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Table 1: Marriage propensities and percentage changes by education in vears
2000 and 2010

Year 2000 Men

Women <HS HS Junior College College+ Total
<HS 3.88 2.45 1.30 0.86 8.49
HS 2.14 2.03 1.44 1.01 6.62
Junior College 1.18 1.07 1.34 0.99 4.59
College+ 0.53 0.51 0.55 1.86 3.44
Total 7.73 6.07 4.62 4.72 23.14
Year 2010 Men

Women <HS HS Junior College College+ Total
<HS 1.24 1.15 0.46 0.33 3.18
HS 0.64 1.08 0.77 0.64 313
Junior College 0.22 0.67 0.81 0.91 2.61
College+ 0.12 0.40 0.73 2.18 3.44
Total 2.22 3.29 2.78 4.06 12.36

% change between 2000 and 2010

Men
Women <HS HS Junior College College+ Total
<HS -68.0% -53.4% -64.4% -61.4% -62.5%
HS -70.0% -46.8% -46.1% -37.1% -52.6%
Junior College -81.6% -37.7% -39.3% -8.6% -43.2%
College+ -77.0% -21.4% 33.4% 17.6% -0.2%
Total -71.3% -45.7% -39.8% -14.0% -46.6%
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Table 2: Changes in availability of eligible partners and force of attraction by
education level between 2000 and 2010 (ages 20 to 49)

Changes in Eligible Partners 2000 vs. 2010

Men Groom Women Groom
<HS HS  Jr. College College+ <HS HS Jr. College College+
<HS 1.01 071 0.99 0.58 <HS 1.07 1.51 1.91 210
HS 1.09 088 1.00 0.77 HS 0.85 1.15 121 174
Bride Bride
Jr College 106 066 092 062 Jr_ College 099 112 115 144
College+ 1.89 166 1.44 1.06 College+ 0.62 0.81 0.76 095

Changes in Force of Attraction 2000 vs. 2010

Men Groom Women Groom
=HS HS  Jr. College College+ =HS HS Jr. College College+
<HS 032 046 0.34 0.37 <HS 0.40 0.50 0.36 045
HS 0.30 050 0.51 0.68 HS 0.37 0.63 0.56 067
Bride Bride
Jr. College 0.24 0866 0.68 0.98 Jr. College 0.20 0.67 0.73 1.05
College+ 0.31 0384 1.46 1.15 College+ 0.22 0.80 1.29 1.30

Note: A value greater than 1 indicates a positive change in eligible partners or force of attraction, and a value smaller than 1 a negative
change between 2000 and 2010.
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Table 3: Odds ratios predicting marriage intention among never-married men
and women ages 25 to 49 by education (Stacked file of Taiwan Social

Trend Survey, 1998, 2002, and 2006)

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
Men Men Women Women
Survey Year (ref. 1998)
2002 0.51 =~ 0.44 * 062 * 0.36 -~
20086 0.51 ™ 0.30 ™ 0.58 " 027 ™
Age (ref. age 30-34)
25-29 - - - -
30-34 1.04 1.03 071 ™ 0.71 ™
35-39 0.80 7 079 -~ 040 ™ 040 ™
40-44 0.50 " 0.51 0.25 =~ 0.24 =
45-49 0.30 ™ 0.30 ™ 0.20 ™ 0.21 ™
Education (ref. <HS)
High school 1.35 ** 0.95 1.85 ** 1.25
Jr. college and above 1.75 ™ 1.14 3.02 ™ 1.63
Education x Survey Year
(ref. <HS & 1998)
HS*2002 1.32 1.60
Jr. college+ *2002 1.26 213 7
HS*20086 192 * 2.04
Jr. college+ *2006 228 ™ 270 -~
Sample size N 6128 6128 3888 3888

T p<.10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Note: Question wording for marriage intention in all three waves of TSTS: “Do you intend to marry in the future?” The response

categories are Yes or No.



Table 4: Response distributions of the most important factor for a happy
marriage reported by never-married respondents ages 25 to 49 by
education (1998 and 2006 Taiwan Social Trend Survey)

1998 2006

. Jr. Jr.
Single Men <HS HS College+ <HS HS College*
Love 1744 1315 14.51 77 6.96 9.15
Having a good economic
standing 3995 4178 3764 41.02 35.56 22 34
Compatible values and interests 9.02 1375 12.82 .66 13.12 17.09
Mutual trust and tolerance 2231 2028 24 04 3249 38.67 4513
Similar family background 1.25 0.1 0.71 0.52 0.81 0.96
Good sex life 0.93 1.59 0.71 039 02 0.41
Having individual freedom 0.79 2.88 0.6 234 1.09 1.48
Get along with spouse's family 297 2.81 1.84 1.1 1.21 22
Health 534 337 714 554 2.26 1.24
Other 0 0.29 0 017 0.12 0
Subgroup size (n) 288 363 311 532 992 1049
Single Women <HS  HS Jr. <HS  HS Jr.

College+ College+

Love 3122 2340 2035 754 9.36 9.06
Having a good economic 2478 3377 3242 2043 3196 2377
standing
Compatible values and interests 1044 1077 17.09 673 11.32 1439
Mutual trust and tolerance 2382 1757 2283 4276 416 44 .58
Similar family background 2.69 1.61 0.18 0.55 0.23 1.33
Good sex life 0 0.63 0.32 0 0 0.15
Having individual freedom 0 1.81 0.94 1.66 1.6 29
Get along with spouse's family 0 324 0.59 1.07 0.54 1.28
Health 476 T2 527 1011 313 226
Other 229 0 0 0.15 0.26 0.28
Subgroup size (n) 57 185 242 122 540 1157




Table 5: OLS regression models analyzing gender differences in sex-role and
marriage attitudes among all men and among never-married adults
between the ages of 20 and 49 (N=635, Taiwan Social Change Survey

2006)
Q1. A husband's Q2. Men should Q3. Itis more Q4. Having abad Q5. Having a bad
main responsibility  help with more important for a marriage is still marriage is still
is to be the domestic wife to help with  better than staying better than getting
All Men breadwinner and chores than her husband's single. a divorce.
wife the they do now. career than to
housekeeper. develop her own
career.
Education (ref.. <HS)
High school -0.47* 022 -0.09 -0.37 -0.39%
Jr. college & above -1.60" 0.50™ -0.95" -1.04%* -0.84%*
Marital Status
Ever married (ref.) -- - - - -
Never-married -0.60** -0.06 -0.331 -0.13 -0.19
Sample size (n) 635 635 635 635 635
Never-married Adults Q1 Q2 Q3 Q4 Q5
Men (ref.: women) 0.58™* -0.34™ 0.23f 0.24 0.31*
Education (ref.: <HS)
High school -0.17 0.39 041 -0.20 -0.75*
Jr_college & above  -1.44** 075" -0.63* -0.88* -0.94*
Sample size (n) 484 484 484 484 484

1T p<10; * p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001

Note: Each statement is measured on a scale of 1 to 7, with higher values indicating stronger approval. All regression models control
for a respondent’s age in 5-year age groups. Ever married respondents include those who are currently married, divorced, and
widowed.

$2 01998 £ 3 2006 & £ EFF A« T BIF L FOBIE G )

FER G FEALG S DT T A LT e A BE AR % DS
Ay A A2 T o A 4 ARRE T AR 2 T AR AR A o

BiS o @ BAREESH A (KAP) AT P ARG & 5 AR LAY

Moo w20 FIA9 en i iYL E g MET AR F RS F L o Tl

B F AR RAR Y Yo AR 2. T oA B R B A e B A N B (N R FP 7 i

FAT D EREEE G A - RN R HRTARERY KR R AT S

o WAFFRT b - BAESE MR RTARIEERE S B AR LT TR o
5"?%*3&%&@’7&%&%&%4@2\ 4o EPH AL IR
ENRRFTHEET TG BT AT RANR ES SRS BRFR DL PG

FENIREBROEFLEASEOEE R A PERZLRL L FHI B e



4 5%
7 5
g 7

MR T ARR 0T HF S B R BAaEu] & d LA o g

Anic 4 o B
THAET B BSS R He P i R RS R T L RSk

Nz ]
- BEE D FRT AR DT HFLRGBEPITRE (B 1T 2 D
BLE) Ao i 0 SR g > &

IEIEE SN S T

o

THFET P B L R aEE o s

BB R A L F5 0 P T L E 4
§ T R i £ B AR KT AR T e o e 0 0
PR TR T oA T A b R A 1 B UIFI R R S s keh
PRz > SRR A i G e o Rz o FEANRE R 2 N s

o

[ERSR. =K Sl-JEpk bR



