The U.S. Congress plans to set aside monies faiagarpromotion demonstration
programs and evaluation under the legislation anitteorize Temporary Assistance for
Needy Families (TANF). The reasons are clear: rmdmwomen have lower rates of
poverty and welfare dependency than single motfgsent research also shows that
marriage is associated with better physical andtahéealth, job productivity, and
longevity (Waite and Gallagher 2001; Cohen 2002;afid Hart 2002). In most studies,
children growing up with their biological marriednents have more positive
developmental outcomes than children who are botmbwedlock or who experience
the divorce (and remarriage) of their parents (M@kean and Sandefur 1994; Moore,
Jekielek, and Emig 2002). Children growing up viatith parents also fare better than
children living with unmarried cohabiting parenBugifon and Kowaleski-Jones 2002;
Manning 2002).

Critics believe that marriage-promotion activitissude in the private lives of low-
income women, divert attention from the root cauxfgsoverty (e.g., lack of education
and good jobs), and squander monies that are bedtfar programs that benefit poor
women directly (i.e., cash assistance or work stppsuch as child care; Coltrane 2001,
Coontz and Folbre 2002). But perhaps a key coreideris whether marriage-
promotion initiatives will be successful in encogireg marriage among low-income
single mothers. This is far from certain (Ooms 1933 man 2002).

At present, comprehensive evaluations of existiagriage-promotion programs are
sparse (Johnson et al. 2002; Dion et al. 2003)h¥¥e only a limited understanding of
the intimate relationships and marital aspiratiohanmarried mothers (Edin 2000;
Lichter, Graefe, and Brown 2003). In addition, weWw surprisingly little about whether
their desires to marry are frustrated or, insteadje to fruition in stable, healthy
marriages. We do know that low-income women fasesebarriers or obstacles to
marriage (e.g., shortages of marriageable men atahkealth problems), and such
obstacles work against successful marriage-promantitiatives (Jayakody and Stauffer
2000; Lichter et al. 2003).

Whether government policy can be effective and eyppately targeted will depend, at
least in part, on our understanding of whether unetmothers are receptive to
marriage (i.e., they intend or want to marry) arieether they act on their receptivity
(i.e., they marry). It will also depend on whethearriage-promotion initiatives can
identify and address the specific barriers thav@mé disadvantaged unmarried mothers
from realizing marital aspirations that they mayéda

In this article, we examine the marital expectatiatesires, and behaviors of single and
cohabiting unmarried mothers using nationally reprgative data from the 1995
National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) and frone thational Longitudinal Survey
of Youth (NLSY; 1994-98 waves). Our goals are tfokk to examine the extent to
which single and cohabiting mothers (compared wihtiidless single women) expect to
marry in the future or would like to get married,@valuate whether differences in
marital attitudes reflect personal and family cimgtances (e.g., education and other



resources) of childless single women and unmamethers, and to assess the extent to
which single women realize their marital aspirasitny actually marrying. (1)

Marital Attitudes among Unmarried Mothers

Only a handful of empirical studies of marriageteemmn the marital expectations or
desires of unmarried women. This is surprising bheeanost studies of marriage
implicitly assume that marital attitudes or theiceto marry mediate the effects of
marriage market conditions (e.g., shortages of iaggable men) or women's personal
resources (e.g., financial independence or edugafouth 1993; Sassier and Schoen
1999). Unfortunately, most studies of attitudesutlmarriage or marital aspirations
focus on the general population (usually of wonrather than on the poor women or
single mothers who are the targets of welfare refvhat we do know from
ethnographic accounts paints a complex picturewfihncome women's views about
marriage (Edin 2000; Waller 2001; Gibson, Edin, 8ftdl.anahan 2003).

One long-standing view, perhaps the conventionatiarn, is that low-income women
are reluctant to marry and that their family valaes out of step with mainstream
America (i.e., white and middle-class families)cByperceptions may motivate states to
adopt media campaigns and marital education orssung programs, similar to those in
Florida and Oklahoma, extolling the virtues of nege in order to change attitudes about
marriage and family values. Indeed, the conventiargument is that the welfare culture,
growing up poor and living with a welfare-dependgingle mother, negatively affects
young women's attitudes toward marriage (Murrayl20Bor many poor women, there
may be little stigma associated with having chifdoaitside of marriage. According to
this view, marriage and the two-parent norm haveoooupied a central position in their
lives. The receipt of public assistance (and thareariage disincentives built into
welfare policy) presumably shapes family values aftitides that work against marriage
and traditional two-parent families (Murray 2001).

The available, related research provides littlgpsuipfor the conventional wisdom that
lower socioeconomic status groups are unfavoraiBlyoded toward marriage. For
example, Scott South (1993) shows that women'sed&simarry is largely unaffected by
their employment patterns or earnings, althoughtadatesires tend to increase slightly
as education increases. Despite large racial dmicadifferences in marriage, South
(1993) also finds relatively small racial differescn women's desire for marriage.
Richard Bulcroft and Kris Bulcroft (1993) reportrsiar findings. They discern no
statistically significant relation ship between wamts perceived likelihood of marriage
and education, income, employment, or public amscs receipt (see Tucker and
Mitchell-Kernan 1995). In a study using data frdm 1995 NSFG, Jane Mauldon and
colleagues (2002) show that over 70 percent of unethwomen receiving Aid to
Families with Dependent Children (AFDC), which wa®ffect at the time, expected to
marry. This is only slightly lower than the findimfpr the expectations of unmarried
women not on welfare. Only about one-half of thiéedénce in marital expectations
between AFDC and non-AFDC recipients can be atieidbto differences in existing
characteristics (i.e., race, educational levelgiasity, income, and number of children).



These authors also show that only about 10-15 peofevomen (in their Delaware and
Indiana samples) indicated that welfare reform nthden think more seriously about
getting married. The least-educated women and twakeyoung children, however,
were most likely to say that welfare reform hassealithem to think about getting
married. Mauldon and colleagues (2002, p.7) corecthdt policies that focus on
"educating women about the value of marriage ars timlikely to have much effect.”

Most ethnographic and survey data indicate thatiag® is highly valued and respected
in low-income communities. Yet many, if not mostpp women are single or have great
difficulty staying married. Abstract expressionssapport for marriage obfuscate low-
income women's complicated (and often ambivaleietys about marriage and about
their willingness to marry the men available tonthén some cases, women's plans to
marry are sabotaged by mistrust about infidelitg te unstable employment of their
partners (Edin 2000). Many low-income women alsxelthe well-being of their
children above their personal desire to marry (Setoél. 2001). According to Avis
Jones-DeWeever (2002, p.1), "the marriage 'ide&alanced with daily survival needs
for themselves and their children; needs that ¥famy physical safety to emotional and
economic security." Kathryn Edin (2000) claims thaist low-income women aspire to
marriage but that the perceived rewards oftertdadlutweigh the risks. Women are not
willing to marry unless marriage "represents amease in their class standing and if,
over a substantial period of time, their prospectiusband'’s behavior indicates he won't
beat them, abuse their children, refuse to shaneusehold tasks, insist on making all
the decisions, be sexually unfaithful, or abuseladt or drugs” (Edin 2000, p. 113).

Another approach is to assess the marital expentatf unmarried women who have
recently given birth to a child, and who may di#l romantically involved with the
child's father or live with him. From a public pojiperspective, these women may be
most receptive to marriage. Maureen Waller (2004ing data from the Fragile Families
and Child Well-Being Survey, examines the maritgdextations of 3,069 new,
unmarried parents in seven large metropolitanifilhese young mothers were asked
whether they had no chance, a little chance, albéhance, a pretty good chance, or an
almost certain chance of marriage in the futurthnéoother parent. Like the work by
Mauldon and colleagues (2002), this study indicHtasaspirations for marriage are very
high. Over 70 percent of the unmarried mothersntepdhat their chances of marriage
are 50-50 or higher. AlImost one-third indicatedaémost certain chance of marriage.
Among the unmarried cohabiting mothers, over 9@grindicated at least a 50-50
chance of marriage, while 50 percent indicatedlarost certain chance of marriage.
Unfortunately, a limitation of the Fragile Familistidy is that it does not include a
comparison sample of unmarried women without childisomething we remedy in our
study of both childless women and mothers. Wendgrivteg and Pamela Smock (2002),
using nationally representative data from the NS§t@®w that roughly three-fourths of
cohabiting women expect to marry their partners.riany women, cohabitation clearly
is viewed as a step toward marriage. Neverthetegmectations to marry are strongly
affected by financial concerns, gender mistrusggdrding infidelity and commitment),
conflict, physical abuse, and negative perceptairibe benefits of marriage (Waller
2001, Gibson et al. 2003). Under these specifituarstances, it may be imprudent for



public policies to actively encourage marriages #éna unlikely to be healthy or
successful.

We build on previous research in several impontays. First, we provide nationally
representative data on the marital expectationslasotles of unmarried mothers who are
the targets of state welfare reform under TANFvies national studies of marital
aspirations have not evaluated whether attitudestabarriage among unmarried women
are affected by the presence of children, thatligther children diminish women's
desire for marriage (Bulcroft and Bulcroft 1993,u801993). Second, we evaluate
whether cohabiting women expect to marry theirenirpartners, and we compare their
expectations with those women who do not cohalih wieir partners. As the study by
Waller (2001) shows, if marriage promotion is todfective, it will be important to
evaluate how cohabitation is associated with ptamsarry. This is especially true of
cohabiting unions involving children. We have véttye understanding about the future
marriage expectations of disadvantaged cohabitiothens. Third, we track the
experiences of single mothers who want to marrg,vaa identify barriers that prevent
single women from realizing their marital preferescWe are unaware of any published
studies that assess the marriage rates of disadyehsingle mothers who say that they
want to marry.

Data and Methods
Data

The 1995 NSFG survey, comprised of 4,290 unmawmechen ages 15-45, includes 558
currently cohabiting women, and is used to examia€tal expectations. Single women
are defined here as noncohabiting unmarried worhéreal995 interview date. We
define cohabiting women as unmarried women curydiving with a male partner. We
define unmarried mothers as women who are livirty &t least one biological child. The
never married comprise 80 percent of the NSFG sawfpinmarried women, with single
mothers being substantially less likely than cleiddl single women to have never been
married (62 percent compared with 95 percent). M&&r percent of the single women in
our NSFG analysis are mothers, while 57 percetti@tohabiting women are mothers
(see appendix table Al for additional charactexsstif the NSFG sample).

For the second half of our analysis, we draw a $aumipl,605 single women, ages 29-
37, from the 1994 wave of the 1979 NLSY. We usg $laimple to examine marital
desires and subsequent marital behavior. We limnitNLSY sample to single women
(i.e., unmarried women not living with a male parjn since cohabiting women were not
asked about marital desires. Our sample of unnthwmen may be selective on women
with low expectations or desires for marriage. irhplication is that women with
especially high desires may be selected out of&ingple because they are most likely to
become married. While our results should be inttgal with caution, our approach is not
unusual (i.e., using a sample of unmarried womem),we do not believe that our
estimates of marital expectations or desires areusdy misrepresented here. First and
foremost, we show that both the desire and expenttd marry are very high; if



selection were a serious issue, we would expechriaveer percentages on these
variables. In other words, those with low expeotatiwould be disproportionately left in
the unmarried sample. Second, the fact that higtitahdesires and expectations are
observed across various population groups alsoestgthat the differentials observed
here are not misrepresented by the data. Indeed| differences in selection into
marriage would seem to lead to much different tefubm those reported in this article.
An extreme example best illustrates the pointll fvhites who desired marriage actually
married, then those left in our sample would mosdythose who did not desire marriage.
By contrast, if blacks desired marriage but codtmarry because of limited
opportunities or cultural preferences, then ourarof single black women would
include a large share of blacks who desired magriagy artifact of selection would
likely diminish race differences or even suggeat tilacks have higher marital desires
than whites. Yet, our empirical analysis reveats tilacks are less likely to expect or
desire marriage than whites.

We define mothers at the 1994 interview date asgliging with at least one minor
biological child. Sixty-one percent of the singlemen in our NLSY analysis are
mothers (see app. table A2 for the characterisfitse NLSY sample). This is a higher
percentage than observed in the NSFG, a fact teftethe higher percentage of older
and previously married women in the 1994--98 wanfdbe NLSY.

Measuring Marital Expectations and Desires

The NSFG provides information about expectationmafriage. Single (i.e.,
noncohabiting unmarried) women were asked, "Doaxqect to marry (again) at some
time in the future?" Cohabiting women were ask& you expect to marry your current
boyfriend?" These questions were answered with"'ge%o" responses. Seventy-nine
percent of NSFG single women expected to marrizénfature, while 75 percent of
cohabiting women expected to marry their curremtres.

The expectation to marry (or not) reflects manysigd@rations and has an ambiguous
interpretation. For example, having little or ngesgtation to marry may result from a
lack of desire to marry; that is, women with littlesire to marry will have a very low
expectation to marry. But women with a high detirenarry may also have low marital
expectations. One common argument is that low d¢apiens may reflect the perceived
lack of opportunities to marry (e.qg., living in asewith shortages of men to marry). The
empirical evidence, however, is inconclusive. Bareple, Belinda Tucker and Claudia
Mitchell-Kernan (1995) show that the perceived s#io (i.e., number of men per 10
women) and perceptions of the availability of opfeesex partners in the neighborhood
are statistically unrelated to women's expectatafnmsarriage. Their analysis does not
focus on low-income populations. Low marital expéicins may also reflect a negative
self-assessment of one's own marriageability. 8ingthers, for example, may have a
low expectation of marriage because they beliegerten are reluctant to assume a
parental role or to share time with children (Lexhand Graefe 2001). Conversely, a high
expectation of marriage presupposes the desiratoynthe belief that marriage
opportunities exist, and a belief in one's attxastess for marriage. (2)



Because of the limitations of marital expectatiated we also examine data from the
NLSY. Such data have at least two advantages baefrom the NSFG. First, the NLSY
includes data on questions about marital desirel, second, these panel data allow us to
link marital desires to subsequent marital behavibe desire to marry is fundamentally
different from marital expectations. A low desirayreflect a general aversion to
marriage, while a high desire to marry (unlike rrerexpectations) may represent a
general receptivity to marriage-promotion initigsv A high desire for marriage may also
reflect a subjective assessment of the availalfitykely marital partners. Women who
believe that only unattractive men are availabltheam may indicate a low desire for
marriage. It is unclear whether women consided@sarability of marriage in the
abstract, or whether the desire to marry takesantmunt their likely marriage partners.
In the NLSY, single women were asked the followiugstions: "Thinking of the future,
would you (a) like to get married; (b) like to gearried sometime, but not right now; or
(c) rather not get married?" For our purposes, aaline results from the first and
second responses to indicate whether a single wevoald like to get married (or not).
(3) Overall, 77 percent of single women withoutldtén indicated that they would like

to marry, compared with 69 percent of single mather

Analytic Approach

Our analysis proceeds as follows: first, we prowndseline information on the marital
expectations of unmarried women (including unmdrriethers) in the NSFG sample.
We then evaluate whether differences in maritaketations between childless
unmarried women and unmarried mothers reflect idiffees in social and economic
background.

Turning to the analysis of the marital desires diatm the sample of NLSY single
women, we use logistic regression models to evalwaether the marital desires of
single women without children differ appreciablgrr those of single mothers and to
identify social and economic factors that may actdor observed differences. We are
also interested in whether single women are abtedlize their marital desires.
Therefore, in the last part of our analysis, wé timese same NLSY respondents to their
marital histories over the ensuing 4 years. Becabfmw attrition between the 1994 and
1998 surveys, we are able to determine which @8.(éut of the 1,605 in 1994) single
women married within 4 years. We use Cox propodidazard models (where the
dependent variable is risk of marrying) to detemrtime extent to which single women
without children are more likely than single moth&y marry in the next 4 years, whether
marrying is a function of marital desires, and vieetsingle mothers are less able to
realize their marital desires. We show that thgdanajority of single women, including
single mothers, do not realize their desire forrmage (at least not within 4 years).

Findings

Marital Expectations



Table 1 details the percent of single (i.e., nomatiimg) women who expect to marry in
the future, by maternal status (cols. 1-2). Talbdésb includes the percentage of
cohabiting women who expect to marry their curggartners. Overall, 89 percent of
childless single women expect to marry in the fefwompared with 69 percent of single
mothers. For cohabiting childless women, 88 peregpect to marry their current
partners. By contrast, 74 percent of cohabitinghmis expect to marry their partners.
Clearly, whether they are cohabiting or not, uniedrmothers have a lower expectation
of marriage than unmarried childless women. Neete8s, a significant majority of
unmarried mothers expect to marry. Our resultcansistent with previous work
showing that most women expect or desire marri§geth 1993). As we have shown
here, this is true for unmarried mothers, just &strue for unmarried childless women.

The results in table 1 also reveal differences amital expectations across various groups
of unmarried women. For example, previously mamiednen tend to have lower
expectations of marriage than never-married woraeasult consistent with evidence
that the expectation to marry declines sharply &gk and that divorced women are, on
average, older than never-married women. This alatatus differential exists whether
women are childless or not, and whether they ahalmiting or not. Significantly,
employment status and education are only modessiycated with marital expectations.
Expectations to marry are lower (but still high) émmarried women with children under
age 18 than they are for those without childreisoAdf importance is the fact that
expectations to marry partners are no higher ansohgbiting mothers who have had
children with their current partner than they aredohabiting mothers who previously
had children with another partner (75.0 vs. 72 /s @at).

Among single women (both childless and those wiiifdeen), the receipt of AFDC is
not associated with marital expectations. In otherds, in the bivariate context, there is
no evidence that single noncohabiting AFDC recifsdrave a strong aversion to
marriage, if the expectation of marriage is our suee. (4) By contrast, cohabiting
mothers who received AFDC are substantially ldsdyithan their nonrecipient
counterparts to expect to marry their partnerss Tésult is consistent with the view that
welfare creates disincentives to marriage (i.habiting women may lose their
eligibility for welfare benefits by marriage) andtlwvprevious research (Manning and
Smock 2002). These descriptive results also sudigassingle women who grew up in
an economically disadvantaged family have sliglttlyer expectations of marriage than
women who grew up in advantaged circumstance©y8g)all, the message is clear:
most disadvantaged and minority women, includingtnsngle mothers, expect to marry
in the future. This is perhaps surprising becauarynilisadvantaged women may lack
both access to economically attractive men andtiggatonducive to marriageability
themselves (by virtue of low education and unweattibkaring).

The multivariate results reported in table 2 néwadss show that the odds of expecting
to marry are about 28 percent lower for single racthhan for childless single women
(table 2, col.1). These data also indicate thalsimomen from disadvantaged family
backgrounds have lower odds of expecting to massyjo women with low education
and those who are currently receiving AFDC (untike bivariate results reported above).



(6) In this respect, these estimates may provideesaitial support for the welfare
culture hypothesis that poorly educated and disadged single women may be less
receptive to marriage than other single women.98uate caution is required here. The
lower marital expectations of disadvantaged womeg have more to do with objective
marriage market opportunities (e.g., few marria¢gaten) than with any lack of
receptivity toward marriage.

Table 2, columns 2-3, report the results for sirggliddless women and for single
mothers, respectively. These results are less gsivel. One important point here is that
disadvantaged single women without children hal@var expectation of marriage than
their counterparts who grew up in more advantagedmstances. A similar result is
apparent for single mothers, whose expectatiomsasfiage increase significantly with
education. Single mothers with more than a higlogclducation are twice as likely to
expect to marry as those who are high school ditspéusome additional analyses, we
find that a disadvantaged background is associaithdsignificantly lower marital
expectations when education is removed from ouretlso@®ne substantive conclusion is
that the effects of a disadvantaged childhood ter laarital expectations are mediated
by education (i.e., the disadvantaged have lowesldeof education. This in turn affects
marital expectations).

Table 3 provides parallel estimates of the effe€tgarious predictors on marital
expectations among cohabiting women. While the rsiosi@mple sizes limit the power of
the test, the results for cohabiting mothers indi¢hat employment is positively
associated with a higher expectation of marriagbeg current partners. Moreover, as
with the results for single women (table 2), theeipt of AFDC is negatively associated
with the expectation of marriage among cohabitirgghars. Cohabiting mothers who
received AFDC have an odds of expecting to mamay ihonly 46 percent as high as
cohabiting mothers who did not receive AFDC. Orteroretation is that AFDC dampens
cohabiting women's expectation of marriage becenm@iage would affect eligibility for
cash assistance. A second interpretation is tledbth expectation of marriage is
associated with unwed childbearing (i.e., womerigtv potential partners are more
likely to have families outside of marriage) antésequent welfare receipt.

Finally, we also evaluate whether the employmentinoome of cohabiting women's
male partners affects marital expectations. (7) ddds of expecting to marry are
uniformly higher if the partner is employed. Howewenly in the case of cohabiting
women without children is the effect statisticadlgnificant at conventional levels (i.e., p
<.05).

Marital Desires

We turn next to our examination of marital desitesg a sample of single
(noncohabiting) women from the 1994 NLSY (see t&#f#idfor characteristics of the
sample). Women who desire marriage (as opposdtse texpecting to marry) may be
most receptive to state marriage-promotion initegi Table 4 provides the percentage of
single women (with and without children) who wolile to marry (as of 1994). The



results point to a singular conclusion: most womwenld like to marry; approximately
seven out of every 10 single women expressed aedesmarry at the time of survey or
in the future. At the same time, the results shoat the desire to marry is slightly lower
among most groups of single mothers than amongdleb# single women (compare cols.
2 and 3). It is also the case that differencesanital desires between childless women
and single mothers are generally smaller thanmiffees in marital expectations (as
shown in table 1). The substantive implicatiorhigt tchildren may dampen marital
expectations but not the desire to marry.

These data also reveal substantial variation ird#sére to marry across most but not all
of the population subgroups considered here. Itiqodar, employed women, especially
those without children, have a stronger desiredorynthan women who are not
employed. For childless single women, the desimadory increases significantly with
education; over eight out of 10 women with at lesshe college education or more
expressed a desire to marry. This associatiors@salident but weaker among single
mothers. Such data are clearly inconsistent wighchmmonplace argument (e.g., Becker
1981) that more education encourages women's edomatependence from men,
transforms gender role orientations, and reducesikélihood of marriage (and
presumably, marital desires). We find little evidenhat this is the case, at least as
reflected in educated women's desire to marry. Méefand little evidence that a
disadvantaged background is associated with aghdksire to marry.

Table 5 provides the multivariate logistic regreasinodels of the desire to marry.
Unlike our bivariate results (table 4), table 5,dabl, shows that, net of other variables
in the model, single mothers are no more or lé&hyfito desire marriage than childless
single women. These data also show that educatipaditively associated with the
desire to marry. This finding is consistent witle thivariate results and with previous
research showing that education is positively dased with marital transitions (Lichter
et al. 1992; Sassier and Schoen 1999; Goldsteirkandey 2001). The results also
indicate that Hispanic and rural single women hel@wver desire to marry. (8) Never-
married women are 45 percent more likely to wamhgory than previously married
women, a result similar to that reported for maetgectations (see table 2). The receipt
of AFDC is not associated with the desire to mai®y.Our earlier models (table 2)
suggested that single AFDC recipients have lowpeetations of marriage than
nonrecipient single women. Together, these resulggest a plausible interpretation:
AFDC mothers may want to marry but are less likelgxpect marriage given their
current circumstances (including marriage disineestbuilt into welfare policy and
lower marriageability associated with previous @bédaring).

In model 2, we restrict our sample to single cleddl women. The results indicate that
employed women are more likely than nonemployed @mto desire marriage, that
education is positively associated with the deimmarry, and that rural women have a
lower desire to marry than urban women. The redaitsingle mothers (table 5, model
3) also show that the most-educated and never-@lesingle mothers have the highest



odds of desiring to marry and that rural women hredowest odds of desiring to marry.
Again, there is little evidence here to indicatattivelfare receipt is negatively associated
with the desire to marry among single mothers. latteer women, welfare recipients
would like to marry.

Marital Desire and Behavior

The expectation and desire to marry are very higbray single women, including single
mothers. There is little evidence to suggest tliheesingle mothers or women on
welfare would be unreceptive to efforts aimed atoemaging marriage. Nonetheless, an
important point remains: if single mothers haveagalty positive attitudes toward
marriage, why do so few seem to get married? Asah bbjective, we examine the actual
marital behavior of single women who expressedsarel¢o marry in 1994 to determine
whether they married between 1994 and 1998.

Table 6 provides the percentage of single women wawied between 1994 and 1998,
conditional on whether they wanted to marry in 1984e results support three general
conclusions. First, single women who expressedsaalto marry were, in fact,
substantially more likely to marry by 1998 than wenwho did not express a desire to
marry. Second, the large majority of women who wdrb marry, roughly 80 percent,
did not actually marry by 1998. Third, single mathevere no more or less likely to
realize their marital desires than childless singbenen, at least in the bivariate context.
Clearly, these data beg an answer to a straighéfichguestion: Why is the transition to
marriage so low among single women who want to yarr

In table 7, we address this question by estima@wgral Cox proportional hazards
models of marriage for the period 1994-98. Tablmddel 1, includes two variables:
whether single women have children (i.e., are ms)hend whether they desire marriage.
Single mothers are no less likely to get marrieghtkingle childless women, once we
control for marital desires (which are stronglyasated with subsequent marriage).
Women who expressed a desire to marry are nearhtifoes more likely to do so than
women who indicated no such desire. Table 7, mddshows the effects of various
conventional predictors of marriage (e.g., Liclgeal. 1992; Xie et al. 2003). Our results
suggest that highly educated and currently employaten (as of 1994) are more likely
to marry, but the estimates are not statisticafipiicant. The only clear result is that
Hispanic and black women have a substantially lavg&rof marrying than white

women. This result for minority women does not dynpflect a lower desire to marry or
the higher percentage of mothers among the sirggealption of minority women (table

7, model 3). Even when marital desires and matestafis are controlled, the odds of
marriage among black women are still only 43 peresrhigh as for white women.
Clearly, lower marriage rates among minority worasannot be explained by marital
attitudes, nor can they be explained by other $acid economic variables in our model,
including welfare receipt.

A final goal is to evaluate whether single mother® desire marriage are less likely to
realize their desires than are childless single eomho desire marriage. In table 7,



model 4, we include an interaction term betweeremat status (mother = 1) and the
desire to marry (desires marriage = 1). The sigaift interaction term (.29) has a
straightforward interpretation: the positive effe€marital desires on marital behavior is
weaker for single mothers than for childless sivgenen. Single mothers are less able
to transform their desires into behavior. To idgnpotential barriers to marriage among
single mothers who desire it, we fit a final molilited to single mothers who desired
marriage (see table 7, model 5). These data agelaitly unsatisfying in the sense that
they provide few conclusive results about whatithgiers to marriage are among single
mothers who express a desire to marry. The ontisgtally significant result is the .38
odds ratio associated with being black. Black migtineno want to marry are only 38
percent as likely to marry as their similarly stegwhite counterparts. Clearly, black
single mothers are unlikely to realize their preferes for marriage. While we control for
employment and other social and economic circunoss&nof single mothers, we do not
include (for obvious reasons) the marital desires @aracteristics of potential male
partners. (10) Marital desires of black women mayaffected by characteristics of the
potential male partners available in the marriageket. (11) Our results are consistent
with those of Susan Brown (2000), who shows thahgko marry are only weakly
associated with transitions to marriage among btatlabiting couples.

Discussion and Conclusion

Whether state TANF plans should actively promoteriage has continued to be a
central part of the recent debate over reauthaoizaif the 1996 welfare reform bill, the
Personal Responsibility and Work Opportunity Reda@tmon Act. Most recent research
shows that marriage has benefits, economic andwiges for both women and children.
Proponents of marriage-promotion activities belithat the government should no
longer be indifferent to marriage as a fundameantditution that benefits society.
Critics, by contrast, often worry that the emphasisnarriage is misplaced and that
states have limited track records in successfulbyroting marriage or reducing divorce
among disadvantaged groups (Ooms 2002; Sawhill)2@# goal has been to help
flame the debate over marriage-promotion policebgluating the extent to which single
mothers themselves expect to marry or desire nggria other words, we have sought
to assess whether disadvantaged unmarried motteersceptive to marriage in their
own lives.

Our results indicate that most women, including amed mothers, expect to marry in
the future and have a high desire to marry. Botippnents and critics of marriage-
promotion policies must accommodate the fact thagtraingle mothers would like to
marry. On the one hand, our results buttress clénaisthe government should now help
single mothers attain their personal goals foaalstmarried family life. Although
relatively few achieve it, single mothers generallyve a positive view of marriage in
their own lives. On the other hand, our resultsidbsuggest that a strong desire for
marriage necessarily means that unmarried motimetsiding cohabiting women, will
support or respond favorably to specific governnegfurts to promote marriage, such as



marriage campaigns, counseling, or other supporicgs. Our empirical results cannot
speak to this issue.

Our study provides a clear message that marridgglidy valued as a personal goal
among most unmarried women, including low-income disadvantaged single mothers.
But our empirical analyses have been less sucdesstientifying factors that may
dampen marital expectations or desires. Our resutigest that single mothers have
lower expectations (but not desires) of marriagattio single childless women. Women
with fewer resources, including women who grewmgisadvantaged families and who
receive cash assistance, also are found to hawer lmarital expectations, but not desires.
Racial minority women, regardless of social andheoaic circumstances, have lower
marital expectations and desires. But our studyeaspeak to why minority women

hold less positive views about marriage. Do théSeides about marriage reflect marital
constraints (e.g., shortages of marriageable meother factors, including cultural ones?
Lacking answers to this question, our study praviaetarting point rather than final
answers about the etiology of marital expectatems desires among single mothers.

Attitudes about marriage and marital behaviorsharedifferent things. Unlike most
previous research, we sought to evaluate whethataindesires are associated with
subsequent marriage behavior. We show that maletgites do not translate easily into
marriage; only 20 percent of single women who esged a desire for marriage are
actually married within 4 years. From a public pglperspective, the problem is not one
of changing public attitudes or values about mggiamong the poor. Rather, it is a
problem of identifying and eliminating specific bars that prevent women (and men)
from realizing their preferences. Our analysis shtivat single mothers are less able than
other women to realize their marital desires, astén the short-term. But our analysis
also provides few clues about why this is the chstead, we learn that black and
Hispanic single mothers who desire marriage arstankially less likely to marry than
are white single mothers. Additional research bélneeded to understand better the
specific social and economic circumstances thatgmteminority women from marrying.

Finally, our study seeks to inform the current delwaver marriage-promotion policy by
evaluating the marital expectations and desiresngfle mothers. Critics of marriage-
promotion policy worry that low-income women maydm®erced into marriage by
perverse economic incentives or forced to staynimealthy marriages. But as our results
show, unmarried women have generally positiveuatis about marriage, if their high
expectations or desire for marriage serve as odegDisadvantaged mothers do not
have to be convinced about the value of marriage §gauldon et al. 2002). The more
pertinent issue, in our opinion, is how best tgltak large majority of women realize
their desire for marriage.

Table 1
PERCENT OF SINGLE AND COHABITING WOMEN WHO EXPECT O MARRY, BY
MATERNAL STATUS



SINGLE COHABITING

Without Wit hout
Children Children Chil dren Children
Has children:
Yes 68.7 73.9
No 88.8 87.5
Ever cohabited:
Yes 81.2 66.8 87.5 73.9
No 90.0 70.5
Marital history:
Never married 90.0 73.0 90.6 78.9
Previously married 67.5 61.6 71.8 67.4
Age:
Less than 25 954 78.0 97.3 84.6
25-34 82.6 75.0 86.6 72.0
35 or older 51.5 50.4 56.3 64.3
Race:
White 89.4 68.6 89.2 74.7
Hispanic 90.1 67.1 89.5 73.6
Black 86.1 69.1 73.1 73.0
Education:
Less than high
school degree 94.1 62.4 90.0 70.5
High school degree 83.9 71.1 83.8 77.2
Beyond high school 86.7 72.9 89.0 74.7
Employment status:
Currently employed 87.0 68.6 87.6 78.0
Not employed 92.0 68.8 86.8 67.5
Biological child with
partner:
Yes 75.0
No 725
Partner is low income:
Yes 93.9 72.3
No 85.1 74.6
Partner is working:
Yes 89.2 75.5
No 78.4 66.0
Urban or rural
residence:
Rural 924 65.4 82.6 69.2
Urban 88.3 69.0 88.0 74.3
Received AFDC:
Yes 87.0 68.1 1 00.0 65.1
No 88.8 69.1 87.2 77.2

Disadvantaged
background: (a)

Yes 81.9 63.9 88.1 76.2

No 90.0 70.7 87.4 72.8
Sample size 2436 1,296 2 40 318
NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr en. Analyses based

on 1995 National Survey of Family Growth.



(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:
low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or

Table 2

y grew up in a
their mothers had
were not employed.

ODDS RATIOS FROM LOGISTIC REGRESSIONS OF SINGLE, NO NCOHABITING

WOMEN'S EXPECTATION TO MARRY, BY MATERNAL STATUS

All Sing
Single with
Women Chil
Has children 72* .
Ever cohabited 1.07 7
Never married 1.13 1.1
Age (reference = 35 or older):
Less than 25 10.04 *** 22.8
25-34 3.76 *** 4.8
Race (reference = white):
Black .83 7
Hispanic .96 9

Education (reference = less
than high school degree):

High school degree 1.09 .6
Beyond high school 1.41* 1.0
Employed .92 1.2
Rural 1.10 1.2
Received AFDC .65 ** .
Disadvantaged background (a) 66 ¥ 5
Sample size 3,732 2,43

NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr
on 1995 National Survey of Family Growth.

(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:

low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or

* p<.05.

** p<.01.

*** n<.001.

Table 3

ODDS RATIOS FROM LOGISTIC REGRESSIONS OF COHABITINGWOMEN'S EXPECTATION

TO MARRY, BY MATERNAL STATUS

All Cohab
Cohabiting witho
Women Child

Has children 1.06
Never married 1.88 * 1.51
Age (reference = 35 or older):
Less than 25 6.23 *** 2851
25-34 2.00* 4.78

le Single
out  with
dren Children

8 115
6 127

4 *k% 385 *k%
7 *k% 316 *k%

0* 91

7 1.02

5 1.64 ***
9 2.05 ***
6 .89

1 .87

. .78
S**x 77

6 1,296

en. Analyses based

ygrew upina
their mothers had
were not employed.

iting Cohabiting
ut  with
ren Children

1.99 *

*k% 319 *%
o 1.47



Race (reference = white):
Black .68 41
Hispanic .56 .29
Education (reference = less
than high school degree):

High school degree 1.10 .18
Beyond high school 1.35 A7
Employed 1.46 1.45
Biological child with partner .72
Partner is low income 1.06 1.54
Partner is working 1.53 3.24
Rural .56 .60
Received AFDC .55
Disadvantaged background (a) 1.27 1.14
Sample size 558 240

NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr
on 1995 National Survey of Family Growth.

(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:
low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or

.75
.61

1.31
1.20
1.45
.79
91
* 1.23
.58
.54
1.29
318

en. Analyses based
y grew up in a

their mothers had
were not employed.

Single
with
Children

69.2

74.3
65.9

70.4
68.3

70.1
71.7
60.0
60.9

69.4
73.7

69.5
68.8

* p<.05.
** p<.01.
*** n<.001.
Table 4
PERCENT OF SINGLE WOMEN WHO DESIRE MARRIAGE, BY MAERNAL STATUS
Single
without
All  Children
All single women 72.3 77.2
Marital history:
Never married 77.0 79.3
Previously married 67.2 71.8
Age:
29-32 73.9 78.8
33-37 71.0 75.8
Race:
White 73.3 75.9
Black 73.9 79.1
Hispanic 66.2 76.7
Educational attainment:
Less than high school
degree 60.6 59.6
High school degree 69.4 69.5
Beyond high school 79.1 84.0
Employment status:
Currently employed 74.3 80.2
Not employed 67.9 65.4

Urban or rural residence:



Rural 62.5 59.0

Urban 74.3 80.0
Received AFDC:

Yes 67.6

No 73.6 77.7
Disadvantaged background: (a)

Yes 70.8 73.5

No 73.0 78.1
Sample size 1,605 628

NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr
on 1994 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth.

(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:
low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or

Table 5

63.8
70.4

67.6
69.9

69.9
68.8
977

en. Analyses based
y grew up in a

their mothers had
were not employed.

ODDS RATIOS FROM LOGISTIC REGRESSION OF SINGLE WOMRE'S DESIRE TO

MARRY, BY MATERNAL STATUS

Sing
Single  with
Women Chil
1) (2)
Has children .90
Never married 1.45* 1.23
Ages 33-37 (reference = 29-32) .91 .86
Race (reference = white):
Black 1.02 1.28
Hispanic gJ2* 1.03
Education (reference = less
than high school degree):
High school degree 1.40* 1.62
Beyond high school degree 2.00 *** 291
Employed 1.13 1.80
Rural .61* .43
Receives AFDC .97
Disadvantaged background (a) 1.03 .99
Sample size 1,605 628

NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr
on 1994 National Longitudinal Survey of Youth.

(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:

low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or

* p<.05.

** p<.01.

*** n<.001.

Table 6

le  Single
out with
dren Children

3

1.52
96

.88
57 **

1.48*
*% 172 *%
* .87
*k%k 71
.85
1.07
977

en. Analyses based
ygrew upina

their mothers had
were not employed.



PERCENTAGE OF SINGLE WOMEN WHO MARRIED WITHIN 4 YERS, BY MARTIAL
DESIRE AND MATERNAL STATUS IN 1994

Sl NGLE WITHOUT
SINGLE MOTHERS CHILDREN
Did not Did not

Desired Desire Desi red Desire

Marriage Marriage Marr iage Marriage
Married within 4 years  19.8 7.5 2 2.0 2.3
Sample size 637 282 45 0 129
NOTE.--Analyses based on 1994 and 1998 National Lon gitudinal Survey
of Youth. The difference between single mothers who desired marriage
(19.8 percent) and childless single women who wante d to marry (22.0

percent) is not statistically significant at p<.05.
Table 7

COX PROPORTIONAL HAZARD MODEL. OF MARRIAGE RISK BEWEEN 1994 AND 1998
AMONG SINGLE WOMEN

Model S
) @) 3
Has children .97 1.36
Desires marriage 3.83 *** 3.83 ***
Never married .79 .79
Ages 33-37 (reference
=29-32) .68 ** .70 **
Race (reference =
white):
Black 44 ok A3 *xx
Hispanic .56 *x .58 **
Education (reference =
less than high
school degree):
High school degree .92 .87
Beyond high school
degree .20 1.09
Employed 1.31 1.29
Rural .88 .98
Receives AFDC 1.04 .98
Disadvantaged
background (b) .95 .94
Interaction: single
mother x would
like to marry
Sample size 1,498 1,498 1,498
Models

4 ®) (a )

Has children 4,02 *



Desires marriage 10.22 ***

Never married .79 .70
Ages 33-37 (reference
=29-32) .69 **
Race (reference =
white):
Black A2 wxx .38 *
Hispanic 57 ** 0.71

Education (reference =
less than high
school degree):

High school degree .88 1.00
Beyond high school
degree 1.10 1.40

Employed 1.27 1.55
Rural .99 .96
Receives AFDC .94 111
Disadvantaged

background (b) .94 1.03

Interaction: single

mother x would

like to marry 29 *
Sample size 1,498 637

NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr
on 1994 and 1998 National Longitudinal Survey of Yo

(a) Model 5 includes only those single mothers who
(b) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the
nonintact family and met either of two conditions:

low education (i.e. were high school dropouts) or w

* p<.05.

** p<.01.

*** n<.001.

Table A1

CHARACTERISTICS OF 1995 NSFG SAMPLE OF SINGLE. NONC

COHABITING WOMEN, AGES 15-45 (%)
SINGLE WOMEN CO

Without With Wit
Children Children Chi

Expects to marry 88.8 68.7
Ever cohabited 13.3 49.2
Never married 94.8 62.0
Age:

Less than 2.5 70.9 29.2

25-34 19.6 41.6

35 or older 9.5 29.2

Race:

*%

en. Analyses based
uth.

desire marriage.
ygrew upina

their mothers had
ere not employed.

OHABITING AND

HABITING WOMEN

hout With
Idren Children
87.5 73.9
100.0 100.0
83.8 56.6
46.3 28.6
40.4 49.4
13.3 22.0



White 65.2 315 81.3 45.9

Black 21.6 54.9 10.8 314
Hispanic 13.3 13.6 7.9 22.6
Education:
Less than high school 36.1 33.6 12.5 40.6
degree
High school degree 20.1 38.5 30.8 35.8
Beyond high school 43.8 27.9 56.7 23.6
Employed 64.4 58.7 84.2 61.3
Biological child with 56.6
partner
Partner is low income 27.1 29.6
Partner is working 84.6 83.3
Rural 11.8 8.3 9.6 8.2
Received AFDC 4.7 41.9 25 27.0
Disadvantaged 14.9 29.7 17.5 31.8
background (a)
Sample size 2,436 1,296 240 318
NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr en.
* Respondents are considered disadvantaged if they grew up in a
nonintact family and met either of two conditions: their mothers had
low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or were not employed.
Table A2

CHARACTERISTICS OF 1994 NLSY SAMPLE OF SINGLE, NONC OHABITING WOMEN,
AGES 29-37 (%)

Single without S ingle with
Children Children

Desires marriage 77.2 69.2
Never married 72.9 38.7
Age:

29-32 48.7 42.9

33-37 51.3 57.1
Race:

White 47.0 25.0

Black 36.6 57.1

Hispanic 16.4 17.9
Education:

Less than high school degree 7.5 19.3

High school degree 33.9 47.2

Beyond high school 58.6 33.5
Employed 79.8 62.3
Rural 13.2 17.8
Received AFDC 0.0 30.0
Disadvantaged background (a) 18.0 35.4
Sample size 628 977
NOTE.--AFDC = Aid to Families with Dependent Childr en. The National
Longitudinal Survey of Youth (NLSY) sample of unmar ried women does not
include cohabiting women; they were not asked about their marital

desires.



(a) Respondents are considered disadvantaged if the y grew up in a

nonintact family and met either of two conditions: their mothers had
low education (i.e., were high school dropouts) or were not employed.
Notes

A draft of this article was presented at the anmouetting of the Association of Public
Policy Analysis and Management, Dallas, Novemb®8r Z002. Support for this research
was provided by a grant from the National Sciengenéation and Save the Children
Federation. We express our appreciation to Reb@lan&, Sharon Sassler, the
anonymous reviewers, and the editor, who providggfll comments on earlier drafts of
this article.

(1.) Our study focuses on single women (rather than) for two reasons. First, the large
majority of custodial single parents are women, @redisproportionately at risk of
poverty and welfare receipt. Single mothers arddhgets of welfare reform. Second, the
fertility data employed in this article are basedreports from women rather than from
men. Moreover, the NSFG is a survey of women ofa@ypctive age; men are not
included in the sample.

(2.) Itis also conceivable that low expectatiohearriage (because of few marriage
partners or low marriageability) may affect mardakires. For example, as a
psychological defense, unmarried women may danipedésire to marry if they
perceive that they are unlikely to find a suitadpeuse.

(3.) In analyses not shown, combining responsesldgroved to be a more
parsimonious way of analyzing and presenting tha.d&e found that various predictors
of wanting to marry now or later, vs. not wantimgharry, had similar effects in
multinomial regression models.

(4.) The receipt of AFDC refers to the calendaryeer to the survey. At the time of the
survey, nearly 18 percent of the NSFG single mathecently received at least some
cash assistance.

(5.) For our analyses, respondents are considesadwhntaged if they grew up in a
nonintact family and met either of two conditiottseir mothers had low education (i.e.,
were high school dropouts) or were not employedrNe21 percent of our sample has
an at-risk or disadvantaged family background. Wnsin app. table Al that unmarried



mothers (either single or cohabiting) are roughlicé as likely as unmarried women
without children to have a disadvantaged background

(6.) Our model assumes that cash assistance depthesexpectation of marriage. It is
also plausible that a low expectation of marriagassociated with marital and
childbearing decisions (e.g., out-of-wedlock chddling) that lead directly to welfare
receipt (South 1996).

(7.) The cohabiting partner is considered to halevancome if his yearly earnings are
less than $16,000. To put this figure in perspectikie average poverty threshold for a
family of four in 1995 was nearly $15,660. We calesithe cohabiting partner to be
employed if he is working at least part-time attinge of the interview.

(8.) The results for rural women are counterinteitin light of higher marriage rates in
rural than in urban areas (McLaughlin, Lichter, dotinson 1993). One plausible
explanation is that rural women who desire marriagee to larger urban areas, where
the pool of marital prospects is larger.

(9.) The receipt of AFDC refers to receipt in tladendar year prior to the survey. At the
survey year, about one-third (36 percent) of th&SMlsingle mothers recently received at
least some cash assistance.

(10.) As a proxy for the quality of potential mage partners among the NLSY
respondents, we estimate the effects of metro-lewvemployment rate on marital desires.
This variable is not statistically significant het.05 level.

(11.) This is one potential explanation, but it Webneed to be reconciled with other
evidence that shows that black men, on balances aawositive attitude toward marriage
and a strong desire for marriage (Bulcroft and Biftc1993; Sassler and Schoen 1999).

References

Becker, Gary S. 1981. A Treatise on the Family. Baage, Mass.: Harvard University
Press.

Brown, Susan L. 2000. "Union Transitions among @atioas: The Significance of
Relationship Assessments and Expectations.” JoofiMarriage and the Family 62 (3):
833-46.

Bulcroft, Richard A., and Kris A. Bulcroft. 1993R4ce Differences in Attitudinal and
Motivational Factors in the Decision to Marry. "doal of Marriage and the Family 55
(2): 338-55.

Cohen, Philip N. 2002. "Cohabitation and the DectirMarriage Premium for Men."
Work and Occupations 29 (3): 346-63.



Coltrane, Scott. 2001. "Marketing the Marriage Usioh": Misplaced Simplicity in the
Politics of Fatherhood." Sociological Perspecti#dg4): 387-418.

Coontz, Stephanie, and Nancy Folbre. 2002. "Magi®&pverty, and Public Policy."
Discussion paper presented at the fifth annualerente of the Council on
Contemporary Families, New York, April 26-28.

Dion, M. Robin, Barbara Devaney, Sheena McConMgaljssa Ford, Heather Hill, and
Pamela Winston. 2003. "Helping Unwed Parents B8tldng and Healthy Marriages: A
Conceptual Framework for Interventions." Buildingdg Families report no. 8785-401.
Mathematica Policy Research, Washington, D.C.

Dunifon, Rachel, and Lori Kowaleski-Jones. 2002 /¢ in the House? Race
Differences in Cohabitation, Single Parenthood, @hidd Development.” Child
Development 73 (4): 1249-64.

Edin, Kathryn. 2000. "What Do Low-Income Single Mets Say about Marriage?"
Social Problems 47 (1): 112-33.

Gibson, Christina, Kathryn Edin, and Sara McLanal2&93. "High Hopes but Even
Higher Expectations: The Retreat from Marriage agnioow-Income Couples.” Working
Paper no. 03-06-FF. Center for Research on Chiltt-Béeng, Princeton, NJ. Goldstein,
Joshua R., and Catherine T. Kenney. 2001. "Marri2gJayed or Marriage Forgone?
New Cohort Forecasts of First Marriage for U.S. Vo American Sociological
Review 66 (4): 506-19.

Jayakody, Rukmalie, and Dawn Stauffer. 2000. "Méd&alth Problems among Single
Mothers: Implications for Work and Welfare Reforrddurnal of Social Issues 56 (4):
617-34.

Johnson, Christine A., Scott M. Stanley, Norvaldenn, Paul R. Amato, Steve L. Nock,
Howard J. Markman, and M. Robin Dion. 2002. Mareiag Oklahoma: 2001 Baseline
Statewide Survey on Marriage and Divorce. StillwaBireau for Social Research,
Oklahoma State University.

Jones-DeWeever, Avis. 2002. Marriage Promotionlaonw-lncome Communities: An
Examination of Real Needs and Real Solutions. BrgePaper no. D450. Washington,
D.C.: Institute for Women's Policy Research.

Lerman, Robert. 2002. "Should Government Promota@tHg Marriages?" Short Takes
on Welfare Policy no. 5. Assessing the New FedaralUrban Institute, Washington,
D.C.

Lichter, Daniel T., and Deborah Roempke Graefe120Binding a Mate? The Marital
and Cohabitation Histories of Unwed Mothers." Pp/7-33 in Out of Wedlock: Causes



and Consequences of Nonmarital Fertility, edited.@mywrence L. Wu and Barbara
Wolfe. New York: Russell Sage.

Lichter, Daniel T., Deborah Roempke Graefe, ari8ridn Brown. 2003. "Is Marriage a
Panacea? Union Formation among Economically Disstdged Unwed Mothers." Social
Problems 50 (1): 60-86.

Lichter, Daniel T., Diane K. McLaughlin, George Ket, and David J. Landry. 1992.
"Race and the Retreat from Marriage: A Shortagelafriageable Men?" American
Sociological Review 57 (6): 781-99.

Manning, Wendy D. 2002. "The Implications of Cohabon for Children's Well-Being."
Pp. 121-52 in Just Living Together: ImplicationsCxhabitation on Families, Children,
and Social Policy, edited by Alan Booth and AnrQZouter. Mahwah, N.J.: Erlbaum.

Manning, Wendy D., and Pamela J. Smock. 2002. t'"Eines Cohabitation and Then
Comes Marriage? A Research Note." Journal of Falsdlyes 23 (8): 1065-87.

Mauldon, Jane G., Rebecca A. London, David J. FRimannon Patterson, and Steven J.
Bliss. 2002. "What Do They Think? Welfare Recipgittitudes toward Marriage and
Childbearing." Research Brief no. 2. Welfare Refama Family Formation Project. Abt
Associates, Bethesda, Md.

McLanahan, Sara S., and Gary Sandefur. 1994. GgoWmwith a Single Parent: What
Hurts, What Helps. Cambridge, Mass.: Harvard UrsiNgPress.

McLaughlin, Diane K., Daniel T. Lichter, and Gail. Nohnson. 1993. "Some Women
Marry Young: Transitions to First Marriage in Mgbaitan and Nonmetropolitan
Areas." Journal of Marriage and the Family 55 897-38.

Moore, Kristin Anderson, Susan M. Jekielek, andoCBmig. 2002. "Marriage from a
Child's Perspective: How Does Family Structure ffieéhildren, and What Can We Do
about 1t?" Child Trends Research Brief no. 2002€32ild Trends, Washington, D.C.

Murray, Charles. 2001. "Family Formation." Pp. & The New World of Welfare,
edited by Rebecca M. Blank and Ron Haskins. WastimdD.C.: Brookings Institution.
Ooms, Theodora. 1998. Toward More Perfect Union#tirgy Marriage on the Public
Agenda: Report from the Family Impact Seminar. VWagtion, D.C.: Family Impact
Seminar.

--.2002. "Marriage Plus." American Prospect 13 gA):25.

Sassler, Sharon, and Robert Schoen. 1999. "Thetifféttitudes and Economic
Activity on Marriage." Journal of Marriage and thamily 61 (1): 147-59.



Sawhill, Isabel V. 2002. "Is Lack of Marriage thed& Problem?" American Prospect 13
(7): 28-29.

Scott, Ellen K., Kathryn Edin, Andrew S. Londongdaloan Maya Mazelis. 2001. "My
Children Come First: Welfare-Reliant Women's Po&NF Views of Work-Family
Trade-Offs and Marriage." Pp. 132-53 in For Betiied for Worse: Welfare Reform and
the Well-Being of Children and Families, edited®seg J. Duncan and E Lindsay
Chase-Lansdale. New York: Russell Sage.

South, Scott J. 1993. "Racial and Ethnic Differenicethe Desire to Marry." Journal of
Marriage and the Family 55 (2): 357-70. --.1996 atMAvailability and the Transition to
Unwed Motherhood: A Paradox of Population Structuseurnal of Marriage and the
Family 58 (2): 265-79.

Tucker, M. Belinda, and Claudia Mitchell-Kernan 959 "Marital Behavior and
Expectations: Ethnic Comparisons of Attitudinal &tcuctural Correlates.” Pp. 145-71
in The Decline in Marriage among African America@siuses, Consequences, and
Policy Implications, edited by M. Belinda Tuckema@Glaudia Mitchell-Kernan. New
York: Russell Sage.

Waite, Linda J., and Maggie Gallagher. 2001. TheeGar Marriage: Why Married
People Are Happier, Healthier, and Better Off Fuialtly. New York: Doubleday.

Waller, Maureen R. 2001. "High Hopes: Unwed Patditpectations about Marriage."
Children and Youth Services Review 23 (6) : 457-84.

Wu, Zheng, and Randy Hart. 2002. "The Effects ofiMband Nonmarital Union
Transition on Health." Journal of Marriage and Hanily 64 (2): 420-32.

Xie, Yu, James M. Raymo, Kimberly Goyette, and Ada ' hornton. 2003. "Economic
Potential and Entry into Marriage and Cohabitati@emography 40 (2): 351-67.

Daniel T. Lichter The Ohio State University
Christie D. Batson The Ohio State University

J. Brian Brown The Ohio State University



