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Summary
In the contemporary United States, marriage is closely related to money. Men and (perhaps
to a lesser extent) women with more education, higher incomes, larger stocks of wealth,
and more stable employment are more likely to marry than are people in more precarious
economic positions. But is this relationship truly causal? That is, does economic insufficiency
cause people to marry later and less often?
Daniel Schneider reviews evidence from social experiments in areas such as early childhood
education, human capital development, workforce training, and income support to assess
whether programs that successfully increased the economic wellbeing of disadvantaged men
and women also increased the likelihood that they would marry. These programs were not
designed to affect marriage. But to the extent that they increased participants’ economic
resources, they could have had such an effect.
Examining these programs offers three key benefits. First, their experimental designs provide
important insight into the causal role of economic resources for marriage. Second, they give
us within-group comparisons of disadvantaged men and women, some of whom received
economic “treatments” and some who did not. Third, they by and large assess interventions
that are feasible and realistic within the constraints of U.S. policy making.
Schneider describes each intervention in detail, discussing its target population, experimental
treatment, evaluation design, economic effects, and, finally, any effects on marriage or
cohabitation. Overall, he finds little evidence that manipulating men’s economic resources
increased the likelihood that they would marry, though there are exceptions. For women, on
the other hand, there is more evidence of positive effects.
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I

n contemporary America, marriage
is tightly related to money. Men
and, perhaps to a lesser extent,
women with more education, higher
incomes, larger stocks of wealth, and
more stable employment are more likely
to marry than are those in more precarious
economic positions. This well-supported
finding suggests that these kinds of
economic insufficiency may cause later and
less marriage. But it leaves us wondering
whether the relationship between economic
resources and marriage is causal and, if it
is, what we might then do from a policy
perspective.
In this article, I review 15 social
experiments in areas such as early childhood
education, human capital development,
workforce training, and income support to
assess the extent to which programs that
successfully increased the economic wellbeing of disadvantaged men and women
also increased marriage. These programs
were not designed to affect marriage.
But, to the extent that they increased
economic resources, they could have
had such “marriage effects.” Examining
these programs offers three key benefits.
First, their experimental designs provide
important causal insight into how economic
resources affect marriage. Second, they let
us compare disadvantaged men and women,
some of whom received an economic boost
and some who did not. Third, these studies
by and large assess interventions that are
feasible and realistic within the constraints
of U.S. policy making.
Overall, for men, I find little evidence that
manipulating their economic resources
increases the likelihood they will marry, with
one notable exception. For women, there is
no evidence that increasing their economic
resources makes them less likely to marry
1 56
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by increasing their independence, and some
evidence that it increases the likelihood they
will marry.

Economic Resources and Marriage
Patterns of family formation have changed
dramatically in the United States over the
past 60 years. Women’s median age at first
marriage rose from 20 in 1950 to 26.6 in
2012; for men, it rose from 23 to 28.6 in the
same period. The share of women projected
to never marry has also increased.1 At the
same time, nonmarital coresidence—that
is, cohabitation—has become increasingly
common. In 2011–13, nearly 70 percent
of women reported that they had ever
cohabited, and cohabitations composed
28 percent of all unions among women
age 19–44.2
These shifts are dramatic, but the growing
stratification of family formation by
socioeconomic status has perhaps been even
more striking. Increasingly, there is a divide
in marriage and cohabitation by educational
attainment and by race and ethnicity.
Compared to others, less-educated and
African American men and women are
less likely to marry, and less-educated men
and women in general are more likely to
cohabit.3
These decades of change in marriage have
also seen stark changes in the economy,
characterized by rising economic inequality;
declining unionization; stagnant wage
growth for most workers; a loss of stable,
well-paying middle class jobs; and a general
sense of rising economic insecurity and
uncertainty. A large number of sociologists,
demographers, and economists have sought
to connect these demographic and economic
trends. Their research has marshaled
evidence to suggest that declining economic
fortunes among less-educated and African
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American men and women is one important
cause of the changes in family formation.
These studies generally examine either the
relationship between an individual’s own
economic status—as measured by income,
education, employment, or wealth—
and his or her transitions to marriage or
cohabitation, or the relationship between
the pool of economically attractive potential
partners and an individual’s transition to
marriage or cohabitation. Below, I briefly
review some key findings from this work,
highlighting gender differences in the
relationship between economic resources
and how people form unions and differences
in the relationship between economic
resources and the type of unions they form.

Men’s Economic Standing
and Marriage
There are strong theoretical reasons to
expect that men’s economic resources would
be positively related to getting married.
Such resources could make men more
attractive as potential spouses and, perhaps,
also make them feel that they are ready
for marriage according to social norms.
Empirical research supports this idea.
Men’s employment, earnings, education,
and wealth are all positively related to
whether they marry, and a greater supply of
employed men of the same age and race is
positively related to whether women marry.4
Most of this work assesses economic
standing by measuring current employment
and earnings. However, it seems more
realistic to expect that, although men and
women weigh current economic standing
when considering marriage, long-term
economic potential should also play an
important role in their calculations. Perhaps
the most direct shorthand way to assess
long-term economic potential is education.

And, indeed, there is evidence that more
highly educated men are more likely to
marry at some point in their lives than are
their less-educated counterparts.5 Several
scholars have used other measures of longterm potential, such as future expected
earnings; ownership of a home, vehicle,
or financial assets; career maturity; and
labor union membership. They’ve found
strong positive relationships between these
measures and marriage.6

There are strong theoretical
reasons to expect that men’s
economic resources would be
positively related to getting
married.
Though changing marriage patterns have
motivated much of the research on men’s
economic standing and marriage, very few
studies actually estimate to what extent
the changes we’ve seen in age at first
marriage and stratification in marriage can
be explained by changes in men’s economic
standing or by changes in the strength of
the relationship between men’s economic
standing and marriage. Instead, most studies
examine the experiences of a particular
group of people born around the same time.
The few studies that have actually examined
how changes in men’s economic standing
contribute to changes in marriage have
found mixed effects. One early study, from
1992, found that changes in young black
men’s employment could account for about
20 percent of the change in their marriage
patterns between 1960 and 1980.7 Two more
recent studies found that rising inequality in
men’s wages could explain about 20 percent
of the decline in women’s propensity to
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marry between 1970 and 1990.8 Even fewer
researchers have investigated whether the
strength of the relationship between men’s
economic resources and marriage has
changed over time, but prominent accounts
of family change suggest that, if anything,
young people have come to place a higher
premium on economic resources as a social
prerequisite of marriage.9

Women’s Economic Standing
and Marriage
The late UCLA sociologist Valerie
Oppenheimer championed the idea that
greater economic resources could be
positively associated with marriage for
women in the same way as for men, as
economic resources also make women more
attractive as potential partners.10 However,
other scholars have suggested the opposite,
arguing for an “independence effect”
through which better-off women might have
enough resources to opt out of marriage.11
The argument for an independence
effect has influenced the debate over how
receiving social welfare affects marriage.
One set of studies, using city-level data on
women’s employment, earnings, and welfare
receipt, has found that men are less likely to
marry when they live in places where women
have higher economic standing.12 But there
is little evidence for the idea that women’s
income, education, or assets have a negative
relationship with whether they choose to
marry. In fact, reviews of scholarship on the
subject report that better-off women are
more likely to marry than are their more
disadvantaged peers.13 This holds true for
women’s education, income, and assets,
though the magnitude of these relationships
is often smaller than it is for men.14
One possible reason that we don’t see an
independence effect for women is that
1 58
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the theory was developed with reference
to a model of marriage, based on gender
specialization, that increasingly no longer
exists. Indeed, the relationship between
women’s economic standing and marriage
may have changed over time as the
economic bargain of marriage moved from
gender specialization—the man holds a job,
the woman takes care of the home and the
children—to a more egalitarian model.15
We see some supporting evidence for
this perspective in Europe, where women
with more education are more likely to
marry in countries where gender roles are
more egalitarian, but less likely to marry
in countries where gender roles are more
traditional.16

Cohabitation
Though both marriage and cohabitation are
forms of romantic coresidence, research
suggests that these two arrangements have
very different social meanings. Marriage is
often predicated on economic stability and
status, and cohabitation is a more fragile
and preliminary arrangement suitable for
those who lack the resources seen as socially
necessary for marriage.17 For instance,
poor and working-class men and women
report that the high economic standard
for marriage doesn’t apply to cohabitation.
In fact, they say that cohabitation is the
appropriate choice for young couples, often
parents, who are romantically involved but
have not yet accumulated the economic
prerequisites for marriage.18
This view finds support in demographic
studies that examine the relationship
between men’s and women’s economic
resources and entry into cohabitation versus
entry into marriage. For instance, a study
that estimated respondents’ future earnings
potential found that although white men
with higher expected earnings were more
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likely to marry, there was no evidence
of a relationship between the expected
earnings of either men or women and how
likely they were to cohabit.19 Similarly,
research using longitudinal data—that is,
data that follows people over time—shows
that better-educated men and women are
more likely to marry, but that there is no
relationship between educational attainment
and cohabitation; also, people with unstable
employment are more likely to cohabit
and less likely to marry.20 A more recent
study of a relatively disadvantaged group
of young parents found further evidence of
how education shapes the way they form
unions. In this group, greater educational
attainment increased the likelihood that
both men and women would marry, and
it reduced the likelihood that men would
cohabit.21 (For more on cohabitation, see
Wendy Manning’s article in this issue.)

Possibilities and Pitfalls
We have strong evidence that men who
are better off, as marked by income,
employment, education, and wealth, are
more likely to marry and perhaps less likely
to cohabit. Although there is a theoretical
case for an independence effect, in which
women’s economic resources are negatively
related to marriage, little empirical evidence
supports this proposition. Do these
relationships between economic resources
and how people form unions hold lessons
for policy?
The positive relationship between economic
resources and marriage, and the negative
relationship to cohabitation, might lead us to
conclude that programs designed to improve
people’s economic standing should also
make them more likely to choose marriage
over cohabitation. The implied approach
is appealing, particularly because efforts to
encourage marriage through education and

advertising have met with limited success.22
However, several potential pitfalls are
inherent in making this leap from what we
observe in the research to making policy.
First, though the finding of a positive
association between economic status and
marriage is widely documented and robust,
the relationships that we see between
marriage and earnings, employment,
education, and wealth could be spurious.
That is, other characteristics of individuals
could affect both their economic standing
and how likely they are to marry, and these
unobserved characteristics could be the real
cause of each. In their studies of marriage,
scholars have tried to account for such
characteristics as propensity to plan ahead,
interpersonal skills, and disposition toward
marriage, but these are difficult to measure.
Social scientists have developed statistical
tools to estimate causal effects using
observational data, but it has proven difficult
to apply such techniques to the study of how
economic resources affect union formation.
Second, although policy is most concerned
with patterns of union formation among
less well-off men and women, research
generally considers the relationship between
economic resources and union formation in
a representative sample of the population.
This is good insofar as this work allows us to
make statements about the whole population.
But relatively little research has focused
on how economic factors affect union
formation among the disadvantaged young
people whose lives policy primarily seeks
to improve. Research that focuses on this
group might find different results than does
research on representative samples of the
population.
Finally, research on economic factors and
union formation has not generally translated
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the relationships we observe into specific,
actionable policy. For example, the research
suggests that obtaining a college degree,
finding steady work, or acquiring assets
would raise the probability of marriage.
But are such economic transformations
possible? Can policy realistically effect such
changes? While a major national policy like
a guaranteed minimum income or universal
child savings accounts might encourage
marriage, such ambitious policies would
seem to have a slim chance of being enacted
in the current political environment. Could
effective work and education policies that
are already in place or under consideration
also produce measurable effects on union
formation?

Experimental evaluations
of interventions to enhance
human capital and
employment have produced
reliable causal estimates,
focused on key populations,
and, by their very design,
mapped realistic policy
interventions to their
demographic effects.
These three problems limit the degree to
which existing work on union formation and
economic resources can guide family policy.
However, we can overcome these problems
by considering findings from a very different
line of empirical research. Specifically,
experimental evaluations of interventions
to enhance human capital (that is, formal
education, vocational education, or job
training) and employment have produced
1 60
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reliable causal estimates, focused on key
populations, and, by their very design,
mapped realistic policy interventions to their
demographic effects.

Experimental Evaluations of
Economic Interventions
To identify the most relevant evaluations, I
imposed a number of selection criteria. First,
I focused on experimental interventions that
randomized participants into treatment and
control groups and tracked the outcomes of
both groups over time. Second, I focused
on studies conducted in the United States.
Though randomized experimental designs
have been used around the world, I’m
concerned with economic factors and union
formation in the United States, which
is arguably quite distinct from Europe
and even Canada. Third, I focused on
interventions that were designed to affect
participants’ human capital, employment,
or income, including modifications to state
social welfare policies.23 Using these criteria,
I found 76 eligible experiments. Rather
than review each individual experiment
again, I summarized the findings of previous
reviews.24
It’s important to bear in mind that
evaluations of these interventions focused
on their economic effects. Of the 76
eligible experiments, only 15 assessed
participants’ union status when they were
questioned in a follow-up months or years
after the experiment ended. Almost all
of these studies assessed union status at
the follow-up point rather than assessing
transitions between one status and another.
That is, these evaluations generally report
differences in the share of treatment and
control group members who were married
at follow-up and not the share that got
married between the end of treatment and
follow-up. Many of these experiments took
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Table 1. Effects of Economic Interventions on Men’s and Women’s Marital Status
Intervention

Significant Positive Effects on Marriage?
Men
Women

Early Childhood

Moving to Opportunity

N

Y

Perry Preschool

N

Y

Project STAR

Y

Y

Abecedarian

N

N

Career Academies

Y

N

Job Corps

N

Y

Job Start

N

N

CEO

N

–

Education, Job Training, and Job Placement

Youth Challenge

N

–

ERA

–

N

CET

–

N

New Chance

–

N

New Hope

–

Y

Opportunity NYC

–

Y

WCSD

–

N

Other Interventions

place at multiple sites, presented estimates
for multiple subpopulations, examined
outcomes at multiple follow-up points, or
some combination of the three. So, at times,
I discuss more than one estimate of a given
program’s effect on marriage.

Review of Experiments
The experiments I review below are
roughly divided into three groups: those
that attempted to intervene relatively early
in life; those that delivered education, job
training, or job placement later in life; and a
residual category of interventions that took
other approaches to improving men’s and
women’s socioeconomic status. Table 1 gives
a brief summary of these interventions’ key
effects on marriage, separately for men and
women. Finally, I discuss a fourth category
of interventions that experimented with
changes in welfare rules.

I examined these evaluations to see how
the experimental manipulation of economic
status might offer insight into the role of
economic resources in union formation.
However, these evaluations were conducted
to determine whether the economic
interventions produced their intended
effects. In other words, it’s not a given that
these interventions worked. Indeed, though
several of these interventions produced
large and relatively long-lasting economic
effects, the economic effects of others were
modest and inconsistent over time.

Early Life Interventions
Perry Preschool Project
Perry, based in Michigan, ran from 1962
to 1967; it tested the effects of providing
preschool education to a target population
of disadvantaged African American
children.25 The children received a 2.5-hour
VOL. 25 / NO. 2 / FALL 2015
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in-school program with a 6:1 studentteacher ratio and a daily home visit of 1.5
hours. Participants were enrolled for either
one or two academic years.
This project is particularly valuable because
it was a randomized experiment and
because study subjects were followed over
an extended period of time, with follow-up
at ages 19, 27, and 40. The current
scholarly and policy interest in early-life
interventions is partly inspired by Perry’s
apparent positive effects on the wellbeing of
treatment group members from childhood
well into adulthood, including greater
educational attainment, less involvement
with the criminal justice system, and higher
earnings, though more recent analysis
suggests that the positive effects on men
may have been overstated.
Perry’s age 40 follow-up revealed
substantial differences in marital status
in the treatment and control groups.
Among men who went through the
program, 57 percent were married or
cohabiting; 23 percent were divorced; and
20 percent were single, never married, or
not cohabiting. The control group males
were less likely to be in romantic unions
(the respective figures were 33 percent,
23 percent, and 44 percent). However,
this analysis didn’t separate marriage
and cohabitation. A new, more rigorous
analysis of the Perry data found no effects
on men’s marriage at age 27. However, it
found evidence that Perry’s largest effects
were on the female participants, for whom
it documents positive impacts on IQ, high
school graduation, criminal behavior,
unemployment, and receiving welfare. It
also found that Perry had a large positive
effect (a 32 percentage point increase)
on the likelihood that women would be
married by age 27.
1 62
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Abecedarian
A total of 111 children born between 1972
and 1977 in Orange County, North Carolina,
were enrolled in the Abecedarian Project
if they appeared to be at high risk of school
failure, based on 13 sociodemographic
factors.26 Treatment had two phases. In
early childhood, treated children received
year-round child care with a systematic
curriculum. For the first three years of
school, treated children were assigned a
home-school resource teacher who worked
to increase parental involvement. So children
could be untreated, or treated in one or both
of the early childhood and school-age stages.
In practice, evaluation studies have focused
on comparing the early childhood treatment
group with the control group. Adult
follow-up occurred at ages 21 and 30. At age
21, those who received the early childhood
treatment were more likely to be in college,
and at age 30, they had higher educational
attainment and more full-time employment.
However, there was no significant difference
in marriage at either age 21 or 30 between
those who received the early childhood
treatment and the control group.

Project STAR
The TN STAR experiment, which began
in 1985, enrolled more than 11,000
kindergarten children through third-graders
at 79 schools in Tennessee to evaluate how
smaller class sizes affected learning. Children
in the treatment group were assigned to
classes with 15 students on average, while
control group members were assigned to
larger classes, averaging 22 students.
The intervention’s positive effects on test
scores are well documented.27 A more recent
study linked the original evaluation data
to administrative tax records to conduct a
longer-term follow-up. It found that students
assigned to small classes were more likely
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to be enrolled in college by age 20, though
they didn’t have higher earnings by age 27.
Additionally, children (both boys and girls
combined) assigned to small classrooms
were more likely to have married by age 27
than were control group members.28

Moving to Opportunity
The U.S. Department of Housing and
Urban Development sponsored this major
study of the effects of providing housing
vouchers to low-income families living
in disadvantaged neighborhoods in New
York, Baltimore, Boston, Chicago, and Los
Angeles. Begun in 1994, the study enrolled
approximately 4,600 families. Treatment
group members got vouchers that they could
use to offset the cost of rent. One group
was allowed to use its vouchers anywhere.
A second group was allowed to use the
vouchers only for housing in a low-poverty
neighborhood for the first year; members
also received assistance with finding such
housing. A control group received neither
vouchers nor house-finding assistance.
The program was motivated by research
suggesting that living in a high-poverty
neighborhood can hurt children’s and
adults’ wellbeing in many ways.29 Follow-up
studies conducted over the first 10 years
of the program found that Moving to
Opportunity had mixed effects. Treatment
group members were more likely to live
in low-poverty neighborhoods, and adult
women and their female children in the
treatment group had better health by several
measures, including obesity, diabetes, and
psychological distress. However, there
were few effects on employment or income
or on children’s educational outcomes or
involvement in criminal behavior.30
I found no published estimates of Moving
to Opportunity’s effects on adults’ marriage.

However, a recent analysis found evidence
that girls who were under 13 at the time
of treatment were more likely than control
group members to be married by the time
they were in their 20s, and somewhat less
likely to have children when they were
teenagers. In general, the younger the
child at the time of treatment, the stronger
these effects, suggesting that early-life
intervention may be particularly important.31

Education, Job Training, and Job
Placement Interventions
Career Academies
The strongest support for the idea that
improving the economic standing of men
with low socioeconomic status might induce
more marriage is found in the evaluation
of the Career Academies program. Career
Academies date to the 1980s and currently
operate around the country. These small
schools within schools allow a group of
students and teachers to remain together for
two to four years and focus on a single area,
such as health or information technology.
These academies are explicitly oriented
toward easing the transition from school
to work with career-focused classes and
internships.
The nonprofit social policy research
organization MDRC conducted a large
randomized trial of Career Academies in
nine U.S. high schools, following 1,400
young men and women in Maryland,
Florida, Pennsylvania, California, Texas, and
Washington, DC.32 Participants were drawn
from disadvantaged communities. About
one-third lived in single-parent households
and one-quarter in households receiving
social welfare. Still, the sample was
somewhat diverse socioeconomically; for
example, 12 percent of the students’ fathers
had graduated from college, and two-thirds
lived in two-parent households. Enrollment
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in Career Academies produced large
economic returns, particularly for men.
Participants saw earnings gains averaging
11 percent per year over control group
members, for a total increase of almost
$17,000 over the eight-year follow-up
period. There were no effects on education,
however. A large share of both the
treatment and the control group graduated
from high school or received a GED.

[Career Academies offers]
the strongest support for
the idea that improving the
economic standing of men
with low socioeconomic
status might induce more
marriage.
When it comes to union formation, the
eight-year follow-up found large and
statistically significant impacts on marriage/
cohabitation for men. Thirty-six percent of
men in the treatment group were married
or living with a partner at follow-up,
compared with 27 percent of men in the
control group. Moreover, further analysis
found that the program increased marriage
among young men and that the impact
on living independently with a child or
children and a partner was concentrated
only among young men who were married.33
Career Academies has thus been one of
the most successful interventions in terms
of improving men’s economic standing and
affecting whether they marry. However,
the same cannot be said of women. Career
Academies had few if any significant
effects on women’s educational attainment,
months employed, hours worked, hourly
1 64
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wages, or total monthly earnings, and, as
we would expect, no effects on women’s
relationship status.

Job Corps
Begun in 1964, JobCorps is an educational
and vocational program for disadvantaged
youths ages 16–24 that aims to give them
the skills to either find work or seek
additional education. Participants come
from households that either receive welfare
or subsist below the poverty line, and a
very large majority are younger than 20,
nonwhite, and have not completed high
school. The mostly residential 28-week
program includes a set of services tailored
to participants’ individual needs, including
formal education, instruction in independent
living, health care and health education,
vocational training, and help finding a job.
The experimental National Job Corps Study
began in November 1994, enrolling about
9,500 people in the treatment group and
6,000 in the control group by February
1996.34 Follow-up occurred four years after
participants finished the program. Control
group members were not permitted to enroll
in Job Corps for three years, but they could
enroll in similar programs.
Job Corps had positive effects on the
education and training of male participants.
It also produced positive impacts on
employment and earnings that first appeared
after three years and persisted through
the four-year follow-up. On average,
participants’ earnings increased by about
$600 over the four-year period, though these
gains were concentrated in years three and
four. Job Corps participants were less likely
to be arrested (mostly in the first year);
they were also less likely to be convicted or
incarcerated, and less likely to be victims of
a crime.
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Despite the positive effects in other areas,
there were no significant differences in the
share of male treatment and control group
members who were married after four years,
about 13 percent of each. Similarly, there
were no significant differences between the
groups in the share who were cohabiting.
But the follow-up period was only four years,
and all the participants were under 24 when
they enrolled. Given that the median age of
first marriage in the United States for men
is currently 29, it’s possible that participants
simply saw themselves as too young to
marry, though there were no differences in
cohabitation.
JobCorps participation also increased weeks
employed in the year, hours employed per
year, and earnings in the year for women,
though these effects were significant only
for women who had no children when the
program began. Among these women,
16 percent of treatment group members
were married after four years, compared
with 13 percent of control group members.
A later study similarly found that increases
in employment and earnings associated with
JobCorps increased women’s but not men’s
likelihood of marriage.

JOBSTART
The JOBSTART demonstration gave lowskilled school dropouts a set of training and
support services designed to place them
in jobs. It was modeled on JobCorps, but
it wasn’t a residential program and was
therefore less expensive. As with JobCorps,
participants received basic remedial
education, vocational training, and job
placement services. The participants, ages
17–21, were drawn from very disadvantaged
backgrounds. All were high school dropouts
with limited literacy, and they lived in
households that received public assistance or
subsisted at less than the federal poverty line.

MDRC evaluated JOBSTART at 13 sites in
New York, Georgia, Connecticut, California,
Illinois, Pennsylvania, Texas, Colorado, and
Arizona.35 A group of 2,312 young people was
randomly assigned to either the treatment or
the control group. Follow-up surveys were
conducted one, two, and four years after the
program ended.
The program significantly increased the
chances that participants would earn a GED
or complete high school; 42 percent of the
treatment group did one or the other, versus
28.6 percent of the control group. Initially,
participants had lower earnings than those
in the control group because they were
more likely to be enrolled in school than
to be working. But over the next two years,
participants’ earnings began to increase
compared to those of the control group,
although the difference was not statistically
significant. Perhaps unsurprisingly, then,
the program had no effects on marriage for
either men or women. As with JobCorps,
the young age of the participants likely
limited the potential for marriage effects
to appear after four years. But where
JobCorps had significant economic effects,
JOBSTART did not, making marriage
effects unlikely in any case.

Center for Employment
Opportunities (CEO)
This transitional jobs program, run by the
Vera Institute of Justice, places recently
released ex-offenders directly into paid jobs,
where they earn minimum wage. In addition
to a short employment-preparation program,
participants also receive counseling on
employment and other matters. Eventually,
participants get help in making the transition
to a permanent job. Participants were older
on average than those involved in JobCorps,
JOBSTART, or Career Academies, with
a mean age of 34. They were also quite
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disadvantaged. About half lacked a high
school diploma, and nearly 100 percent
were nonwhite.
MDRC evaluated the program from
January 2004 to October 2005.36 Of 977
ex-offenders referred by their parole
officers, 568 were assigned to the program
and 409 to a control group. Follow-up
surveys were conducted after one, two,
and three years. Control group members
weren’t directly placed in transitional jobs,
but they did get help finding other work.
The program generated a large but shortlived increase in employment. The increase
was driven by the treatment group’s access
to transitional jobs; after the jobs ended,
treatment group members did not fare
any better than those in the control group.
The program had more sustained impacts
on participants’ recidivism, reducing
convictions and incarcerations over the
two-year follow-up period.
The program did not affect marriage,
however. There were no significant
differences between the treatment and
control groups in whether they had ever
been married, were married at the time of
the follow-up survey, or were cohabiting.

National Guard Youth Challenge
This quasimilitary 17-month program
helps youth who have dropped out of high
school. It involves a two-week qualification
phase followed by a 20-week residential
phase, in which participants, or “cadets,”
receive training in eight areas and study for
a GED. At the end, participants are placed
in jobs, education, or military service.
MDRC conducted a randomized evaluation
of the Challenge program beginning in
2005, enrolling 1,200 participants and
following up to assess a range of outcomes
at nine, 21, and 36 months.37 Participants
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ranged in age from 16 to 18. They were
overwhelmingly male and had generally
performed poorly in school, as shown by
low grades and suspensions. At 21 months,
members of the treatment group had higher
mean weekly earnings and educational
attainment than did members of the control
group; various subgroups also saw positive
effects on full-time employment. At 36
months, treatment group members were
more likely to have graduated from high
school or received their GED, were more
likely to be employed, and had higher annual
earnings.
The study did not separately examine
marriage and cohabitation, only finding no
effect of participation at 21 months on the
combined outcome of living with a spouse
or partner. At 36 months, 24 percent of
program group members were married
or cohabiting versus 20 percent of control
group members, but this difference was not
considered significant.

Employment Retention and
Advancement (ERA)
This project used randomized trials to test
12 programs around the country, each
using different interventions designed to
help low-wage workers retain work and
advance. The interventions fell into three
groups: (1) programs that offered career
counseling and training for low-wage
workers; (2) programs that offered help
with job placement, often for particularly
disadvantaged populations, such as those
with disabilities or substance abuse
problems; and (3) programs that used a mix
of services and targeted them primarily at
welfare recipients.
MDRC studied 45,000 control and treatment
group members, beginning between 2000
and 2004 and conducting follow-up between
three and four years later.38 Of the 12
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program sites, the evaluation study found
significant economic effects for only three
of the programs: those in Texas, Chicago,
and Riverside, California. The interventions
at these sites appeared to produce gains
in earnings and employment for their lowincome, single-parent clients.
Most of the evaluation data was drawn
from administrative records, which did not
contain information on romantic union
status. However, a survey that asked about
marriage and cohabitation was conducted at
42 months at three of the 12 sites: Chicago,
Riverside, and Los Angeles, two of which
(Chicago and Riverside) had shown positive
effects on economic outcomes at both 12 and
42 months. The survey found no significant
effects on marriage at any of the three sites
and mixed effects on cohabitation.

Center for Employment
and Training (CET)
This program provided employment training
in a work-like setting in San Jose, California,
seeking to connect participants to jobs.39 The
model was expanded and tested at 12 sites
around the country in the mid-1990s; it was
successfully implemented, with high fidelity
to the model program, in four. However, the
economic impacts of even these successful
implementations were very weak. Access to
the program didn’t increase young people’s
employment or earnings by the end of the
54-month follow-up period, compared with
a control group. After 30 months, positive
effects on women’s employment and earnings
were evident, but they didn’t persist beyond
that point, while evidence of negative
effects on men’s employment at 30 months
also did not persist at 54 months. Effects
in the medium- and low-fidelity sites were
either negligible or negative. Perhaps not
surprisingly, then, there were no impacts on
union status.

Other Interventions
New Chance
This program was designed to increase the
educational attainment of unwed mothers
who were high school dropouts.40 New
Chance offered participants an array of
services that included academic instruction,
training for employment, help finding a job,
and instruction in parenting skills, among
others. The program was implemented
between 1989 and 1992 at 16 sites around
the country. Enrollment was randomized,
and respondents were contacted for
follow-up at 18 and 42 months. The
evaluation found, first, that many control
group members were able to obtain similar
services through other means, meaning that
the comparison of treatment with control
group members was really a comparison of
the use of different services, rather than a
comparison of people who received services
with people who didn’t. With that in mind,
the results suggest that those in the program
were more likely to get their GEDs, but
were not any more likely to work or reduce
their use of welfare, among other outcomes.
The share of treatment group members
who were married was 8 percent at 18
months and 13 percent at 42 months, not
significantly different from the 7 percent
and 12 percent of control group members.

New Hope
Between August 1994 and December 1995,
low-income people in two Milwaukee,
Wisconsin, neighborhoods were given the
opportunity to opt in to a program of wage
supplements, affordable health insurance,
child-care subsidies, and community
service jobs.41 Those who were interested
were randomly assigned to treatment and
control groups. The program lasted for
three years, during which nearly 90 percent
of participants made use of at least one
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program benefit; on average, participants
drew on the available benefits in about half
of the program months.
The New Hope evaluation enrolled 1,300
people. About 750 had children, and these
families were tracked over eight years. The
evaluation found strong evidence of positive
effects on employment and income, poverty,
health, children’s involvement in structured
programming and activities, and children’s
academic achievement. While most of the
economic effects faded once the program
ended, effects on children’s activities, school
engagement, and social behavior persisted
through follow-ups at five and eight years.
New Hope appeared to increase marriage,
though only for women who had never been
married when they entered the program.
The 337 women who had never been
married when the program began, and who
gave information about their marital status
at a five-year follow-up, were nearly twice
as likely to have married by year five than
were control group members (20.7 percent
vs. 11.8 percent); there were no effects
on cohabitation. Further, as we would
expect, New Hope’s marriage effects were
partially mediated by the program’s impacts
on earnings and employment; that is, it
appears that the gains in income preceded
the changes in marital status. Taken
together, then, we have strong evidence that
economic resources have a positive causal
effect on women’s marriage.

Opportunity NYC
This conditional cash transfer program—
that is, a program in which participants
receive cash in exchange for completing
certain actions—is a multifaceted
antipoverty effort piloted in New York
City in 2007. Participants could earn cash
rewards for compliance with a set of 22
1 68

T HE F UT UR E OF C HI LDRE N

behaviors, including children’s school
attendance and achievement, regular healthcare visits and coverage, and employment
and human capital development.
Completing any of these behaviors could
earn participating families rewards ranging
from $20 to $600.
In cooperation with another nonprofit,
Seedco, MDRC conducted a randomized
evaluation of the program that followed
4,800 participants, most of whom were
women, studying outcomes at 18 and 42
months.42 Participating families lived in
one of six low-income communities and
had incomes of less than 130 percent of the
federal poverty line. The data on outcomes
came from administrative records and
surveys. The evaluators found that almost
all of the families (98 percent) received
rewards; the average family received about
$3,000 per year. Those who earned the most
tended to be more educated, employed
full time, and married. Participants saw
a range of positive economic effects,
including reduced material hardship and
improved household savings. However, the
program had only modest or no effects on
most measures of children’s education and
family health, and it had mixed effects on
employment.
The 18-month follow-up found some
evidence that the program affected
marriage. Nineteen percent of participants
reported that they were married and living
with a spouse, compared with 15.6 percent
of control group members, a statistically
significant difference. There were no
significant differences in the share of each
group who were living with a partner:
10.6 percent of participants and 9.3
percent of control group members. The
program’s effects on marriage could have
been produced by either the cash rewards
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themselves or by participants engaging
in the encouraged behaviors, or both.
However, the evaluators also suggest that
marriage could reflect strategic economic
behavior in which initially single treatment
group members married to bring their
partner into the program and so increase the
possibility of earning rewards by having two
enrolled adults in the household. However,
whatever the reason, by the 42-month
follow-up survey, there were no significant
differences in the share of participants and
control group members who were married
(18.7 percent vs. 17.8 percent), and, in fact,
treatment group members were somewhat
more likely to have divorced (15.4 percent
vs. 13.1 percent).

no significant difference between the two
groups in whether they were married to or
cohabiting with the fathers of the children
who were the focus of the study. However,
treatment group mothers were significantly
less likely to be cohabiting with men
who were not the fathers of the children.
Perhaps increased economic resources
don’t reduce the likelihood that women will
marry, but do reduce the need to enter into
cohabiting relationships with men who are
not the biological fathers of their children.

Welfare Reform Interventions

Wisconsin’s Child Support Demonstration
Evaluation reports the results of an
experimental child support policy that
increased the income of low-income
unmarried mothers.43 The analysis is based
on survey and administrative data collected
from a sample of 709 women in treatment
and control groups who entered the study
between September 1997 and July 1998
and were followed up in the spring and
summer of 2004. In general terms, the study
participants were quite disadvantaged; twothirds of mothers were black and only half
had completed high school.

Many evaluations conducted in the 1990s
sought to understand how modifications
to state public assistance policies might
affect marriage. These interventions
were conducted in the context of
large-scale changes to federal public
assistance policy, in particular the 1996
passage of the Personal Responsibility
and Work Opportunity Reconciliation
Act, which replaced the Aid to Families
with Dependent Children program with
Temporary Assistance for Needy Families.
The new program had a very different
structure. It put limits on how long people
could receive public assistance and required
participants to engage in employmentrelated activities. It also provided enhanced
earnings disregards, meaning that program
participants could remain eligible while
earning more money.

The program had some positive effects.
Those in the treatment group were more
likely to establish paternity and more
likely to receive child support. Further, as
expected, the program increased women’s
total support; treatment group members
received 20 percent more than control
group members in year one and 12 percent
more in year three. Six and a half years after
the program began, however, there was

In the years before the Personal
Responsibility and Work Opportunity
Reconciliation Act was passed, a number of
states secured federal waivers to conduct
experimental pilot studies of the effects
of modifying existing Aid to Families with
Dependent Children rules. In general,
these welfare reform experiments tested
the effects of one or more of the following
interventions: (1) mandatory employment,

Wisconsin Child Support
Demonstration (WCSD)
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(2) enhanced earnings disregard, and
(3) time limits on receiving welfare.
One study pooled the data from 14 such
experimentally evaluated interventions.44
Since all these modifications were designed
to reduce dependency on public benefits
and increase employment, the authors
wanted to see whether the interventions
could either increase women’s marriage
(if greater affluence encourages marriage)
or decrease women’s marriage (if greater
affluence allows for more independence).
However, they found little evidence of any
effects on marriage, positive or negative,
whether they were examining the main
sample, demographic subgroups, or specific
combinations of policy changes.
Another review, rather than pooling
the data, examined each experiment
individually.45 While it found that one,
the Minnesota Family Investment
Program, increased marriage for long-term
recipients of public assistance, and another,
Delaware’s ABC program, produced small
increases, none of the other 12 programs
affected marriage. In sum, there is no
strong evidence that these alterations of
public assistance policy, which could have
increased work and income, had consistent
positive effects on women’s marriage. That
said, there is also no evidence that any
of them reduced women’s likelihood of
marriage, as the independence hypothesis
might predict.

Conclusions
Over the past 40 years, social scientists have
undertaken a massive effort to understand
the social and economic forces behind
family change in the United States. Scholars
have used large representative surveys of
men and women, followed respondents
over many decades, and carefully modeled
the relationships between their economic
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resources and their transitions to marriage
and cohabitation. A fairly consistent story
has emerged: Men’s economic resources
are positively associated with marriage, but
perhaps not with cohabitation; women’s
economic resources, perhaps contrary to
expectations, are also associated positively
with marriage and perhaps negatively with
cohabitation.
This social science research estimates the
relationship between economic resources
and union status based on the economic
resources that men and women come
to possess through social and economic
processes. In this review, in contrast, I’ve
drawn on a much smaller but potentially very
useful set of studies that randomly assign
some people to a control group that is simply
followed over time and others to a treatment
group that receives an intervention designed
to increase the amount and kind of their
economic resources.
This experimental method is very powerful.
It allows us to exclude the possibility that
unobserved personal and social processes
that determine different people’s economic
resources also determine their union status.
These experiments are also useful because
they focus on the disadvantaged subgroups
of men and women who are of primary
concern to both scholars and policy makers.
Finally, these experiments also test concrete
and actionable policy ideas. They tell us
whether to expect significant effects on family
formation from economic interventions
that are often already under way or might
realistically be scaled up.

Effects on Men’s and Women’s Marriage
What have these experiments shown us about
how economic factors affect union status?
For men, the evidence is not very strong.
One study, JOBSTART, essentially had no
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economic effects and so, unsurprisingly,
no effects on being married. Two others,
JobsCorps and Center for Employment
Opportunities, had positive economic
effects, but neither affected marriage.
A fourth study, the National Guard Youth
Challenge, had positive economic effects,
but it assessed only the combined outcome
of being married or living with a partner,
rather than marriage by itself, finding no
effects.
The exception is Career Academies. In
line with expectations from observational
studies, Career Academies produced large
economic effects, and, when they were
surveyed nine years later, participants were
significantly more likely to be married than
were control group members. Why was this
intervention so much more successful than
others? Perhaps the simplest explanation is
the size of the economic effects. But certain
features of the program’s implementation
and evaluation may also have contributed.
First, the Career Academies follow-up
period was fairly long—nine years, as
opposed to two to four years for JobsCorps,
JOBSTART, Center for Employment
Opportunities, and National Guard Youth
Challenge. Though most economic effects
appear quickly (unless delayed by increased
school enrollment), marriage effects may
take longer, and this may be particularly
true for the relatively young participants in
job training and placement programs like
Career Academies and JobsCorps. Second,
the Career Academies study population
was disadvantaged, but it appears to have
been somewhat better off than those
involved in JobsCorps or JOBSTART.
For example, while 24 percent of Career
Academies respondents lived in households
that received social welfare, nearly all
participants in those other two programs
received public benefits.

For women, the experimental results
are more nuanced. First, there is very
little evidence for the hypothesized
independence effect, through which
greater economic resources would reduce
women’s likelihood of marriage. For the
most part, experiments that successfully
raised women’s economic standing show no
evidence of such reductions in marriage.
For example, the Employment Retention
and Advancement programs in Chicago
and Riverside, as well as JobsCorps (when
considering women without children), all
had significant economic effects but did not
depress marriage. Reviews of welfare reform
experiments similarly found no effects.
But, second, several interventions offer
evidence that increasing women’s economic
resources can increase marriage. JobsCorps
provides only indirect evidence of this.
But several other studies that evaluated
either multifaceted programs to alleviate
poverty or early childhood interventions
have found clear and significant positive
effects. Perhaps the best example is New
Hope. This intervention, designed to
support poor working adults through an
earnings supplement, subsidized child care
and health insurance, and temporary work
when needed, produced large economic
effects and, after five years, significantly
raised the share of those who were married
among those who had never previously been
married when the program began. Though
it ran for a limited time and thus didn’t
promise long-term support, it provided help
on an as-needed basis, with participants able
to use a variety of supports when necessary.
In New Hope, we see some evidence for
the argument that managing economic risk
may affect marriage. A second multifaceted
antipoverty program, Opportunity NYC,
also had some positive effects on marriage,
though it took a different form from New
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Hope—participants were paid when they
engaged in program-sanctioned activities.
Opportunity NYC successfully increased
employment and appeared to increase
marriage as well, but only at the 18-month
follow-up and not at 42 months. While
these effects may have been the result of
increased financial stability due to program
payments, it is also possible that they were
simply a strategic response to program
rules that made spouses eligible for the
conditional cash transfers.

Several interventions offer
evidence that increasing
women’s economic resources
can increase marriage.
I’ve also discussed how several interventions
in young children’s lives affected marriage
in adulthood. Of the four interventions that
focused on young children—Abecedarian,
the Perry Preschool Project, Moving to
Opportunity, and Project STAR—three
had significant positive effects on marriage
decades after intervention.
Third, for women, cohabitation has some
interesting dynamics. Unlike for marriage,
there is little reason to think that increasing
economic resources would increase
cohabitation. Rather, we would expect a
decline in cohabitation, either because of
an independence effect or because those
who are better off would opt for marriage
over cohabitation. In general, evaluations
that assess cohabitation separately from
marriage find no effects. However, the
Employment Retention and Advancement
site in Chicago found evidence of higher
rates of cohabitation among the treatment
group women than among the control group
1 72
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women. New Hope, on the other hand, found
lower rates (but though the difference was
large at 31 percent of treatment vs. 23 percent
of controls, it was not statistically significant).
Wisconsin’s Child Support Demonstration
Evaluation offers perhaps the most nuanced
finding, showing that although marriage and
cohabitation with the father of the children
in the study was unaffected, treatment
group women, who had higher incomes as
a result of the intervention, were less likely
to cohabit with other men. This finding, at
least, supports a version of the independence
hypothesis.

The Limits of Experimental Design
Though experimentally based empirical work
offers some evidence that increasing men’s
and women’s economic resources can increase
marriage, the findings are by no means
overwhelming. Many interventions have had
economic effects but no detectable marriage
effects. In some cases, this lack of marriage
effects can perhaps be attributed to relatively
short follow-up periods or the young age of
participants at follow-up, but several other
factors could be at play.
First, a key virtue of the experimental
studies I’ve reviewed is that they test either
existing programs or interventions that have
potential to be implemented widely. But
it’s also possible that the improvements
in short-run earnings or employment that
these interventions produce may simply not
be large enough to affect marriage, and if
we could produce even greater economic
change, then marriage effects might
follow. But it’s also possible that the real
economic impediment to marriage is not
current economic standing but expectations
about the future, and that even when their
income temporarily rises, people may
still feel uncertain about their economic
future. Alternatively, if access to economic

Lessons Learned from Non-Marriage Experiments

resources earlier in life establishes a certain
understanding of marriage and family, then
these cognitive models might well persist
despite improved economic standing later
in life.
Second, these experimental interventions
are highly focused on individuals. While
manipulating men’s and women’s own
economic resources may affect marriage,
this approach ignores the larger social
context in which union formation occurs.
For instance, if neighborhood poverty
exerts an independent negative effect
on union formation, then simply altering
one person’s income while leaving other
aspects of the context in which they live
unchanged may not accomplish much.
The effects of the Moving to Opportunity
program on the treated children’s
marriage in later life suggest that such
contextual effects may be quite important.
More broadly, the changes in family
structure over the past several decades
have occurred in a context of widening
economic inequality, which may affect
marriage. Individual-focused interventions
do little (and intend to do little) to address
such broad distributional issues.46
Third, we may be focusing too much on
the role that economic factors play in
family change. In interviews, low-income
and working-class men and women discuss
the importance of economic factors for
marriage, but they also give great weight
to non-economic factors, including trust,
relationship quality, and gender equality.47
These relational factors often play a bigger
role than economic factors do in people’s
decisions about forming relationships.48

Future Research
Given these limitations, can we learn more
from this line of inquiry? I would suggest

that future work examining experimental
evaluations pursue three avenues.
First, among the most dramatic findings
we’ve seen are Perry Preschool’s and
Project STAR’s significant effects on
marriage, decades after the intervention.
Though Abecederian, a contemporary
early-childhood experiment, shows no
such effects for a pooled sample of men
and women, other early interventions may
have marriage effects in adulthood. Several
observational studies of Head Start’s effects
on adult outcomes find no strong association
with teen parenthood or years spent in
marriage, but an ongoing experimental
evaluation of Head Start—the Head Start
Impact Study—promises to provide clearer
insight into the program’s effects later in
life if control and treatment group children
are followed into adulthood.49 Finally,
an evaluation of another educational
intervention—the Harlem Children’s Zone’s
Promise Academy, which is targeted at
middle and high school students, rather
than preschoolers—finds large effects on
teen pregnancy, though marriage has not yet
been assessed as an outcome.50
Second, though I report here only on
experimental evaluations that assessed
marriage as an outcome, I identified
many more experimentally evaluated
economic interventions that did not report
marriage outcomes. It might be possible to
examine marriage as an outcome of those
interventions, either using archived data or,
perhaps, interviewing participants again.
Though new interviews would be expensive
and difficult to execute, this approach would
ensure adequate follow-up time for any
marriage effects to appear.
Recent work on family formation in the
United States suggests that beyond income,
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work, and education, young couples also feel
that assets are an important prerequisite
for marriage.51 In interviews, poor and
working-class couples express a desire to
have some savings, own a car, and even
purchase a home before marrying.52 This
observation parallels a movement in social
policy and social services to help poor
families build savings.53 Perhaps the most
prominent such effort is the American
Dream Demonstration, a randomized
evaluation of a matched savings program in
Tulsa, Oklahoma. Though this intervention
produced only a modest increase in savings,
it would be useful to see whether this
increase translated into any measurable
change in asset ownership and therefore in
marriage.54
Lastly, current and future evaluations of
economic interventions should consider
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examining marriage and cohabitation
as outcomes, for both men and women.
Though many post-intervention outcomes
can be assessed using administrative
data, information on union status will
generally have to be obtained through
follow-up surveys. However, such surveys
are frequently used, and collecting and
reporting union status outcomes would
be valuable. Among current and planned
interventions, it would be good to learn
whether we see effects on marriage from
Family Rewards 2.0, a revised version of
the conditional cash transfer model used
in Opportunity NYC that is currently
being tested in the Bronx and Memphis;
the GED Bridge to Health and Business
program; and the ASAP program (designed
to speed community college completion in
New York).

Lessons Learned from Non-Marriage Experiments

ENDNOTES
1. U.S. Census Bureau, Table MS-2. Estimated Median Age at First Marriage, by Sex: 1890 to the Present,
https://www.census.gov/population/socdemo/hh-fam/ms2.xls.
2. Wendy Manning and Bart Sykes, “Twenty-Five Years of Change in Cohabitation in the U.S., 1987–
2013” (Family Profiles Series FP-15-01, National Center for Family and Marriage Research, Bowling
Green State University, 2015).
3. Diana Elliott et al., “Historical Marriage Trends from 1890–2010: A Focus on Race Differences,” paper
presented at the annual meeting of the Population Association of America (SEHSD Working Paper no.
2012-12), San Francisco, CA, May 2012; Wendy Manning, “Trends in Cohabitation: Over Twenty Years
of Change, 1987–2010” (Family Profiles Series FP-13-12, , National Center for Family and Marriage
Research, Bowling Green State University, 2012); Wendy Manning, Susan Brown, and Krista Payne,
“Two Decades of Stability and Change in Age at First Union Formation,” Journal of Marriage and
Family 76 (2014) 247–60, doi: 10.1111/jomf.12090.
4. Lynn White and Stacy Rogers, “Economic Circumstances and Family Outcomes: A Review of the
1990s,” Journal of Marriage and Family 62 (2000) 1035–51, doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2000.01035.x;
Nancy Burstein, “Economic Influences on Marriage and Divorce,” Journal of Policy Analysis and
Management 2 (2007) 387–429, doi: 10.1002/pam.20257; David Ellwood and Christopher Jencks, “The
Uneven Spread of Single-Parent Families: What Do We Know? Where Do We Look for Answers?” in
Social Inequality, ed. Kathryn M. Neckerman (New York: Russell Sage Foundation, 2004), 3–77.
5. Adam Isen and Betsy Stevenson, “Women’s Education and Family Behavior: Trends in Marriage,
Divorce, and Fertility” (NBER Working Paper no. 15725, National Bureau of Economic Research,
Cambridge, MA, 2010).
6. Yu Xie et al., “Economic Potential and Entry into Marriage and Cohabitation,” Demography 40 (2003)
351–67; Daniel Schneider, “Wealth and the Marital Divide,” American Journal of Sociology 117 (2011),
627–67, doi: 10.1086/661594; Valerie Kincade Oppenheimer, Matthijs Kalmijn, and Nelson Lim,
“Men’s Career Development and Marriage Timing During a Period of Rising Inequality,” Demography
34 (1997) 311–30, doi: 10.2307/3038286; Daniel Schneider and Adam Reich, “Marrying Ain’t Hard
When You Got a Union Card? Labor Union Membership and First Marriage,” Social Problems 61
(2014): 625–43, doi: 10.1525/sp.2014.12316.
7. Robert Mare and Christopher Winship, “Socioeconomic Change and the Decline of Marriage for Blacks
and Whites,” in The Urban Underclass, ed. Christopher Jencks and Paul E. Peterson (Washington, DC:
Brookings, 1991), 175–202.
8. David Loughran, “The Effect of Male Wage Inequality on Female Age at First Marriage,” Review of
Economics and Statistics 84: 237–50, doi: 10.1162/003465302317411505; Scott Drewianka and Tristan
Coughlin, “Can Rising Inequality Explain Aggregate Trends in Marriage? Evidence from U.S. States,
1977–2005,” BE Journal of Economic Analysis and Policy 11(1).
9. Kathryn Edin and Maria Kefalas, Promises I Can Keep: Why Poor Women Put Motherhood before
Marriage (Berkeley: University of California Press, 2005); Andrew Cherlin, The Marriage Go-Round:
The State of Marriage and the Family in America Today (New York: Random House, 2005).
10. Valerie Kincaid Oppenheimer, “A Theory of Marriage Timing,” American Journal of Sociology 94
(1988) 563–91.
11. Gary Becker, A Treatise on the Family (Cambridge, MA: Harvard University Press, 1990).

VOL. 25 / NO. 2 / FALL 2015

175

Daniel Schneider

12. Daniel Lichter, Felicia B. LeClere, and Diane K. McLaughlin, “Local Marriage Markets and the
Marital Behavior of Black and White Women,” American Journal of Sociology 96 (1991) 843–67; Mark
A. Fossett and K. Jill Kiecolt, “Mate Availability and Family Structure among African Americans in U.S.
Metropolitan Areas,” Journal of Marriage and Family 55 (1993) 288–302; Kim M. Lloyd and Scott J.
South, “Contextual Influences on Young Men’s Transition to First Marriage,” Social Forces 74 (1996)
1097–1119, doi: 10.1093/sf/74.3.1097; Cynthia M. Cready, Mark A. Fossett, and K. Jill Kiecolt, “Mate
Availability and African American Family Structure in the U.S. Nonmetropolitan South, 1960–1990,”
Journal of Marriage and Family 59 (1997) 192–203.
13. Burstein, “Economic Influences”; White and Rogers, “Economic Circumstances.”
14. Marcia Carlson, Sara McLanahan, and Paula England, “Union Formation in Fragile Families,”
Demography 41 (2004): 237–61; Marin Clarkberg, “The Price of Partnering: The Role of Economic
Well-Being in Young Adults’ First Union Experiences,” Social Forces 77 (1999): 945–68; Megan
M. Sweeney, “Two Decades of Family Change: The Shifting Economic Foundations of Marriage”
American Sociological Review 67 (2002) 132–47; Schneider, “Marital Divide.”
15. Sweeney, “Two Decades.”
16. Matthijs Kalmijn, “The Educational Gradient in Marriage: A Comparison of 25 European Countries,”
Demography 50 (2013) 1499–1520, doi: 10.1007/s13524-013-0229-x.
17. Edin and Kefalas, “Promises.”
18. Pamela Smock, Wendy D. Manning, and Meredith Porter, “‘Everything’s There Except Money’: How
Money Shapes Decisions to Marry Among Cohabitors,” Journal of Marriage and Family 67 (2005)
680–96, doi: 10.1111/j.1741-3737.2005.00162.x; Christina M. Gibson-Davis, Kathryn Edin, and Sara
McLanahan, “High Hopes but Even Higher Expectations: The Retreat from Marriage among LowIncome Couples,” Journal of Marriage and Family 67 (2005) 1301–12.
19. Xie et al, “Economic Potential.”
20. Clarkberg, “Price of Partnering”; Valerie Kincade Oppenheimer, “Cohabiting and Marriage
During Young Men’s Career Development Process,” Demography 40 (2003) 127–49, doi: 10.1353/
dem.2003.0006.
21. Carlson, McLanahan, and England, “Union Formation.”
22. Robert Wood et al., The Long-Term Effects of Building Strong Families: A Relationship Skills Education
Program for Unmarried Parents (Washington, DC: Office of Planning, Research and Evaluation,
Administration for Children and Families, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services, 2012).
23. Lisa Gennetian and Ginger Knox, “Staying Single: The Effects of Welfare Reform Policies on Marriage
and Cohabitation” (Working Paper Series no. 13, MDRC, New York, NY, 2003); David J. Fein, Rebecca
A. London, and Jane Mauldon, “Welfare Reform and Family Formation: Assessing the Effects”
(Research Brief no. 1, Welfare Reform and Family Formation Project, Abt Associates, Bethesda, MD,
2002).
24. David Greenberg and Mark Shroder, The Digest of Social Experiments, 3rd ed. (Washington, DC:
Urban Institute, 2004); Robert Lerman, Gregory Acs, and Anupa Bir, An Economic Framework and
Selected Proposals for Demonstrations Aimed at Strengthening Marriage, Employment, and Family
Functioning Outcomes (Washington, DC: Urban Institute, 2007).
25. See Michael L. Anderson, “Multiple Inference and Gender Differences in the Effects of Early
Intervention: A Reevaluation of the Abecedarian, Perry Preschool, and Early Training Projects,” Journal
of the American Statistical Association 103 (2008): 1481–95, doi: 10.1198/016214508000000841; Clive
R. Belfield et al., “The High/Scope Perry Preschool Program: Cost-Benefit Analysis Using Data from
the Age-40 Follow-up,” Journal of Human Resources 41(1): 162–90, doi: 10.3368/jhr.XLI.1.162.

1 76

T HE F UT UR E OF C HI LDRE N

Lessons Learned from Non-Marriage Experiments

26. See Frances Campbell et al., “Adult Outcomes as a Function of an Early Childhood Educational
Program: An Abecedarian Project Follow-Up” Developmental Psychology 48(4) (2012) 1033–43, doi:
10.1037/a0026644.
27. Diane Schanzenbach, “What Have Researchers Learned from Project STAR?” Brookings Papers on
Education Policy, no. 9 (2006/2007): 205–28.
28. Raj Chetty et al., “How Does Your Kindergarten Classroom Affect Your Earnings? Evidence from
Project STAR,” Quarterly Journal of Economics 126 (2011) : 1593–1660, doi: 10.1093/qje/qjr041.
29. Anne Pebly and Narayan Sastry, “Neighborhoods, Poverty, and Children’s Well-Being,” in Neckerman,
Social Inequality, 119–45.
30. Lisa Sanbonmatsu et al, “Moving to Opportunity for Fair Housing Demonstration Program: Final
Impacts Evaluation” (Washington, DC: Office of Policy Development and Research, U.S. Department
of Housing and Urban Development, 2011).
31. Raj Chetty, Nathan Hendern, and Lawrence Katz, “The Effects of Exposure to Better Neighborhoods
on Children: New Evidence from the Moving to Opportunity Experiment” (Harvard University,
Cambridge, MA, 2015).
32. James J. Kemple and Cynthia J. Willner, Career Academies: Long-Term Impacts on Labor Market
Outcomes, Educational Attainment, and Transitions to Adulthood (New York: MDRC, 2008).
33. Cynthia Willner, e-mail message to author, May 5, 2010.
34. See Arif Mamun, “Effects of Employment on Marriage and Cohabitation: Evidence from a Randomized
Study of the Job Corps Program” (draft report to the Administration for Children and Families,
Mathematica Policy Research Princeton, NJ, 2007); Peter Z. Schochet, John Burghardt, and Steven
Glazerman, National Job Corps Study: The Impacts of Job Corps on Participants’ Employment
and Related Outcomes (Washington, DC: U.S. Department of Labor, Employment and Training
Administration, Office of Policy and Research, 2001).
35. George Cave et al., JOBSTART: Final Report on a Program for School Dropouts (New York: MDRC,
1993).
36. Cindy Redcross et al., Transitional Jobs for Ex-Prisoners: Implementation, Two-Year Impacts, and Costs
of the Center for Employment Opportunities (CEO) Prisoner Reentry Program (New York: MDRC,
2009).
37. Megan Millenky, Dan Bloom, and Colleen Dillon, Making the Transition: Interim Results of the
National Guard Youth Challenge (New York: MDRC, 2010); Megan Millenkyet al., Staying on Course:
Three-Year Results of the National Guard Youth Challenge Evaluation (New York: MDRC, 2011).
38. Richard Hendra et al., How Effective Are Different Approaches Aiming to Increase Employment
Retention and Advancement? Final Impacts for Twelve Models (New York: MDRC, 2010).
39. See Cynthia Miller et al., The Challenge of Repeating Success in a Changing World: Final Report on the
Center for Employment Training Replication Sites (New York: MDRC, 2005).
40. See James Quint, Johannes Boz, and Denise Bolit, New Chance: Final Report on a Comprehensive
Program for Young Mothers in Poverty and Their Children (New York: MDRC, 1997).
41. See Anna Gassman-Pines and Hirokazu Yoshikawa. “Five-Year Effects of an Anti-Poverty Program
on Marriage among Never-Married Mothers,” Journal of Policy Analysis and Management 25 (2006):
11–30; Aletha Huston et al., New Hope for Families and Children: Five-Year Results of a Program to
Reduce Poverty and Reform Welfare (New York: MDRC, 2003); Greg Duncan, Aletha C. Huston, and
Thomas S. Weisner, Higher Ground: New Hope for the Working Poor and Their Children (New York:
Russell Sage Foundation, 2008).

VOL. 25 / NO. 2 / FALL 2015

177

Daniel Schneider

42. James Riccio et al., Toward Reduced Poverty Across Generations: Early Findings from New York
City’s Conditional Cash Transfer Program (New York: MDRC, 2010); James Riccio et al., Conditional
Cash Transfers in New York City: The Continuing Story of the Opportunity NYC–Family Rewards
Demonstrations (New York: MDRC, 2013).
43. See Maria Cancian and Daniel R. Meyer, “Testing the Economic Independence Hypothesis: The Effect
of an Exogenous Increase in Child Support on Subsequent Marriage and Cohabitation,” Demography
51 (2014): 857–80, doi: 10.1007/s13524-014-0295-8.
44. Gennetian and Knox, “Staying Single.”
45. Fein, London, and Mauldon, “Assessing the Effects.”
46. Eric D. Gould and M. Daniele Passerman, “Waiting for Mr. Right: Rising Inequality and Declining
Marriage Rates,” Journal of Urban Economics 53 (2003): 257–81, doi: 10.1016/S0094-1190(02)005181; Tara Watson and Sara McLanahan, “Marriage Meets the Joneses: Relative Income, Identity, and
Marital Status,” Journal of Human Resources 46 (2011): 482–517.
47. Edin and Kefalas, Promises; Joanna M. Reed, “Not Crossing the ‘Extra Line’: How Cohabitors
with Children View Their Unions,” Journal of Marriage and Family 68 (2006): 1117–31, doi:
10.1111/j.1741-3737.2006.00318.x.
48. Duncan, Huston, and Weisner, Higher Ground.
49. David Deming, “Early Childhood Intervention and Life-Cycle Skill Development: Evidence from Head
Start,” American Economic Journal: Applied Economics 1 (2009) 111–34, doi: 10.1257/app.1.3.111;
Richard Caputo, “Head Start, Other Preschool Programs, & Life Success in a Youth Cohort,” Journal
of Sociology and Social Welfare 30 (2003): 105–26; Marianne Bitler, Hilary W. Hoynes, and Thurston
Domina, “Experimental Evidence on Distributional Effects of Head Start” (NBER Working Paper no.
20434, National Bureau of Economic Research, Cambridge, MA, 2014).
50. Will Dobbie and Roland G. Fryer Jr., “The Medium-Term Impacts of High-Achieving Charter Schools
on Non-Test Score Outcomes” (NBER Working Paper no. 19581, National Bureau of Economic
Research, Cambridge, MA, 2013).
51. Edin and Kefalas, Promises; Andrew Cherlin, “The Deinstitutionalization of American Marriage,”
Journal of Marriage and Family 66 (2004) 848–61, doi: 10.1111/j.0022-2445.2004.00058.x; Schneider,
“Marital Divide.”
52. Edin and Kefalas, Promises; Gibson-Davis, Edin, and McLanahan, “High Hopes”; Smock, Manning,
and Porter, “‘Everything’s There.’”
53. See, for example, Michael Sherraden, ed., Inclusion in the American Dream: Assets, Poverty, and Public
Policy (New York: Oxford University Press, 2005); Michael Sherraden, Assets and the Poor: A New
American Welfare Policy (Armonk, NY: M. E. Sharpe, 1991).
54. Gregory Mills et al., Evaluation of the American Dream Demonstration: Final Evaluation Report
(Cambridge, MA: Abt Associates, 2004).

1 78

T HE F UT UR E OF C HI LDRE N

