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This series is informed by a “Marriage-Plus” 
perspective, which has two main goals centered on 
the well-being of children: (1) to help more 
children grow up in healthy, married families and 
(2) when this isn’t possible, to help parents—
whether unmarried, separated, divorced, or 
remarried—cooperate better in raising their 
children. 
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Introduction  
 
Over the past four decades, the patterns of family structure have changed dramatically in the 
United States. An increase in the numbers and proportion of children born outside of marriage 
and a rise in divorce rates have contributed to a three-fold increase in the proportion of children 
growing up in single-parent families since 1960. These changes have generated considerable 
public concern and controversy, particularly about the effects of these changes on the well-being 
of children. Over the past 20 years, a body of research has developed on how changes in patterns 
of family structure affect children. Most 
researchers now agree that together these 
studies support the notion that, on 
average, children do best when raised by 
their two married, biological1 parents 
who have low-conflict relationships.   
 
This research has been cited as 
justification for recent public policy 
initiatives to promote and strengthen 
marriages. However, findings from the 
research are often oversimplified, leading 
to exaggeration by proponents of 
marriage initiatives and to skepticism 
from critics. While the increased risks 
faced by children raised without both 
parents are certainly reason for concern, 
the majority of children in single-parent 
families grow up without serious 
problems. In addition, there continues to 
be debate about how much of the 
disadvantages to children are attributable 
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to poverty versus family structure, as well as about whether it is marriage itself that makes a 
difference or the type of people who get married.  
 
This policy brief summarizes the principal findings of this large and evolving body of research, 
discusses some of its complexities, and identifies issues that remain to be explored. It seeks to 
answer the following questions: 
• How has family structure changed in the past several decades? 
• Are children better off if they’re raised by their married, biological parents?  
• How do child outcomes vary among different family types? 
• What really makes the difference for children—income or family structure? 
• Does marriage itself make a difference, or is it the kind of people who marry and stay 

married? 
• Does the quality of the relationship matter more than marital status? 
• What is the relationship between marriage and poverty?  
 
How Has Family Structure Changed? 
 
Single-parent families are much more common today than they were 40 years ago.2 Rates have 
increased across race and income groups, but single parenthood is more prevalent among African 
Americans and Hispanics. Twenty-two percent of African American children were living in a 
single-parent home in 1960; by 2001, the percentage had more than doubled to 53 percent. For 
whites, the percentage nearly tripled, from 7 percent to 19 percent, over the same time period. 
Three out of 10 Hispanic children lived in single-parent families in 2001.3  
 
In 1996, 71.5 million children under the age of 18 lived in the U.S. The large majority of these 
children were living with two parents, one-quarter lived with a single parent, and less than 4 
percent lived with another relative or in foster care [see Figure 1 in the designed version of the 
policy brief]. Two-thirds of children were living with two married, biological parents, and less 
than 2 percent with two cohabiting, biological parents. Less than 7 percent lived within a step-
family. Twenty percent of children lived with a single mother, 2 percent with a single father, and 
almost 3 percent lived in an informal step-family—that is, with a single parent and his or her 
partner.4  
 
Family situations often change, which makes understanding the effects of family structure on 
children complicated. Many children live in more than one type of family during the course of 
their childhoods. For instance, the majority of children in step-families have also lived in a 
single-parent family at some point. 5         
 
Are Children Better Off If They Grow Up With Their Married, Biological 
Parents?  
 
In 1994, Sara McLanahan and Gary Sandefur, using evidence from four nationally representative 
data sets, compared the outcomes of children growing up with both biological parents, with 
single parents, and with step-parents.6 McLanahan and Sandefur found that children who did not 
live with both biological parents were roughly twice as likely to be poor, to have a birth outside 
of marriage, to have behavioral and psychological problems, and to not graduate from high 
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school. Other studies have reported associations between family structure and child health 
outcomes. For example, one study found children living in single-parent homes were more likely 
to experience health problems, such as accidents, injuries, and poisonings.7  
 
Of course, most children in single-parent families will not experience these negative outcomes. 
But what is the level and degree of risk for the average child? The answer depends on the 
outcome being assessed as well as other factors. For example, McLanahan and Sandefur reported 
that single-parent families had a much higher poverty rate (26 percent) than either two-parent 
biological families (5 percent) or step-families (9 percent). They also found that the risk of 
dropping out of high school for the average white child was substantially lower in a two-parent 
biological family (11 percent) than in a single-parent family or step-family (28 percent).8 For the 
average African American child, the risk of dropping out of high school was 17 percent in a two-
parent family versus 30 percent in a single- or step-parent family. And for the average Hispanic 
child, the risk of dropping out of school was 25 percent in a two-parent family and 49 percent in 
a single- or step-parent family.   
 
Up to half of the higher risk for negative educational outcomes for children in single-parent 
families is due to living with a significantly reduced household income. Other major factors are 
related to disruptions in family structure, including turmoil a child experiences when parents 
separate and/or re-couple with a step-parent (including residential instability), weaker 
connections between the child and his or her non-custodial parent (usually the father), and 
weakened connections to resources outside of the immediate family—that is, other adults and 
institutions in the community that the non-custodial parent may have provided access to.9  
 
When controlling for other differences in family characteristics, such as race, level of parents’ 
education, family size, and residential location, McLanahan and Sandefur found little difference 
in outcomes for children according to whether the single-parent families were a result of non-
marital births or divorce. However, children of widowed parents do better than children of other 
types of single-parent families with similar characteristics.   
 
How Do Child Outcomes Vary Among Types of Families? 
 
Comparing two-parent families with all single-parent families often masks important subtleties. 
Subsequent research has added to our understanding of the range of family structures by 
examining separately the data for divorced, widowed, never-married, and cohabiting parents, 
married step-parents, and same-sex couple families. While this research has revealed important 
nuances about the effects of these different family types on children, many questions remain 
unanswered. In addition, understanding the findings is complicated by the fact that studies do not 
use consistent definitions of family types or consistent comparison measures across data sets.   
And, as noted previously, children may experience more than one type of living arrangement 
over their childhoods. This section provides demographics on different types of families and 
discusses some research findings on various childhood outcomes. 
  
Divorced families 
Before they reach adulthood, nearly four out of 10 children will experience the divorce of their 
parents, and roughly one million children experience their parents’ divorce every year.10  
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Research shows that, on average, children of divorced parents are disadvantaged compared to 
children of married-parent families in the area of educational achievement.11 Children of divorce 
are more than twice as likely to have serious social, emotional, or psychological problems as 
children of intact families—25 percent versus 10 percent.12   
 
Most divorced families with children experience enormous drops in income, which lessen 
somewhat over time but remain significant for years—unless there is a subsequent parental 
cohabitation or remarriage.13  Declines in income following divorce account for up to half the 
risk for children dropping out of high school, regardless of income prior to the divorce.14  The 
effects of divorce on children often last through adulthood. For instance, adult children of 
divorce are more likely to experience depression and their own divorces—as well as earn less 
income and achieve lower levels of education—compared with adults whose parents remained 
married.15  
 
Widowed parents  
Death of a spouse is a relatively uncommon cause for single parenthood today. More than 90 
percent of children reach adulthood with both parents living.16 In 1998, only 3 percent of white 
children and 5 percent of black children were living with a widowed mother.17 Although death of 
a parent does put children at a disadvantage, children of widowed parents do the best of all 
categories of children of single parents. Children of widowed mothers are about half as likely to 
drop out of high school or have a teen birth as children of divorce or children born outside of 
marriage.18   
 
Never-married mothers   
Childbirth and childrearing outside of marriage have become increasingly prevalent in the U.S.  
Among children living with single mothers, the proportion living with never-married mothers 
increased from 7 percent to 36 percent between 1970 and 1996.19 In 1996, 7.1 million children 
lived with a never-married parent.20 Children of never-married mothers are at risk of 
experiencing negative outcomes and are among those most likely to live in poverty. Roughly 69 
percent of children of never-married mothers are poor, compared to 45 percent of children 
brought up by divorced single mothers.21 Never-married mothers are significantly younger, have 
lower incomes, have fewer years of education, and are twice as likely to be unemployed as 
divorced mothers.22 While age of the mother has some effect, most of the differences between 
the two groups remain even when age is taken into account.23 Regardless of the mother’s age at 
birth, a child born to an unmarried mother is less likely to complete high school than a child 
whose mother is married.24   
 
While we know the number of children born to never-married mothers, we don’t really know 
how many spend their entire childhood living with a mother who never marries or cohabits. Part 
of the increase in children living with never-married mothers is attributable to the increase in 
children born to cohabiting couples, which are often reported as single-mother families.  
Therefore, although these children are living with unmarried mothers, many may also have their 
fathers or other males in their households.   
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Cohabiting-parent families 
The phenomenon of cohabitation—homes in which two adult partners of the opposite sex live 
together but are not married—has become much more common over the last 40 years. In 1970, 
there were 523,000 unmarried-couple households, while in 2000 4.9 million opposite-sex 
couples cohabited. About 40 percent of cohabiting households in 2000 included children.25  
While this equates to a small proportion of the total children in the U.S., the proportion of 
children who will live in a cohabiting household at some point during their childhoods is 
estimated to be four in 10.26 Cohabitation is more common among couples with low levels of 
education.27 Also, African American and Hispanic cohabiting households are roughly twice as 
likely as white cohabiting households to include children.28 However, while births within 
cohabiting unions have sharply increased for whites—accounting for almost all of the increase in 
non-marital births among white women—among black women, births to cohabiting couples 
account for less than one in five of non-marital births.29   
 
Cohabitation takes place between a parent and his or her partner (creating an informal step-
family) or the two biological parents of a child. Six out of 10 children in cohabiting-parent 
families live with an informal step-parent, while four out of 10 live with both biological parents. 
(In comparison, nine out of 10 children in married-couple households live with both biological 
parents.30)   
 
Research suggests that children in cohabiting families are at higher risk of poor outcomes 
compared to children of married parents partly because cohabiting families have fewer 
socioeconomic resources and partly because of unstable living situations.31 The average 
cohabiting union lasts about two years, with roughly half ending in marriage. Once married, 
formerly cohabiting parents have a much higher dissolution rate than couples who did not live 
together prior to marriage. One study found that of children born to cohabiting parents who later 
marry, 15 percent will have their parents separate by the time they are one year old, half will not 
be living with both parents by age five, and two-thirds will not live with both parents by age 10.  
In comparison, 4 percent of children born into marital unions experience the breakup of their 
parents by age one, 15 percent by age five, and about one-third by age 10.32 Children living with 
cohabiting parents—even if the parents later marry—are thus likely to experience considerable 
instability in their living situations. However, there is some evidence that cohabiting African 
American parents who marry may achieve the same level of stability for their children as African 
American couples who marry prior to having children.33   
 
Research suggests the importance of distinguishing between cohabiting families with two 
biological parents and those with a biological parent and another partner. Some evidence 
indicates that school achievement and behavioral problems are similar among children living 
with both biological parents—regardless of marital status—and that children in both formal and 
informal step-families also fare similarly in these areas.34   
 
Step-families 
Roughly half of marriages are projected to end in divorce—60 percent of which have children—
and many of these couples remarry.35 In 1996, about 7 percent of children, or five million 
children, lived with a step-parent, and estimates indicate that about one-third of all children today 
may live with step-parents before reaching adulthood. More than 90 percent of step-children live 
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with their mother and a step-father.36 Step-families are at greater risk of dissolution than other 
marriages; about 60 percent of step-families are disrupted by divorce.   
 
In spite of their better economic circumstances on average, children in step-families face many 
of the same risks as children of never-married or divorced parents. They are more likely to have 
negative behavioral, health, and educational outcomes, and they tend to leave home earlier than 
children who live with both married biological parents. However, the effect sizes are small for 
many of these differences,37 and risk levels may vary according to race and level of socio-
economic disadvantage. One study found that African American daughters in step-families were 
92 percent less likely to have engaged in sex than African American daughters of single mothers. 
They were also less likely to become pregnant.38 Finally, children in step-families are at 
increased risk for experiencing physical, emotional, and sexual abuse.39 
 
Same-sex couple families 
The 2000 Census revealed that out of 5.5 million cohabiting couples, about 11 percent were 
same-sex couples—with slightly more male couples than female. One-third of female same-sex 
households and 22 percent of male households, or about 163,000 same-sex households in total, 
lived with children under 18 years old.40 (This compares with about 25 million married-couple 
households with children under 18.) 
 
Although the research on these families has limitations, the findings are consistent: children 
raised by same-sex parents are no more likely to exhibit poor outcomes than children raised by 
divorced heterosexual parents.41 Since many children raised by gay or lesbian parents have 
undergone the divorce of their parents, researchers have considered the most appropriate 
comparison group to be children of heterosexual divorced parents.42 Children of gay or lesbian 
parents do not look different from their counterparts raised in heterosexual divorced families 
regarding school performance, behavior problems, emotional problems, early pregnancy, or 
difficulties finding employment.43 However, as previously indicated, children of divorce are at 
higher risk for many of these problems than children of married parents.  
 
Does Family Structure or Reduced Income Make the Difference? 
 
If the negative effects of single parenthood on child well-being were primarily due to a lack or 
loss of income, one would expect children living with two adults to do as well as those living 
with their married, biological parents. But this is not the case. The research shows that children 
living with two adults (i.e., with cohabiting parents or in a step-family) do not do as well as 
children living with married, biological parents on a number of variables.  
 
Also, if income was the major factor behind the negative association between single parenthood 
and child outcomes, one would expect children of single-parent families who are not poor to 
have better outcomes than children of poor single-parent families. However, a recent study in 
Sweden—where the safety net is stronger than in the U.S. and where the poverty rate among 
single mothers is very low—found problems for children of Swedish single-parent families 
similar to those found for children of American single-parent families.44  
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Is It Marriage Itself or the Kind of People Who Marry (and Stay Married) 
That Makes the Difference?  
 
It is often suggested that the positive effects of marriage on child well-being are likely derived 
not from marriage itself but from the distinctive characteristics of the individuals who marry and 
stay married (known as the “selection effect”). In many of the more recent studies, researchers 
have attempted to control for most of these selection effects through various statistical 
methods.45 For example, research on women with a first premarital pregnancy leading to a birth 
found those who had “shotgun” weddings (i.e., who married while they were pregnant) 
experienced a poverty rate of less than half of those who did not marry.46   
 
There may be certain benefits to marriage, such as access to health insurance and tax advantages, 
that contribute to the increased likelihood of child well-being. In addition, it remains possible 
that those who marry also have attributes unmeasured in existing surveys—such as commitment, 
loyalty, and future orientation—that distinguish them from those who don’t marry and stay 
married.  It is also possible that marriage itself—the actual act of getting married—changes the 
attitudes and behaviors of couples in positive ways, as well as those of others towards them.   
 
Doesn’t the Quality of the Relationship Matter More Than the Piece of 
Paper? 
 
The quality of the relationship between parents matters to child well-being. Children who grow 
up in married families with high conflict experience lower emotional well-being than children 
who live in low-conflict families, and they may experience as many problems as children of 
divorced or never-married parents.47 Research indicates that marital conflict interferes with the 
quality of parenting. Furthermore, experiencing chronic conflict between married parents is 
inherently stressful for children, and children learn poor relationship skills from parents who 
aren’t able to solve problems amicably. When parents have a highly discordant relationship, 
children are often better off in the long run if their parents divorce. Between 30 and 40 percent of 
divorces of couples with children are preceded by a period of chronic discord between the 
parents. In these situations, children do better when their parents divorce than if they stay 
married.48    
 
What Is the Relationship Between Marriage and Poverty?  
 
Children living with single mothers are five times as likely to be poor as those in two-parent 
families. Some economists have attributed virtually all of the 25 percent increase in child poverty 
between 1970 and 1997 to the growth of single-parent families. But are single parents poor 
because they are not married, or would they have remained poor even if they married available 
partners? While it is difficult to disentangle the effects of income and family structure, clearly 
the relationship operates in both directions: poverty is both cause and effect of single parenthood.   
 
For example, research evidence indicates that in low-income, African American communities, 
the high rate of male unemployment is one of the factors that explains why low-income mothers 
do not marry.49 Serious and long-term financial stress can also wreak havoc on a marriage, and 
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this may lead to marital breakup.50 Moreover, poverty and single parenthood reinforce each 
other. Growing up in an environment of poverty places a child at risk for not completing school, 
for becoming a teen parent, and for being unemployed, which are all characteristics that make it 
less likely that the child will eventually marry or that she or he will stay married.   
 
But do low-income parents gain similar economic advantages from getting married as does the 
population as a whole? Recent economic simulation studies have found that if two poor 
unmarried parents marry they are less likely to be poor.51 Economist Robert Lerman found that 
married parents suffered less economic hardship than cohabiting parents with the same low- 
income and education.52 Among the apparent explanations were that married parents are more 
likely to pool their earnings, husbands work longer hours and earn more, and married families 
receive more assistance from family, friends, and the community. While marriage itself will not 
lift a family out of poverty, it may reduce material hardship. However, marriage appears to be 
less of a protector against poverty for Hispanic families than for others.53 
 
What More Do We Need to Know?  
 
Much remains to be learned about how living in different family structures affects child well-
being, including:   
• How does moving into and out of different family situations affect children? At what ages 

are children most vulnerable to these changes? How much of the risk to children is caused 
by living arrangement instability itself? 

• What are the long-term effects of some of these family structure patterns—for example, for 
children who live in long-term cohabiting families or in long-term, single-parent, never-
married families? 

• How are children in families from different minority and cultural backgrounds affected by 
family structure?   

• From a child well-being perspective, what are the relevant measures of a “healthy” or “good 
enough” marriage? 

 
Conclusion 
 
Research indicates that, on average, children who grow up in families with both their biological 
parents in a low-conflict marriage are better off in a number of ways than children who grow up 
in single-, step- or cohabiting-parent households. Compared to children who are raised by their 
married parents, children in other family types are more likely to achieve lower levels of 
education, to become teen parents, and to experience health, behavior, and mental health 
problems. And children in single- and cohabiting-parent families are more likely to be poor.  
This being said, most children not living with married, biological parents grow up without 
serious problems. 
 
In individual situations, marriage may or may not make children better off, depending on 
whether the marriage is “healthy” and stable. Marriage may also be a proxy for other parental 
characteristics that are associated with relationship stability and positive child outcomes. The 
legal basis and public support involved in the institution of marriage helps to create the most 
likely conditions for the development of factors that children need most to thrive—consistent, 
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stable, loving attention from two parents who cooperate and who have sufficient resources and 
support from two extended families, two sets of friends, and society. Marriage is not a guarantee 
of these conditions, however, and these conditions exist in other family circumstances, but they 
are less likely to.   
 
 
                                                 
1 The reference to biological parents is to distinguish between biological/adoptive parents and step-parents. Most 
studies that include data on adoptive parents include them in the biological-parent category. Adopted children have 
very similar outcomes to children raised by both biological parents. Zill, N. (1995, May 10). Adopted Children in the 
United States. Testimony before the Human Resources Subcommittee of the House Ways and Means Committee, 
U.S. Congress. 
2 The number of U.S. children living with a single parent increased from 9 percent in 1960 to 27 percent in 2000.  
Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. (2002). America’s Children: Key National Indicators of 
Well-Being in 2002. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. 
3 U.S. Census Bureau. Historical Time Series: Living Arrangements of Children. Available at: 
www.census.gov/population/www/socdemo/hh-fam.html. 
4 Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics. (2000). America’s Children: Key National Indicators of 
Well-Being 2000. Washington, DC: U.S. Government Printing Office. Note: While a number of children live in 
households with neither parent, this brief does not address children living with another relative or in foster care. For 
more information on the well-being of children living without either parent, visit www.urban.org and 
www.clasp.org, under child welfare. 
5 Sigle-Rushton, W., & McLanahan, S. (2002). Father Absence and Child Well-being: A Critical Review. Working 
Paper #02-20. Princeton, NJ: Center for Research on Child Wellbeing. Available at http://crcw.princeton.edu.  
6 McLanahan, S., & Sandefur, G. (1994). Growing Up with a Single Parent: What Hurts, What Helps. Cambridge, 
MA: Harvard University Press.    
7 Dawson, D. (1991, June). Family Structure and Children’s Health: United States, 1988. Series 10: Data from the 
National Health Survey No. 178. Washington, DC: Centers for Disease Control, National Center for Health 
Statistics, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  
8 Step- and single-parent families were grouped together. 
9 McLanahan & Sandefur (1994); and Lerman, R. (2002a). How Do Marriage, Cohabitation, and Single Parenthood 
Affect the Material Hardships of Families with Children?  Washington, DC: Urban Institute.  Available at 
www.urban.org. 
10 Amato, P. (2000). The consequences of divorce for adults and children. Journal of Marriage and the Family 
62(4), 1269-1287. 
11 Jeynes, W.  (2002). Divorce, Family Structure, and the Academic Success of Children. New York: The Haworth 
Press; and Zill, N., & Schoenborn, C. (1990).  Developmental, Learning, and Emotional Problems. Health of Our 
Nation’s Children, United States, 1988. Vital and Health Statistics. Advance Data No. 190. Washington, DC: 
National Center for Health Statistics, U.S. Department of Health and Human Services.  
12 Heatherington, E.M. (2002). For Better or For Worse: Divorce Reconsidered. New York: W.W. Norton and 
Company.  
13 Estimates suggest that children of divorce experience a 70 percent drop in their household income right after a 
divorce, and, unless there is a remarriage, the income is still 40 to 45 percent lower six years later than for children 
living in intact-family households.  Page, M.E., & Stevens, A.H. (2002). Will You Miss Me When I Am Gone?  The 
Economic Consequences of Absent Parents. NBER Working Paper, #8786. Cambridge, MA: National Bureau of 
Economic Research. Available at www.nber.org.  Also see, Morrison, D.R., & Ritualo, A. (2000). Routes to 
children’s economic recovery after divorce: Are maternal cohabitation and remarriage equivalent? American 
Sociological Review, 65, 560-580. 
14 McLanahan & Sandefur (1994). 
15 Amato (2000). 
16 Popenoe, D. (1994). The evolution of marriage and the problem of stepfamilies: A biosocial perspective. In A. 
Booth & J. Dunn (Eds.), Stepfamilies: Who Benefits? Who Does Not? (pp. 3-27). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum 
Associates.  
17 Sigle-Rushton & McLanahan (2002).  



 

 
 

10

                                                                                                                                                             
18 McLanahan & Sandefur (1994).  
19 U.S. Census Bureau. (1991). Marital status and living arrangements:  March 1990. Current Population Reports.  
P-20. No. 450;  U.S. Census Bureau. (1998, September). 1997 population profile of the United States. Current 
Population Reports, Special Studies P23-194. Both available at www.census.gov. 
20 U.S. Census Bureau (1998, September).     
21 U.S. Census Bureau. (1997, September). Children With Single Parents – How They Fare. Census Brief.  
Washington, DC: Author. Available at www.census.gov. 
22 59 percent versus 29 percent.  U.S. Census Bureau (1997, September). 
23  U.S. Census Bureau (1997, September). 
24 Haveman, R., Wolfe, B., & Pence, K. (2001). Intergenerational effects of nonmarital and early childbearing. In L. 
Wu & B. Wolfe (Eds.), Out of Wedlock: Causes and Consequences of Nonmarital Fertility (pp. 287-316). New 
York: Russell Sage Foundation.   
25 U.S. Census Bureau. (2003, February). Married-couple and unmarried partner households 2000. Census 2000 
Special Reports.  Washington, DC: Author. Available at: www.census.gov. 
26 Smock, P. (2000). Cohabitation in the United States.  Annual Review of Sociology, 26, 1-20. 
27 Acs, G., & Nelson, S. (2001). Honey, I’m Home: Changes in Living Arrangements in the Late 1990s. New 
Federalism National Survey of America's Families, B-38. Washington, DC: Urban Institute. Available at:  
www.urban.org. 
28 67 percent of African American, 70 percent of Hispanic, and 35 percent of white cohabiting households.  
McLanahan, S., & Casper, L. (1995) Growing diversity and inequality in the American Family. In R. Farley (Ed.), 
State of the Union: America in the 1990’s (pp. 1-45). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. 
29 Wu, L., & Wolfe, B. (2001). Introduction. In. L. Wu & B. Wolfe (Eds.), Out of Wedlock: Causes and 
Consequences of Nonmarital Fertility (pp. xiii-xxxii). New York: Russell Sage Foundation. Note: In Europe, a very 
high proportion of out-of-wedlock child births are to cohabiting parents; in the U.S., less than half of non-marital 
births are to cohabitors.   
30 Federal Interagency Forum on Child and Family Statistics (2002). 
31 Manning, W. (2002). The implications of cohabitation for children’s well-being. In A. Booth & A. Crouter (Eds.), 
Just Living Together (pp. 121-152). Mahwah, NJ: Lawrence Erlbaum Associates, Inc. 
32 Manning, W., Smock, P., & Majumdar, D. (2000, November 11). The Relative Stability of Cohabiting and Marital 
Unions for Children. Presented at the National Council on Family Relations Conference, Minneapolis, Minnesota.   
33 Manning (2002). 
34 Manning (2002). 
35 Amato (2000); Popenoe (1994). 
36 Popenoe (1994). 
37 Dunn, J., & Booth, A. (1994). The evolution of marriage and the problem of stepfamilies: A biosocial perspective.  
In A. Booth & J. Dunn. (Eds.), Stepfamilies: Who Benefits? Who Does Not? (pp. 3-27). Hillsdale, NJ: Lawrence 
Erlbaum Associates.  
38 Moore, M., & Chase-Lansdale, L. (2001, November). Sexual intercourse and pregnancy among African-American 
girls in high-poverty neighborhoods: The role of family and perceived environment. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 63, 1146-1157. 
39 Daly, M., & Wilson, M. (1985). Child abuse and other risks of not living with both parents. Ethnology and Socio-
Biology, 6, 197-210. 
40 U.S. Census Bureau. (2003, February). There may be under-reporting by same-sex couples, according to Michael 
Wald in Same-Sex Couples: Marriage, Families and Children, cited in note 43. 
41 There is little information available about differences relating to socio-economic status, race, or other variables in 
same-sex couple families. Many of these studies have methodological limitations that apply to recruitment methods 
and small samples sizes. In addition, many samples of same-sex couple families have been largely of white, middle-
class, well-educated families. Little research has been done on children born to or adopted and raised by lesbian or 
gay parents. 
42 Patterson, C.J. (2000, November). Family relationships of lesbians and gay men. Journal of Marriage and the 
Family, 62, 1052-1069. 
43 Wald, M. (1999, December). Same-Sex Couples: Marriage, Families, and Children.  Stanford, CA: The Stanford 
Institute for Research on Women and Gender and The Stanford Center on Adolescence. Available online at: 
www.law.stanford.edu/faculty/wald/.   



 

 
 

11

                                                                                                                                                             
44 Weitoft, G., Hjern, A., Haglund, B., & Rosén, M. (2003, January 25). Mortality, severe morbidity, and injury in 
children living with single parents in Sweden: A population-based study. The Lancet, 361, 289-295.   
45 Lerman (2002a). 
46 20 percent versus 47 percent. Lerman (2002b). Married and Unmarried Parenthood and Economic Well-Being:  
A Dynamic Analysis of a Recent Cohort. Washington, DC: Urban Institute.  Available online at www.urban.org.   
47 Amato (2000); Dawson (1991). 
48 Amato (2000). 
49 Wilson, W.J. (1996). When Work Disappears: The World of the New Urban Poor. New York: Alfred A. Knopf; 
Edin, K., (2000, January 2). Few good men: Why poor mothers don’t marry or remarry. The American Prospect, 11, 
26-31. 
50 Amato, P., & Booth, A. (1997). A Generation at Risk: Growing Up in an Era of Family Upheaval. Cambridge 
MA: Harvard University Press.    
51 Lerman, R. (1996). The impact of the changing U.S. family structure on poverty and income inequality.  
Economica, 63, S119-S139; Thomas, A., & Sawhill, I. (2002). For richer for poorer: Marriage as an antipoverty 
strategy. Journal of Policy Analysis and Management, 21. 587-599. 
52 Lerman (2002a); and Lerman (2002b). 
53 Proctor, B., & Dalaker, J. (2002, September). Poverty in the United States:  2001.  Current Population Reports. 
Washington, DC: U.S. Census Bureau, P60-219, see Table 1.  Available at:  www.census.gov. 
 
 
 


