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Abstract
In the last decades, conventional patterns of assortative mating have been challenged 
by changes in the gender-gap in education. In many countries, educationally hypoga-
mous unions (i.e. the woman is more educated than the man) now outnumber hyper-
gamous unions (i.e. the man is more educated than the woman). The extent to which 
such structural changes have also been accompanied by gender egalitarian attitudes 
has not yet been investigated. This paper fills the gap by focusing on both age and 
educational assortative mating, using data from wave 1 and 2 of the Generations 
and Gender Surveys for 6 European countries. I investigate the role of gender-role 
attitudes of single men and women, measured in the first wave, on their age and 
educational assortative mating outcomes observed in the second wave. To this aim, 
I applied multinomial logistic regressions, and used as reference outcome category 
remaining single in the second wave. Compared to non-egalitarian men, I found that 
men holding gender-egalitarian views are more likely to form hypogamous unions 
instead of remaining single, in terms of both age and educational assortative mating. 
Egalitarian women are more likely than non-egalitarian women to form age-hypoga-
mous unions instead of remaining single, but they are less likely to form education-
ally hypogamous unions. I discuss the implications of these results in relation to the 
convergence of mating preferences between men and women.

Keywords Mate-selection · Gender-egalitarian attitudes · Assortative mating · 
Hypogamy

1 Introduction

Patterns of human mating behaviour are characterized by dissimilarity and similarity 
of socio-demographic features between partners. The most conventional mating pat-
tern with regard to the age difference between partners consists in age hypergamy, 
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i.e. the man is older than the woman. With regard to education, typically, the man is 
at least as educated as the woman. These prevailing patterns have been often consid-
ered the outcome of a strong traditional gender division of labour, the male-bread-
winner and female homemaker model (Becker, 1991).

Preferences and beliefs about partners have been shaped by people’s expectations 
for men and women in society (Goldscheider et  al., 2009). Historically, the soci-
etal norm that the man should be the partner with more socio-economic resources 
explains the high incidence of age- and educational-hypergamy (Buss et al., 2001; 
Esteve et  al., 2012; Frye & Urbina, 2019). Yet over time, personal choice has 
become more important as a determinant of partner selection: unions are increas-
ingly viewed in terms of individual qualities rather than social roles (Goldscheider 
et  al., 2009). In many Western societies, the increasing role of personal choice in 
partner selection has been accompanied by structural changes. Due to the reversal of 
the gender-gap in education, the proportion of highly educated women on the mat-
ing market now exceeds the proportion of highly educated men (Van Bavel, 2012). 
As previous studies have shown, while homogamy remains steady, hypergamy has 
decreased (Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; Esteve et  al., 2016; De Hauw et  al., 2017). 
These developments represent a challenge for individuals preferring to be in a tradi-
tional union where the man is more educated than the woman.

The fact that women of reproductive ages now acquire higher education than 
men has also enhanced gender-equality in other aspects, for instance with respect to 
income potential and labour market participation (Klesment & Van Bavel, 2017). In 
general, the diffusion of gender-egalitarian attitudes affects the composition of mat-
ing markets, both in quantitative and in qualitative terms. Over time, mating markets 
have increasingly been filled with men and women who hold gender-egalitarian atti-
tudes. These attitudes may be manifested on at least two levels. First, in beliefs that 
regard the private sphere, particularly concerning the relationship between the man 
and the woman within the couple (Goldscheider et al., 2015). Second, in beliefs con-
cerning the public sphere, i.e. gender equality at the societal level, which relates to 
the role of men and women in society, e.g. in the labour market (Goldscheider et al., 
2010).

Scholars have been interested in the diffusion of gender-egalitarianism because 
of the links with family outcomes, such as couples’ stability and realized fertility. 
Existing studies show that, at the individual level, gender-egalitarian attitudes are 
negatively associated with dissolution rates and positively associated with fertility 
(Aassve et al., 2015; Goldscheider et al., 2015; Kaufman, 2000). Another aspect that 
is often mentioned in relation to couples’ stability and fertility is the level of dis-
similarity and similarity of partners’ socio-demographic characteristics (Burgess & 
Wallin, 1943; Hart, 2019; Van Houdt & Poortman, 2018; Voas, 2003). In the past, 
educationally hypogamous couples, i.e. unions formed by highly educated women 
and lower educated men, were considered at higher risk of union dissolution and 
less fertile relative to the educationally hypergamous couples, i.e. unions where the 
man is more educated than the woman (Van Bavel et al., 2018). Recent studies show 
that, in some contexts, hypogamy, relative to hypergamy, is not necessarily associ-
ated with a higher dissolution risk (Schwartz & Han, 2014; Theunis et al., 2018) or 
lower fertility (Nitsche et al., 2018; Trimarchi & Van Bavel, 2020). These findings 
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could be explained by selection processes taking place before hypogamous unions 
are formed, which have ensuing positive effects on family outcomes. I argue that 
partners’ gender-egalitarian attitudes may be the missing link between the formation 
of hypogamous unions and family related outcomes. It is likely that those unions are 
increasingly formed by partners who hold gender-egalitarian attitudes, which in turn 
favour couples’ stability and fertility. Despite the relevance of selection processes 
occurring before entry into unions, there is hardly any research on this topic, and 
the causal link between gender-egalitarian attitudes and union formation patterns 
remains under researched.

I aim to fill this gap by focusing on singles individuals and their partnership 
formation processes, controlling for their gender-egalitarian attitudes. To this end, 
I use two waves of the Generations and Gender Surveys (GGS) for six European 
countries. I select men and women who are single in the first wave, and examine 
how their union formation patterns, observed in the second wave, relate to their gen-
der-egalitarian attitudes, which were measured in the first wave. Results show that 
men who hold egalitarian attitudes are more likely to form hypogamous unions, i.e. 
where the man is younger or less educated than the woman, relatively to their non-
egalitarian peers. This finding, instead, does not always hold for egalitarian women.

2  The Gender Revolution and Partners’ Selection Processes

The Gender Revolution as conceived by Goldscheider et  al. (2015) comes in two 
phases. The first phase consists in an increasing participation of women in the public 
sphere. In particular, it regards the increasing share of highly educated women and 
increasing female labour force participation. These processes have been associated 
with a weakening of family life, i.e. higher divorce rates, diffusion of cohabitation 
and non-marital childbearing, postponement of motherhood and high levels of child-
lessness (Van De Kaa, 1987; Esping-Andersen, 2009). A second phase of the Gen-
der Revolution is envisioned in the private spheres of home and family, referring to 
the larger involvement of men in these domains. The sequence of the two phases of 
the Gender Revolution implies a new gender-balance within the private and the pub-
lic sphere towards more equal relationships between men and women (Goldscheider 
et al., 2015).

Within this framework, individuals’ attitudes and their changes over time play 
a key role in the societal adaptation process to structural changes, favouring the 
development of new behaviours (Thornton & Young-DeMarco, 2001; Golscheider 
et al., 2015; Zentner & Eagl, 2015). Gender-norms refer to views held by individu-
als regarding the roles men and women should play in society, for instance with 
respect to the division between paid and unpaid work. The attitudes formed in the 
older, more gender-unequal regimes may still hold during the Gender Revolution, 
especially for those strata of the population more reluctant to the new gender struc-
ture (Davis & Greenstein, 2009; Goldscheider et al., 2015; Rindfuss et al., 1996). 
As people adapt to the new regime, also due to the increasing participation of 
women into higher education and labour force, new patterns emerge that may affect 
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demographic outcomes, namely union formation, dissolution and fertility (Esping-
Andersen & Billari, 2015; Goldscheider et al., 2015).

2.1  Mating Markets and Mating Preferences

In theories of mating behaviour, the concept of mating market synthesizes two 
aspects of the mating process: preferences and constraints (Oppenheimer, 1988; 
Grow & Van Bavel, 2015; for an overview of the market approach to partner’s selec-
tion, see Van Bavel, 2021). Individuals look for mates with specific attributes and 
preferred qualities, but they also face constraints when choosing from the pool of 
ideal partners. Given the constraints, men and women prefer mates whose attrib-
utes they believe will facilitate their well-being in their lives’ outcomes (Zentner & 
Eagly, 2015: 329).

Changes in gender norms may affect partners’ search patterns and preferences, 
especially among individuals who are looking for a long-term companion with 
whom to have children (Meeussen et  al., 2019). To fulfil their own family goals, 
people may be more inclined to choose a partner who supposedly shares similar 
family goals (Voas, 2003). Typically, researchers interested in studying this topic, 
due to lack of information, are not completely aware of the composition of the entire 
mating markets including all potential mates (Van Bavel, 2021). Thus, to study part-
ner selection processes, assumptions on men and women’s mating preferences are 
required. Previous research on mating preferences has shown that age and educa-
tion are among the main attributes valued in potential mates (Buss et al., 1990). The 
present study also focuses on these two attributes, and examines the union formation 
outcomes in terms of age and educational assortative mating.

2.2  Mating Preferences and Gender‑Roles

According to the socio-cultural framework that addresses men’s and women’s mat-
ing preferences, these are shaped by individuals’ gender-egalitarian attitudes and 
the level of gender equality where individuals socialize (Eagly & Wood, 1999; 
Zentner & Eagly, 2015). In traditional male-breadwinner societies (where men are 
mostly working in paid jobs and are mainly responsible for the household’s income, 
whereas women take care of household work), individuals prioritize attributes that 
maximize the traditional division of labour between partners (Becker, 1991). When 
the male-breadwinner model holds, men tend to prefer younger and less educated 
women, who supposedly are less labour-market oriented, whereas women tend to 
prefer older men with high level of education and high-income potential (Buss, 
2000; Buss et al., 1990).

In parallel with partners’ educational differences, age differences also affect 
power dynamics between the genders, both within couples and in society. Greater 
gender equality is expected to be associated with lower age-differences (Bozon, 
1991). Age hypergamy (i.e. the man is older than the woman) has been linked to 
limited opportunities for women, inequality and patriarchy. In general, the younger 
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partner is considered to be weaker within the couple because of fewer socio-eco-
nomic resources and less life experience (Kolk, 2015).

In more gender-traditional societies, both educational hypogamy (i.e. couples 
where the woman is more educated than the man) and age hypogamy (i.e. unions 
where the woman is older than the man) are considered unconventional or non-
traditional pairings. Individuals forming these unions may be socially sanctioned 
because they violate gender norms (Blossfeld & Timm, 2003), they may be consid-
ered a threat among their social network (Brines, 1994; Frye & Urbina, 2019).

The shift towards a more gender-equal society observed in recent decades has 
had implications in relation to ideal characteristics of partners (Goldscheider et al., 
2009). Since the 1990s, men increasingly place more importance on women’s earn-
ings potential. Women, conversely, have started to place less importance on men’s 
earnings (Buss, 2000; Buss et al., 2001; Meeussen et al., 2019; Press, 2004; Zentner 
& Eagly, 2015). This process might also have been fuelled by structural changes in 
the composition of mating markets. Mating markets have been increasingly filled 
with highly educated women, who also participate in the labour market (De Hauw 
et al., 2017; Grow & Van Bavel, 2015), which might have had positive effect on the 
overall diffusion of gender egalitarian attitudes (Esping-Andersen & Billari, 2015; 
Goldscheider et al., 2015).

Still, the causal direction between people’s gender-role attitudes and partner 
selection at the individual level has remained unexplored. It is not yet clear whether 
individuals who are attached to more gendered roles act differently from their gen-
der-egalitarian counterpart at the time of partner selection. To understand these 
mechanisms, it is important to disentangle the effect of attitudes on behaviours, 
given that behaviour may also influence attitudes. More egalitarian views of the rela-
tionship between partners may derive from previous gender-stereotypical partner-
ships that were not successful. Alternatively, attitudes become more traditional after 
an unconventional union type was experienced as a failure.

3  Research Hypotheses

In this study, I argue that individuals’ who hold gender-egalitarian attitudes are more 
likely to enter into hypogamous unions relative to individuals who do not hold gen-
der-egalitarian views. To test this thesis, I focus on single men and women and I 
look at whether those egalitarians are more inclined to form hypogamous unions, 
rather than remaining single, relatively to their non-egalitarian counterparts. The 
theoretical argument is that individuals who hold gender-egalitarian attitudes are 
less attached to a traditional division of labour between partners. I test this argument 
separately for men and women, focusing on two of the main attributes that play a 
role in mate selection, i.e. age and education. With regard to the age pattern, I expect 
that men and women who hold egalitarian views will be more likely to form unions 
where the woman is older than the man, relatively to non-egalitarian individuals 
(H1). With regard to educational assortative mating, I expect that lower educated 
men and higher educated women who hold egalitarian attitudes will be more likely 
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to form unions where the woman is more educated than the man, relatively to their 
non-egalitarian peers (H2).

4  Data and Methods

4.1  Generations and Gender Surveys (GGS) and Sample Selection

The GGS are part of a wider program whose aim is to improve the knowledge of 
macro–micro factors that affect the relationships between generations and genders 
(http:// www. ggp-i. org/). The surveys include individuals between 18 and 79 years 
old, and deal with different topics, such as: fertility and partnership histories, the 
transition to adulthood, economic activity, care duties, and attitudes.

The GGS are the most recent available large-scale panel and internationally com-
parable demographic surveys available to date and they are characterized by an 
independent sample of men and women who were interviewed separately (Gauthier 
et al., 2018; Vikat et al., 2007). To determine the association between attitudes and 
union formation behaviour, longitudinal data are necessary. Among all the GGS, 
data of Austria, Bulgaria, France, Georgia, Hungary, and Poland, have been chosen 
for the availability of two survey-waves and the availability of the variables neces-
sary to the aim of this paper. The first wave took place at different times for these 
countries (2004–2011) and the second wave has been carried out 3 (or 4) years later. 
Table 1 synthesizes information of the survey for each country considered.

To answer the research question of this study, I selected single respondents 
(18–45  years old) in the first wave. From a starting sample of 7606 respondents, 
individuals were dropped from the sample because of inconsistencies between the 
first and second waves in reporting the sex and year of birth (n = 279), or because 
formed same-sex couples (n = 13), which are not the focus of this paper. Overall, the 
sample consists of 3693 men and 3621 women.

4.2  Independent Variables

The main independent variables are measured in the first wave and concern gender-
egalitarian attitudes at the couple and societal level, in line with previous studies 
(Aassve et al., 2014; Davis & Greenstein, 2009). I have considered three statements 

Table 1  Details of wave 1 and 2 of the GGS samples considered. Source: https:// www. ggp-i. org/ data/ 
metho dology/ (consulted on the 13th December 2019)

Austria Bulgaria France Georgia Hungary Poland

Wave 1 (years of interview) 2008–2009 2004 2005 2006 2004–2005 2010–2011
Wave 2 (years of interview) 2012–2013 2007 2008 2009 2008–2009 2014–2015
Percentage of wave 1 sample 

interviewed in Wave 2 (panel 
stability) (%)

78 73 88 83 83 62

http://www.ggp-i.org/
https://www.ggp-i.org/data/methodology/
https://www.ggp-i.org/data/methodology/
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for which the respondent expressed his or her agreement, answering on a five-point 
scale ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. The statements are the fol-
lowing: “In a couple it is better for the man to be older than the woman” (1); “If the 
woman earns more than the partner, it is not good for the relationship” (2); “When 
jobs are scarce men have more right to the job than women” (3). The first two state-
ments indicate gender-egalitarian attitudes within the couple, whereas the third one 
is an indicator of expected gender-role within society.

A score of 1–2 has been coded as “Non-egalitarian”, a score of 3 as “Neutral”, 
and a score of 4–5 “Egalitarian”. Each statement relates to different aspects of being 
gender-egalitarian and this is the reason to keep them separately. As previous schol-
ars noted, attitudes regarding egalitarianism in the private sphere may lead to dif-
ferent demographic outcomes than attitudes regarding the societal sphere (Goldsc-
heider et al., 2010). Additionally, it is relevant to distinguish between couple-level 
gender-role attitudes and society-level because of the two stage of the Gender Revo-
lution. Gender-egalitarian attitudes related to women’s role in the public sphere are 
more diffused than equality in the relationships between men and women in the pri-
vate sphere (Goldscheider et al., 2015).

Following previous studies (Goldscheider et al., 2009; Kaufman, 2000; Sassler, 
2010), in addition to measures about gender-egalitarian attitudes, I included control 
variables that may affect respondents’ union formation: marital history, number of 
children, age, and educational attainment. It should be noted that about 20% of indi-
viduals in the analytical sample has experienced an educational upgrade between 
the two waves, excluding these individuals from the analyses does not alter the con-
clusions reported here. Table 2 shows the independent variables for both male and 
female samples.

4.3  Dependent Variables

The dependent variable is the respondent’s union outcome observed in the second 
wave, combining co-residential and non-residential unions. In GGS surveys, co-
residential unions are considered as such only if they lasted for at least 3 months 
(Vikat et al., 2007). Robustness checks have been run considering only co-residen-
tial unions as outcome variable, results remain substantially the same.

The unions formed have been classified according to the age and educational 
level of the respondent’s partner. It is not possible to account for unions that have 
been formed between waves and that did not survive up to the second wave. For the 
majority of countries considered, partner’s age and education are available only if, at 
the time of interview, the respondent declares to have a partner.

With regard to the age difference between partners the categories of the outcome 
variable are: (1) homogamy (defined as an age difference lower than 2 years); (2) 
hypergamy (i.e. male older 2 years or more); (3) hypogamy (i.e. female older 2 years 
or more); (4) not partnered in wave 2 (i.e. remained single). Robustness checks have 
been carried out by considering as homogamous unions those with an age difference 
of maximum 1 year or 3 years. In both cases, results remained substantially in line 
with what is presented here.
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The second outcome variable is educational assortative mating. Respondents and 
their partners are grouped into three levels of education (low, medium, high), collapsing 
categories from the International Standard Classification of Education (ISCED 1997). 
The first group includes those who completed primary plus lower secondary school 
(at least 8 years of schooling, ISCED 0, 1, and 2). The medium category consists of 
individuals who completed the upper-secondary and a post-secondary level (ISCED 3 

Table 2  Sample description: 
Independent variables measured 
in wave 1. Source: Own 
calculations on GGS data

a The level of education refers to wave 2 because it is when educa-
tional mating can be measured

Men Women
% %

Educational levela

Low 14.11 10.05
Medium 61.22 50.15
High 24.67 39.80
Union history
Never in union 84.46 65.81
First union 12.75 27.87
Higher order union 2.79 6.32
Gender attitudes: age
Non-Egalitarian 40.45 41.26
Neutral 35.58 33.11
Egalitarian 23.26 24.97
Unknown 0.70 0.66
Gender attitudes: earning
Non-Egalitarian 22.83 23.67
Neutral 32.63 28.69
Egalitarian 43.33 46.29
Unknown 1.22 1.35
Gender attitudes: jobs scarce
Non-Egalitarian 38.29 18.12
Neutral 25.05 14.50
Egalitarian 36.01 66.69
Unknown 0.65 0.69
Age (median) 26 28
Number kids (mean) 0.2 0.6
Country
Austria 10.29 11.74
Bulgaria 23.12 19.52
France 9.10 12.62
Georgia 18.82 18.39
Hungary 20.66 18.06
Poland 18.01 19.66
N total 3693 3621



437

1 3

Gender‑Egalitarian Attitudes and Assortative Mating by Age…

and 4). Finally, highly educated individuals got a bachelor/master/PhD degree (ISCED 
5 and 6).

The variable of educational assortative mating has four categories: homogamous 
union, where both partners have the same level of education (1); male hypergamy, 
where the man is more educated that the woman (2), female hypogamy, where the 
woman is more educated than the man (3), remaining single (4). To check whether the 
results are sensitive to the definition of the outcome variable, I have also constructed a 
dependent variable which indicates the level of education of respondents’ partners in 
the second wave. Table 3 shows the distribution of the outcome variables.

4.4  Analytical Strategy

To estimate the effect of gender-role attitudes measured at time t1 (wave 1 of GGS) on 
the likelihood that a single man or woman enters into a specific type of union at time t2 
(wave 2 of GGS), I apply a multinomial logit model (Agresti, 2002). Logit models for 
nominal response variables pair each type of union with a baseline category, which in 
this case is being single. Formally, it can be written:

log
�j(x)

�J=single(x)
= �j + �

�

j
x

Table 3  Sample description, 
outcome variables (measured 
during second wave). Source: 
Own calculations on GGS data

Outcome variables Men Women

% N % N

Age difference
Homogamy 7.28 269 7.68 278
Hypergamy: male older 16.08 594 18.75 679
Hypogamy: female older 3.44 127 4.11 149
Not partnered 68.24 2520 66.20 2397
Not available 4.96 183 3.26 118
Educational assortative mating
Homogamy 17.30 639 17.56 636
Hypergamy 7.85 290 4.81 174
Hypogamy 4.71 174 8.70 315
Not partnered 68.24 2520 66.20 2397
Not available 1.90 70 2.73 99
Partner’s education
Low 7.28 269 5.36 194
Medium 13.64 504 14.77 535
High 8.94 330 10.94 396
Not partnered 68.24 2520 66.20 2397
Not available 1.90 70 2.73 99
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The regression coefficients are estimated via the maximum likelihood method and 
a stepwise modelling procedure. Note that, due to missing values in the dependent 
variables (see Table 3), in models analysing the age difference between partners I 
had to drop 301 individuals (183 men, and 118 women). In models analysing edu-
cational assortative mating, overall 169 individuals (70 men, and 99 women) were 
dropped. Detailed results of the full models are reported in the "Appendix".

5  Results

In this section I show the results obtained from the multinomial regression models, 
and I, especially focus on the effects of gender-egalitarian attitudes on the likelihood 
to form hypogamous unions. Overall, I found similar results for men and women 
with regard to the association between gender-egalitarian attitudes and hypogamous 
unions in terms of age difference between partners. With regard to the educational 
pairing outcome, findings tend to differ between men and women.

5.1  Gender Egalitarian Attitudes and Age Difference between Partners

Figure 1 shows the relative risk ratios for the effect of gender-egalitarian attitudes 
for the probability to enter a homogamous, hypergamous or hypogamous union, rel-
ative to remain single. Full results of the multinomial regression model are shown in 
Table 4 of the "Appendix".

Fig. 1  Relative risk ratios and 95% confidence intervals for gender-egalitarian attitudes as predictors of 
men’s entry into unions by partner’s age (homogamy = partner has similar age, hypergamy = man is older, 
hypogamy = woman is older)
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According to H1, single egalitarian men are more likely than single non-egali-
tarian men to form age-hypogamous unions. In line with this hypothesis, I found 
that the estimated odds of being in a hypogamous union instead of remaining 
single are almost two times (exp(0.73)) higher for egalitarian men who disagree 
with the statement “If the woman is older than the man is bad for a couple rela-
tionship”, relative to non-egalitarian men, who agreed with that statement. Addi-
tionally, egalitarian men who disagreed with that statement are less likely to form 
age-hypergamous unions instead of remaining single, relative to the non-egali-
tarian men. There is no evidence of a statistically significant association between 
the other two statements indicating gender-egalitarian attitudes and the likelihood 
to form homogamous, hypergamous or hypogamous union relative to remaining 
single.

Figure 2 shows results obtained with the women sample. In line with hypoth-
esis H1, women who hold egalitarian attitudes regarding the statement about the 
age difference between partners have about 1.7 (exp(0.55)) higher estimated odds 
to form an age-hypogamous union instead of remaining single, relative to non-
egalitarian women. Egalitarian women are also more likely to form age-homog-
amous unions instead of remaining single, relative to the non-egalitarian coun-
terparts. The difference between egalitarian and non-egalitarian women does not 
emerge considering the other statements, and other unions’ outcomes.

Overall, results show an overlap between attitudes regarding partners’ age dif-
ferences and the actual type of age-related mating pairing individuals constitute. 
The findings related to the age-difference between partners support the idea that 
individuals, both men and women, hold gender attitudes which are consistent 
with their behaviour.

Fig. 2  Relative risk ratios and 95% confidence intervals for gender-egalitarian attitudes as predictors of 
women’s entry into unions by partner’s age (homogamy = partner has similar age, hypergamy = man is 
older, hypogamy = woman is older)
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With regard to the effect of relevant control variables (see Tables 4 and 5 in 
"Appendix"), I found that both men and women who have experienced already 
one or multiple unions at the time of the first wave have higher odds to be in 
a partnership instead of remaining single relative to individuals who have never 
been partnered. Additionally, for men, having one additional kid increases the 
odds of partnering with a woman of similar age or with a younger woman, instead 
of remaining single. Further inspections of the data showed that by including the 
number of resident children only—instead of the overall respondent’s number of 
children, the positive effect vanishes. This is in line with previous work on the 
different role of resident and non-resident children for parents’ union formation 
(Beaujouan, 2012; Di Nallo, 2019; Sassler, 2010).

5.2  Gender Egalitarian Attitudes and Educational Pairing

Figure 3 shows the model estimates by gender-attitudes of the likelihood that a sin-
gle man enters into a union with a woman equally educated as himself (homogamy), 
lower educated (hypergamy), higher educated (hypogamy) relative to remaining sin-
gle. According to H2, egalitarian individuals would be more inclined to form hypog-
amous unions relative to non-egalitarian. In line with H2, results indicate that men 
who disagrees with the statements “If the woman earns more than the partner, it is 
not good for the relationship”, and “When jobs are scarce men have more right to 

Fig. 3  Relative risk ratios and 95% confidence intervals for gender-egalitarian attitudes as predictors of 
men’s entry into unions by partner’s education (homogamy = partner has similar educational level, hyper-
gamy = man is more educated, hypogamy = woman is more educated)
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the job than women” are about 60% more likely to form hypogamous unions instead 
of remaining single compared to men who agreed with those statements.

Furthermore, results show that individuals who hold neutral views about the age-
difference between partners are less likely than individuals with non-egalitarian atti-
tudes to form educational hypergamous unions than remaining single. The estimate 
relative to men holding egalitarian attitudes is also negative, but it is not statistically 
significant. The sign of these effects indicates that men with neutral and—to a lesser 
extent—egalitarian views related to partners’ age difference, compared to non-egal-
itarian men, are less likely to enter educational hypergamous unions, where the man 
is more educated than the woman, relatively to remain single. This finding recalls 
the finding from Fig. 1, where the outcome is age-hypergamy instead of educational 
hypergamy. Overall, findings seem to indicate that as men tend to hold egalitarian 
views, their mating behaviour drifts away from hypergamous mating pairings. Still, 
the evidence is weak because such effects do not show up for all the indicators of 
gender attitudes, but only for the one related to the age-difference between partners.

Figure  4 shows results for the women sample. Contrary to the expectations, 
egalitarian women who disagreed with the statement “When jobs are scarce men 
have more right to the job than women” are less likely to form hypogamous unions 
instead of remaining single relatively to their non-egalitarian counterparts, i.e. 
women who agreed with that statement. It is worth reminding that women who 
agreed with this statement were very few, about 18% of the sample. These women 
represent a selective part of the sample, whereas the egalitarian group is larger and 
more heterogeneous.

As robustness check, I also run a multinomial model with partner’s educational 
level as outcome variable (results not shown, but available upon request) for both 

Fig. 4  Relative risk ratios and 95% confidence intervals for gender-egalitarian attitudes as predictors of 
women’s entry into unions by partner’s education (homogamy = partner has similar educational level, 
hypergamy = man is more educated, hypogamy = woman is more educated)
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men and women separately. Results showed that egalitarian men are more likely to 
mate with a highly educated woman instead of remaining single relative to the non-
egalitarian counterparts. Egalitarian women, instead, do not statistically differ from 
their non-egalitarian counterparts in the likelihood of partnering, independently 
from the partner’s educational level, relative to remaining single. The result of this 
robustness check is altogether in line with what has been already discussed.

6  Discussion

It is argued that the diffusion of gender egalitarian attitudes will have positive effects 
on family outcomes, such as inhibiting union dissolution and enhancing parenthood 
(Goldscheider et al., 2015). Previous studies have analysed the role of gender egali-
tarian attitudes for family outcomes, e.g. entering a non-marital union, divorcing, 
having—or intend to have children (Greenstein, 1995; Kaufman, 2000; Puur et al., 
2010; Aassve et al., 2015). It is still unclear, however, to what extent gender-egali-
tarian attitudes are associated with assortative mating, which in turn may also affect 
the stability and fertility of unions. This is an important gap, especially given the 
relevance of changes in assortative mating for family outcomes (Van Bavel, 2012).

This paper aimed to fill this gap by showing that gender egalitarian attitudes are 
also associated with the type of union that individuals tend to form, in terms of both 
age and educational differentials between partners. By pooling GGS data of six 
European countries and considering the two waves of GGS, I analysed the associa-
tion between gender attitudes, measured at the time of first wave, and age and educa-
tional assortative mating, observed at the time of the second wave. Gender egalitar-
ian attitudes were measured on single individuals using two statements regarding 
couple-relationships, and one statement related to the role of men and women in 
society. Hence, I tested hypotheses H1 and H2.

According to H1, egalitarian men and women are more likely to form age hypog-
amous unions, where the woman is older than the man, relative to their non-egalitar-
ian counterparts. Similarly, following H2, I expected that both egalitarian men and 
women are more likely to form educationally hypogamous unions, where the woman 
is more educated than the man, relative to non-egalitarian individuals.

I found supporting evidence for H1: models’ results showed that both single egal-
itarian men and women, who disagreed with the statement “In a couple it is better 
for the man to be older than the woman”, are more likely to form unions where 
the woman is older than the man compared to non-egalitarian individuals. Addi-
tionally with regard to educational assortative mating, I found only partial evidence 
supporting H2. In line with H2, I found that single egalitarian men are more likely 
than single non-egalitarian men to form unions where the woman is more educated 
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than themselves. Contrary to H2, I found that single egalitarian women, who disa-
greed with the statement “When jobs are scarce men have more right to the job than 
women”, are less likely than single non-egalitarian women to form educationally 
hypogamous unions.

Additionally, I found that men who tended towards egalitarian views regarding 
the ideal age-difference between partners were less likely to form hypergamous 
unions (both age- and educational hypergamy) compared to their non-egalitarian 
peers. Despite the evidence is relatively weak, nothing in this direction was observed 
for women.

Overall, these results highlight the importance of gender egalitarian attitudes for 
patterns of union formation. Gender-egalitarian attitudes, however, were not always 
predictive of mating behaviour in the direction expected. In particular, when the 
independent variable explicitly matched the outcome, such as in the case of gender-
egalitarian attitudes related to partners’ age-difference which were predictive of age-
mating patterns, attitudes predicted behaviour for both men and women. When the 
independent variable was only indirectly linked to the outcome, the relation between 
gender attitudes and mating behaviours was not consistent between genders. Evi-
dence presented here shows that for men with a low or medium level of education 
holding egalitarian views may increase their chances to avoid singlehood. This, how-
ever, does not hold for women with at least a medium educational level. Regardless 
of gender attitudes, women with a medium or high level of education may still prefer 
to mate with someone who has good economic prospects (Eastwick et  al., 2006; 
Van Bavel, 2021; Zentner & Eagly, 2015). Thus, attitudes about the ideal difference 
in earnings between the partners and about the role of men and women in society 
might not necessarily reflect women’s educational mating outcomes.

Some important limitations of this study should be mentioned. First, due to the 
low number of events and small sample size, it was not possible to analyse coun-
tries separately. This is unfortunate because the countries considered are at different 
stages of the Gender Revolution, which implies different levels of gender-equality in 
the public and private spheres. As Bellani et al. (2017) showed, cross-country vari-
ation in the probability to remain single is associated with the diffusion of gender 
egalitarian attitudes. To check whether results were sensitive to the sample composi-
tion, I run models dropping one country at the time and results did not lead to differ-
ent conclusions (see Electronic Supplementary Resources). In the future, it would be 
interesting to test the role of context in the association between gender role attitudes 
and patterns of assortative mating.

Next, following Davis and Greenstein (2009), the conceptualization of gender-
role attitudes included statements relative to the primacy of breadwinner role, and 
the belief in the gendered separate spheres. Due to lack of information, I could not 
include statements regarding attitudes towards the involvement of man in household 
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chores. The attitudes towards a participation of men in household tasks are regarded 
as indicator of progress to the second phase of the Gender Revolution. An aspect 
that future studies could consider if comparable data will be available.

Finally, due to the small number of events it was not possible to do an analy-
sis combining age and educational assortative mating patterns. As a result, age-
hypogamous unions may well be hypergamous or homogamous in terms of educa-
tion, income, occupational prestige etc. Similarly, educationally hypogamous unions 
could be hypergamous or homogamous in other aspects. The statement regarding 
partners’ age was especially predictive for age-assortative mating patterns, whereas 
statements about partners’ earnings and the right to a job for men and women were 
exclusively predictive of educational assortative mating. As a result, among the 
newly formed hypogamous couples compensating behaviours may take place, shift-
ing the power towards the partner with more socio-economic resources (Bozon, 
1991). Whether compensating behaviours take place, and to what extent the diffu-
sion of gender-egalitarian attitudes somewhat inhibit such behaviours at the indi-
vidual and societal level is a question that should be answered in the future.

Despite the limitations, this paper contributes to previous work about mating 
selection processes, and more generally about the role of gender attitudes for family 
outcomes. The evidence presented in this paper points towards the fact that gender-
attitudes may be predictive of mating behaviour, especially when the measured atti-
tudes match closely the type of mating outcome.

Moreover, this study highlights similarities and differences in men and women’s 
mating outcomes related to their gender attitudes. A convergence in mating pref-
erences between men and women would imply that men are more and more will-
ing to choose more educated—possibly working—partners. According to the results 
shown, this is the case for egalitarian men, who are more likely to form hypogamous 
unions than non-egalitarian men. In this sense, men’s mating behaviour may become 
similar to women’s behaviour. Instead, there is no evidence that women, driven by 
egalitarian views, tend to mate with less educated men. Further studies that can cor-
roborate these findings are needed.

Selection processes occurring at the time of union formation have notable con-
sequences for family outcomes, especially regarding fertility decision-making pro-
cesses (Basu, 2002). Couples’ disagreement on family goals is among the main 
reason fertility is below desired levels (Voas, 2003). The study of mating selection 
processes and its determinants would give us tools to further understand mecha-
nisms of fertility decision-making, and possibly to better theorize about the future of 
family outcomes.

Appendix

See Tables 4, 5, 6, 7.
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Table 4  Estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for predictors of men’s entry into unions 
by partner’s age (homogamy = partner has similar age, hypergamy = man is older, hypogamy = woman is 
older)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. int

Age Homogamy
Age − 0.04 0.09 − 0.22 0.13
Age squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.47 0.25 − 0.95 0.01
 High 0.47 0.15 0.17 0.77

Number of children 0.35 0.15 0.05 0.65
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.25 0.27 − 0.27 0.77
 Higher order union 0.27 0.49 − 0.70 1.24

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.12 0.17 − 0.21 0.46
 Egalitarian 0.13 0.19 − 0.24 0.50
 NA 0.31 0.85 − 1.36 1.98

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.22 0.20 − 0.61 0.17
 Egalitarian 0.07 0.19 − 0.30 0.43
 NA − 0.78 0.81 − 2.37 0.80

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.02 0.19 − 0.40 0.35
 Egalitarian 0.11 0.18 − 0.24 0.45
 NA 0.38 0.83 − 1.24 2.00

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia − 0.23 0.23 − 0.68 0.23
 France 0.64 0.25 0.15 1.13
 Hungary 0.23 0.22 − 0.19 0.65
 Austria 0.83 0.23 0.38 1.28
 Poland − 0.54 0.24 − 1.01 − 0.08

Constant − 0.69 1.23 − 3.09 1.71
Age Hypergamy
Age 0.37 0.06 0.25 0.48
Age Squared − 0.01 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.08 0.14 − 0.36 0.20
 High 0.12 0.12 − 0.11 0.34

Number of children 0.21 0.10 0.02 0.40
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.60 0.16 0.29 0.92
 Higher order union 0.41 0.29 − 0.16 0.98

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.34 0.12 − 0.58 − 0.10
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Table 4  (continued)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. int

 Egalitarian − 0.31 0.14 − 0.58 − 0.04
 NA 0.01 0.61 − 1.18 1.21

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.08 0.14 − 0.35 0.19
 Egalitarian 0.14 0.13 − 0.11 0.39
 NA − 0.59 0.53 − 1.64 0.45

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.16 0.13 − 0.10 0.42
 Egalitarian 0.06 0.13 − 0.19 0.31
 NA 0.86 0.53 − 0.18 1.90

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 0.12 0.15 − 0.17 0.41
 France 0.31 0.19 − 0.06 0.67
 Hungary − 0.16 0.15 − 0.46 0.14
 Austria 0.86 0.17 0.53 1.18
 Poland − 0.86 0.18 − 1.22 − 0.50
 Constant − 6.41 0.85 − 8.09 − 4.74

Age Hypogamy
Age 0.08 0.12 − 0.15 0.31
Age Squared 0.00 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low 0.44 0.26 − 0.07 0.96
 High 0.55 0.22 0.11 0.98

Number of children 0.25 0.16 − 0.06 0.56
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.61 0.32 − 0.01 1.23
 Higher order union 1.39 0.43 0.55 2.24

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.21 0.26 − 0.30 0.72
 Egalitarian 0.73 0.26 0.21 1.24
 NA 0.57 1.14 − 1.66 2.80

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.04 0.28 − 0.59 0.51
 Egalitarian − 0.03 0.27 − 0.56 0.49
 NA − 0.76 1.09 − 2.89 1.36

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.30 0.28 − 0.85 0.24
 Egalitarian − 0.03 0.25 − 0.51 0.45
 NA NA NA NA NA

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia − 0.21 0.34 − 0.88 0.45
 France 0.57 0.35 − 0.12 1.26
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Table 4  (continued)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. int

 Hungary 0.38 0.30 − 0.20 0.96
 Austria 0.84 0.33 0.19 1.48
 Poland − 0.95 0.40 − 1.74 − 0.17

Constant − 3.79 1.67 − 7.07 − 0.52
Log likelihood − 2801
N 3510

Table 5  Estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for predictors of women’s entry into unions 
by partner’s age (homogamy = partner has similar age, hypergamy = man is older, hypogamy = woman is 
older)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. Int

Age homogamy
Age − 0.08 0.08 − 0.23 0.08
Age squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low 0.11 0.27 − 0.42 0.63
 High 0.43 0.15 0.15 0.72

Number of children − 0.14 0.12 − 0.37 0.09
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.52 0.21 0.11 0.93
 Higher order union 1.15 0.31 0.54 1.76

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.19 0.17 − 0.14 0.52
 Egalitarian 0.36 0.18 0.02 0.71
 NA 1.49 0.92 − 0.31 3.29

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.29 0.20 − 0.67 0.10
 Egalitarian − 0.08 0.17 − 0.42 0.26
 NA − 1.87 1.07 − 3.97 0.23

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.05 0.25 − 0.43 0.54
 Egalitarian − 0.25 0.20 − 0.65 0.15
 NA 0.75 0.81 − 0.85 2.34

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 0.33 0.30 − 0.25 0.91
 France 1.36 0.28 0.81 1.91
 Hungary 1.06 0.28 0.50 1.61
 Austria 1.77 0.28 1.22 2.31
 Poland 1.09 0.26 0.58 1.60

Constant − 0.90 1.11 − 3.07 1.27
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Table 5  (continued)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. Int

Age hypergamy
Age 0.02 0.05 − 0.08 0.12
Age squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.02 0.16 − 0.34 0.30
 High 0.09 0.10 − 0.12 0.29

Number of children 0.07 0.07 − 0.07 0.21
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.18 0.15 − 0.11 0.47
 Higher order union 0.80 0.22 0.37 1.23

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.16 0.11 − 0.38 0.06

 Egalitarian 0.02 0.12 − 0.23 0.26
 NA − 0.13 0.78 − 1.66 1.40

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.17 0.13 − 0.09 0.42
 Egalitarian − 0.18 0.12 − 0.42 0.07
 NA − 0.42 0.56 − 1.52 0.68

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.08 0.17 − 0.42 0.26
 Egalitarian − 0.02 0.14 − 0.29 0.25
 NA 0.66 0.59 − 0.49 1.82

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia − 0.75 0.16 − 1.07 − 0.43
 France 0.39 0.16 0.09 0.70
 Hungary − 0.26 0.16 − 0.58 0.05
 Austria 0.68 0.16 0.38 0.99
 Poland − 0.43 0.15 − 0.72 − 0.14
 Constant − 0.29 0.75 − 1.76 1.17

Age hypogamy
Age 0.42 0.10 0.21 0.62
Age squared − 0.01 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.19 0.29 − 0.76 0.39
 High − 0.26 0.20 − 0.65 0.14

Number of children 0.06 0.10 − 0.13 0.25
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.33 0.24 − 0.15 0.81
 Higher order union 0.96 0.31 0.35 1.58

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.17 0.23 − 0.28 0.63
 Egalitarian 0.55 0.23 0.10 1.00
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Table 5  (continued)

Age assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. Int

 NA 0.99 1.19 − 1.34 3.32
Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.38 0.26 − 0.88 0.12
 Egalitarian − 0.12 0.22 − 0.55 0.31
 NA − 1.08 1.13 − 3.29 1.13

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.11 0.33 − 0.76 0.54
 Egalitarian − 0.23 0.27 − 0.76 0.29
 NA NA NA NA NA

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia − 0.40 0.40 − 1.19 0.39
 France 0.79 0.33 0.14 1.43
 Hungary 0.64 0.32 0.01 1.27
 Austria 1.20 0.33 0.56 1.84
 Poland 0.43 0.32 − 0.20 1.05

Constant − 9.23 1.61 − 12.38 − 6.07
Log likelihood − 2935
N 3503
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Table 6  Estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for predictors of men’s entry into unions by 
partner’s education (homogamy = both same education level, hypergamy = man more educated, hypog-
amy = woman more educated)

Educational assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef Std. Err. 95% Conf. Int

Homogamy
Age 0.27 0.06 0.15 0.39
Age squared − 0.01 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.05 0.15 − 0.34 0.24
 High 0.36 0.11 0.15 0.57

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. Non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.06 0.12 − 0.29 0.18
 Egalitarian 0.01 0.13 − 0.25 0.27
 NA 0.41 0.56 − 0.69 1.51

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. Non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.09 0.13 − 0.35 0.18
 Egalitarian 0.07 0.13 − 0.18 0.32
 NA − 0.68 0.48 − 1.61 0.25

Gender attitudes society (Ref. Non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.12 0.13 − 0.38 0.14
 Egalitarian − 0.18 0.12 − 0.43 0.06
 NA 0.26 0.52 − 0.76 1.28

Number of children 0.21 0.10 0.01 0.42
Respondent union history (Ref. Never in union)
 First union 0.44 0.17 0.12 0.77
 Higher order union 0.29 0.29 − 0.28 0.86

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 0.59 0.17 0.25 0.93
 France 1.14 0.20 0.74 1.54
 Hungary 1.30 0.16 0.99 1.61
 Austria 1.67 0.18 1.31 2.03
 Poland − 0.02 0.19 − 0.39 0.36

Constant − 5.34 0.87 − 7.03 − 3.64
Hypergamy
Age − 0.04 0.08 − 0.20 0.11
Age Squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low NA NA NA NA
 High 0.98 0.15 0.69 1.27

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.43 0.16 − 0.75 − 0.12
 Egalitarian − 0.20 0.19 − 0.56 0.17
 NA − 1.25 1.18 − 3.57 1.06

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.14 0.19 − 0.51 0.23
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Table 6  (continued)

Educational assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef Std. Err. 95% Conf. Int

 Egalitarian − 0.06 0.18 − 0.41 0.28
 NA 0.27 0.71 − 1.12 1.65

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.18 0.18 − 0.18 0.53
 Egalitarian 0.18 0.17 − 0.16 0.51
 NA 0.56 0.85 − 1.10 2.22

Number of children 0.41 0.14 0.14 0.67
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.62 0.24 0.15 1.08
 Higher order union 0.97 0.41 0.17 1.77

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia − 1.54 0.22 − 1.97 − 1.12
 France − 1.21 0.28 − 1.76 − 0.66
 Hungary − 1.18 0.20 − 1.58 − 0.78
 Austria − 0.36 0.22 − 0.80 0.08
 Poland − 2.54 0.31 − 3.16 − 1.93

Constant − 0.07 1.12 − 2.27 2.13
Hypogamy
Age 0.44 0.11 0.23 0.65
Age Squared − 0.01 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low 0.88 0.19 0.52 1.25
 High NA NA NA NA

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.15 0.21 − 0.27 0.57
 Egalitarian 0.05 0.23 − 0.40 0.51
 NA 0.31 1.16 − 1.96 2.57

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.12 0.25 − 0.61 0.38
 Egalitarian 0.48 0.23 0.03 0.93
 NA − 1.39 1.09 − 3.53 0.74

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.25 0.24 − 0.22 0.72
 Egalitarian 0.45 0.22 0.02 0.89
 NA 0.12 1.12 − 2.06 2.31

Number of children 0.19 0.15 − 0.11 0.50
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.24 0.28 − 0.32 0.79
 Higher order union 0.76 0.43 − 0.09 1.60

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 1.32 0.30 0.72 1.91
 France 1.39 0.33 0.73 2.04
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Table 6  (continued)

Educational assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef Std. Err. 95% Conf. Int

 Hungary 1.30 0.27 0.76 1.84
 Austria 1.12 0.34 0.45 1.78
 Poland 0.24 0.34 − 0.42 0.90

Constant − 9.62 1.56 − 12.68 − 6.56
Log likelihood − 2896
N 3623

Table 7  Estimated coefficients and 95% confidence intervals for predictors of women’s entry into unions 
by partner’s education (homogamy = both same education level, hypergamy = man more educated, 
hypogamy = woman more educated)

Educational assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. int

Homogamy
Age 0.12 0.06 0.01 0.22
Age squared 0.00 0.00 − 0.01 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low − 0.06 0.18 − 0.41 0.29
 High 0.05 0.10 − 0.16 0.25

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.08 0.12 − 0.31 0.15
 Egalitarian 0.17 0.13 − 0.08 0.41
 NA 0.27 0.70 − 1.09 1.64

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.02 0.13 − 0.24 0.29
 Egalitarian − 0.03 0.13 − 0.28 0.22
 NA − 0.53 0.49 − 1.50 0.43

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.01 0.18 − 0.34 0.36
 Egalitarian − 0.10 0.15 − 0.39 0.18
 NA 0.49 0.58 − 0.64 1.63

Number of children − 0.03 0.07 − 0.18 0.12
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.26 0.15 − 0.02 0.55
 Higher order union 0.84 0.22 0.42 1.27

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 0.14 0.19 − 0.24 0.52
 France 1.14 0.19 0.78 1.50
 Hungary 1.26 0.17 0.92 1.60
 Austria 1.62 0.18 1.26 1.98
 Poland 0.22 0.18 − 0.14 0.58

Constant − 2.57 0.80 − 4.14 − 1.01
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Table 7  (continued)

Educational assortative mating in wave 2 (Ref. single) Coef. Std. err. 95% Conf. int

Hypergamy
Age 0.03 0.09 − 0.15 0.20
Age Squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low 0.88 0.20 0.48 1.27
 High NA NA NA NA

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.08 0.21 − 0.49 0.34
 Egalitarian 0.30 0.22 − 0.12 0.72
 NA 0.12 1.05 − 1.94 2.18

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral − 0.24 0.24 − 0.71 0.24
 Egalitarian − 0.08 0.21 − 0.50 0.34
 NA − 0.84 0.84 − 2.49 0.81

Gender attitudes society (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.48 0.31 − 0.13 1.08
 Egalitarian 0.37 0.26 − 0.15 0.88
 NA 1.53 0.81 − 0.06 3.12

Number of children − 0.02 0.10 − 0.22 0.17
Respondent union history (Ref. never in union)
 First union 0.37 0.25 − 0.11 0.85
 Higher order union 0.62 0.34 − 0.04 1.28

Country (Ref. Bulgaria)
 Georgia 0.71 0.32 0.08 1.34
 France 1.48 0.30 0.90 2.06
 Hungary 0.96 0.31 0.36 1.56
 Austria 1.78 0.29 1.22 2.35
 Poland − 0.17 0.36 − 0.89 0.54

Constant − 2.98 1.32 − 5.56 − 0.39
Hypogamy
Age − 0.03 0.08 − 0.17 0.12
Age squared 0.00 0.00 0.00 0.00
Educational attainment (Ref. medium)
 Low NA NA NA NA
 High 1.24 0.15 0.95 1.52

Gender attitudes couple: age (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.08 0.15 − 0.22 0.38
 Egalitarian 0.18 0.18 − 0.17 0.52
 NA 1.28 0.91 − 0.50 3.07

Gender attitudes couple: earnings (Ref. non-egalitarian)
 Neutral 0.26 0.18 − 0.10 0.61
 Egalitarian − 0.19 0.17 − 0.53 0.15
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