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Raw data 

NOTE: Census “.dat” files were downloaded directly from the IPUMS website (www.ipums.org). See ngraf008extractsummary.pdf and ngraf009extractsummary.pdf for variables downloaded and for other sample details. These files were automatically produced by the IPUMS website when the data were downloaded.  Only the STATA do and log files are included in the archive. The data needed to generate the files may be downloaded from IPUMS.








	File
	Source
	Data

	Tables in Paper
	
	

	Table 1. MARGINALS_2034.XLS
	marginals.log
percent_h_20to34.log
	individual_2000.dta & individual_1990.dta

	Table 2.  MODEL FIT.XLS
	models_desc_20to34_unwt.log
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Table 3.  MLOGIT_9000.XLS
	models_desc_20to34_svy.log
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Table 4. MLOGIT_9000_2049.XLS
	models_desc_20to49_svy.log
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Figures in Paper
	
	

	Figure 1.  Panels A through D
combined figures.docx
	x:\graf_schwartz\DemResearchdraft\do_log files\graph_am_abd.do.
Table 3 (odds ratios):

models_desc_20to34_svy.log,

Log linear models (for estimating odds for different-sex married couples):

baseline.log
	

	Figure 2.  Panels A through D

combined figures_20to49.docx
	x:\graf_schwartz\DemResearchdraft\do_log files\graph_am_abd_20to49.do
Table 4 (odds ratios):

models_desc_20to49_svy.log,

Log linear models (for estimating odds for different-sex married couples):

baseline_20to49.log
	

	Other numbers or analyses in the text
	
	

	Text. Details about sample selection. SAMPLE SIZE.XLS ‘sample details’
	models_desc_20to34_svy.log
ngraf008.log

ngraf009.log
	couple_2000.dta, couple_1990.dta,

ngraf008.dta, ngraf009.dta

	Footnote 1: “Only 4% of married couples in which both partners…are those in which neither partner is the household head.” 


	sensitivity_90.log, sensitivity_00.log
	ngraf008.dta, ngraf009.dta

	Footnote 2. Patterns of homogamy do not differ when we relax the restriction on partners’ ages.

mlogit_9000_noprestrict.xls

	models_20to34_noprestrict.log
	couple_2000.dta, couple_1990.dta



	Footnote 3. Sample sizes for 20 to 49 year olds. 

SAMPLE SIZE.XLS ‘sample details_2049’

	models_desc_20to49_svy.log
ngraf008.log

ngraf009.log
	couple_2000.dta, couple_1990.dta,

ngraf008.dta, ngraf009.dta

	Text. “The results shown in Table 2 are not weighted as the BIC is a function of the log-likelihood, but Wald tests and BIC statistics calculated using weighted data give similar results.”

Weighted model tests

MODEL FIT.XLS, `weighted’

	models_desc_20to34_wt.log
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Footnote 6. Sensitivity tests showed that the order in which these terms are added to the model does not affect the results.
MODEL FIT.XLS, `unweighted_sep’
	If the order in which terms are entered mattered in the interpretation of the results, the results should differ in the models in which I do not control for the other assortative mating differences and those in which I control for all of them.  A comparison of the graphical results from the separate models and those presented in the paper shows that the patterns are almost identical to one another. 

models_svy_sep.log
Coefficients are in MODEL FIT.XLS, `Table 2_unweighted_sep’

Graphs:

x:\graf_schwartz\DemResearchdraft\do_log files\graph_am_sep.log; graph_am_sep1-4.wmf
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Footnote 7. “…we estimated three separate models of variation in assortative matching – one for each measure of assortative matching. Our results were virtually indistinguishable from those presented here.”

Model tests

MODEL FIT.XLS, `unweighted_sep’

combined figures_sep.doc

	models_svy_sep.log
Coefficients are in MODEL FIT.XLS, `Table 2_unweighted_sep’

Graphs:

x:\graf_schwartz\DemResearchdraft\do_log files\graph_am_sep.log; graph_am_sep1-4.wmf
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Odds ratios calculations from Figure 1.
	graph_am_abd.log
	

	Text. Separate analyses indicated that the high percentage of educationally homogamous same-sex female couples shown in Table 1 is attributable to the concentration of same-sex female couples in the highest education categories (not shown)

	models_desc_20to34_wt.log
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta

	Footnote 8. “…we also tested whether trends and patterns of matching differed in these areas from those in New England and West Coast states.”
MLOGIT_9000_BYSTATE_WNENY.XLS MLOGIT_9000_BYSTATE_OTHER.XLS
MLOGIT_9000_BYSTATE_WNENY_20TO49.XLS

MLOGIT_9000_BYSTATE_OTHER_20TO49.XLS

combined figures_bystate_ny.doc
combined figures_bystate_other.doc
combined figures_bystate_ny_20to49.doc
combined figures_bystate_other_20to49.doc

	bystate_ny.log
bystate_ny_20to49.log
graph_bystate_ny.do

graph_bystate_ny_20to49.do
	couple_2000.dta & couple_1990.dta


ngraf008.dat





1990 Census IPUMS data Downloaded from IPUMS on 3/01/07 











ngraf009.dat





2000 Census IPUMS data Downloaded from IPUMS on 3/01/07











Read in raw data (i.e., convert to STATA format)





Individual_1990.do, *.log


Converts IPUMS data into STATA data sets.  Defines relationship types.  Constructs basic demographic variables.





Individual_1990.dta


n








Individual_2000.do,*.log


Converts IPUMS data into STATA data sets.  Defines relationship types.  Constructs basic demographic variables.





Individual_2000.dta








couple_1990.do, *.log





Reshapes individual-level data into couple-level data set.





couple_1990.dta








couple_2000.do, *.log





Reshapes individual-level data into couple-level data set.





couple_2000.dta








ngraf008.do





Selects those age 18-65, without allocated sex, relation to HHhead, & age.  Drop those who live in GQs. Keep those in co-res unions. (N = 2251006) 





ngraf008.dta














ngraf009.do





Selects those age 18-65, without allocated sex, relation to HHhead, & age.  Drop those who live in GQs. Keep those in co-res unions (N = 2462628) 





ngraf009.dta
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