

First,w e estimate marital-status-d epend ent age-income pro¯lesseparatelyfor

menand w omenusingrand om-e®ec tsregressionover allthree years(1993-95) ofan-

nualized SIP P d ata w ith age,age squared ,rac e,and ed uc ationinad d itionto current

maritalstatusascontrols.Next,w e estimate maritalstatustransitionprob ab ilities

using a prob it mod elestimated over the sec ond and third years(199 4 -95) ofthe

SIP P d ata w ith sex,race,ed ucation,and previous-year income ascontrols.T he use

ofprevious-year income and the choice not to b ase estimationalso onthe ¯rst year

ofthe SIP P d ata isd ic tated by c oncernthat marital-statustransitionsmay a®ec t

incomes. B ec ause w id ow ed and d ivorc ed ind ivid ualsmay d i®er substantially from

never-married ind ivid uals,w e c onsid er three maritalstatuses:never married (n = 1);

married (n = 2 );and w id ow ed or d ivorc ed (n = 3).

We theninsert d ata from the NE S into the estimated income-pro¯le and

transition-prob ab ilityfunc tionsto c ompute status-d epend ant age-income pro¯lesand

transitionprob ab ilitiesfor each ind ivid ualintheNE S.B eginningfrom anind ivid ual's

current maritalstatusintheNE S,w e recursivelyapplythe d emographic relationships

b etw eentransitionprob ab ilitiesand the prob ab ilityofb eingina givenmaritalstatus

ineach future year oflife,c omputingthe latter prob ab ilities.Inthisw ay,w e exploit

the longitud inalstruc ture ofthe SIP P to c alculate transitionprob ab ilitiesand cap-

ture how ind ivid uald i®erencesincurrent maritalstatusc reate c ross-sec tionvariation

inexpec ted prob ab ilitiesofb eingineach maritalstatusineach future year oflife.

For each future year ofa person'sexpec ted lifetime,w e multiply income ina status

by the prob ab ility ofb einginthe status,and ¯nally compute the present value sum

ofthese interac tionsw ith ac tuariald isc ountingratesequalto mortality rates.
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A more d etailed d esc riptionofhow interac tionvariablesare computed isin

anappend ix.

NE S responsesare cod ed oneither a seven-point approvalscale or a four-

point increase/d ec rease scale.16 We estimate such ord ered ,d isc rete choic esasord ered

logits.For a particular issue,the latent ¯scald esire t¤i ofind ivid uali= 1;:::;N isa

func tionofind ivid ualcharac teristicsand other c ontrolsX iw ith c oe± c ient vec tor ¯ 0

and d isturb ance "i:

t¤i = ¯0X i+ "i; i= 1;:::N ; (7)

w here w e d o not observe t¤i d irec tly but rather observe one ofthe J = 4 or J = 7

d iscrete response choic es.(Subsc riptsto markissuesaresuppressed ;separate versions

of(7) are estimated for each issue.) For ord ered logitsonthe four-levelissues(soc ial

security and food stamps), \cut out spend ing" w asfavored by a smallnumb er of

respond entsso thiscategory isad d ed to \red uc e spend ing." For the anovasb elow ,

w e retainallfour levels.Neither treatment hasmuch e®ec t onresults.

Aneconometric concernisthat amb iguityoruncertaintyinopinionsmayd i®er

ac rossind ivid ualsso the variance ofthe d isturb ance inthe choice func tion("i) may

plausibly d i®er ac rossind ivid uals.To allow for such heterosked astic ity, w e assume

that the variance ofind ivid uali'schoice d epend sona vec tor ofexplanatoryvariables

Z iac cord ingto:

V ar("i) = exp(Z i°)2 :

Inclusionofanyvariab le inZ i that also appearsinX iw ould make it d i± cult

to interpret the size and signī cance ofthe variable'scoe± c ient inX i,so w e d o not
1 6Choicesonthelatterare\ increasespending,"\ keep spendingthesame,"\ decreasespending,"

or\ cutoutspendingentirely."
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includ e the female ind ic ator,incomes,or expec ted time ina maritalstatusinZ i.T he

maincand id atesfor inclusioninZ iare therefore age,race,ed ucation,current marital

status,current income,and year ofsurvey.B ec ause w e d o not have strongpriors,w e

ad opt the somew hat c onservative strategyofinclud ingonlyage,ed uc ation,and year

ofsurvey.

R esults

Stage I.|

First, meanmale and meanfemale favorab iltiesd i®er. For each issue, the

meanfemale favorab ility tow ard red istributionalspend ing exceed sthe meanmale

favorab ility,and the d i®erence isstatisticallysignī cant at the 99.9 perc ent level.

T hisiscon̄rmed instage-Iregressionssummarized intable 1.Inthese regres-

sions,onlythe female ind icator and year ofsurveyare includ ed inX i:Y ear ofsurvey

ac c ountsfor year-spec ī c and issue-spec ī c shiftsinmeanopinionssuch asoc curred

in199 2 w henb othmenand w omenw ere unusuallypositive tow ard government health

care, and asoc curred in1980 w henb oth menand w omenw ere unusually positive

tow ard d efense spend ing.We d o not includ e ind ivid ualcontrolsfor age,rac e,ed uc a-

tion,current maritalstatus,current income,or other variablessuch asthe presence of

child reninstage-Iregressionsb ec ause our strategy isto c ompare female coe± c ients

w henincome isnot includ ed (stageI)w ith c oe± c ientsw henincome isinclud ed (stages

IIand III) inord er to evaluate the extent to w hich sex-b ased d i®erencesare d ue to

income d i®erences.Inclusioninstage Iofind ivid ualcontrolsthat pred ic t ind ivid ual

income w ould partially d efeat thisstrategy.A smallnumb er ofb ackground c ontrols

also helpsavoid simultaneity b iasfrom controlsthat might b e end ogenous,such as

the presence ofchild renand w orkstatus.

For each type ofspend ing,w e see inthe table 1 regressionsthat w omend i®er
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from menat the 99.9 perc ent c on̄d ence levelinfavorab ility tow ard red istributional

spend ing.(Stand ard errorsare reported inparenthesesb elow estimated c oe± c ients.)

Inallcases,w omend esire greater red istributionalspend ing.Womentend to id entify

w ith the Democ ratic P arty.Womenalso d esire lessd efense spend ing.

To test w hether the vec tor Z i provid esinformationab out the variance of"i,

w e compute the likelihood ratio LR = 2 (Lh e¡Lh o),w here Lh e isthe log-likelihood of

the heterosked astic mod elb ased onZ iand Lh o isthe log-likelihood ofthe stand ard

homosked astic mod el.T he ratio LR hasa Â 2 d istributionw ith d egreesoffreed om

equalto thenumb er ofvariab lesinZ i,and equalszero und er the nullofhomosked as-

tic ity.We see inthe table that the homosked astic mod elisrejec ted infavor ofthe

heterosked astic mod elat the 99.9 percent levelfor allissues.Ac cord ingly,w e use the

heterosked astic mod elinallstage-IIand stage-IIIregressionsb elow .Inanappend ix,

w e provid e resultsfor the homosked astic mod el; these are b road ly similar to those

from the heterosked astic mod el.

Stage II.|

Instage-IIregressions, w e ad d current income asmeasured inthe NE S to

X i; the female ind ic ator and year ofsurvey are also includ ed asinstage I.Income

mayhave d i®erent e®ec tsd epend ingonthe numb er ofad ultsper household b ec ause

returnsto scale or spec ializationmaymake income more e®ec tive at generatingutility

intw o-ad ult household s.To allow the coe± c ient onincome to d i®er bynumb er of

ad ultsinthe household ,w e interac t income w ith a d ummyfor single or married .

T he second set ofrow sintable 1 summarize stage-IIresults.T he line Wald

test reportsthe test variable and signī c ance [inb rackets]for a tw o-tailed test ofthe

hypothesisthat the female coe± cient hasthe same value asinthe stage-Imod el.For

each red istributionalissue,inclusionofcurrent income c ausesthefemale c oe± cient to

move closer to zero,asexpec ted .For the tw o spend ingareasthat most clearlytarget

15



low -income w omen(government health care and food stamps) the relative d ecline in

the female coe± cient isthe greatest. For instance, ratiosofthe estimated female

coe± cient inthe stage-IIregressionto that inthe stage-Iregressionw ere 0.60 and

0.56,respec tively,for these tw o issues, but 0.86, 0.82 , and 0.77for the other three

issues.For three ofthe ¯ve issues,the change inthe female c oe± c ient issignī c ant

at the 10 percent level.

E stimatesfor party id entī c ationshow the same patternasthose for spec ī c

issues. Womentend to id entify more w ith the Democratic P arty, but the female

coe± cient isroughly halfaslarge w hencurrent income isinclud ed , w hich w ould

ind ic ate that ab out halfofthe female Democratic preference may b e explained by

low er female incomes. T he Wald test for thisd i®erence ishighly signī c ant. For

the non-red istributionalissue (d efense spend ing),by c ontrast,the female c oe± cient

exhib itsessentiallyno change w hencurrent income isinclud ed .

Allincome c oe± cientsbut one arenegativefor issuesother thand efencespend -

ing; most are also signī c ant.T hisprovid essupport for the theory here and more

generallyfor the view inM eltzer and R ichard (1978,1981) that d esired red istribution

d epend snegativelyonincome.

To jud ge further the relative importance ofincome inexplainingsex-b ased

d i®erences,table 2 presentsanova d ecompositionsofvariationsincategoricalvariables

that take value one ifthe ind ivid ualgave a particular response (out ofthe four or

sevenpossible responses) into variationsattributable to sexand income.R eported

partialsumsofsquaresmeasure explanatorypow ersofthe sexand income variables;

assoc iated p-valuesare insquare b rackets.Inmost instances,the explanatorypow er

ofincome exceed sthat ofsex, and w henit d oesnot, the d i®erence issmall. T he

e®ec t ofincome exceed sthat ofsexin37of43 instancesinw hich partialsumsof

squaresfor b oth the female ind ic ator and anincome variable d i®er signī c antlyfrom
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zero at the tenperc ent level.O fthese 4 3,the explanatory pow er ofincome ismore

thantentimesthat ofsexinnine instances.In14 other instances,the partialsum of

squaresfor the female ind icator d i®ersinsignī c antlyfrom zero,and the partialsum

ofsquaresfor anincome variable issignī c ant and greater thanthe partialsum of

squaresfor the female ind ic ator.In13ofthe 14 instances, the d i®erence isgreater

thana fac tor ten.

Stage III.|

Stage-III regressionsare like stage-IIregressionsexcept that the e®ec tsof

income are measured by d isc ounted sumsofinterac tionsofexpec ted future income

ina maritalstatus(never married ,married ,or w id ow ed or d ivorced ) timesexpec ted

future time spent inthe status,instead ofby interac tionsofcurrent income timesa

d ummyfor the current numb er ofad ultsper household (one for unmarried sor tw o

for married s).

Asw ith the stage-IIresults,female c oe± cientsare positive for all̄ ve spec ī c

red istributionalissues,but each stage-IIIfemale c oe± c ient issmaller thanthe c orre-

spond ingstage-IIcoe± cient.T hisprovid esad d itionalsupport for the mod el;b etter

measurement ofincome should red uce the magnitud esoffemale c oe± cientsiflow er

female incomespartlyexplainofd i®erencesbysexind esired red istribution.

Ind etail, ratiosoffemale c oe± cientsinstage IIIregressionsto stage Ire-

gressionsare 0.12 ,0.06,0.4 3,0.18,and 0.4 2 ,respec tively,for the ¯ve typesofred is-

tributionalspend ing; these ratiosare substantially low er thancorrespond ingratios

reported ab ove from the stage-IIregressions. Wald testsind ic ate that changesin

female c oe± c ientsfrom stage-Ito stage-IIIregressionsare highly signī cant for all

red istributionalissues,againsuggestingthat some ofthe greater female d esire for re-

d istributionisd ue to low er female incomes.Stage-IIIfemale c oe± c ientsfor attitud es

tow ard government spend ing,health c are,and food stampsare ind istinguishablefrom
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zero at the ¯ve perc ent level, w hich suggeststhat nearly allofthe greater relative

female d esire for these formsofred istributionalspend ingmay b e explained bylow er

female incomes.

For partyid entī c ation,inclusionofincome-statusinterac tionscausesthe sign

ofthe female c oe± cient to reverse from that inthe stage-Iregression.17 T he inter-

pretationw ould b e that femaleshave a naturalproclivityfor the RepublicanP arty,

but that low er female incomestend to make w omenid entify w ith Democrats.T his

ispossible ifa party representsmore thanjust a positiononred istributionalissues.

For d efense spend ing,inclusionofincome (interac tions) againlead sto essentiallyno

d ecline inthe c oe± c ient onthe female ind ic ator from that inthe stage-Iregression.

Interac tioncoe± c ientsfor non-d efense issuesw ere mainly negative. For in-

stance,13non-d efense interac tioncoe± cientsw ere negative and signī c ant and three

w ere positive and signī c ant.Negative interac tioncoe± c ientssuggest that thegreater

the time anind ivid ualcanexpec t to b e ina givenmaritalstatus,the greater isthe

tend encyfor d esired red istributionalspend ingto d ec rease w ith income inthe status.

Table 3presentsanovassimilar to those intable 2 except that the stage-III

interac tionsb etw eenexpec ted future income and time ineach statusreplac e current

NE S income interac ted w ith the single/married d ummy. T he e®ec t ofincome ex-

ceed sthat ofsexin2 0 of30 instancesinw hich partialsumsofsquaresfor b oth the

female ind ic ator and anincome variable d i®er signī c antlyfrom zero.O fthose,the

explanatory pow er ofincome ismore thantentimesthat ofsexinseveninstances.

M ore notably, partialsumsofsquaresfor the female ind ic ator d i®er insignī c antly

from zero inonlynine of36 casesintable 2 but in2 2 of36 casesintable 3.Asa
1 7Kaufmannand Petrocik(1 997) n̄d thatwomen tendedmoretovoteand identifywith the

R epublicanpartythandidmenfrom 1 948-1 960 .T heyalso n̄dthat,since1 964,maleallegiances

haveshiftedwhilefemaleallegianceshaveremainedfairlyconstant,sowomenhavetendedmoreto

voteandidentifywiththeD emocraticpartythandidmenfrom 1 964{ 1 996.
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result, there are 30 instancesintable 3inw hich the partialsum ofsquaresfor the

female ind icator d i®ersinsignī cantlyfrom zero,and the partialsumsofsquaresfor

anincome variable issignī c ant and greater thanthe partialsum ofsquaresfor the

female ind ic ator.In2 4 ofthese instances,the d i®erence isgreater thana fac tor ten.

T husthe explanatorypow er ofincome relative to that ofsexisgreater w henincomes

are measured usinginterac tionvariablessuggested by the theory insec tionIIthan

w henincomesare measured ascurrent incomesinterac ted w ith the single/married

d ummy.

IV.T E NTAT IVE ANALY SIS O F T IM E -SE R IE S R E LAT IO NSHIP S

B E T W E E N SING LE R AT E S AND R E DIST RIB U T IO NALSP E NDING

G ivenmale/female earningsd i®erences, the ¯nd ingsab ove suggest that in-

creasingsinglenesssince ab out 1950 may have ac ted to increase d i®erencesby sex

inattitud estow ard red istributionalspend ing.18 B ec ause w omenare a majority,this

may inturnhelp explainw hysome empiric alstud ieshave failed to ¯nd much ofan

e®ec t ofw elfare onsingle parenthood (M o± tt, 199 2 ).Asnoted at the outset, the

issue isthe extentsto w hich singlenesscausesw elfare and to w hich w elfare c auses

singleness. To shed b rieflight onthe issue, w e ask w hether single ratesG ranger

cause variousformsofFed eralred istributionalspend ingand w hether Fed eralred is-

tributionalspend ing G ranger c ausessingle rates. T hese testsare atheoretic aland

simplistic ,ofcourse,but provid e exac t statementsab out how w elllagged single rates

pred ic t w elfare spend ingand how w elllagged w elfare spend ingpred ic tssingle rates.
1 8 A forcethatoperatesintheoppositedirectionisthatfemaleincomeshavebeenincreasingover

timerelativetomaleincomes.Forinstance,thefemale/maleratioofhours-adjustedmedianweekly

wageandsalaryincomefor25-34 year-oldsincreasedfromaround0 .68 intheearly1 970 sto0 .76 in

1 987(G oldin,1 990 ).
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(Ina regressionofthe current value ofone variable onlagged valuesofitselfand

another variable, the nullisthat c oe± cientsonlagged valuesofthe other variable

are zero.)

R esultsoftestsfor spend ingonAFDC/TANF,food and nutrition,housing

assistance,M ed ic aid ,M ed icare,Soc ialSecurityand other retirement,and U nemploy-

ment Insurance are intable 4 .Spend ingismeasured b oth asannualamountsand

asannualamountsd ivid ed by grossd omestic prod uc t.19 Asmeasuresofthe single

rate,w e c onsid er b oth anoverallsingle household rate d e¯ned asthe numb er ofun-

married household sd ivid ed by the totalnumb er ofhousehold s,and a female single

household rate d e¯ned asthe numb er ofunmarried -female household sd ivid ed bythe

totalnumb er ofhousehold s.2 0 T he testsemploy¯ve yearsoflags.

O fthe spend ing categoriesconsid ered , the most red istributionfrom mento

w omenmay oc cur w ith AFDC/TANF,food and nutrition,housingassistance, and

M ed icaid . Inno instance c anw e c onclud e at a tenpercent c on̄ d ence levelthat

spend ing onone ofthese four c ategoriesG ranger c ausesa single rate, and inall

instancesbut tw o (AFDC/TANF not d ivid ed by G DP ),w e c anconclud e that single

ratesG ranger c ause spend ing. Resultsare similar but not asstrongfor the other

three spend ingcategories(M ed icare,SocialSecurity,and U nemployment Insurance).

T husthe stronger statistic alc ausationisthat changingsinglenesspartly explains

changingw elfare levels,and not vic e verse.
1 9Source:O ±ceofM anagementandB udget,B udgetforFiscalYear20 0 0 ,H istoricalTables 1 0 .1

and1 1 .3 (online).
20 Source:CensustableH H -1 (online)
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SU M M ARY

E mpiricalanalysisofpollingd ata supportsthe id ea that w omend esire greater

red istributionalspend ingthanmen.M ost ofthisd i®erence isexplained by income

d i®erences.Interestingly,how ever,a greater relative female d esire for red istributional

spend ing persistsand issometimessignī c ant evenw hencontrolsfor income are

ad d ed . T hismight oc cur ifw omenare more altruistic thanmen. T he timing of

w elfare spend ingand singlenessalso suggeststhat increased singlenessover time may

explainrisingw elfare spend ingb etter thanrisingw elfare spend ingexplainsincreased

singleness.
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AP P E NDIX:CO NST RU CT IO N O F INT E R ACT IO NVARIAB LE S

Income P ro¯les

Denote the age-income pro¯le estimated from SIP P d ata by f.Consid er an

ind ivid ualsampled inthe NE S inyear ¹:Let age d enote the ind ivid ual'sage inNE S

d ata inyear ¹ and let ¿ = 0 ;:::;84 ¡age ind exthe current and future yearsofthe

ind ivid ual'slifetimeso the ind ivid ual'sage inyear ¹+ ¿ isage+ ¿.(We truncate at age

84 b ec ause the mortality tablesw e applyonlygo to age 84 ;thismeansthat w e treat

people asd yingontheir 85th b irthd ay.) Similarlylet sex;race;and ed ucation d enote

the ind ivid ual'ssex,rac e,and ed uc ationinthe year-¹ NE S d ata.R ace isreported

asw hite, black, and other (w hich are only 1.5 percent oftotalNE S observations).

E d uc ationisone of̄ ve classes.We suppressnotationallythe d epend ence ofage;sex;

race; and ed ucation on¹;the d epend ence should b e und erstood .

Ifanind ivid ualw ere sampled by the NE S in199 4 (the average year over

w hich f isestimated ), the ind ivid ual'spred ic ted income inyear 199 4 + ¿ for ¿ =

0 ;:::;84 ¡age w ould b e I n¿;¿ = f(age + ¿; sex; race; ed ucation; n¿); w here n¿ isthe

ind ivid ual'smaritalstatusin¹ + ¿ (= 199 4 + ¿).B ec ause w e consid er ind ivid uals

sampled by the NE S inyearsb efore 1994 ,w e use census/CP S d ata to ad just for the

generallylow er incomesthat prevailed b efore 1994 .Ad justmentsare mad e separately

for menand w omenand by rac e to ac c ount for d i®eringrelative incomesbysexand

by rac e. B ec ause available c ensusd ata d o not provid e incomesfor allthree rac ial

categories,w e c alculate ad justmentsonlyfor w hitesand blacks,and applythe w hite

ad justment fac torsto ind ivid ualsinthe rac ialgroup \other." T he ad justment fac tor

for year ¹; sexs,and rac e ½ = w hite or blackisd enoted °¹;s;½,w hich iscalculated

asthe ratio ofthe group'smed ianincome in¹ d ivid ed byitsmed ianincome in1994 .

For anind ivid ualsampled inyear ¹ < 1994 ; the ind ivid ual'spred ic ted income inyear
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¹ + ¿ for ¿ = 0 ;:::;84 ¡age isthenI n¿;¿ = °¹;sex;racef(age + ¿; sex; race; ed ucation;

n¿):

M aritalStatusTransitionP rob ab ilities

>From each maritalstatus,it ispossible to transit into onlyone other status;

spec ī c ally, the only possible transitionsare from never married to married , from

married to w id ow ed or d ivorc ed , and from w id ow ed or d ivorc ed to married . T his

meansthat it su± c esnotationally to c onsid er only the prob ab ility ofremainingin

the same maritalstatus.Let g d enote thisprob ab ility func tionasestimated from

SIP P d ata over 199 4 -1995.

Ifanind ivid ualw ere sampled by the NE S in1994 ,w e w ould take the prob -

ab ility the ind ivid ualremainsinmaritalstatus n d uring year 1994 + ¿ for ¿ =

0 ;::::;84 ¡age asd epend ingond emographic variablesand onthe ind ivid ual'spre-

d ic ted income ¿ yearsafter 1994 ac c ord ingto pn;¿ = g(age + ¿; sex; race; ed ucation;

I n¿;¿; n¿).B ec ause w e consid er ind ivid ualssampled by the NE S inyearsb efore 1994 ,

w e ad just transitionprob ab ilitiesto re°ec t the generallygreater marriage ratesthat

prevailed b efore 1994 .Ad justmentsare mad e separately bysexand race.Asab ove,

w e c alculate ad justmentsonlyfor w hitesand blacks,and applythe w hite ad justment

fac torsto ind ivid ualsinthe racialgroup \other."

Ad justmentsare by linear interpolation.For each sex-rac e comb inationw ith

s = m ;f and ½ = black,w hite,w e estimate the marriage rate,d e¯ned asthe numb er

ofmarried ind ivid ualsd ivid ed bythe totalnumb er ofind ivid uals,asa linear function

oftime and a constant. From the estimated func tion, w e ¯nd a \b ase"year B s;½

d e¯ned asthe year inw hich the pred ic ted marriage rate for the sex-rac e comb ination

equalsone.We thencalculate ad justment fac tors' n;s;½ und er the assumptionthat in

year B s;½,the prob ab ility that a never-married or w id ow ed or d ivorc ed ind ivid ualof
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sexs and rac e ½ w ould remainunmarried w aszero,and the prob ab ilitythat a married

ind ivid ualofsex s and rac e ½ w ould remainmarried w asone. Spec ī c ally,for an

ind ivid ualsampled inyear ¹ < 199 4 ; the pred ic ted prob ab ilityofremaininginmarital

statusn d uringyear ¹ + ¿ for ¿ = 0 ;:::;84¡age ispn;¿ = ' n;sex;raceg(age+ ¿;sex; race;

ed ucation; I n¿;¿; n¿),w here ' 1;sex;race = ' 3;sex;race = [(¹¡B sex;race)=(199 4¡B sex;race)]

and ' 2 ;sex;race = [(1994 ¡¹)=(1994 ¡B sex;race)].

T he estimated prob ab ilitiespn;¿ ofremainingina maritalstatusrecursively

d etermine the prob ab ilities¼n¿;¿ that the ind ivid ualisinmaritalstatusn¿ inyear

¹ + ¿ for ¿ = 0 ;:::;84 ¡age:Anind ivid ualinmaritalstatusn inthe NE S d ata has

¼n;0 = 1 and ¼n0;0 = 0 for each n06= n:T he recursive prob ab ilitiesthat the ind ivid ual

isineach maritalstatusinfuture year ¿ = 1;:::;84 are then

¼1;¿ = ¼1;¿¡1p1;¿¡1;

¼ 2 ;¿ = ¼ 2 ;¿¡1p 2 ;¿¡1 + ¼1;¿¡1(1¡p1;¿¡1)+ ¼3;¿¡1(1¡p3;¿¡1);

¼3;¿ = ¼3;¿¡1p3;¿¡1 + ¼ 2 ;¿¡1(1¡p 2 ;¿¡1):

Interac tions

Interac tionterms¼n I n for n = 1;2 ;3are the d isc ounted sumsofpresent values

over each year ofanind ivid ual'sremaininglifetime ofthe prod uc t ofthe expec ted

proportionofthe year the ind ivid ualw illb e inmaritalstatusn; and the ind ivid ual's

expec ted future income inthe year c ond itionalonb einginmaritalstatusn:

¼n I n =
84¡ageX

¿= 0
¼n;¿I n;¿(1 + d age+ ¿)¿=

84¡ageX

¿= 0
(1 + d age+ ¿)¿; n = 1;2 ;3;

w here d a isa d isc ount rate equalto the mortalityrate at age a; and the d enominator

isexpec ted future yearsoflife.T he mortalitytablesw e use are d i®erentiated bysex
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and byrace (black,or w hite plusother),so w e d i®erentiate the d a bysexand rac e.2 1

T he interac tionvariablesw e includ e inthe stage-IIIregressionsare ¼1I 1,¼ 2 I 2 ;

and ¼3I3; w hich are c omputed from available NE S d ata onthe ind ivid ual'sage,rac e,

ed ucation, current maritalstatus, and current income plusthe func tionsf and g

estimated from the SIP P.

M aritalstatusportions¼n =
P 84¡age

¿= 0 ¼n;¿(1+ d age+ ¿)¿=
P 84¡age

¿= 0 (1+ d age+ ¿)¿ for

n = 1;2 ;3might also b e includ ed inthe regressions.T hisw ould seem to allow ind i-

vid ualsw ith low expec ted future income ina statusto w ant greater red istributional

spend ingthe greater the prob ab ilityofb einginthe status.W ithnegative coe± c ients

oninterac tiontermsand w ithout inclusionof¼1; ¼ 2 ; and ¼3; a greater prob ab ility of

b eingina statusw ith low expec ted future income w ould appear to red uc e estimated

favorab ility tow ard red istributionalspend ing,contrary to theoreticalpred ic tion.

Inclusionofthe ¼n asregressorsisimprac ticalasaneconometric matter b e-

cause it lead sto a regressor set w ith substantialmultic ollinearity asevaluated by

variance in°ationfactor tests.O nthe other hand ,the three maritalstatusportions

¼1; ¼ 2 ; and ¼3 sum to one,so includ ingthem ina regressionund er a c onstraint that

the three have the same coe± c ient w ould simply ad d a constant to the regression.

Und er thisconstraint,omissionofthe ¼n d oesnot rule out ind ivid ualsw ith low ex-

pec ted future income ina statusw antinggreater red istributionalspend ingthe greater

the prob ab ility ofb einginthe status.
21 M ortalitydataarefromtheN ationalCenterforH ealthStatistics(1 996)andapplytomortality

in1 996.Inpreliminarycalculations,wescaledtheseratescrudelyto t̄conditionsinearlieryears,

buttheadjustmentfactorsweresosmallthatthereseemedlittlepointinmakingtheadjustments.
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