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Abstract

Cohabitation is an increasingly prevdent living arangement in the United States.  Although the
efects of living in a cohabiting arangement on child wel-being are not fully understood, the
literature on children growing up in oohabiting families suggests that they have poorer
developmental outcomes than do those growing up in maried-parent families or in sngle-parent
families. We use the Consumer Expenditure Survey to see if cohabiting couples with children
gpend their income on a different set of goods (i.e, have a different digtribution of expenditure)
than ether married parents or sngle parents.  Using a variety of andyticd methods, we find that
cohabiting couples spend a subgtantidly larger share of ther tota expenditure on acohol and
tobacco than do ether married-parent families or sngle parents.  Cohabiting couples with
children also spend less on hedlth care and less on education than do married parents.
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How Do Cohabiting Couples With Children Spend Their Money?
1. Introduction

Cohabitetion is an increesngly prevdent living arangement.  Although the effects of
living in a cohabiting arangement on child wdl-being ae not fully understood, exiging
evidence shows that children growing up in cohabiting families exhibit poorer developmenta
outcomes than do those growing up in maried-parent families or in Sngle-parent families, even
after controlling for income and other household characterigtics (see, for example, Thomson,
Hanson, and McLanahan, 1994; Neson, Clark, and Acs, 2001). We know of dmost no studies
that have explored why this might be so.

There ae saverd possble ressons for why children living in cohabiting families may
have poor developmental outcomes. Firgt, the cohabitor—usudly a mde—may invest less in the
children than would men in maried family dructures because of their rdative lack of
commitment to the childs wdl-being or ther nonbiological relaedness (Case, Lin, and
McLanahan, 2000; Case and Paxson, 2000). Cohabitors may not only not share their income
with the mother and her children (Bauman, 1999) but dso may use the family’s economic
resources in ways tha do not benefit children. Together, these behaviors will result in the
family’s economic resources being spent on a different set of goods, or “inputs’ into child well-
being, than the sat of goods chosen by maried couples with children or even dngle parents
living done with therr children. Second, children living in cohabiting families may have poor
outcomes because cohabitation affects child outcomes in a way not mediated through fewer
investments made by the cohabitor. Third, the characterigtics of the adults in these families may
be worse in ways that affect child development; these characteristics may be correlated with, but

not caused by cohabitation.



To test the hypothesis that cohabitors invest less in children, we use a nationa survey of
detailed household expenditures collected by the Bureau of Labor Statistics (under contract to the
U.S. Bureau of the Census)—the Consumer Expenditure Survey (CEX). Our approach is to
compare the compostion of expenditures made by cohabiting couples with children with those
made by married couples with children and single parents. To the extent that the compostion of
expenditures made by cohabiting families differs from tha of maried families or sngle parent
families these families may have different “invesment” drategies in tems of rasng ther
children. These different drategies may reflect a lower commitment by the cohabitor to the
mother and her children; dterndively, they may reflect underlying differences between mothers
who choose to cohabit and those who choose to marry or to live done. In ether case, a different
compogtion of expenditures might explan why childben who grow up in cohabiting
arrangements fare poorly relative to children who grow up in other family living arrangements.

In this paper we address the following specific questions.

1. How do cohabiting couples with children spend their money—that is, what is the
composition of the goods that they purchase? How do their expenditure patterns compare
with those of married couples with children and single parents?

2. How do expenditure patterns of families change when a cohabitor joins a family? How
do expenditure paterns of families change when a cohabiting couple marries? Do the
cross-sectiond  relationships between cohabitation and expenditure hold up when we
alow for fixed effects?

3. Has the rdationship between cohabitation and expenditure patterns changed over time
(from 1982 to 1998)—a period in which cohabitetion rates in the U.S. have admost

doubled?



2. Background

Single parents account for 28% of dl households with children (U.S. Bureau of the
Census 1998), and estimates indicate that between 50 and 60% of children born during the 1990s
will spend some time living with a single parent, usudly their mother (Bumpass and Lu 2000).
However, increesng numbers of “sngle-parent” families incdlude a mae cohabitor, 60% of
whom are not the child's biologicd father (Manning 2002). Edtimates suggest that between 25
and 40% of children will live in a family headed by a cohabiting couple some time during
childhood (Graefe and Lichter 1999; Manning 2002).

The handful of dudies tha has examined child development outcomes in cohabiting
families show poorer outcomes for these children rddive to children in maried families and, in
some cases, reative to children in angle-mother-only households.  According to data from the
Nationd Survey of American Families (NSAF), children ages 6-17 living in cohebiting families
fare worse than children who live in an intact family in terms of the extent to which they were
disengaged from school and in their levels of behaviora and emotiona problems (Brown 2002).
In a multivariate anadlyss of teenage children in the NSAF, Neson et a. (2001) showed that
those who live with their mother and a nonrelated cohabiting partner have higher rates of
emotiond, behaviord, and school problems than do teenagers living with married biologica
parents and dso those living with a sngle mother.  Using another nationd data set (the Nationd
Survey of Families and Households, NSFH), Thomson, Hanson, and McLanahan (1994) showed
that compared to children living in sngle-mother-only or intact-family households children in
cohabiting families had lower leves of academic peformance and higher levels of behavior
problems even controlling for family income and severa measures of parenting behavior.

Interestingly, in Thomson & d.s andyds children in mother-stepfather households were less



different from children in intact families than were children in cohabiting households, suggesting
that the negative results for children in cohabiting arrangements cannot be attributed solely to
presence of an unrdated mde in the household. Findly, Dunifon and Kowaeski-Jones (2002)
examined data from the NLSY and used fixed-effects techniques to control for unobserved
heterogenaty between children in various family dructures. They found that cohabitation is
associated with greater delinquency among black children and lower math scores among white
children, relative to children in married- parent families

Why might this be s0? One explanaion could be the fact that cohabiting couple families
have fewer economic resources than married couple-families (Manning and Lichter 1996), and
that economic resources matter for child development (Duncan and Brooks-Gunn 1997).
However, two things cast doubt on the assumption that differences in levels of income can fully
explain differences in child outcomes. Fird, cohabiting-couple families have higher economic
wdl-being than do sngle-mother-only families (London 2000; Manning and Lichter 1996) and
they are ds0 more likdy to receive loans and gifts from friends and nonresdent family
members than are never-maried sngle-mothers living done (Hao 1996). Thus, if the levd of
economic resources is what matters, we should not expect to observe that children in cohabiting
couple families have subgantidly poorer outcomes than children in single-parent families, as
severd dudies have showed. Second, the findings on poor outcomes for teenage children in
cohabiting families (eg., Nelson e d. 2001; Thomson et d. 1994) obtan contralling for family
income and materna educdtion; thus, socio-economic differentials across the different family
types cannot fully explain the observed differences in children’ s devel opment.

Interestingly, Bauman (1999), usng SIPP data, found that income from cohabiting

patners did dgnificantly less to dleviate a family’s materid hardship than did income from a



goouse. This suggests that cohabiting couples do not necessarily pool their incomes in the same
manner as do married couple families. Perhaps this trandates into fewer resources being used to
purchase child goods in cohabiting households, holding condant the level of income, and
suggests the importance of examining the compostion of spending across different family types.

The broader literature on family structure suggests that differences in child outcomes are
due not only to differences in families economic wdl-being, but dso to differences in the
socidization that children receive (McLanahan and Sandefur 1994). Parenting “investments”
such as emotiond warmth, cognitive stimulaion, and the provison of enriching activities for
children to participate in ae aso important predictors of child development (Bradley et 4.
2001). Brown's (2002) descriptive results from the NSAF showed that young children in
cohabiting couple families are less likdy to be taken on outings than are children in married
couple families. Another recent sudy showed that single mothers trangtions into cohabiting or
maritd unions (which were trested equivaently) reduced mothers time with children (Thomson,
Modey, Hanson, and McLanahan 2001). Thomson, McLanahan, and Curtin (1992) showed that
cohabiting-parent families eat breskfast less often together than do children in dngle-mother-
only families. They dso showed that cohabiting men spend less time participaing in organized
activities with the child than do depfathers. Findly, Carlson and McLanahan's (2001) andyss
of the new Fragile Families data showed tha cohabiting mothers read to their one-year old
children somewhat less frequently than do married mothers.  Taken together, these findings
suggest that parents in unmarried cohabiting couple families dlocate their resources differently
than do parents in other family types.

Why would cohabiting mae partners adopt different investment drategies than fathers in

married households? In the case of cohabitors who are not biologicaly related to the child, these



men may not expect to recaive trandfers of money or time from the children later in life and so
do not invest as much in their well-being (Case et a. 2000). Non-biologicaly-related cohabitors
might compete with children for mothers time, and they might dso consume the family’s
economic resources in ways that are detrimental to child well-being. Even biological cohabitors,
however, may have a different set of expectations, vaues, and lifestyle preferences than do
biologica fathers in married households. For example, Clarkberg, Stolzenberg, and Waite
(1995) showed that those who enter cohabiting (versus married) unions are not only less attached
to the indtitution of marriage, but dso less attached to their parents and other kin. In that study,
young men who highly vaued leisure time to pursue their own interests were much more likely
than those less concerned with this issue to choose cohabitetion over mariage laer in life
Although Clarkberg et d did not examine cohabiting couples with children, it may be that these
types of cohabitors are less atached to the role of parent as wel, or have other attitudes and
vaues that detract from their parentd investments Findly, differentid parentd investments
may be related to children's own characteristics or to biologicad motives to invest based on
genetic relatedness (Case et a. 2000).

It is not cler how much of any difference in parentd dlocation of resources between
cohabiting couple households and other households is due to the behavior of the mae cohabitor.
Perhgps the nature of the cohabiting union, which has been described as having lower
relationship qudity compared with marriages (Brown and Booth 1996) makes it more difficult
for either adult to invest time or energy in the children’'s wel-being. Brown (2000) observed that
cohabiting couples with children experience higher levels of depresson compared to married
parents. Parenta psychologica distress can reduce time with children or make that time less

effective (McLoyd 1998).



A find explanation for observed differences among children in different types of living
arangements involves sdection effects.  Parents who choose different living arrangements might
have different characteridtics that affect child outcomes. For example, parents who cannot make
and maintan a commitment to a spouse might dso have a hard time developing and maintaining
a drong attachment to their children. Couples in long-term cohabiting relaionships have more
incidents of domestic violence than do married couples (Kenney and McLanahan 2002). Often
domestic or mental hedth problems result in wesk or tumultuous reaionships between adults
and they dso affect reaionships with children. In addition, children might have characteridics
or exhibit behaviors that lead to maritd ingability and, therefore, might make cohabitation or
sngle parenthood more likdy (Emory et d 1999). In our study, we address the issue of sdlection
by, in some of our andyses, contralling for fixed and unmeasured characterigtics of families. For
these andyses, we rely upon pand daa and families tha change family dructure during the
course of the pand to control for these fixed and unobserved characterigtics.

Findly, we examine whether the rdationship between cohabitation and expenditure
patterns have changed over a period of time when cohabitation has increased dramaticaly in
prevdence. One might think that as cohabitation has become more common, it might dso have
become more socidly sanctioned, and the types of people who would cohabit have become more
like those who would marry. On the other hand, if the relationship between cohabitation and
expenditure patterns has not changed over time and if these patterns are potentidly detrimenta to
child wel-being, then this suggest that increesng raes of cohabitation might pose increasing
risks to child well-being.

In sum, exiding research on cohabiting families with children, athough sparse, suggests

that children in these family types have poorer developmenta outcomes than do children in



married-couple families and dso, perhgps surprisngly, than children in single-mother-only
families. The avalable evidence provides some hint that these differences might be due to
different patterns of “invesments’ in children in teems of how resources (financid and
otherwise) are dlocated within different types of families. This suggests the need for an
investigation of the compogtion of investments in children across different family types, holding
congtant the level of resources available to the family. We draw on a data set that dlows us to do
jus tha. Using the CEX, we invedigae patterns of spending in cohabiting couple families,
maried couple families, and sngle-parent families, paying paticular dtention to spending on

goods that might be more or less beneficia to children’s devel opment.

3. Data and Measures

We use data from the 1982 through 1998 panels of the CEX. The CEX, which is collected by
the Census Bureau under contract from the Bureau of Labor Statidics, is a nationdly
representative survey of roughly 5,000 households per year. It contains information on the
characteristics of each housshold member induding their rdationships, income and
demographics, as wdl as detalled household-level information on expenditures. Each household
is interviewed up to four times a three-month intervas. Three months of expenditure data are
collected retrospectively a each quarterly interview for a total of twelve months of expenditure
data All of the daidics and andyses we present have been weighted using the sampling
weights provided with the CEX 0 as to be nationaly representative.

In the CEX, a “consumer unit” or family is the badc unit of observation. Importantly, a
consumer unit is smdler than a “household” and is meant to incdude only those household

members who depend upon one another and who share expenditures. Thus, a mother and her



children who live with her parents (and share expenditures) would condiitute a single consumer
unit (or family). However, two dngle women living together as roommates likdy would
represent two independent consumer units in the CEX. For detalls of the distinction lketween a
consumer unit and a household in the CEX, please see BLS (2002).2 In this paper, we use the
terms family and household interchangeably.

3.1 Family Structure

We define three different “datic’ family sructures (for our cross-sectiond analyses) and
three different “dynamic’ family dructures (for our fixed effect andyses). The three ddic
family dructures incdlude (@) maried couples with children, (b) cohabiting couples with
children, and (c) single parents with children®  Unfortunatdly, we are not ble to distinguish
origind (two biologicd parent), married parent-families (i.e, “intact families’) from two-parent
step-families in these daa We are dso not able to distinguish cohabiting couples that include
onevs. two biologica parents.

Our three dynamic family dructures incdude (8) single parent households that become
cohabiting couple households (a cohabitor moves in), (b) cohabiting couple households that
become single parent households (a cohabitor moves out), and (c) cohabiting couple households

that become married couple households (the mother marries her cohabiting partner).

2 According to the BL'S, a consumer unit consists of any of the following: (1) All members of a particular household
who are related by blood, marriage, adoption, or other legal arrangements; (2) aperson living alone or sharing a
household with others or living as aroomer in a private home or lodging house or in permanent living quartersin a
hotel or motel, but who is financially independent; or (3) two or more persons living together who use their incomes
to make joint expenditure decisions. Financial independence is determined by the three major expense categories:
Housing, food, and other living expenses. To be considered financially independent, at |east two of the three major
expenditure categories have to be provided entirely or in part by the respondent. In regard to the CEX, the BLS uses
the terms consumer unit, family, and household are used interchangeably for convenience. However, the proper
technical term in the CEX is consumer unit BLS(2002).

3 Single parent families, in our sample, can also contain other adults such as grandparents or siblings.
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The CEX does not contain a direct measure of cohabitation so we rely upon an inferred
measure. Severd papers have explored the vaidity of inferred measures of cohabitation rdative
to direct measures. Casper and Cohen (2000) compare two inferred measures—the POSSLQ and
what they cal the “adjusted” POSSLQ—with direct measures of cohabitation in the Current
Population Survey (CPS). The POSSLQ—"persons of opposte sex in shared living quarters'—
defines a cohabiting household as one with two unrdated individuas of opposte sex living in a
household with no other individuals over the age of 15. The “adjusted” POSSLQ aso includes
households in which there are other individuals above the age of 15 related to one of the adults
(often the children of one of the adults). They find that reative to the direct measure of
cohabitation—"unmarried partner"—available in the CPS after 1995, the inferred measure based
on POSSLQ is an underegtimate while the inferred measure based on the “adjusted” POSSLQ
does a better job.

Baughman, Dickert-Conlin, and Houser (2002) compare direct and inferred measures of
cohabitation in the SIPP and in the CPS. The SIPP began asking about “unmarried partners’
beginning only in the 1996 pand of the SIPP. They condruct four different inferred messures of
cohabitation. In the firg, a cohabitor is an individud who is unmarried, of oppodte sex of the
household head, unrelated to the household head, and in a household where the head is
unmarried.  In the second, they add the additiond restriction that the age difference between the
potential cohabitor and the household head must be 10 years or less. The third is the POSSLQ
and the fourth uses the predicted values from a logit modd of the direct measure of cohabitation.
They find that while the last two inferred definitions best replicate the populaion cohabitation
rates, they tend to miss an important demographic group—cohabiting couples with children. To

identify cohabiting couples with children, the authors recommend using ether of the fird two
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inferred messures.  As we will describe below, the inferred measure of cohabitation that we use,
based on SIPP data, is the second one from Baughman, Dickert-Conlin, and Houser (2002)
which is gmilar to, but not exactly the same as, the “adjusted” POSSLQ suggested by Casper
and Cohen (2000).

Our inferred definition of cohabitation follows that used by Baughman, Dickert-Conlin, and
Houser (2002) and is as follows. We define cohabiting couples as those families that contain
both an unmarried family head and an unmarried and unrdated adult of the opposite sex. This
may lead to a certan degree of mismeasurement. Manning (1995, reported in Bauman 1999)
found that 75% of oppostesex adults shaing living quaters were adso sdf-identified
cohabitants in the 1990 census. In turn, 80% of sdf-identified cohabitants were classified
correctly based on the opposite-sex housemate criterion.  Similarly, Baughman, Dickert-Conlin,
and Houser (2002) find a cohabitation rate of 4.9% using direct measures from the 1996 SIPP
and a 7% cohabitation rate using inferred measures*

3.2 Expenditure Data

We examine 14 expenditure categories. (1) food to be @nsumed in the home, (2) food to be
consumed outside of the home (at restaurants etc.), (3) acohol and tobacco, (4) housing expenses
(rent and renting related expenses, mortgage and mortgage related expenses, and home
improvements), (5) nonrmortgage interest, (6) furniture, appliances and related expenses, (7)
home maintenance, (8) clothing (adult clothing and shoes, children’s clothing and shoes, and
clothing services), (9) transportation (car purchases, car leases, other private transportation
expenses, motor fud, car repars, car insurance, public trangportation expenses), (10) utilities,

(12) hedth care, (12) entertainment expenses, (13) persona care, and (14) education.
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Our unit of observation is the share of totd expenditures spent on each of these 14
categories of expenditure by a household in a quarter (3-month period). Because hedth and
education expenditures in a given quarter may be negative (because of reimbursements etc.), it is
possble for expenditure shares to exceed one. To avoid this outcome, we drop those few
households who report negative expenditures in any category from the sample.

3.3  Demographic Controls

The demographic controls we use are total family income (deflated to 1982-1984 dollars
usng the Consumer Price Index), race (white, nonrwhite) of the head, educationd atanment of
the head (indicator variables for being a high school dropout, high school graduate, some
college, or college graduate), age of the head, the number of mde adults in the family, the
number of femde adults in the family, the number of boys (ages 2 to 17) in the family, the
number of girls (ages 2 to 17) in the family, and the number of infants.

34  Sample Description

122,228 households were interviewed in the 1982 through 1998 panels of the CEX. We
kept only those (44,614) families with children. Of those, we excluded 93 households with
multiple potentid cohabitors and 1,020 households with negative after-tax family income or
negative expenditures in any category (hedth and education are the only ones that have negative
vaues). Findly, we drop the 10,714 cases with any missng data Our find sample conssts of
32,787 households. Because households were interviewed up to four times, our totd sample size
is 90,307. In our datistical analyses, we adjust our standard errors to account for repeated

household observations.

“ Using our definition, it is possible for more than one person in a household to be identified as the “cohabitor” of
the household head. In our data, this problem occurred only 305 times and represented 6% of the potential
cohabiting couples. Aswe discuss below, we dropped these cases from our sample.
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Table 1a reports the prevaence of the three datic family dructure types as of each
household's firg interview and using dl four interviews. As of the fird interview, 72.36% of
households with children condst of married couples with children, 23.62% consst of sngle
parents, and 4.02 % are cohabiting couples with children. The percentages of households that
are dngle parent or cohabiting households are dightly smaler when dl four interviews are used,
suggesting that these two family dructure types are more likdy to attrit from the pand than are
married couple families.

The prevdence of cohabitation has been increasing over time in the CEX as shown by
Figure 1. In the ealy 1980s, cohabitation was relatively rare—agpproximady 3% of dl
households were cohabiting households. By 1998, this percentage had risen to 7% of al
households. The prevdence of cohabitation with children has dso risen dramaticdly over this
period, from 1 % to 4 % of adl households. These percentages compare with those from other
nationd daa sats, for example, the Nationd Survey of American Families and the Survey of
Income and Program Participaion (Baughman, Dickert-Conlin, and Houser 2002; Brown 2002,
Kdlil, DelLeire, Jayakody, and Chin 2002).

Table 1b reports the prevadence of the dynamic family sructures in the CEX. In our
sample, 1055 dngle parent families experience a cohabitor moving in or moving out. 419
cohabiting couples get married during the course of the pand. These families represent only a
tiny fraction of familieswith children.

Table 2 reports decriptive satistics for dl households in the CEX, as well as for married
couple households with children, cohabiting couple households with children, and single-mother
only households with children. Cohabiting couples with children are younger, poorer, have less

education, and more likely to be non-white than married couples with children. Compared to
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sngle-mother-only families with children, they are younger, have younger children, have more

adult maes, and have more income.

4. Methods

To answer our gpecific questions—namedy to (1) determine the compostion of
expenditures of cohabiting couples with children compared with those of married couples with
children and with sngle parents, (2) exploit the pand aspect of the CEX to dlow for fixed and
unmessured characteridics of families and to determine how expenditure patterns of families
change when a cohabitor joins a family and when a cohabiting couple marries; and (3) determine
whether the relationship between cohabitation and expenditure patterns has changed over time
(from 1982 to 1998)—we employ a variety of datigicad methods which we describe in detail in
the following sections.

4.1 Cross-sectional comparisons

To determine whether expenditure patterns differ between cohabiting couples with
children, married couples with children, and single parents, we firs use cross-sectiond methods
to compare across groups. That is, we compare mean expenditure shares both with and without
controls for demographic characteritics,

s, = X'b; +q,Cohab +e, 1)

where:

5 isthe expenditure share for expenditure category j;

Xisaset of demographic characterigtics, and

Cohab isan indicator variable that equals one for cohabiting couples with children.

Because the functiond form of the reationship between the demogrephic variables is

unknown and because the relationship may vary across groups, we aso employ two additiond
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techniques to compare a cross-section of cohabiting couples with children with married couples
with children and with single parents Thee ae the Blinder-Oaxaca decompostion (Blinder
1973; Oaxaca 1973) and matching methods (Heckman, Ichimura, and Todd, 1997, 1998;
Heckman, LalLonde, and Smith, 1999). Both techniques control for observable variables in
comparing the expenditure shares of cohabiting couples with those of married couples and single
parents but do so in a more flexible way than does linear regression.

The Blinder-Oaxaca decomposition works as follows. Say we want to determine how
much of the average difference in the share spent on a given expenditure good between
cohabiting couples with children and married couples with children can be explaned by
differences in ther mean demographic characteridics and how much is left unexplaned. But,
rather than redricting the reationship between the demographic controls and expenditures to be
identicd across the two groups, we wat to dlow these to differ.  Thus we run a linear
regresson of each expenditure share on the demographic controls separately for cohabiting
couples with children and for married couples with children,

5, = X,'b; +e, fori=12 2
where:

1 indicates cohabiting couples with children and

2 indicates married couples with children.

We then decompose the average difference in expenditure shares between the two groups
into an “explaned” component (resulting from the mean difference in the control variables
between the two groups) and an “unexplained” component (resulting from the difference in both

the congtants and the dope parameters across the two specifications):

Su- sy =(Xi- Xa)b, +Xa(by - by,) &)
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The fird term on the rignt hand sde of equaion (3) is the “explaned” component of the
difference while the second term is the “unexplained” component. Equation (3) uses the
parameters of the married-couple equation as weghts for the differences in the mean
characterigtics of the two groups. An equdly vaid decomposition would use the parameters of
the cohabiting-couple equation as weights

To determine how important cohabitation (or unobserved characteristics of cohabiting
couples) is in explaning differences in expenditure shares between cohabiting couples and
married couples with children, one amply determines wha fraction of the percentage point
difference in expenditure sharesis left unexplained.

Matching techniques were desgned for comparing outcomes across two non
expaimentdly assgned groups.  Unlike other datigtica techniques that are concerned with
unobservable differences between the two groups to be compared (for example, instrumenta
vaidble techniques or fixed effects andyses), matching is meant to control for observable
differences between the two groups in a flexible (non-parametric) way. More importantly, it is
designed to compare cohabiting-couple families to married-couple families who look “smila”
on observable characteriics. For example, suppose dl cohabiting couples had low education
and low-incomes while married-couple families could be both high or low income and educeation.
The matching estimator essentidly would only use those maried couple families who had low
education and low income to estimate the effect of cohabitation on expenditures.

Like linear regresson, matching requires that there are no unobservable differences
between the two groups being compared. To implement the matching technique, one firgt

edimates a probit for being in the “treatment group”—in our case for being a cohabiting couple

5 The decomposition would then be: Sy - S2j = (Yl - Yz)blj +Y2(b1j - sz).
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with children.  For each cohabiting household, one then determines the married-couple
household that is its “nearest neighbor” in terms of the probit index—these two observations
condtitute a “ matched pair.”

For each matched pair, one cdculates the difference between expenditure shares and

averages over al the matched pairs,
Las-s 4

gg?rset:he expenditure share of the cohabiting household in matched pair k;

s is the expenditure share of the married household in matched pair k; and

n° isthe number of cohabiting couples with children in the sample.

For dl of these methods, we aso compare the expenditure shares of cohabiting couples
with children households with those of single parents.

All of the cross-sectiond comparisons we employ suffer from the possibility of sdection
bias gemming from the fact that cohabiting households may differ from married households (or
from gngle parent households) in terms of unobservable characterigtics.  If o, then these
methods will not be measuring the causal effect of cohabitation on expenditures. That is we
would not be able to conclude that the expenditure patterns of these households would be
different had the couple been married (or had there not been a cohabitor present in the family).
However, we want to dress that even if these cross-sectional comparisons cannot be used to
make causal inferences regarding the impact of cohabitation, they can be useful in explaining
why children who grow up in cohabiting households fare poorly redive to children who grow
up in maried households or in sdngle paent houscholds. The mgority of the literature

demondrating the deeterious consequences of living in a cohabiting arrangement for children is

based on cross-sectiond comparisons as wdl (but see Dunifon and Kowaeski-Jones, 2002, for
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an exception). Therefore, even if the impacts of cohabitation on children's development and on
family expenditure are not causd, our andyss may help to explan why children who grow up in
these households fare poorly. That is, we may be &le to correctly identify those
“environmenta” factors that determine the poor outcomes of cohabiting children, even if these
factors do not result from cohabitation itself.

4.2 Panel data methods

To address the concern that cohabiting households differ from married households (and
angle parent households) in unobservable ways, we employ fixed effects analyses. Fixed effects
andyses use panel data and dlow for unobserved and unchanging characterigtics of households
that might be corrdated with decison to cohabit (or with other observable household
characterigtics).

To the extent that these fixed and unmeasured characteristics lead to bias in the OLS
edimates (and dmilarly in the decompostion andyses and in the propendty score andyses),
fixed effects methods can yidd more accurate estimates of the causal impact of cohabitation on
expenditure.  The downsde of these methods is, first, that they are identified only from
households that change family structure over the course of the one-year pand. These households
may differ sysematicdly from other, more stable, households. Second, they can only identify
the short-term (less than one-year) impact of fmily structure on expenditures. To the extent that
many of the expenditure items we examine are flow items meant for short-term consumption,
this may not be a problem. However, these methods might be ill suited to measure the impact of
family dructure on durable goods expenditure.  Third, fixed effects methods can exacerbate

measurement error bias.
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To implement these fixed effects techniques, we exploit the pand aspect of the CEX.
Recdl that each household is interviewed up to four times over the span of a year. Thus our
empiricd modd is now:

s, =X'b; +q;Cohab +f +e, (5)
where:

5 isthe expenditure share for expenditure category |;

Xi isaset of demographic characterigtics,

Cohab isanindicator variable that equals one for cohabiting couples with children; and

N isthe fixed effect.

The fixed effects esimator of the comparison between cohabiting couples and married
couples with children is identified from those households that move from being a cohabiting-
couple to a married couple (i.e, those households in which the cohabiting couple marries). In
this case, there is no change in family sructure per se, but there is a change in the legd datus of
the couple.

The fixed effects esimator of the comparison between cohabiting couples with children
and sngle parents is identified from those households in which a sngle parent has a cohabitor
move in and from a cohabiting household in which the cohabitor moves out. In this both cases,
thereisachange in family structure,

4.3 Interactions by Year

To determine whether the relationship between cohabitation and expenditure patterns has
changed over the 1982 to 1998 period, we add a st of year indicator variables as well as

interactions between these indicator variables and the indicator for cohabitation.

s, =X'b,+ 3] Yearg, +§ d,Cohab* Year, +e, (6)
k k

where:
5 isthe expenditure share for expenditure category |;
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Xi isaset of demographic characterigtics,
Cohab isan indicator variable that equas one for cohabiting couples with children;
Yeary isan indicator variable that equals one if the year isequd to k.

We then test whether the coefficients on the interaction terms display any trend.

5. Results

5.1 Mean Differences

Table 2 reports the mean expenditure shares for the 14 expenditure categories for married
couples with children, single parents, and cohabiting couples with children. How do cohabitors
goend their income? The mog driking difference between how cohabiting and married couples
gpend their income is in the share spent on acohol and tobacco; cohabitors spend about twice as
much on acohol and tobacco as married couples spend—4.7% versus 2.4% of their budget.
Cohabiting couples dso spend a greater fraction of their tota expenditure on acohol and tobacco
than do single parents (who only spend 2.6% of their total expenditure on acohol and tobacco).

There are other differences in average expenditure patterns across household types as
well, though none as driking as the difference in acohol and tobacco expenditure.  Cohabiting
couples spend a smdler share of ther totd expenditure on food in the home than do sngle
parents, but a larger share than do married couples. Cohabiting couples spend a smadler share on
housng than do single parents but a larger share than do married couples. Cohabiting couples
gpend less on hedth than do married couples, and spend more on trangportation than do single
parents.

We dso report the unadjusted raw differences between cohabiting couples with children
and married couples and dngle parents as a percentage of the expenditure share of married

couples and single parents respectively in Columns (1) of Tables 3 and 4 respectively. That is, in
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Table 3 and 4 we report cohabiting couples 2.3 percentage point higher budget share for acohol
and tobacco than that of married couples as a 99.48% “unadjusted” difference.

Tables 3 and 4 will summarize the man findings of dl of our daidicd andyses
(described below). For ease of comparison across models, in the summary tables we report all
differences in expenditure shares as a percentage of expenditure shares of married couples with
children and single parents respectively.

5.2 Linear Regression

Because cohabitors differ from married couples and from sngle parents in terms of
income and other demographic characteristics, we present the percent differences in regresson
adjusted expenditure shares in Column (2) of Table 3 (for the comparison between cohabiting
and married couples) and in Column (2) of Table 4 (for the comparison between cohabiting
couples and single parents). The full set of regresson results are reported in Tables Ala, Alb,
A2a, and A2b in the Appendix. In dl modds, we include controls for race, education of the
heed, age of the head, whether the household head is femde, the number of mae adults, the
number of femae adults, the number of boys (aged 2-17), the number of girls (aged 217), the
number of infants, and the log of total family income deflated to 1982-1984 dollars using the
Consumer Price Index. These results show that, controlling for demographic characteridtics in a
liner regresson, cohabiting couples with children (compared with married couples with
children) spend a 1.1 percentage point grester share of their totd expenditure on food in the
home, spend a 2.0 percentage point greaster share on acohol and tobacco, and spend a 1.3
percentage point smdler shae on hedth cae.  All other differences are dther datidticaly

inggnificant or are very amdl in magnitude.
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We trandate these regresson results into “linear regresson adjusted differences’ as a
percent of the expenditure shares of married couples with children (in Column 2 of Table 3) and
of angle parents (in Column 2 of Table 4). As can be seen from Column 2 of Table 3, cohabiting
couples spend an especidly large share of ther tota expenditure on acohol and tobacco in
percentage terms.  Reported as a percentage of the expenditure share of married couples,
cohabiting couples with children spend 90% more on dcohol and tobacco than do married
couples. Cohabiting couples dso spend 6.5% more on food in the home, 26% less on hedth
care, and 22% less on education than married couples with children.

The results for the linear regressons of expenditure shares of cohabiting couples with
children compared with sngle parents (reported in Appendix Table A2a and A2b) show tha
cohabiting couples with children spend a 1.4 percentage point smdler share of ther totd
expenditure on food in the home, a 1.6 percentage point greater share an acohol and tobacco, a
1.1 percentage point smdler shae on cothing, and a 2.4 percentage point greater share on
trangportation.  All other differences are ether datidicdly inggnificant or are very smdl in
magnitude.

We report these differences in percentage terms in Column 2 of Table 4. As with the
comparison with married couples with children, cohabiting couples with children spend 68%
more on acohol and tobacco than do single parents. Cohabiting couples dso spend 6% less on
food and 20% more on trangportation than do single parents.

5.3 Decomposition Analyses

Tables 5 and 6 report the results of the decompostion andyses. As we described in
Section 4.1, to conduct the decompostion andyses we esimated linear expenditure share

regressons separady for married couples with children, cohabiting couples with children, and
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sngle parents; the results of these regressons are not reported but are available upon request. In
these regressons, we control for the same st of variables as we did in the linear regresson
models reported in Tables A1 and A2 of the Appendix. The mean levels of the control variables
for each group are, recall, reported in Table 2.

Table 5 reports the decompostion of the differences between cohabiting couples and
married couples with children.  We report the mean expenditure shares for cohabiting and
married couples in Columns 1 and 2 and the unadjusted percentage point differences in these
ghares in Column 3. Columns 4 and 5 report the percent of the unadjusted differences that is
explained by differences in mean characteristics and the percent that is unexplaned. We find
that of the 2.3 percentage point unadjusted difference in expenditure shares for food in the home,
most—54%—is explained by differences in average household characterigtics between the two
family types Likewise, dmog dl of the differences in housng expenditure shares—75%—is
explained in the decompogtion. On the other hand, differences in average characteristics cannot
explan much of the difference in expenditure shares for acohol and tobacco or of the differences
in expenditure shares for hedth care.  In Column 6, we report the unexplained portion of the
difference in the expenditure share as a percentage of the expenditure share for married couples
with children. We aso report these percentages in Column 3 of Table 3 so they can be compared
with the resullts of the other datistical analyses.

Table 6 reports the decompostion of the differences in expenditure shares between
cohabiting couples with children and sngle parents.  While much of cohabiting couples lower
expenditure share for food in the home and higher expenditure share for transportation is
explained, for each expenditure category, a substantiad unexplained portion remains (in terms of

percentage point differences) In addition, the mgority—62%—of the percentage point
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difference in the share spent on acohol and tobacco between cohabiting couples and single
parents is unexplaned. The unexplained differences in expenditure shares as a percent of the
expenditure shares for single parents are reported in Column 6 of Table 6 and in Column 3 of the
Summary Table of Results— Table 4.

5.4 Matching Methods

Because cohabiting couples with children may differ sysematicaly from ether married
couples with children or single parents, and because it is unclear what the correct functiond form
relationship is between household demogrephics and expenditure shares is, matching estimators
provide a“robustness’ check to our regression results.

As we described in Section 4.1, to implement a matching estimator one first estimates the
probit equations of the reationship between household characteristics—race, education of the
head, age of the head, whether the household head is femae, the number of mae adults the
number of femae adults, the number of boys (aged 2-17), the number of girls (aged 217), the
number of infants, and the log of totd family income—and cohabitation. The results of these
probit equations are reported in Table A3 of the Appendix. In the first probit modd, the sample
includes cohabiting couples with children and married couples with children while in the second
the sample includes cohabiting couples with children and single parents.  All  household
characterigtics predict cohabitation in the expected ways. We use the probit index for each modd
to match cohabiting couples with children with married couples and with single parents.  Recall
that the exercise is meant to find those married couples and those single parents who are very
amilar in terms of observable characteristics (as measured by the probit index) to the cohabiting

couplesin our sample®

® To get a sense at how much overlapping support thereisin terms of the explanatory variables for expenditure for
the three groups, we plotted the kernel density estimates of the probit indexes for married couples and cohabiting
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We report the edtimated differences in expenditure shares between cohabiting couples
with children and married couples as a percent of the expenditure share of married couples with
children in Column 4 of Table 3. The results based on the maiching edimator are dmost
identical to those based on linear regresson. Cohabiting couples spend a 73% greater share of
tota expenditure on acohol and tobacco than do married couples. Cohabitors aso spend a 27%
sndler share on hedth care. In contrast to the linear regresson results, the matching estimator
yidds no difference in the share spent on food in the home between cohabiting couples and
married couples with children.

The edtimated differences in expenditure shares between cohabiting couples with children
and single parents as a percent of the expenditure share of married couples with children are
reported in Column 4 of Table 4. Cohabiting couples with children spend a 47% larger share on
acohol and tobacco than do single parents. Most other differences are smdl. The ful results
from the matching analyses are reported in Tables A4 and A5 of the Appendix. Table A4 reports
the results for the differences in expenditure shares for cohabiting couples compared with
married couples with children while Table A5 reports the matching edimator results for
differences in expenditure shares between cohabiting couples with children and single parents.

The four cross-sectional methods of comparing cohabiting couples with married couples
and with gngle parents answer the question—how do cohabiting couples with children spend
ther money? All four methods yield smilar results. According to these analyses, cohabiting
couples do not appear to spend their money in ways beneficid for children. The most sriking

difference was the larger amount spent on acohol and tobacco by cohabiting couples. Other

couples and those for single parents and cohabiting couples. Both plots demonstrated that while the distributions are
differently centered, there is substantial overlap between the distributions.
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potentidly important differences were found as wel—in paticular, relative to married couples,
cohabiting couples spend less on hedlth care and education.

While these cross-sectiond results provide information on the levels of invesments made
in children by cohabiting couples, they do not prove that these differences are caused by
cohabitation. That is, would these cohabitors invest differently if they were maried? Do sngle
parents change their expenditure patterns when a cohabitor moves in or out? To address these
questions, we turn to our fixed effects analyses.

5.5 Fixed Effects Analyses

Because the CEX is a panel, we can edimate expenditure share fixed effects regressons
for cohabitation versus mariage. These models are identified from the 419 cohabiting couples
who become married over the course of the one-year pand. The full sat of results is reported in
Tables A6a and A6b of the Appendix. We summarize the results of these models in Column 5 of
Table 3 and report the results as the difference in expenditure shares as a percent of the
expenditure share of married couples. The results indicate that cohabitation leads to a 6.6%
higher expenditure share for food in the home, a9.8% higher share for housing, a 22% smdler
share for clothing, and a 15% higher share for utilities. In contrast to the results from the cross-
sectiond analyses, the fixed effects results do not show a difference in the acohol and tobacco
expenditure between cohabiting and married couples with children. That is, cohabiting couples
who get married do not reduce the share spent on acohol and tobacco.

We ds0 edimate expenditure share fixed effects regressons for cohabitation versus
sngle parenthood. These modds are identified from the 1055 households in which a cohabitor
moves in with a sngle parent or a cohabitor moves out leaving a single parent behind. The full

st of results for these fixed effects models are reported in Tables A7a and A7b of the Appendix.

27



The results show that relative to single parents, cohabiting couples spend less on food out of the
home (12%), more on alcohol and tobacco (30%), more on transportation (27%), and less on
utilities (13%). We should dress that in dl of these models we control for the number of adult
males and the number of adult females. Therefore, the effects of an additional cohabitor in the
household are above that of smply adding another adult mae (or adult femae). Therefore, these
fixed effects modes confirm the findings of the cross-sectiond anayses that cohabiting couples
spend a larger share on adcohol and tobacco than do single parents. In other words, when a
cohabitor moves in, we estimate that the share spent on acohol and tobacco increases by 30%.
Likewise when a cohabitor moves out, the share spent on acohol and tobacco decreases by 30%.

5.6 Interactions by Year

To address our final question of whether the rdationship between cohabitation and
expenditure patterns changed from 1982 to 1998 when cohabitation rates in the U.S. have
increased, we esimate linear moddls with time interactions. To do this we estimated linear
regressons for expenditure shares for cohabiting couples with children compared with married
couples with children and for cohabiting couples with children compared with sngle parents in
an andogous way as in section 52. We added both year indicator variables and nteractions
between the year indicator variables and the cohabitation dummy. The full st of these
regresson results are not reported but are available upon request.

To determine whether the effect of cohabitation has changed over time, we report the
coefficients on the interaction terms between the year indicator variables and the cohabitation
dummy in Tables 7 and 8. In both tables we dso report the results of a linear regression that
includes a time trend and a time trend interacted with cohabitation. The coefficients on the

dummy variables indicate that the relationship between cohabitation and the share spent on most
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expenditure categories is variadble from year to year, but is roughly fla. The trend lines, while
often datidicaly dggnificant, ae usudly smdl. There ae exceptions.  When comparing
cohabiting couples with children with married couples with children, the find that the rdaive
share spent by cohabiting couples on food in the home and on adcohol and tobacco has been
increasing over time, while the share spent on hedth care has been decreasng. When comparing
cohabiting couples with children with single parents, we find that the reative share spent by
cohabiting couples on food in the home has been decreasing, the share spent on acohol and
tobacco has been increasing, and the share spent on transportation has been increasing.

Table 9 compares the demographic characteritics of cohabiting families with children
across three time periods: 1982 to 1986, 1987 to 1993, and 1994 to 1998. Over the time frame
examined by our andyss cohabiting families with children are becoming older, dightly larger,
and poorer, athough these differences are not large.

5.7 Summary of Regression Results

Our man results are summarized in Tables 3 and 4. The cross-sectiond andyses—
comparison of means, OLS regressons, decompostions, and matching methods—all show that
cohabiting couples with children spend subgtantidly more on acohol and tobacco—73% to 99%
more depending upon method—than do married couples with children. They aso spend less on
health care—24% to 36% less—and less on education—17% to 34% less.

The dynamic andyses yield a different picture, however, and provide indght into causd
relationships.  The fixed effects estimates suggest that cohabitors who marry reduce money spent
on food in the home increase clothing expenditure, and reduce expenditure on utilities.
Importantly, they do not reduce the amount of money they spend on acohol and tobacco. Thus,

while the cross-sectiond analyses show large differences between cohabiting and married-couple
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families, the fixed-effects andyses suggest that this is not a causa role of podt-childbearing
marriage.

Compared with single parents, the cross-sectional methods show that cohabiting couples
aso spend more on acohol and tobacco—47% to 88% more—and less on food in the home and
more on trangportation. The fixed effects andyses show a smadler, but potentidly important,
increase in acohol and tobacco expenditure when a cohabitor moves in—an increase of 30%
(these analyses dso imply that acohol and tobacco expenditures decrease by this same amount
when a cohabitor moves out). These households dso spend more on transportation and less on

utilities

6. Discussion

Our reaults indicate that cohabiting couples with children spend a far grester share of
their income on dcohol and tobacco—73% to 90% more controlling for observable
characterigtics in a cross section—than married couples with children spend. How do these
couples pay for this excess consumption of alcohol and tobacco? The results suggest thet they
gpend less on hedth care and education than married couples with children spend.  Similarly, our
results adso indicate that relaive to sngle parents, cohabiting couples spend more on acohol and
tobacco as well as more on transportation.

These findings suggest that one reason tha children living in cohabiting unions fare
poorly reative to children living in families with married parents (and reative to children living
with dngle parents) is that cohabitors do not spend their income in ways beneficid to hedthy
child development. Not only are the resources spent on acohol and tobacco not available to be

invested productively in children—perhaps though education and medica care—but the fact that
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the adults in the household are drinking dso likely has ddeterious effects on ther ability to be
nurturing parents.

The fixed effects results suggest that it is not the lega dtatus of cohabitation that is the
key issue, but rather it is something about the men who are cohabitors—acohol and tobacco
expenditure does not decrease when cohabitors marry. However, these results are subject to two
cavedats. Fird, the pane is short (only one year) so that any benefits of marriage may not yet be
goparent.  Second, cohabiting couples who eventudly marry might differ systematicaly from
cohabiting couples who do not.

As mentioned previoudy, a limitation of our data is tha we cannot distinguish cohabitors
who ae the child's biologicd fathers from those who ae not. This difference in genetic
relatedness may be associated with differences in consumption patterns.  As a sengtivity test, we
conducted the analyses separatdly for those families with any young children (under the age of 2)
and those with only older children, based on the hypothess that cohabiting families with very
young children are more likely to include a biologica cohabitor given the average duration of
cohabiting unions (Bumpass and Sweet 1989). These results (available upon request) did not
show any differences from the patterns illustrated in the aggregated sample’ This suggests that
our results derive not from differences in biologicd rdaedness, per se, but raher from
characterisics associated with the cohabiting relationship or with men who would marry versus.
cohabit.

Our results provide a potential explanation for why children who grow up in cohabiting
households fare poorly developmentaly—these children live in households with dmogt twice as

much drinking and smoking teking place. Usng fixed-effects techniques to account for the

" We also compared cohabiting families with only children under the age of 2 with those with any older children and
found no differences.
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endogeneity of parental substance use, Chatterji and Markowitz (2000) find causa impacts of
maternal dcohol (and drug) use on children's behavior problems in a naiond sample. More
specificdly, the number of days adcohol was consumed in the past month was associated with
increeses in children's behavior problems.  Paentd substance use might negatively affect
children's mentd hedth by decreasng the quantity or the qudity of parenta inputs. Substance
use can dfect parents ability to monitor or supervise ther children, or it could affect the
emotiond qudity of the parent-child rdaionship, dl of which could negaively affect child
development (McLoyd 1998). Substance use by the cohabiting couple may be associated with a
higher likdihood of domedtic violence (Markowitz and Grossman 1998), which could negeatively
affect children's adjusment, ather through ther witnessng violence or ther dso being the
vicims of it.

Interegtingly, despite the increasing prevaence of cohabitation, cohabiting couples have
not become more smilar to married couples in terms of ther expenditure patterns. For most
items we did not observe any interactions between cohabitation and year of the survey or a large
time trend. Exceptions included, interestingly, acohol and tobacco and hedth care.  However,
cohabiting couples have been spending an increasingly grester share on dcohol and tobacco and
an increesngly smdler share on hedth care. This suggests tha any kind of podtive “socid
sanctioning” of cohabitation (that might arise from its increesed prevadence) has not been
associated with posgitive changesin these families behavior (in terms of expenditures).

While our results suggest that one reason children who grow up cohabiting households
fare poorly is rdated to acohol consumption, our results do not demongrate that cohabitation is
causally related to increased adcohol expenditure or to poorer child outcomes. First, our pand

data results cast doubt on any causa effect of cohabitation. Rather, they imply that the increased
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acohol expenditure is rdated to the presence of an adult (usudly a mae) who is (most likely)
unrelated to the children in the household®  Because acohol and tobacco expenditures increase

when a cohabitor moves in and decreases when he moves out, and does not change when he
marries the mother, we know that this expenditure behavior is associated with the presence of a
cohabitor. It is not the case that single parents who live with a cohabitor were aready spending

more on acohol and tobacco. However, there may be a role for unmeasured characteristics of
mothers who choose men who would make these kinds of expenditure decisons. Further
research on thistopic is needed.

Our results provide one suggestion that cohabiting households share their resources
differently than do married-couple households. This may reflect cohabitors propensity to
purchase items that serve persond priorities rather than children’s needs and may be an indicator
of other, unmeasured ways in which cohabitants contributed resources (such as, eg., time,
affection) to partners and ther families differ from those of married couples. These differences
in other inputs to child wdl-being could aso hep to explan children's relatively poorer
adjustment in cohabiting couple households and should be explored in future research.

What implications do our results have for public policy? Our results support Bauman's
(1999) finding that cohabitors do not share their income—or & least do not spend it in ways
beneficid to partners and children in the household—in the same way that spouses do. This

finding suggests tha the income of cohabitors should be patidly discounted in cdculating

8 In aseparate set of fixed effects analyses, not reported in the paper but available upon request, we examined the
sample of single parent households that become married households over the course of the panel. These transitions
most likely represent the formation of step-families (although it is not possible for us to distinguish step-families
from biological familiesin the CEX). These step-family formations—similar to the case where cohabitors movein,

are associated with an increased share of total expenditure being spent on alcohol and tobacco.
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poverty datidics and for the determination of program €digibility (Carlson and Danziger, 1999,

Citro and Michadl, 1995).
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Fgure 1: Trends in Cohabitation and Cohabitation with Kids: 1982 to 1998

Fraction of All Households

.04 T

.02

T T 1 T T
1982 1986 1990 1994 1998

Note: Each point represents a monthly cohabitation rate defined as the number of cohabiting households as a fraction of the total number of households
interviewed in that month. Rates were calculated using the sampling weights provided by the BLS. Circles represent cohabitation rates for all cohabiting
couples (with or without kids) while triangles represent cohabitation rates for cohabiting couples with kids.
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Table 1a: Prevaence of Static Family Structure Types

At First Interview Only Observations from All Four Interviews
Percent of All Families Numb Percent of All Families Numb
With Children umoer With Children urmboer
Married Couple 72.36% 31691 73.77% 90603
Single Parent 23.62% 10066 22.63% 26348
Cohabiting Couple 4.02% 1744 3.60% 4395

Note: The CEX does not distinguish step-families from married-couple families; nor does it distinguish between
cohabiting families where both cohabitors are the biological parents of the child from those where only one
cohabitor is biologically related to the child.

Table 1b: Prevaence of Dynamic Family Structure Types
Percent of All Families

With Children Number
Cohabitor Moves In/Out 0.26% 1055
Cohabiting Couple Marries 0.09% 419

Note: The number of dynamic family structure types is determined by using al four interviews to identify families
that change from (@) being a single parent family to being a cohabiting couple family (and vice-versa) and (b) being
a cohabiting couple family to being a married parent family. Prevalence rates are these numbers as a percentage of
the number of families at the first interview.

39



Table 22 Summary Statistics by Family Structure

Married Family Cohabiting Family Single Parent Family
Vaiable Mean SD. Mean SD. Mean SD.
Age of Head 38.10 952 * 32.86 9.62 37.31 1204 *
Number of Male Adults 123 057 * 112 053 041 0.70 *
Number of Female 124 054  *| 119 050 123 071 *
Adults
Number of Boys 0.76 0.82 * 0.67 0.79 0.72 0.81
Number of Girls 0.73 0.80 * 0.66 0.79 0.70 0.80
Number of Babies 0.23 045 * 0.27 0.48 0.17 042 *
Family Size 419 1.20 * 392 120 324 1.39 *
Non-white 013 * 022 0.37 *
High School Dropout 018 * 0.27 031 *
High School Grad 0.32 041 035 *
Some College 0.23 * 024 024
College 014 * 0.05 0.07 *
Female Head 015 * 052 0.87 *
Quarterly Expenditure 5897.21 520547 * 4336.73 3423.05 325045 360113 *
Annual Income 24666.86 2028730 *| 16743.83 14945.29 11070.48 1097892 *
Log Redl Income 9.88 104 * 941 1.09 8.99 1.02 *
Share spent on:
Food In 17.24% * 19.15% 22.33% *
Food Out 4.26% * 3.66% 3.48%
Alcohol and Tobacco 2.35% * 4.67% 2.55% *
Housing 19.68% 1 21.9% 23.02% *
Interest 1.79% * 1.36% 1.10% *
Z‘;rg}'igfez”d 4.85% | 453% 3.86% *
Home Maintenance 2.73% * 2.12% 2.19%
Clothing 4.78% * 441% 554% *
Transportation 17.19%% 16.86% 11.99%% *
Utilities 10.33% * 10.91% 13.07% *
Health 5.05% * 3.35% 3.46%
Entertainment 4.08% * 3.16% 2.73% *
Personal Care 1.05% 1.07% 1.23% *
Education 2.17% * 1.38% 1.92% *
Other Expenses 2.45% * 1.3% 1.54% *

Note: Statistically different from cohabiting family indicated by *p-value <.001; # p-value < .01. Statistics and
number of observations are from each household’'s first interview. Statistics are weighted to be nationally
representative using the sampling weights provided by the BLS. Income and expenditures are in real (1982-1984)
dollars.
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Table 3: Summary Table of Results: Cohabiting Couples with Children vs. Married Couples with Children

As aPercentage of Expenditure Share of Married Couples with Children

@ @ ©N 4 ©)
Unadjusted Linear Regression Dﬁ?:rxeﬂ(?le??gm Matching Estimator Fixed Effect Estimator
Difference Adjusted Difference o Adjusted Adjusted Difference
Decomposition Difference
Share Spent on: Analysis
Food In 1351% 6.54% 6.05% 2.22% 6.62%
Food Out -15.09% -5.86% -5.42% -7.15% -15.73%
Alcohol and Tobacco 99.48% 89.87% 82.91% 73.24% 6.14%
Housing 9.65% 2.38% 2.33% 2.36% 9.83%
Interest -20.22% -14.88% -13.95% -15.26% -37.33%
Z‘g;'iggez”d -1221% 551% -5.15% -3.20% -1521%
Home Maintenance -19.74% -11.64% -10.84% -11.97% 3.11%
Clothing -10.47% -7.18% -6.79% -3.92% -21.63%
Transportation -1.64% 0.73% 0.65% 3.3% -9.00%
Utilities 11.05% 4.69%% 4.27% 2.36% 14.72%
Health -35.57% -25.75% -24.1% -27.00% -6.43%
Entertainment -23.65% -947% -8.85% -8.76% -0.37%
Personal Care -0.68% -4.05% -3.69% -1.45% 17.45%
Education -34.09% -22.32% -20.87% -17.14% -2.13%
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Table 4: Summary Table of Results: Cohabiting Couples with Children vs. Single Parents

As a Percentage of Expenditure Share of Single Parents

@ ) ©) 4 ©)

Unadjusted Linear Regression Dﬁ?:rxeﬂ(?le??gm Matching Estimator Fixed Effect Estimator
Difference Adjusted Difference o Adjusted Adjusted Difference
Decompogmon Difference
Share Spent on: Analysis
Food In -13.26% -6.18% -4.81% -4.50% -3.8%%
Food Out 4.61% -13.93% -11.32% -16.17% -11.61%
Alcohol and Tobacco 87.72% 67.77% 53.09% 47.30% 20.76%
Housing -6.00% -3.91% -3.06% 2.80% -4.11%
Interest 30.87% 19.85% 15.87% 13.60% 253%
;‘g;'iggeznd 14.20% 8:34% 663% 6.37% 1613%
Home Maintenance 1.3% -5.14% -4.16% -14.58% 1.10%
Clothing -21.41% -20.50% -16.29% -16.33% -12.98%
Transportation 42.13% 20.61% 16.01% 11.22% 26.52%
Utilities -15.38% -2.68% -2.17% -7.28% -13.21%
Health -7.08% 9.80% 7.75% 7.80% 12.93%
Entertainment 17.30% 2.70% 2.0% 0.34% -10.16%
Personal Care -15.13% -7.36% -5.67% -7.56% -16.99%
Education -19.80% -14.86% -11.90% -9.68% -2.28%

42



Table 5. Results of Decomposition Anaysis—Cohabiting Couples with Children vs. Married Couples with Children

Percentage Unexplained
Budget Share Point Percent Differences Differenceasa
Differences % of Married
@ @ (©) Q) ©) ©)
Cohabiting Married Raw Explained Unexplained

Food In 19.38% 17.07% 2.31% 54% 45% 6.05%
Food Out 3.63% 4.28% -0.65% 68% 36% -542%
Alcohol and Tobacco 4.55% 2.28% 2271% 19% 83% 82.91%
Housing 21.41% 19.53% 1.88% 75% 24% 233%
Interest 142% 178% -0.36% 25% 69% -13.95%
Furniture and Appliances 4.17% 4.75% -0.58% 54% 42% -5.15%
Home Maintenance 217% 2.70% -053% 50% 55% -10.84%
Clothing 4.35% 4.85% -051% 1% 65% -6.79%
Transportation 16.82% 17.10% -0.28% 144% -40% 0.65%
Utilities 11.62% 10.46% 1.16% 62% 3% 4.27%
Health 3.30% 513% -1.82% 2% 68% -24.1%
Entertainment 3.23% 4.23% -1.00% 66% 3% -8.85%
Personal Care 1.05% 1.06% -0.01% -112% 544% -3.69%
Education 1.48% 2.25% -0.77% A% 61% -20.87%
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Table 6. Results of Decomposition Anaysis—Cohabiting Couples with Children vs. Single Parents

. Unexplained
Budget Share Percentage Point Percent Differences Difference
Differences asa % of
Single
@ @ (©) @) ©) (6)
Cohabiting Single Parent Raw Explained Unexplained

Food In 19.38% 22.34% -2.96% 68% 36% -4.81%
Food Out 363% 347% 0.16% 331% -246% -11.32%
Alcohol and Tobacco 4.55% 242% 213% 42% 61% 53.09%
Housing 21.41% 22.78% -1.37% 47% 51% -3.06%
Interest 1.42% 1.08% 0.33% 61% 51% 15.87%
Furniture and Appliances 4.17% 3.65% 0.52% 60% 47% 6.63%
Home Maintenance 217% 2.14% 0.03% 356% -298% -4.16%
Clothing 4.35% 553% -1.18% 2% 76% -16.29%
Transportation 16.82% 11.84% 4.9%% 63% 3B% 16.01%
Utilities 11.62% 13.73% -211% 87% 14% -217%
Health 3.30% 3.56% -0.25% 186% -109% 7.75%
Entertainment 3.23% 2.75% 0.48% 84% 12% 2.09%
Personal Care 1.05% 1.24% -0.19% 7% 3% -5.67%
Education 1.48% 1.85% -0.37% 33% 60% -11.90%




Table 7a Expenditure Share Regressons with Time Trend Interactions Cohabitors with
Children versus Married Couples with Children

@ @ (©) 4 ©) ©) @)
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
Food In Food Out Tobacco Housing Interest  Appliances Maintenance
1983 3.76E-03 281E-04 1.33E-02 7.78E-03 -1.73E-03 -144E-02 -946E-04
[9.62e-03] [5.72e-03] [6.98e-03] [1.36e-02] [4.63e-03] [5.08e-03] [7.18e-03]
1984 -2.25E-03 -1.39E-02 145E-02 2.00E-02 6.37E-04 -8.80E-03 -3.29E-03
[1.13e-02] [2.78e-03] [4.97e-03] [1.48e-02] [3.15e-03] [5.58e-03] [5.14e-03]
1985 7.58E-03 -5.46E-03 261E-02 147E-02 -358E-03 -8.79E-03 -6.38E-03
[1.09-02] [3.65e-03] [7.09e-03] [1.44e-02] [3.09e-03] [6.54e-03] [4.46e-03]
1986 5.59E-03 253E-03 2.86E-02 5.76E-03 -5.62E-03 -1.15E-02 -3.23E-03
[8.85e-03] [3.53e-03] [4.76e-03] [1.35e-02] [2.38e-03] [4.64e-03] [4.76e-03]
1987 2.09E-02 -3.07E-03 1.74E-02 2.06E-02 -9.69E-03 -9.93E-03 -4.28E-03
[7.96e-03] [2.96e-03] [3.70e-03] [1.10e-02] [3.31e-03] [4.47e-03] [3.77e-03]
1988 2.86E-02 -2.14E-03 240E-02 -1.26E-02 8.74E-04 -1.78E-03 -1.31E-02
[1.50e-02] [4.74e-03] [4.70e-03] [1.23e-02] [3.67e-03] [5.17e-03] [3.20e-03]
1989 349E-02 -512E-03 282E-02 7.95E-03 -3.71E-03 -3.89E-03 -1.10E-02
[1.61e-02] [2.90e-03] [6.19e-03] [1.50e-02] [2.82e-03] [5.04e-03] [3.48e-03]
1990 2.37E-02 -2.66E-03 2.70E-02 -507E-03 -4.52E-03 -6.98E-03 1.06E-03
[1.09e-02] [2.8%-03] [5.51e-03] [1.10e-02] [2.70e-03] [4.78e-03] [7.52e-03]
1991 8.65E-03 -2.04E-03 267E-02 -1.04E-02 -6.00E-03 -2.90E-03 2.19E-03
[8.32e-03] [3.21e-03] [6.55e-03] [1.25e-02] [241e-03] [5.46e-03] [4.66e-03]
1992 7.42E-03 -4.09E-03 1.98E-02 -4.39E-03 -7.04E-03 1.84E-03 1.36E-04
[9.97e-03] [2.32e-03] [341e-03] [1.26e-02] [1.90e-03] [5.13e-03] [4.76e-03]
1993 1.69E-02 -1.35E-03 2.71E-02 -1.95E-02 -3.87E-03 1.31E-03 -344E-03
[7.99-03] [2.92e-03] [4.80e-03] [1.25e-02] [1.77e-03] [5.25e-03] [3.56e-03]
1994 2.19E-02 2.30E-03 2.32E-02 5.35E-03 -4.34E-03 3.98E-03 -3.37E-03
[7.68e-03] [3.3%e-03] [3.81e-03] [1.12e-02] [1.73e-03] [5.34e-03] [3.70e-03]
1995 3.24E-02 -453E-03 177E-02 -5.77E-03 -3.35E-03 -7.80E-03 -2.23E-03
[1.08e-02] [2.59%-03] [3.52e-03] [1.08e-02] [1.98e-03] [4.57e-03] [2.84e-03]
1996 1.20E-02 -6.29E-03 2.10E-02 8.60E-04 -1.02E-04 -1.70E-03 -3.08E-03
[7.06e-03] [2.38e-03] [4.45e-03] [9.48e-03] [1.97e-03] [4.07e-03] [3.14e-03]
1997 1.24E-02 -3.27E-03 1.37E-02 1.76E-02 -887E-04 -217E-03 -2.05E-03
[7.51e-03] [2.49e-03] [2.55e-03] [9.14e-03] [1.92e-03] [3.73e-03] [3.03e-03]
1998 2.60E-02 -1.50E-03 215602 -9.92E-03 -1.16E-03 -2.07E-03 -4.02E-03

[8.03e-03] [255e-03]  [3.43e-03 [1.00e-02] [240e-03]  [3.96e-03 [2.91e-03]
Timetrend 1.48E-03 -2.16E-04 1.64E-03 -5.65E-05 -2.30E-04 -1.90E-04 -2.58E-04
[2.32e-04] [7.35e-05] [104e-04] [2.90e-04] [595e-05] [1L12e-04] [8.95e-05]
N 8684 868H4 8684 8684 86894 8684 86894
Note: This table reports the results of two separate sets of regressions. The first includes afull set of year dummies
and year dummies interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. The second includes atime trend and
a time trend interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. Only the interactions are reported. All
regressions also include controls for race, education, age, gender, number of adult males, number of adult
females, number of boys, number of girls, number of babies, log real income, and a control for
cohabitation. Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table 7b: Expenditure Share Regressons with Time Trend Interactions Cohabitors with
Children versus Married Couples with Children

8 ©) (10) (11 (12) 13) (14)
Transport- Entertain- Personal
Clothing ation Utilities Health ment Care Education
1983 -4.26E-03 1.72E-02 1.33E-02 -1.81E-02 -1.19E-02 3.15E-03 -9.99E-04
[7.05e-03] [1.52e-02] [9.40e-03] [6.37e-03] [3.99e-03] [4.15e-03] [7.30e-03]
1984 -5.54E-03 342E-02 -6.77E-03 -1.31E-02 -1.96E-03 4.96E-04 -4.05E-03
[4.25e-03] [1.79e-02] [7.36e-03] [5.75e-03] [4.14e-03] [9.6%-04] [3.98e-03]
1985 -943E-03 2.06E-02 -6.25E-04 -244E-02 -1.06E-02 7.63E-05 -4.98E-03
[4.04e-03] [2.30e-02] [7.88e-03] [3.6%-03] [3.51e-03] [1.57e-03] [5.88e-03]
1986 -5.22E-03 -3.66E-03 -1.92E-03 -9.22E-03 9.35E-04 2.20E-03 -2.83E-03
[3.45e-03] [1.26e-02] [7.06e-03] [4.9%-03] [4.17e-03] [1.68e-03] [3.46e-03]
1987 -4.52E-03 8.22E-04 5.34E-03 -1.13E-02 -5.86E-03 -7.02E-04 -4.27E-03
[3.2%e-03] [1.08e-02] [7.47e-03] [4.33e-03] [3.25e-03] [1.07e-03] [3.53e-03]
1988 -2.21E-03 -6.73E-03 1.31E-02 -1.61E-02 -9.82E-03 -1.23E-03 -4.34E-03
[4.18e-03] [1.37e-02] [7.27e-03] [4.33e-03] [2.74e-03] [1.32e-03] [4.50e-03]
1989 -6.74E-03 -1.63E-02 1.03E-02 -1.36E-02 -3.79E-03 -191E-03 -9.19E-03
[3.61e-03] [1.29e-02] [6.93e-03] [3.71e-03] [4.37e-03] [1.13e-03] [3.62e-03]
1990 -1.79E-03 -1.92E-03 8.20E-03 -1.99E-02 -359E-03 8.99E-04 -8.63E-03
[3.6%-03] [1.33e-02] [6.79e-03] [5.09e-03] [4.3%e-03] [1.76e-03] [3.34e-03]
1991 -7.13E-03 8.93E-03 1.45E-02 -1.25E-02 -2.14E-03 211E-03 -9.79E-03
[3.83e-03] [1.40e-02] [6.95e-03] [5.76e-03] [3.53e-03] [1.53e-03] [2.86e-03]
1992 -2.05E-03 1.29E-02 7.84E-03 -9.62E-03 -1.15E-02 -2.00E-03 -352E-03
[3.31e-03] [1.26e-02] [5.65e-03] [5.32e-03] [2.56e-03] [9.05e-04] [4.47e-03]
1993 -3.27E-03 8.77E-03 1.24E-02 -1.56E-02 1.61E-03 -342E-04 -1.18E-02
[3.13e-03] [1.17e-02] [5.40e-03] [5.37e-03] [4.41e-03] [9.55e-04] [2.07e-03]
1994 -4.53E-03 -1.86E-02 7.56E-04 -1.61E-02 -8.64E-04 -1.10E-03 -443E-03
[2.80e-03] [9.13e-03] [5.28e-03] [5.00e-03] [2.85e-03] [9.43e-04] [4.32e-03]
1995 -545E-03 3.38E-03 7.87E-03 -1.63E-02 -5.19E-03 112F-04 -552E-03
[3.28e-03] [117e-02] [4.59e-03] [4.02e-03] [2.26e-03] [1.15e-03] [3.85e-03]
1996 -201E-03 -5.05E-03 1L11E-02 -9.34E-03 -6.33E-03 -1.74E-03 -7.21E-03
[2.76e-03] [9.52e-03] [5.74e-03] [3.92e-03] [2.36e-03] [1.13e-03] [3.46e-03]
1997 -2.24E-03 1.86E-03 7.81E-03 -1.68E-02 -6.29E-03 -2.86E-04 -1.11E-02
[3.12e-03] [1.03e-02] [6.17e-03] [3.14e-03] [2.30e-03] [1.04e-03] [2.73e-03]
1998 267E-03 -6.52E-03 7.80E-03 -1.12E-02 -4.12E-03 -6.41E-04 -1.23E-02

[2.72e-03] [114e-02]  [5.24e-03 [4.22e-03] [216e-03]  [9.56e-04] [2.65e-03]
Timetrend -2.24E-04 -257E-05 6.57E-04 -1.09E-03 -382E-04 -4.28E-05 -6.34E-04
[8.14e-05] [283e-04] [156e-04] [1.12e-04] [7.10e-05]  [2.90e-05] [8.82e-05]
N 8684 868H4 8684 8684 86894 8684 86894
Note: This table reports the results of two separate sets of regressions. The first includes a full set of year dummies
and year dummies interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. The second includes a time trend and a time
trend interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. Only the interactions are reported. All regressions aso
include controls for race, education, age, gender, number of adult males, number of adult females, number of boys,
number of girls, number of babies, log real income, and a control for cohabitation. Standard errors are adjusted for
repeat observations on households.
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Table 8a Expenditure Share Regressons with Time Trend Interactions: Cohabitors with
Children versus Single Parents

@ @ (©) 4 ©) (©) @
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
Food In Food Out Tobacco Housing Interest  Appliances Maintenance
1983 -1.83E-02 -2.01E-03 7.19E-03 -6.70E-03 2.98E-03 -3.24E-03 4.65E-03
[1.15e-02] [528e-03] [7.74e-03] [1.54e-02] [450e-03] [5.26e-03] [7.02e-03]
1984 -3.29E-02 -1.45E-02 1.03E-02 497E-03 6.68E-03 4.13E-05 9.5%E-04
[1.27e-02] [3.29e-03] [4.98e-03] [1.63e-02] [3.24e-03]  [5.84e-03] [5.37e-03]
1985 -2.23E-02 -7.84E-03 197E-02 -2.03E-03 391E-03 -4.92E-03 -3.39E-03
[1.15e-02] [4.03e-03] [7.17e-03] [1.66e-02] [315e-03] [6.88e-03] [4.82e-03]
1986 -3.06E-02 2.16E-03 2.04E-02 -1.73E-02 2.15E-03 -2.37E-03 947E-04
[1.02e-02] [3.87e-03] [4.84e-03 [1.44e-02] [241e-03]  [4.92e-03 [5.15e-03]
1987 -9.33E-03 -2.72E-03 1.06E-02 -5.14E-03 -1.89E-03 1.49E-03 3.23E-03
[8.80e-03] [3.16e-03]  [4.04e-03] [1.21e-02] [342e-03] [4.81e-03] [4.14e-03]
1988 -1.91E-02 -2.77E-03 152E-02 -3.29E-02 6.49E-03 7.17E-03 -8.17E-03
[151e-02] [491e-03]  [4.80e-03] [1.36e-02] [3.76e-03]  [5.48e-03] [3.80e-03]
1989 -1.55E-04 -5.75E-03 2.10E-02 -1.06E-02 179604 3.80E-03 -387E-03
[1.48e-02] [3.34e-03] [6.17e-03] [1.50e-02] [310e-03]  [5.44e-03 [3.79-03]
1990 -2.27E-02 -341E-03 211E-02 -9.34E-03 3.96E-04 -1.31E-03 7.12E-03
[121e-02] [3.06e-03] [552e-03 [121e-02] [287e-03]  [5.29-03 [7.95e-03]
1991 -3.30E-02 -4.22E-03 192E-02 -2.45E-02 2.09E-03 6.51E-03 7.55E-03
[1.03e-02] [344e-03] [6.68e-03] [1.36e-02] [245e-03] [5.73e-03] [4.91e-03]
1992 -355E-02 -3.69E-03 111E-02 -2.18E-02 -1.25E-04 6.95E-03 4.72E-03
[1.12e-02] [264e-03] [3.75e-03] [1.35e-02] [201e-03]  [5.46e-03] [4.86e-03]
1993 -2.42E-02 -241E-03 2.34E-02 -251E-02 147E-03 7.31E-03 -1.91F-03
[9.59-03] [345e-03]  [4.95e-03 [1.40e-02] [185e-03] [5.63e-03 [3.96e-03]
199 -2.49E-02 1.30E-03 192E-02 -9.58E-04 118E-03 1.26E-02 741E-04
[9.29e-03] [362e-03]  [4.02e-03 [1.19e-02] [181e-03] [5.69e-03 [4.15e-03]
1995 -6.65E-03 -5.28E-03 8.95E-03 -1.16E-02 1.29E-03 2.00E-03 1.79E-03
[1.20e-02] [296e-03] [3.97e-03] [1.20e-02] [212e-03] [4.65e-03] [3.18e-03]
1996 -2.24E-02 -6.29E-03 152E-02 -9.39E-03 4.64E-03 5.26E-03 246E-03
[7.77e-03] [271e-03] [4.75e-03] [1.08e-02] [211e-03] [4.28e-03] [3.28e-03]
1997 -1.46E-02 -261E-03 113E-02 453E-03 2.76E-03 242E-03 245E-04
[8.58e-03] [272e-03]  [2.74e-03] [1.04e-02] [205e-03]  [4.08e-03 [3.27e-03]
1998 -6.34E-04 -3.39E-03 1.70E-02 -2.14E-02 4.21E-03 -9.14E-04 -4.40E-04
[8.97e-03] [2.80e-03]  [357e-03 [111e-02] [252e-03]  [4.34e-03 [3.09e-03]
Timetrend -1.33E-03 -249E-04 117E-03 -9.59E-04 187E-04 3.09E-04 6.89E-05
[2.84e-04] [918e-05] [1.20e-04] [3.43e-04] [65%-05] [1.27e-04] [1.08e-04]
N 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318

Note: This table reports the results of two separate sets of regressions. The first includes a full set of year dummies
and year dummies interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. The second includes atime trend and
a time trend interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. Only the interactions are reported. All
regressions also include controls for race, education, age, gender, number of adult males, number of adult
females, number of boys, number of girls, nhumber of babies, log real income, and a control for
cohabitation. Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table 8b: Expenditure Share Regressons with Time Trend Interactions Cohabitors with
Children versus Single Parents

) ©) (10) (11 (12) 13) (14)
Transport- Entertain- Personal
Clothing Ation Utilities Health ment Care Education
1983 -8.44E-03 3.31E-02 -1.74E-03 -2.32E-03 -6.12E-03 3.79E-03 2.90E-04
[8.43e-03] [1.58e-02] [101e-02]  [5.36e-03] [4.09e-03] [453e-03]  [7.39%-03]
1984 -1.35E-02 6.19E-02 -1.52E-02 2.98E-03 1.77E-03 5.23E-05 -8.19E-03
[4.80e-03] [1.84e-02] [8.62e-03]  [5.94e-03] [4.32e-03] [1.25e-03] [4.75e-03]
1985 -1.95E-02 5.50E-02 -1.17E-02 -9.06E-03 -3.74E-03 167E-03 -6.24E-03
[4.63e-03] [2.32e-02] [857e-03]  [4.26e-03] [3.83e-03] [159e-03] [6.31e-03]
1986 -1.28E-02 3.55E-02 -2.05E-02 6.72E-03 101E-02 3.25E-03 -1.90E-03
[3.81e-03] [1.31e-02] [8.18e-03]  [5.18e-03] [4.45e-03] [L71e-03]  [3.80e-03]
1987 -1.12E-02 168E-02 -3.26E-03 3.06E-03 3.25E-03 -2.79E-04 4.05E-04
[3.79e-03] [1.12e-02] [8.09e-03]  [4.71e-03] [3.32e-03] [120e-03] [3.83e-03]
1988 -8.61E-03 2.33E-02 7.21E-03 3.22E-03 8.13E-04 -1.78E-03 1.18E-03
[4.62e-03] [1.43e-02] [791e-03]  [4.63e-03] [2.78e-03] [152e-03] [4.61e-03]
1989 -1.36E-02 7.38E-03 122E-03 3.63E-03 5.26E-03 -1.44E-03 -1.80E-03
[3.85e-03] [1.33e-02] [7.32e-03]  [4.17e-03] [4.48e-03] [131e-03]  [3.75e-03]
1990 -6.10E-03 2.19E-02 -9.22E-03 -4.09E-04 4.56E-03 5.35E-04 -2.77E-03
[4.11e-03] [1.38e-02] [8.05e-03]  [5.33e-03 [4.49e-03] [191e-03]  [355e-03]
1991 -1.21E-02 343E-02 181E-05 6.17E-03 4.03E-03 161E-03 -2.96E-03
[4.00e-03] [1.46e-02] [7.67e-03]  [5.91e-03] [3.56e-03] [166e-03]  [3.24e-03]
1992 -9.39E-03 4.18E-02 -4.72E-03 1.09E-02 -1.84E-04 -1.60E-03 251E-03
[3.77e-03] [1.31e-02] [6.40e-03]  [5.66e-03] [2.65e-03] [108e-03]  [4.81e-03]
1993 -8 HE-03 3.34E-02 -6.46E-03 2.87E-03 1.09E-02 -1.10E-03 -4.12E-03
[3.58e-03] [1.21e-02] [6.22e-03]  [5.58e-03] [4.47e-03] [110e-03]  [2.30e-03]
199 -8.23E-03 9.06E-03 -143E-02 3.89E-04 4.65E-03 -5.26E-04 -6.96E-05
[3.27e-03] [9.78e-03] [6.27e-03]  [5.28e-03] [3.09e-03] [108e-03]  [4.56e-03]
1995 -1.26E-02 247E-02 -6.32E-03 7.37E-03 -543E-04 -9.70E-04 123E-03
[3.55e-03] [1.23e-02] [5.60e-03]  [4.25e-03] [2.48e-03] [132e-03] [4.13e-03]
1996 -9.28E-03 1.66E-02 -3.21E-03 8.82E-03 -1.63E-03 -261E-03 1.30E-03
[3.23e-03] [9.99e-03] [6.37e-03]  [4.13e-03] [2.52e-03] [130e-03] [359%-03]
1997 -7.91E-03 2.16E-02 -4.98E-03 -8.12E-04 194E-03 -1.33E-03 -7.49E-03
[3.38e-03] [111e-02] [6.74e-03]  [3.50e-03] [2.37e-03] [L17e-03]  [3.12e-03]
1998 -351E-03 2.10E-02 -5.97E-03 5.21F-03 150E-03 -147E-03 -1.02E-02
[3.15e-03] [1.19e-02] [5.81e-03]  [4.55e-03] [2.36e-03] [113e-03]  [3.12e-03]
Timetrend -6.68E-04 1.82E-03 -3HUE-04 311E-04 170E-04 -8.13E-05 -2.15E-04
[9.88e-05] [3.17e-04] [194e-04] [127e-04] [8.16e-05] [352e-05]  [1.02e-04]
N 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318

Note: This table reports the results of two separate sets of regressions. The first includes afull set of year dummies
and year dummies interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. The second includes a time trend and a time
trend interacted with a variable indicating cohabitation. Only the interactions are reported. All regressions also
include controls for race, education, age, gender, number of adult males, number of adult females, number of boys,
number of girls, number of babies, log real income, and a control for cohabitation. Standard errors are adjusted for
repeat observations on households.
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Table 9: Characteridtics of Cohabiting Couples with Children Over Time

1982 t0 1986 1987 t0 1993 1994 t0 1998
N 364 651 729
Age of Head 3143 32.68 * 3362 *
Number of Male Adults 1.06 113 113 #
Number of Female Adults 122 1.18 * 118 *
Number of Boys 0.61 0.70 0.70
Number of Girls 0.61 0.66 0.69 *
Number of Babies 0.25 0.29 0.25
Family Size 3.76 3.96 395 #
Non-white 021 0.20 0.24
High School Dropout 027 031 0.25
High School Grad 0.40 041 0.40
Some College 0.25 021 0.26 *
College 0.03 0.05 0.06
Female Head 0.53 051 053
Log Real Income 891 9.08 8.62 *

Note: Statistically different from the 1982 to 1986 period indicated by *p-value <.05; # p-value < .10. Statistics and
number of observations are from each household's first interview. Statistics are weighted to be nationally
representative using the sampling weights provided by the BLS.
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Appendix Tables:

Table Ala Expenditure Share Regressions. Cohabitors with Children versus Married Couples
with Children

@ @ (©) 4 ©) ©) @
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
FoodIn  Food Out Tobacco Housing  Interest Appliances Maintenance

Non-white 6.39E-03 -7.46E-03  -6.08E-03 258E-02 367E-04  -244E-03 -557E-03
[L70e-03] [551e-04] [530e-04] [241e-03] [511e-04] [9.48e-04] [7.77e-04]
High School Grad -818E-03  3.7/E-03 3.37E-03 -220E-02 491E-03  -896E-04 -3.03E-03
[1.3%-03] [498e-04] [543e-04] [198e-03] [441e-04] [7.72e-04] [7.01e-04]
Some College -244E-02  562E-03 -4.65E-03 -119E-02  3.77E-03 2.16E-03 4.58E-04
[140e-03] [537e-04] [509-04] [211e-03] [452e-04] [8.35e-04] [8.15e-04]
College -361E-02  6.83E-03 -9.63E-03 7.77E-03  5.36E-05 5.38E-03 4.75E-03
[1L46e-03] [656e-04] [5.02e-04] [240e-03] [493e-04] [1.01e-03] [9.94e-04]
Age of Head 371E-04  7.40E-05 -2.08E-04 -188E-03 -150E-04  -1.18E-04 8.62E-05
[654e-05] [249-05] [254e-05] [9.73e-05 [211e-05] [3.74e-05] [3.48e-05]
Female Head 104E-02  -274E-03  -7.22E-05 716E-03 -311E-03 -262E-03 1.02E-03
[150e-03] [525e-04] [537e-04] [216e-03] [4.3%-04] [8.06e-04] [8.17e-04]
Number of Male Adults 138E-02 -197E-04 1.71E-03 -140E-02 -253E-04  -247E-03 -4.93E-03
[L12e-03] [3.78e-04] [340e-04] [141e-03] [293e-04] [5.31e-04] [4.71e-04]
Number of Female Adults 957E-03  -4.59E-05 331E-04 -107E-02  355E-04  -171E-03 -4.45E-03
[109e-03] [4.18e-04] [35le-04] [147e-03] [297e-04] [5.79e-04] [4.90e-04]
Number of Boys 173E-02 -249E-03  -146E-03 -870E-04 -17/E-03  -168E-03 -6.05E-04
[6.72e-04] [236e-04] [235e-04] [951e-04] [193e-04] [3.62e-04] [3.46e-04]
Number of Girls 163E-02 -227E-03  -1.72E-03 -427E-04  -113E-03  -1.74E-03 -854E-04
[7.20e-04] [242e-04] [232e-04] [9.66e-04] [202e-04] [4.11e-04] [3.3%9e-04]
Number of Babies 117E-02 -104E-02  -251E-03 131E-02 -134E-03  -194E-03 4.76E-03
[123e-03] [4.13e-04] [466e-04] [1.75e-03] [383e-04] [7.08e-04] [6.74e-04]
Log Rea Income -216E-02  3.92E-03 -3.06E-03 142E-04  1.87E-03 4.79E-03 4.72E-03
[6.74e-04] [202e-04] [1.88e-04] [7.88e-04] [142e-04] [2.98e-04] [2.78e-04]
Cohabitor 111E-02  -251E-03 2.03E-02 463E-03 -265E-03  -262E-03 -3.15E-03
[281e-03] [890e-04] [1.28e-03] [350e-03] [7.33e-04] [1.36e-03] [1.16e-03]
Constant 323E-01 522F-03 6.43E-02 298E-01  561E-03 1.33E-02 -1.03E-02
[7.33e-03] [226e-03] [231e-03] [9.03e-03] [1.70e-03] [3.40e-03] [2.96e-03]

R-squared 0.1291 0.0409 0.0607 0.048 0.0156 0.0088 0.0178

N 868%4 868%4 868%4 868H 868%4 868% 868H

Note: Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table Alb: Expenditure Share Regressons. Cohabitors with Children versus Married Couples

with Children
®) ©) (10) (11 (12) (13) (14)
Transport- Entertain-  Personal
Clothing ation Utilities Health ment Cae Education
Non-white 390E-03  -107E-02 164E-02  -974E-03 -159E-02  6.16E-03 241F-03
[694e-04] [200e-03] [121e-03] [9.01e-04] [536e-04] [281e-04] [858e-04]
High School Grad 392E-04 1.31E-02 8.13E-03 3.82E-03 940E-04 717E-04  -321E-03
[5.24e-04] [176e-03] [898e-04] [837e-04] [584e-04] [158e-04] [6.46e-04]
Some College 1.96E-03 6.27E-03  -925E-04  5.66E-03 6.90E-03 911E-04 4.66E-03
[567e-04] [186e-03] [912e-04] [887e-04] [641e-04] [1L62e-04] [7.87e-04]
College 354E-03  -642E-03 -102E-02  3.76E-03 1.03E-02 8.39E-04 9.60E-03
[6.83e-04] [209e-03] [951e-04] [100e-03] [7.97e-04] [1L73e-04] [1.01e-03]
Age of Head 521E-05  -464E-04 55504 9.26E-04 1.28E-04 501E-05  -185E-05
[264e-05] [8.80e-05] [483e-05 [483e-05] [272e-05] [825e-06] [3.04e-05]
Female Head -138E-03  -1.07E-02 6.22E-03  -250E-04  -2.24E-03 1.H4E-05 1.36E-03
[546e-04] [1.89-03] [962e-04] [856e-04] [6.20e-04] [1L74e-04] [7.78e-04]
Number of Male Adults -1.11E-03 1.86E-02 155E-03  -433E-03 -498E-03  239E05  -146E-03
[442e-04] [135e-03] [7.10e-04] [5.79-04] [3.76e-04] [1L24e-04] [4.42e-04]
Number of Female Adults 357E-03 111E-02 217E-03  -361E-03  -434E-03  259E-04  -153E-04
[462e-04] [135e-03] [680e-04] [627e-04] [402e-04] [132e-04] [516e-04]
Number of Boys 172E-05  -952E-03 157E-03  -111E-03  986E-04  -924E-05 -868E-04
[272e-04] [848e-04] [434e-04] [402e-04] [272e-04] [797e-05 [3.21e-04]
Number of Girls 204E-03  -110E-02 184E-03  -124E-03  126E-03  -610E-04 -107E-03
[283e-04] [849e-04] [446e-04] [405e-04] [287e-04] [811le-05] [343e-04]
Number of Babies 516E-03  -143E-02 6.82E-04 585E-03  -6.01E-03 -140E-03  -3.58E-03
[542e-04] [167e-03] [7.91e-04] [754e-04] [4.9e-04] [L44e-04] [5.87e-04]
Log Real Income 249E-03 315603  -957E-03 -249E-04  6.10E-03 4.65E-04 4.53E-03
[208e-04] [6.68e-04] [375e-04] [307e-04] [249-04] [5.88e-05 [2.62e-04]
Cohabitor -349E-03 1.24E-03 489E-03  -133E-02 -401E-03 -429E-04  -5.03E-03
[947e-04] [345e-03] [1.84e-03] [132e-03] [883e-04] [343e-04] [1.08e-03]
Constant 147E-02 1.39E-01 1.66E-01 267E-02  -123E-02  309E-03  -196E-02
[238e-03] [7.77e-03] [423e-03] [354e-03] [264e-03] [6.88e-04] [2.86e-03]
R-squared 0.0113 0.0154 0.0615 0.0231 0.0498 0.0432 0.0197
N 86894 86894 86894 86894 86894 86894 86894

Note: Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table A2a Expenditure Share Regressions. Cohabitors with Children versus Single Parents

) @ (©) 4) ©) (6) ()
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
FoodIn  Food Out Tobacco Housing  Interest Appliances Maintenance

Non-white 275E-02 -6.76E-03  -7.07E-03 235E-03 -586E-04 -117E-04 -8.67E-03
[264e-03] [742e-04] [824e-04] [325e-03] [564e-04] [1.12e-03] [9.34e-04]
High School Grad -323E-02  4.72E-03 -246E-03 -833E-03 30503  -1.36E-03 221E-03
[294e-03] [894e-04] [105e-03] [364e-03] [6.26e-04] [1.26e-03] [1.06e-03]
Some College -5.68E-02  7.89E-03 -6.85E-03 -873E-03 332E-03  -468E-04 5.14E-03
[3.08e-03] [1.03e-03] [1.08e-03] [395e-03] [659%-04] [1.36e-03] [1.30e-03]
College -6.97E-02  1.00E-02 -1.30E-02 -780E-03  3.44E-03 5.64E-03 9.12E-03
[3.89-03] [1.74e-03] [1.29¢-03] [5.89%-03] [118e-03] [2.45e-03] [2.36e-03]
Age of Head 210E-05 -687E-05 -1.88E-04 -1.77E-03  143E-05  -149E-04 6.03E-05
[L12e-04] [4.28e-05] [368e-05] [143e-04] [233e-05 [5.01e-05] [5.10e-05]
Female Head 196E-02 -104E-02  -641E-03 521E-03  -148E-03  -3.08E-03 -314E-04
[348e-03] [142e-03] [158e-03] [454e-03] [845e-04] [164e-03] [1.55e-03]
Number of Male Adults 129E-02 -156E-04 4.20E-03 -131E-02 -495E-04  -2.22E-03 -4.48E-03
[182e-03] [585e-04] [7.36e-04] [232e-03] [411e-04] [7.35e-04] [6.99e-04]
Number of Female Adults 448E-03  -102E-03  -4.03E-04 -7.70E-03  155E-03 -1.45E-03 -4.02E-03
[L79e-03] [675e-04] [655e-04] [238e-03] [421e-04] [7.75e-04] [7.34e-04]
Number of Boys 275E-02 -327E-03  -157E-03 -6.21E-03 -134E-03  -824E-04 -1.10E-04
[158e-03] [4.22e-04] [4.75e-04] [1.85e-03] [325e-04] [6.16e-04] [6.21e-04]
Number of Girls 248E-02 -323E-03  -1.63E-03 -7.76E-03 -105E-03  -1.26E-04 -6.08E-05
[155e-03] [4.49-04] [493e-04] [182e-03] [293e-04] [6.66e-04] [5.57e-04]
Number of Babies 271E-02 -819E-03  -1.15E-03 -379E-03  -2.94E-03 2.13E-03 6.34E-03
[280e-03] [7.50e-04] [9.36e-04] [350e-03] [467e-04] [1.32e-03] [1.13e-03]
Log Real Income -371E-02  4.79E-03 -3.59E-03 -434E-03  3.88E-03 5.10E-03 5.85E-03
[L34e-03] [367e-04] [422e-04] [147e-03] [271e-04] [5.33e-04] [4.78e-04]
Cohabitor -1.39E-02  -4.85E-03 1.63E-02 -8HE-03  2.15E-03 3.04E-03 -1.10E-03
[3.38e-03] [1.09e-03] [149-03] [4.20e-03] [8.06e-04] [1.56e-03] [1.43e-03]
Constant 506E-01  8.79E-03 7.70E-02 359E-01  -248E-02 2.87E-03 -2.66E-02
[131e-02] [4.01e-03] [4.74e-03] [148e-02] [258e-03] [5.28e-03] [4.62e-03]

R-squared 0.2218 0.0681 0.0698 0.0361 0.0371 0.008 0.0279

N 29112 29112 29112 20112 29112 29112 20112

Note: Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table A2b: Expenditure Share Regressions. Cohabitors with Children versus Single Parents

Non-white

High School Grad
Some College

College

Age of Head

Female Head

Number of Male Adults
Number of Female Adults
Number of Boys
Number of Girls
Number of Babies

Log Red Income
Cohabitor

Constant

R-squared
N

G

Clothing
1.10E-02
[1.04e-03]
457E-04
[1.14e-03]
1.19E-03
[1.24e-03]
149E-03
[1.89e-03]
-2.80E-04
[4.40e-05]
5.36E-03
[141e-03]
-2.08E-03
[7.26e-04]
5.25E-04
[7.49e-04]
-6.86E-04
[6.16e-04]
1.84E-03
[6.16e-04]
1.40E-02
[1.34e-03]
2.88E-03
[5.40e-04]
-1.14E-02
[1.18e-03]
282E-02
[5.78e-03]
0.034
29112

©)

ation
-2.93E-02
[2.31e-03]
2.19E-02
[2.65e-03]
2.88E-02
[2.92e-03]
2.18E-02
[4.57e-03]
-1.18E-04
[1.06e-04]
-1.32E-02
[4.02e-03]
1.69E-02
[1.97e-03]
1.07E-02
[1.8%-03]
-1.05E-02
[1.34e-03]
-1L11E-02
[1.30e-03]
-157E-02
[2.58e-03]
141E-02
[1.18e-03]
241E-02
[3.90e-03]
6.89E-05
[1.16e-02]
0.0729
29112

Transport-

(10

Utilities
2.49E-02
[1.97e-03]
2.63E-03
[2.16e-03]
-6.89E-03
[2.24e-03]
-1.57E-02
[2.89e-03]
1.22E-03
[9.45e-05]
8.89E-03
[2.46e-03]
1.36E-03
[137e-03]
6.37E-03
[1.40e-03]
3.336-03
[1.09e-03]
6.76E-03
[1.09e-03]
-4.76E-04
[2.06e-03]
-1.37E-02
[8.57e-04]
-3.68E-03
[2.32e-03]
183E-01
[8.38e-03]
0.0905
29112

(11)

Health
-5.97E-03
[1.02¢-03]

3.72E-03
[1.136-03]
7.42E-03
[1.33¢-03]
1.30E-02
[2.266-03]
1.11E-03
[5.83¢-05]
2.15E-03
[167e-03]
-4.09E-03
[7.856-04]
-1.78E-03
[7.966-04]
-4.11E-03
[5.466-04]
-352E-03
[6.01e-04]
-4.22E-03
[9.986-04]
6.27E-03
[4.766-04]
348E-03
[151e-03]
571E-02
[4.736-03]
00844
29112

(12
Entertain-
ment
-1.18E-02
[5.95e-04]
1.20E-03
[7.86e-04]
8.30E-03
[9.60e-04]
1.27E-02
[1.60e-03]
-2.22E-05
[3.00e-05]
-5.17E-03
[1.24e-03]
-2.65E-03
[4.91e-04]
-3.29E-03
[4.95e-04]
6.17E-04
[4.07e-04]
-8.61E-04
[3.68e-04]
-3.74E-03
[6.77e-04]
5.66E-03
[3.84e-04]
7.43E-04
[1.03e-03]
-1.05E-02
[3.76e-03]
0.0808
29112

(13
Personal
Cae
9.87E-03
[4.18e-04]
148E-03
[4.13e-04]
1.79E-03
[4.36e-04]
1.04E-03
[5.42e-04]
-3.15E-06
[1.55e-05]
4.60E-04
[4.86e-04]
2.09E-04
[2.73e-04]
1.12E-03
[3.20e-04]
348E-04
[2.00e-04]
-1.01E-03
[2.37e-04]
-2.81E-03
[3.73e-04]
1.03E-03
[1.51e-04]
-9.13E-04
[4.18e-04]
-2.52E-03
[1.56e-03]
0.0677
29112

14

Education
-2.75E-03
[9.4%-04]
8.32E-04
[9.75e-04]
1.15E-02
[1.3%-03]
1.76E-02
[2.52e-03]
-2.36E-04
[3.97e-05]
157E-03
[1.46e-03]
-4.72E-03
[5.32e-04]
-2.05E-03
[6.40e-04]
-2.26E-03
[4.88e-04]
-2.92E-03
[5.15e-04]
-5.11E-03
[8.84e-04]
495E-03
[6.77e-04]
-2.75E-03
[1.25e-03]
-1.25E-02
[5.55e-03]
0.0415
29112

Note: Standard errors are adjusted for repeat observations on households.
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Table A3: Probit Modes of Cohabitation

Cohabitation vs. Cohabitation vs.
Marriage (omitted) Single Parent (omitted)
Non-white 2.70E-01 -3.39E-01
[3.91e-02] [4.68e-02]
High School Grad 1.10E-02 1.88E-01
[3.66e-02] [4.91e-07]
Some College -5.85E-02 160E-01
[4.04e-02] [5.53e-02]
College -4.42E-01 2.29E-02
[6.05e-02] [9.36e-02]
Age of Head -2.29E-02 -4.15E-02
[2.3%e-03] [2.80e-03]
Female Head 8.56E-01 -6.63E-01
[3.03e-02] [5.8%-02]
Number of Male Adults -1.72E-02 6.54E-01
[2.91e-02] [3.61e-02]
Number of Female Adults -348E-04 2.81E-01
[3.03e-02 [3.31e-02]
Number of Boys -9.35E-02 9.58E-02
[2.08e-02] [2.46e-02]
Number of Girls -9.73E-02 8.01E-02
[2.05e-02] [2.35e-02]
Number of Babies -1.60E-01 2.69E-01
[3.62e-02] [4.13e-02]
Log Rea Income -1.15E-01 161E-01
[1.01e-02] [2.36e-02]
Constant 2.28E-01 -1.61E+00
[1.37e-01] [2.14e-01]
Log Likelihood Vaue -14151.938 -8681.7122
N 86983 29125

Note: Coefficients reported. Standard errors adjusted for repeat observations on households.



Table A4: Matching Results: Cohabiting Couples vs. Married Couples

Differenceasa

Average for Average for % of Average

Share spent on: Cohabiting Couples Married Couples  Difference  Standard Error ~ T-statistic ~ for Married Couples
Food In 0.1891 0.1850 0.0041 0.0026 1.6091 2.22%
Food Out 0.0365 0.0393 -0.0028 0.0009 -3.0254 -7.15%
Alcohol and Tobacco 0.0458 0.0264 0.01%4 0.0010 19.8045 73.24%
Housing 0.2173 0.2123 0.0050 0.0032 15785 2.36%
Interest 0.0143 0.0169 -0.0026 0.0007 -35759 -15.26%
Furniture and Appliances 0.0429 0.0444 -0.0015 0.0016 -0.9031 -3.29%
Home Maintenance 0.0211 0.0239 -0.0029 0.0012 -2.3610 -11.97%
Clothing 0.0440 0.0457 -0.0018 0.0010 -1.7767 -3.92%
Transportation 0.1695 0.1639 0.0056 0.0039 14359 3.3%
Utilities 01121 0.2095 0.0026 0.0017 15515 2.36%
Health 0.0339 0.0464 -0.0125 0.0014 -9.0814 -27.00%
Entertainment 0.0333 0.0364 -0.0032 0.0010 -31011 -8.76%
Personal Care 0.0103 0.0105 -0.0002 0.0003 -0.4697 -1.45%
Education 0.0160 0.0193 -0.0033 0.0011 -2.9786 -17.14%
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Table A5: Matching Results: Cohabiting Couples vs. Single Parents

Share spent on:

Food In

Food Out

Alcohol and Tobacco
Housing

I nterest

Furniture and Appliances
Home Maintenance
Clothing
Transportation
Utilities

Health

Entertainment
Personal Care
Education

Averagefor
Cohabiting Couples
0.1891
0.0365
0.0458
0.2173
0.0143
0.0429
0.0211
0.0440
0.1695
01121
0.0339
0.0333
0.0103
0.0160

Averagefor
Single Parents
0.1980
0.0435
0.0311
0.2114
0.0126
0.0403
0.0247
0.0525
0.1524
0.1209
0.0314
0.0331
0.0112
0.0177

Difference

-0.0089
-0.0070
0.0147
0.0059
0.0017
0.0026
-0.0036
-0.0086
0.0171
-0.0088
0.0025
0.0001
-0.0008
-0.0017

Standard Error
0.0035
0.0013
0.0013
0.0040
0.0008
0.0019
0.0016
0.0015
0.0047
0.0024
0.0015
0.0014
0.0005
0.0014

T-statistic
-2.5379
-5.4067
11.4461

14722
21016
1.3200
-2.2263
-5.5538
3.6630
-3.7371
1.6809
0.0835
-1.6653
-1.1884

Differenceasa
% of Average
for Single Parents
-4.50%
-16.17%
47.30%
2.80%
13.60%
6.37%
-14.58%
-16.33%
11.22%
-7.28%
7.80%
0.34%
-7.56%
-9.68%
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Table A6a: Expenditure Share Fixed Effects Regressons. Cohabitation vs. Marriage

@ @ (©) 4 ©) ©) @
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
FoodIn  Food Out Tobacco Housing Interest Appliances Maintenance

High School Grad -759E-03  -162E-03 164E-03 -924E-03 115E-03  -7.11E-03 6.16E-03
[523e-03] [262e-03] [151e-03] [7.14e-03] [173e-03] [5.29e-03] [3.77e-03]
Some College 965E-03  -749E-04 156E-03 -1.71E-02 -845E-04  -9.73E-03 7.23E-03
[5.36e-03] [268e-03] [155e-03] [7.32e-03] [178e-03] [543e-03] [3.87e-03]
College 837E-03  1.16E-03 941E-04 -537E-03 -214E-04  -110E-02 4.56E-03
[6.82e-03] [291e-03] [1.68e-03] [7.95e-03] [193e-03] [5.8%-03] [4.20e-03]
Female Head -496E-04 -136E-03  -745E-04  -397E-04 578E-03  -547E-03 -6.16E-04
[546e-03] [273e-03] [158e-03] [7.45e-03] [181e-03] [5.52e-03] [3.93e-03]
Number of Male Adults 270E-03  -192F-03 191E-03 -432E-03 282E-03  -3.24E-03 -344E-04
[L72e-03] [858e-04] [4.96e-04] [234e-03] [568e-04] [1.74e-03] [1.24e-03]
Number of Female Adults 444E-03 11304 1.29e-03 -269E-03 169E-03  -7.14E-03 -2.00E-03
[170e-03] [851e-04] [491e-04] [232e-03] [563e-04] [1.72e-03] [1.23e-03]
Number of Boys 293E-03  -1.69E-03 8.65E-04 139E-03 191E-03  -1.35E-03 5.04E-04
[L76e-03] [882e-04] [509-04] [241e-03] [584e-04] [1.78e-03] [1.27e-03]
Number of Girls 402E-03 -157E-03 1.35E-03 -423E-04 579E-04  -2.79E-03 -353E-04
[180e-03] [899%-04] [519-04] [245e-03] [595e-04] [1.82e-03] [1.30e-03]
Number of Babies 251F-03  -3.35E-03 117E-03 -129E-03 -866E-04 -551F-04 1.25E-03
[161e-03] [804e-04] [4.64e-04] [219-03] [532e-04] [1.63e-03] [1.16e-03]
Log Real Income -166E-03  368E-04 5.26E-06 -478E-04  6.77TE-04 1.256-03 -111E-04
[558e-04] [279-04] [161e-04] [7.62e-04] [185e-04] [5.65e-04] [4.02e-04]
Cohabitor 113E-02 -6.73E-03 1.40E-03 192F-02 -664E-03  -7.22E-03 840E-04
[7.62e-03] [38le-03] [220e-03] [104e-02] [252e-03] [7.71e-03] [5.49e-03]
Constant 169E-01  453E-02 171E-02 218E-01  303E-03 5.92E-02 2.65E-02
[7.48e-03] [3.74e-03] [216e-03] [102e-02] [248e-03] [7.57e-03] [5.39%-03]

R-sgquared 0.0034 0.0132 0 0.0063 0.0003 0.001 0.0003

N 85564 85564 85564 85564 85564 85564 85564
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Table A6b: Expenditure Share Fixed Effects Regressons. Cohabitation vs. Marriage

High School Grad
Some College

College

Female Head

Number of Male Adults
Number of Female Adults
Number of Boys
Number of Girls
Number of Babies

Log Rea Income
Cohabitor

Constant

R-squared
N

® ©) (10) (11 (12 (13) (14
Transport- Entertain-  Personal
Clothing ation Utilities Health ment Cae Education
-241F-03  300E-02  -506E-03 -363E-03 -267E-03 -220E-03  157E-03
[3.08e-03] [1.25e-02] [3.36e-03] [365e-03] [369e-03] [693e-04] [3.12e-03]
1.10E-03 153E-02  -200E-03  -301E-04 -131E-03 -247E-04  28%E-04
[3.16e-03] [1.28e-02] [345e-03] [3.75e-03] [3.78e-03] [7.11e-04] [3.20e-03]
4.06E-03 243E-03 1.40E-03 137E-03  -118E-03 -638E-05 -201E-03
[343e-03] [1.39%-02] [3.75e-03] [406e-03] [411e-03] [7.72e-04] [3.48e-03]
-450E-03  -1.39E-02 100E-02  -672E-05  1.39E-03 131E-03  -3.95E-03
[321e-03] [1.30e-02] [351e-03] [38le-03] [385e-03] [7.23e-04] [3.26e-03]
-310E-03  118F-02  -286E-03 277/E-03  -134E-03 227E-04  -2.37E-03
[101e-03] [4.10e-03] [110e-03] [1.20e-03] [121e-03] [227e-04] [1.02e-03]
-427E-04  936E-03  -126E-03 -1.78E-04  150E-03 732E-04  -342E-03
[1.00e-03] [4.06e-03] [1.09-03] [11%-03] [120e-03] [225e-04] [1.02e-03]
-6.81E-04  -535E-03 243E04 2.27E-03 157E-05 1.78E-04 1.07E-03
[1L04e-03] [421e-03] [113e-03] [1.23e-03] [124e-03] [234e-04] [1.05e-03]
18303  -584E-03  108E-03 2.17E-03 2.24E-03 544E-04  -9.36E-04
[106e-03] [4.30e-03] [116e-03] [1.26e-03] [127e-03] [238e-04] [1.07e-03]
420E-03  -680E-03  277E-05 483E-03 -379E-04 178E-04  -7.65E-04
[946e-04] [384e-03] [103e-03] [112e-03] [113e-03] [213e-04] [9.60e-04]
399E-04  -169E-03 -7.38E-04  360E-04 843E-04 5.52E-05 5.89E-04
[3.29e-04] [1.33e-03] [359-04] [390e-04] [3He-04] [740e-05 [3.33e-04]
-105E-02  -154E-02 154E-02  -330E-03 -157E-04  185E-03  -4.80E-04
[449e-03] [1.82e-02] [4.90e-03] [532e-03] [538e-03] [10le-03] [4.55e-03]
4.81E-02 161E-01 113601 3.96E-02 344E-02 8.62E-03 2.46E-02
[440e-03] [1.79e-02] [4.81e-03] [522e-03] [527e-03] [991e-04] [4.46e-03]
0.0032 0.0105 0.0002 0 0.0045 0.0001 0
85564 85564 85564 85564 85564 85564 85564
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Table A7a: Expenditure Share Fixed Effects Regressons. Cohabitation vs. Single Parent

@ @ (©) 4 ©) ©) @
Alcohol and Furniture & Home
FoodIn  Food Out Tobacco Housing  Interest Appliances Maintenance
High School Grad -810E-04 -2.80E-03 2.95E-03 -163E-02 137E-03  -3.12E-03 5.36E-03
[9.90e-03] [364e-03] [291e-03] [1.07e-02] [228e-03] [7.45e-03] [4.91e-03]
Some College 143E-02  -3.33E-03 2.26E-03 -562E-04 317E-03  -743E-06 -1.93E-03
[1L07e-02] [394e-03] [315e-03] [115e-02] [246e-03] [8.06e-03] [5.31e-03]
Coallege 119E-03 -150E-02 3.23E-03 -287E-03  332E-03 147E-02 -2.18E-03
[182e-02] [668e-03] [534e-03] [196e-02] [418e-03] [1.37e-02] [9.01e-03]
Female Head 276E-02 -223E-04  -1.28E-03 -773E-04 101E-03  -1.39E-02 2.39E-03
[108e-02] [397e-03] [317e-03] [1.16e-02] [248e-03] [8.13e-03] [5.35e-03]
Number of Male Adults 375E-03  1.88E-03 4.36E-03 -111F-03  175E-03  -1.80E-03 -1.02E-03
[374e-03] [1.37e-03] [1.10e-03] [4.02e-03] [8.60e-04] [2.82e-03] [1.85e-03]
Number of Female Adults -103E-03 -9.55E-04 206E-04 -168E-03  5.76E-05 4.05E-04 -1.71E-03
[3.60e-03] [1.33e-03] [106e-03] [3.88e-03] [829%-04] [271e-03] [1.79e-03]
Number of Boys 795E-03  -144E-03 1.48E-03 -977E-03 -179E-03  2.92F-03 -241E-03
[396e-03] [146e-03] [117e-03] [4.27e-03] [9.11e-04] [2.99e-03] [1.97e-03]
Number of Girls -7.32E-03  1.97E-03 152E-03 -707E-03 -124E-03  5.78E-03 2.73E-03
[368e-03] [1.35e-03] [1.08e-03] [396e-03] [846e-04] [2.77e-03] [1.82e-03]
Number of Babies -227E-03 -282E-03  -456E-04 -455E-03  -1.92E-03 6.65E-03 -7.64E-04
[3.86e-03] [142e-03] [1.13e-03] [4.15e-03] [887e-04] [2.91e-03] [191e-03]
Log Real Income -424E-03 -7.02E-04 145E-04 -475E-03  213E-03 254E-03 2.28E-04
[1.3%-03] [510e-04] [4.08e-04] [149-03] [319%-04] [1.04e-03] [6.87e-04]
Cohabitor -873E-03  -4.04E-03 7.19E-03 -941E-03 274E-04 5.87E-03 2.35E-04
[6.85e-03] [252e-03] [202e-03] [7.37e-03] [158e-03] [5.16e-03] [3.40e-03]
Constant 230E-01  453E-02 2.02E-02 295E-01  -89H4E-03 1.89E-02 1.89E-02
[L77e-02] [651e-03] [5.20e-03] [1.90e-02] [4.07e-03] [1.33e-02] [8.78e-03]
R-sgquared 0.013 0.0019 0.0224 0.0028 0.0295 0.0026 0
N 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318 28318
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Table A7b: Expenditure Share Fixed Effects Regressions. Cohabitation vs. Single Parent

High School Grad
Some College

College

Female Head

Nunmber of Male Adults
Number of Female Adults
Number of Boys
Number of Girls
Number of Babies

Log Rea Income
Cohabitor

Constant

R-squared
N

G

Clothing
-1.59E-03
[5.68e-03]
-7.88E-03
[6.15e-03]
3.92E-03
[1.04e-02]
-1.05E-03
[6.20e-03]
9.81F-05
[2.15e-03]
-4.54E-03
[2.07e-03]
5.87E-03
[2.28e-03]
8.63E-04
[2.11e-03]
1.46E-02
[2.22e-03]
1.00E-03
[7.96e-04]
-7.20E-03
[3.94e-03]
4.70E-02
[1.02e-02]
0.0064
28318

©)

ation

1.42E-02
[1.50e-02]
-1.93E-02
[1.63e-02]

2.66E-02
[2.76e-02]
-1.54E-02
[1.64e-02]
-1.20E-03
[5.68e-03]

9.11E-03
[5.47e-03]
-2.09E-03
[6.02e-03]
-1.95E-04
[5.59-03]
-7.64E-03
[5.86e-03]
-5.38E-04
[2.11e-03]

3.09E-02
[1.04e-02]

1.20E-01
[2.6%e-02]

0.0097
28318

Transport-

(10

Utilities
-9.66E-03
[6.866-03]
-1.73E-03
[7.426-03]
-2.06E-02
[1.266-02]

4.19E-03
[7.486-03]
-5.12E-03
[2.50e-03]

2.74E-03
[2.50e-03]
-3.25E-04
[2.75¢-03]
5.58E-04
[2.55¢-03]
-4,55E-03
[2.67e-03]
-1.00E-03
[9.61e-04]
-1.83E-02
[4.75¢-03]
1.45E-01
[1.23e-02]
00143
28318

(11)

Health
6.09E-03
[4.826-03]
2.24E-03
[5.226-03]
-167E-03
[8.85¢-03]
6.93E-03
[5.266-03]
-8.96E-04
[1.826-03]
-BATE-04
[1.76e-03]
-5,08E-04
[1.93e-03]
-8.29E-04
[1.79e-03]
3.08E-03
[1.886-03]
7.42E-04
[6.756-04]
4.59E-03
[3.34e-03]
2.09E-02
[8.626-03]

0.0002

28318

(12
Entertain-
ment
2.13E-03
[3.94e-03]
-5.00E-05
[4.26e-03]
2.88E-03
[7.23e-03]
-1.19E-02
[4.29e-03]
4.92E-05
[1.49e-03]
-1.56E-03
[1.43e-03]
7.38E-04
[1.58e-03]
9.10E-04
[146e-03]
-1.83E-03
[1.54e-03]
1.39E-03
[5.52e-04]
-2.80E-03
[2.73e-03]
2.69E-02
[7.04e-03]
0.0233
28318

(13
Personal
Cae
2.76E-03
[1.64e-03]
3.50E-03
[1.77e-03]
2.33E-03
[3.01e-03]
8.65E-04
[1.79e-03]
8.99E-04
[6.19e-04]
163E-03
[5.97e-04]
420E-04
[6.56e-04]
6.00E-04
[6.09e-04]
-6.00E-04
[6.39%e-04]
4.08E-04
[2.29e-04]
-2.11E-03
[1.13e-03]
2.62E-03
[2.93e-03]
0.007
28318

14

Education
3.66E-04
[4.20e-03]
4.01E-03
[4.55e-03]
-1.68E-02
[7.71e-03]
2.49E-03
[4.58e-03]
1.02E-03
[1.59e-03]
-1.81E-03
[1.53e-03]
150E-03
[1.68e-03]
9.92E-04
[1.56e-03]
1.13E-03
[1.64e-03]
5.69E-04
[5.88e-04]
-4.22E-04
[2.91e-03]
1.08E-02
[7.51e-03]
0.0012
28318
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