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1 Introduction

An issue of ongoing debate in both academic and policy circles has been whether welfare (cash

transfers to poor women with dependent children) improves child health and well-being or harms it

by creating perverse incentives with respect maternal behavior. Welfare eligibility has always been

based on family income and marital status, creating incentives for mothers to reduce their labor

supply and remain unmarried to maintain their eligibility for welfare (Moffitt, 1992). Reducing labor

supply and remaining unmarried could, over the long-run, negatively affect the resources available

for investments in children (McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994).

While the focus of much of the previous theoretical and empirical analysis has been the negative

disincentive effects of welfare, we argue that a more sophisticated model of welfare and search in

the marriage market, similar to models of unemployment insurance in the market for labor, may be

more appropriate, as suggested by Hutchens [1979]. We develop a model in which women search for

husband who are heterogeneous in quality. Receiving welfare benefits, which cease upon remarriage,

would, like unemployment insurance, increase a woman’s reservation husband quality and enable

her to wait longer for the arrival of a better partner. This model predicts that welfare decreases the

probability of remarriage (in the short run, but not necessarily the long run), increases the duration

of remaining single and, conditional on remarriage, improves the quality of husbands.

We test these implications empirically using data on the first welfare program in the US – the

Mother’s Pension program 1911-1935 and exploiting exogenous variation in welfare receipt. This

program was the precursor to the federal Aid to Dependent Children (ADC) program and eventually

TANF. We use information on over 10,000 applicants to the Mother’s Pension program, 15 percent

of whom were rejected and therefore did not receive any welfare payments. Using hand matching

techniques and leveraging the largest database of family trees available now through genealogical

web sources, we link applicants with future marriage records, and then obtain information about

the income, schooling and longevity of future husbands from 1940 census and mortality records.

The advantage of these data over survey data is that it allows us to track women’s marital decisions

and their family outcomes over their entire lifetime.

Our identification strategy relies on the comparison of women who applied for welfare and were

accepted with women who applied for welfare but were rejected, a strategy Aizer et al. [2016] used

previously.1 We provide evidence that women who were rejected are slightly better off than those

accepted. Thus, we consider our estimates a lower bound of the true causal effect of welfare receipt

on remarriage and husband quality.
1We used this strategy previously in work estimating the long term impact of cash transfers on child longevity.
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Compared with women who were rejected, we find that accepted mothers are equally likely to

ever marry, but they are significantly less likely to marry within the first two years after application.

We find strong evidence that waiting to marry results in a better husband: husbands who live longer,

have more education, greater income and more lucrative occupations. Thus, when women on welfare

wait longer to marry, they subsequently marry more desirable men. These findings are consistent

with our model of the marriage market in which welfare receipt raises the reservation quality of the

match, leading to an increase in the duration of search and an increase in the quality of the match

in the marriage market. These results are also consistent with previous findings by Bitler et al.

[2004], Bitler et al. [2006], Low et al. [2018] and Moffitt et al. [2015] who show that the 1995 welfare

reform in the US, which made welfare less generous, reduced divorce rates.

We conclude with an examination of how welfare and the remarriage decision affect child out-

comes. Although our results lack statistical precision they suggest that re-marriage has a negative

effect on children’s life expectancy, but this not so for those whose mothers delayed remarriage and

remarried better men: their children in fact benefit from remarriage. This evidence suggests that

marriage is not universally good for children -- only marriages to good men are good for children,

thereby highlighting the importance of the role of paternal inputs into children’s development. This

paper is the first to use a credible identification strategy to estimate not only how welfare affects

the decision to remarry, but also whom she remarries, thereby contributing to our understanding

of how maternal income influences the marriage market, marital sorting and, by extension, child

outcomes. Our findings also contribute to our understanding of the childhood determinants of life-

time outcomes. Aizer et al. [2016] showed that welfare transfers that were modest in size and lasted

on average three years, generated significant long-term benefits for children, partly because these

children were more educated, better fed and had higher earnings.

This paper shows that these benefits may also have resulted from maternal choices in the mar-

riage market—choices which, on average, benefitted rather than harmed children. Future evaluation

of means-tested welfare programs should consider impacts not only on the probability of remarriage,

but also on the quality of the match as the latter potentially exerts significant influence over child

outcomes for longer than the time-limited period of welfare receipt.

The rest of the paper is organized as follows: in section II we provide an overview of the

relevant literature with respect to welfare programs, models of search in the marriage market, and

unemployment insurance; in section III we present of model of search in the marriage market that

incorporates welfare transfers; in section IV we provide background on the Mother’s Pension program

– the welfare program that we study; in section V we present the data and empirical strategy; in
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section VI we present our results with respect to welfare receipt and the remarriage decision as well

as duration to remarriage; in section VII we present the results regarding the relationship between

duration to remarriage and husband quality; in section VIII the results regarding the relationship

between remarriage, husband quality and child outcomes, and in section IX we conclude.

2 Background Literature

In this section, we review two strands of literature related to this question: theoretical and empirical

examinations of the impact of welfare receipt on maternal incentives with respect to the marriage

decision and child well-being, and empirical evidence regarding the relationship between marriage

and child well-being.

2.1 Welfare Receipt and Maternal

Moffitt [1992]reviews the existing research on the theoretical underpinnings and empirical evidence

regarding the incentive effects of the US welfare system with respect to labor supply, family structure,

and migration. With respect of family structure, because welfare benefits have historically been

paid only to single mothers with dependent children, Moffitt writes, “the program provides an

obvious incentive to delay marriage, increase rates of marital dissolution, delay remarriage and have

children outside of a marital union” (page 27). Empirically, women on welfare are less likely to

marry (Behr, 1979; Hutchens, 1979; Teitler et al, 2009). However, there is little evidence that this

effect is causal. Women on welfare differ in important ways from women not on welfare and these

differences in underlying characteristics may be responsible for the lower rates of marriage observed.

In fact, though the cross-sectional comparisons across states suggest a positive relationship between

welfare generosity and single motherhood, the time series evidence does not. While welfare benefit

levels were increasing 1960-1976, so too was single motherhood. However, when benefit levels

started to fall during the period 1976-1984, single headed families continued to increase, which is

inconsistent with welfare benefits explaining the decline in marriage. More detailed analyses based

on comparisons within states over time confirms this finding: changes in benefit levels within a state

are not accompanied by changes in single motherhood (see Moffitt, 1992).

More recent work has focused on the impact not of welfare benefits, but of welfare reform efforts,

namely the use of sanctions, time limits, work requirements and earnings disregards on marriage

and cohabitation. Moffitt et al. [2015] find that welfare reform did increase the probability of

cohabitation with a biological father, but not other males. They argue that because modern welfare
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rules relate only to cohabitation with the biological father, not all males, this is expected and

consistent with their hypothesis that welfare rules that make it more difficult to qualify or reduce

the benefits generates an incentive to cohabitate or marry the biological father. Bitler et al. [2004],

Bitler et al. [2006], and Low et al. [2018] also find that the time limits on beneficiaries imposed by

the 1995 welfare reform reduced divorce rates and increased the likelihood that children live with

unmarried parents.

Other forms of social insurance are often linked to marriage, and there are several papers in-

vestigating how the marital status requirements embedded in eligibility for benefits affect marriage

behaviors. Salisbury [2017] finds that widows of US veterans who receive pensions delay marriage

by 3.5 years on average. Older widows and widowers were also found to delay remarriage until after

age 60 in response to marriage penalties in Social Security receipt prior to 1979 (Brien et al., 2004).

Persson [2017] also shows that individuals respond to old-age pension incentives in Sweden: once

these are no longer tied to one’s spouses, individuals are less likely to marry and more likely to

divorce.2

We make several contributions to this literature. First, we are able to use a credible identification

strategy to investigate the effect of welfare receipt on remarriage decisions. Second, we follow women

over their lifetime and establish not only whether they marry, but when they marry and who they

marry. Finally, we investigate the consequences of remarriage on children.

2.2 Welfare Receipt and Child Well-Being

The stated purpose of welfare is to improve the health and well-being of dependent children, but

concern regarding a negative behavioral response on the part of mothers has caused some to question

the benefits of welfare with regard to child outcomes. Until recently there has been little evidence

regarding the causal impact of welfare on child outcomes. This is due in large part to endogeneity

concerns regarding welfare receipt, as mentioned above, as well as data limitations related to the

difficulty following low income children over long periods of time.

Two recent papers on the topic have provided evidence of a positive effect of welfare receipt

(unrestricted cash transfers) and food stamps which, while a means-tested in-kind transfer serves

largely as a cash transfer for households that are inframarginal. Regarding the latter, Hoynes et al.

[2016] and Almond, Hoynes and Schanzebach (2011) estimate a positive impact of the roll-out of

the food stamp program in the early to mid-1960s on the short and long run health outcomes.
2Other examples looking at social security include Dillinder [2016]. Other papers have investigated the effect of

tax incentives on marriage, most recently see Fox 2017. Older examples include Whittington and Alm [1997], and
Fitzgerald and Ribar 2005.
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Aizer et al. [2016], using the same Mothers Pension dataset and identification strategy used in this

paper, estimate a positive impact of welfare receipt on child longevity, educational attainment and

earnings in young adulthood. The fact that the estimated effect of welfare on child outcomes is

positive once selection into welfare use is considered suggests that any disincentive effects of welfare

on remarriage (or labor supply) are likely to be smaller than the positive effect of providing mothers

with dependent children with more resources. But there is no direct evidence as to whether marital

decisions resulting from welfare negatively impact children. In this paper, we provide such evidence.

2.3 Marriage and Child-Wellbeing

It is well documented that children raised by two married and biological parents fare better on a

host of outcomes relative to those raised by a single (most often female) parent (McLanahan and

Sandefur, 1994; Ribar, 2015).3 They score better on tests of cognitive achievement, are more likely

to graduate from high school and live longer. The main mechanisms responsible for the better

outcomes are the greater resources (money and time) available for child investments. In the US,

the income of a single mother’s household is 37% of the income of dual parent households (Ribar,

2015). Using panel data, Page and Stevens document that in the year after a separation, the child’s

household income declines by 41%. Children living in two parent households also spend more time

in the care of a household caregiver and less time unsupervised (Kalil et al., 2014).

Whether these relationships are causal, however, is less clear given the strong positive selection

into marriage in the US. In a review of the literature, Brown [2010] suggests that once controls

for parental characteristics are included, many cross-sectional estimates of the determinantal ef-

fects of single parenthood on children decline significantly in magnitude. Studies based on sibling

comparisons have yielded mixed results that are likely not generalizable to the population of sin-

gle children.4 Lang and Zagorsky (1997), using parental death as an exogenous source of parental

absence, find no overall difference in child outcomes.

Marriage can also be harmful to children, particularly if there is significant conflict between two

parents. Peterson and Zill [1986] find that child behavior suffers in intact families characterized by

persistent conflict. Other work has documented that divorce can result in improved child behavior
3Most of this research is based on a comparison of children who live with two parents with those who live with

one (usually a mother) and apart from a father. The children we examine, however, are living with a mother because
their father has died or is otherwise incapacitated. Only a handful of children have been “abandoned” by their fathers
in our data. However, recent research finds that children raised by single mothers due to a father’s death have similar
outcomes to those raised by single mother due to divorce (Lang and Zagorsky, 2001)

4Gruber (2004) performs a reduced form analysis of the impact of growing up in a unilateral divorce environment
on child long-term outcomes and finds that their parents are more likely to divorce and they have worse long term
outcomes.
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when accompanied by declines in parental conflict (Cites). Finlay and Neumark [2010] find that

when a parent is incarcerated, child outcomes can improve, underscoring the importance of parental

quality (not just presence) in producing child outcomes.

There is also evidence that remarriage resulting in step parents is not as beneficial as marriage

between biological parents in terms of child outcomes. Step children complete less schooling, exhibit

more behavioral problems, have difficulty maintaining employment, have worse mental health and

become sexually active earlier in life (Amato and Keith, 1991; McLanahan and Sandefur, 1994;

Hetherington et al., 1992; Cherlin and Furstenberg, 1994). We conclude that while marriage most

likely increases resources available for child investment, the evidence also suggests that remarriage

does not confer the same level of benefits as marriage between two biological parents and can even

potentially harm children depending on the characteristics of the partner and/or the amount of

conflict.

3 Model of Welfare Receipt and Search in the Marriage Market

We adapt the canonical model of search in the labor market with unemployment insurance first

developed by McCall [1970] to the marriage market. In this model, an unemployed worker searches

for an offer of employment. Offers of employment vary in quality, as measured by the wage, with

a known distribution. Unemployed workers receive offers, which arrive with a given rate, and then

he or she chooses whether to accept the offer or remain unemployed. If he remains unemployed,

he retains the option of waiting for another potentially better offer in the next period. In this

model, unemployment insurance increases the value of remaining unemployed, thereby increasing

the reservation wage offer. The model yields two important predictions. First, workers with unem-

ployment insurance will remain unemployed for longer than those without. Second, when workers

with unemployment insurance do accept an offer, the wage will be higher.5

This model can be easily adapted to a model in which workers are women searching for a husband

and offers of marriage arrive at an expected rate. Like offers of employment, offers of marriage also

vary in quality. In a typical model of search in marriage, offer quality is the expected future flow

of the husband’s real income (Becker, 1973 and 1974). We do not observe this directly, but proxy

for it with multiple characteristics of the husband (longevity, schooling, occupation and income in

1940). Welfare serves the function that UI does in the labor market: increasing her outside option

and therefore the “reservation husband quality”, extending her duration of search, and resulting in
5Other features have since been added to this model, such as simultaneous offers (Burdett and Judd, 1983), but

this simple model contains the main intuition behind our model.
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a higher quality husband when she does remarry. We can extend this model to incorporate the

impact of female income more generally on marriage decisions as well as the depreciation of fertility

over time.

A single women must decide every period whether to marry of to stay single. If she stays single

she has the option to remarry the next period. If the remarries, she will stay remarried forever.6

She has a patience level given by her discount rate β. She searches for partners, and prospects

arrive at a Poisson rate λ. Each prospect has a value of q, which summarizes how attractive he is

as a husband. This value has an unknown distribution in the population, q ∼ F (q). While she is

single she can have a cash transfer of value b every period, but this transfer is lost upon remarriage.

The the value of being single is given by

Vs = b+ β [λEq max{Vm(q), Vs}+ (1− λ)Vs]

and the value of being married to prospect q is given by:

Vm = q + βVm, Vm = q/(1− β)

In this set-up she agent accepts an offer if Vm > Vs. So she has a cut-off rule and marries the

first prospect to arrive that with q > q∗, where the cut-off is given by

q∗/(1− β) = b+ β [λEv max{V ∗
s , Vm} − (1− λ)V ∗

s ]

Rearranging terms we get that

q∗/(1− β)− b = β [λEv max{Vs(q∗), Vm} − (1− λ)V ∗
s (q

∗)]

where the term in the right hand side is the cost of waiting in terms of lost interest, and the term

on the left is the option value of waiting. Note that an increase in q∗ raises the value of waiting and

lowers the cost. Hence there is a unique solution q∗. Given this behavior matches occur at Poisson

rate λ(1− F (q∗)). And the average match quality is E[q|q > q∗].

Proposition 1. An increase in benefits b increases q∗. It also increases the number of periods the

woman stays single.

Proof. An increase in b raises the value of waiting. To restore balance, q∗ must rise. Clearly,

λ(1 − F (q∗)) falls and E[q|q > q∗] rises which proves the first part of the proposition. And when
6This is a simplifying assumption, but it is well supported by the data. Most women in our sample remarry only

once.
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q∗ rises then the rate at which matches occur falls, increasing the average duration until a match is

made.

Comments. We choose a partial equilibrium model and we are not thinking of general equilib-

rium effects. The affected population in the MP program is rather small relative to the population

of poor women (the MP program was small). This model is also stationary. A natural extension

would be to let λ vary with maternal age, or with the age of her kids.

Comparison with UI. It should be noted that although the theoretical predictions of the

impact of UI on unemployment duration and future wages are clear, empirical evidence is more

mixed. While UI is associated with longer durations of unemployment, there has until recently

been little evidence to support the positive relationship between UI and wages. Wages upon re-

employment for those with UI tend to be similar or lower than wages for those without UI. More

recent empirical evidence, however, has argued that the reason for the zero or negative wage effect is

the depreciation of skills that occurs with more time spent in search and less time at work (Schmieder

et al., 2016; Nekoei and Weber, 2017). Nekoei and Weber however document that in the very short

run UI does lead to improvements in wages, though this effect disappears and turns negative over

time. There are other possibilities: perhaps the best candidates get jobs first (selection) so that

longer durations lead to lower wages because they correspond to lower quality workers. If this is true

then when potential employers learn that a person has been unemployed for a long time, they infer

the person is of low quality. This statistical discrimination can also lead to a negative association

between duration and eventual wages.

This finding has implications for our analysis. It may be that just as skills depreciate over time,

so too does “maternal attractiveness,” which could, independently, negatively affect a woman’s

distribution of offers in the marriage market. If one considers fertility to be one dimension of

maternal attractiveness that does decline with maternal age, we might expect that longer duration

to remarriage has the effect of reducing maternal attractiveness and therefore husband quality.

There is support for this in our data: we find that the probability of remarriage declines with

maternal age, suggesting that any estimated effect of welfare on husband quality represents a lower

bound.
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4 Background on the Mother’s Pension Program

4.1 Structure of the Program

The original impetus for the Mothers Pension program was to reduce reliance of poor mothers with

dependent children on publicly administered orphanages which often provided sub-standard care

at high cost.7 Each state would first pass legislation authorizing counties to establish a mother’s

pension program. It was then up to the county to establish, finance and administer a program,

which was sometimes subsidized by the state. The criteria differed slightly across states: widows,

women with husbands in jail or an asylum and women with disabled husbands were always eligible.

Women who had been deserted or divorced were eligible in some states but not others—though over

time more states made this group eligible. State rules would also specify the maximum amount per

child that a woman could receive. In practice transfer payments comprised roughly one third of

women’s income. Some states required periodic re-application, while others granted the payment

until the child turned 14. Most of our records do not have information on the duration for which

mothers received the pension or the reasons why it ended. But for the subset of records for which

we do observe the information we find that marriage (or husband’s return) accounts for at least

27% of the reasons for discontinuation.8

Some history of residency within the county was typically required, but US citizenship was not

(though some states could base eligibility on a stated desire to become a citizen). The Mother’s

Pension program was most often run through the county’s juvenile court. Women would apply to

the program, pass an initial review, and then a judge would make a final determination regarding

the application. The rejected applicants that we have were rejected at this final stage in the

determination process, having made it through the initial screening. While the Mother’s Pension

program has many similarities with modern day welfare, there are important differences as well.

Both are means-tested programs that offer unconstrained, but small, cash transfers. The Mothers

Pension program terminated eligibility among remarriage to any man. The modern-day welfare

program terminates benefits upon marriage or cohabitation with the child’s father, not necessarily

any man. However, cohabitation with an earner would obviously reduce the probability of eligibility

by raising family income. Finally, and perhaps most importantly, marriage is significantly less

prevalent today and while cohabitation rates have risen. In the era of the mother’s pension program

marriage rates were 92 per 1000 unmarried women compared with marriage rates today of 31 per
7We give only a brief description of the program here. More details are provided in Aizer et al (2016) and on the

mother’s pension website we created: http://individual.utoronto.ca/shari_eli/mp.html.
8Forty three % of terminations just list “ineligible” as the reason for termination. Another 17% list “other means”

as the reason. Other smaller categories include maternal death, immoral mother and child delinquency
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1000 (Cruz, 2013).9

5 Rejection from the program

Our identification strategy relies upon using rejected mothers, who comprise 15% of the sample,

as the counterfactual for mothers who received welfare. For rejected mothers to be an appropriate

counterfactual, it must be the case that they are not otherwise worse off than mothers who were

accepted. Three pieces of evidence were originally presented in our 2016 paper (Aizer et al, 2016)

that suggested that if there are any differences, it is that rejected mothers are slightly better off.

First, we investigate information on the reason for rejection. For counties that recorded the

reason for rejection, the most common reason was “other means of support,” (35%) the second was

“ineligible” (29%). Second, we compare accepted and rejected mothers based on their observable

characteristics. Women who were rejected had on average fewer children and their children were

older. These characteristics, in addition to marital status, can be used to predict family income

using the 1915 Iowa census—the only income data available in the US prior to 1940. Women who

were rejected from the program have higher predicted income than those who were accepted given

their family structure, consistent with the evidence on reasons for rejection.

A third piece of evidence comes from a comparison of the pre-application characteristics of

accepted and rejected mothers whom we can find in either the Iowa census of 1915 (for the Iowa

sample of mothers) or those we can find in the 1920 or 1930 US census for the Ohio sample of

mothers. Because the census data do not include date of birth, the match rate is relatively low

(10% for Ohio and 58% for Iowa). Moreover, for the Iowa sample, we find accepted mothers at

significantly lower rates (10 percentage points lower), suggesting caution when interpreting the

Iowa results. For Ohio, we find that accepted mothers are less likely to be native born, less likely to

be homeowner and their first husband’s income (as imputed based on occupation) is lower. In Iowa

accepted mothers have lower family income, are less likely to be a homeowner, and conditional on

ownership, the value of the home is lower and they have higher debt. Also, their husbands are less

likely to be literate. However, in the Iowa sample the husbands do have significantly more years of

schooling.

Therefore, we collected new data to rule out unobservable characteristics of the accepted mother

driving our results (details of the new data collection are provided later in the paper). In particular,

we collect information on the mother’s schooling (from 1940 census records), her date of birth, the
9In 1920, 62% of females over the age of 15 were married, 12% were widowed and 26% were never married. In

2011, 47% are married, 8% widowed, 29% never married and 26% divorced or separated.
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longevity of her first husband, and information on all her children, including those that died prior

to applying for the pension, and those that were too old to be eligible and were therefore not listed

in the records but could potentially provide incomes to their mothers.

We find that in the sample of mothers that was not married at the time of MP application (the

sample of interest in this paper), accepted moms had on average 0.4 more children and they had

more children who died prior to applying to the pension—both of these differences are statistically

significant at the 5% level (Appendix Table 1). Along all other dimensions (number of ineligible

children over age 14, age at the time of application, maternal education, and the longevity of

her pre-application husband) there are no statistically significant differences between accepted and

rejected mothers at the time of application. This new data shows again that on average accepted

mothers are either the same or slightly worse off on observable characteristics. We conclude that our

estimates of the impact of welfare receipt on post-welfare outcomes are unlikely to reflect differences

in underlying maternal quality and positive assortative mating, but are (slightly downwards biased)

estimates of the causal effect of welfare receipt.

6 Data and Empirical Strategy

6.1 Data

6.1.1 Data collection.

Administrative data on mother’s pension applicants was collected directly from state and county

archives in 14 states. Though we collected information on over 80,000 children born to over 10,000 of

mothers, we limit our sample to families in counties for which we have information on both accepted

and rejected applicants, as not all counties maintained records for rejected applicants. This leaves

us with a total of X# of applicants in y# of counties.

For this analysis of remarriage, we exclude mothers who were married at the time of application.

This includes XX mothers whose husbands were incarcerated, disabled or in an asylum (about X%

of the sample). The final sample consists of 9,239 mothers in y# of counties who were unmarried

at the time of application, and of which 13% were rejected.

To track MP mothers and their children, we made use of extensive family tree data available in

FamilySearch that include more than 1.2 billion people.10 The mother’s name combined with the
10While the tree database is large, it might not be representative. Recent research (Kaplanis et al 2018) suggests

that although trees are contributed by individuals and completed or created by volunteers, they are quite accurate
when validated using genetic information. They information also appears to be representative of the population, as
life expectancy and other summary measures derived from the trees reproduce the patterns that have been described
elsewhere.
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names and dates of birth of her children enables us to locate the mother on the family trees. Once

a mother has been found, we observe her maiden name, her date of birth and date of death, and

the names, dates of birth and dates of death of all her husbands and children. If this information

is not already in the tree, we attempt to find it using all other records available to genealogists in

Ancestry and FamilySearch (the social security death master file, other state death records, and

cemetery records; birth certificates and marriage certificates). Finally, we manually link mothers

and their post-MP husbands to 1940 census records—this allows us to observe their socioeconomic

status in 1939 if they are still alive. Appendix I includes a more detailed description of how the

data were obtained.

6.1.2 Sample.

Basic summary statistics for our sample are presented in Table 1. Of the sample of 9,239 mothers

who were unmarried at the time of application for welfare benefits, we found remarriage data for 95%

of the sample (8,846 mothers). Of the 8,846 mothers for whom we found remarriage information,

3,080, or 35%, remarried. Among those who did remarry, we were able to find the year of remarriage

for 60% of the sample and at least one measure of husband quality (health or socio-economic status)

for 77% of the sample. Mothers were on average 38 years of age upon remarriage, and their new

husbands 43 years old. On average mothers who remarried waited 6 years to remarry, and 5% of

all mothers (and 14% of those who remarried) married within 2 years of applying for welfare.

We determined maternal longevity for 73% of mothers (average 74 years) and found 1940 census

records which includes maternal education (average of 7.6 years) for 51% of those still alive in 1940.

These match rates compare very favorably with recent work using US census data from the early

part of the twentieth century.11 They also compare favorably with attrition rates in survey data

which can be especially high for poor families. For example, in the PSID the attrition rate over 20

years is 52% and it is about 37% in the SIPP over 12 waves (Zabel 1998).

Our measures of husband health and socioeconomic status include: his overall longevity, and

his years of completed schooling, his occupation-based income and his 1939 income from the 1940

census.12 The longevity of the husband represents an indirect measure of his lifetime resources, as

it reflects the socio-economic conditions he experienced as a child and as an adult.13 Education,
11For example, Abramitzky et al. [2014] estimating the impact of migration on earnings trajectories achieve match

rates of 16% for the native born and 12% for foreign born men.
12We use the IPUMS constructed “occscore”. This assigns income to individuals based on their occupation, imputing

income in that occupation in 1950.
13Many papers document that conditions in utero affect longevity (for a review see Almond and Currie 2011).

Another extensive literature shows that individidual’s nutrition as well as their parents income and education while
growing up predict health (Case et al., 2002; MD and Gorman [2004], see Almond et al. [2017] for a review). Finally
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income and occupation reflect the expected amount of resources available to the husband. We prefer

the occupation-based income to 1939 income measure because income in 1939 is only a temporary

measure of resources and it missing or zero for many men in 1940. To improve precision and avoid

multiple hypothesis testing, we combine all of these measures into a single index.14

We also consider an alternative measure of attractiveness that is not a function of the resources

available to the husband: compatibility between the husband and wife. While this is difficult to

measure, we proxy for it with a measure of the age difference between husband and wife. We assume

that all things equal, women prefer husband closer in age to them as they are likely to be more

compatible.

6.1.3 Missing data.

Although we have less missing data compared to most long-term studies, missing data can bias our

results if we are missing data differentially for accepted and rejected mothers. Once we control for

covariates, none of measures of husband quality are differentially missing (Appendix Table 3). Nor

are most of the measures of maternal outcomes (Appendix Table 2). There are two exceptions of

the 12 maternal measures: infant mortality (measured prior to welfare application) and the first

husband’s longevity, which are found at statistically significantly different rates (at the 10 percent

level) once we control for covariates suggesting caution when we consider results with respect to

these 2 pre-determined characteristics.

6.2 Empirical Strategy

The main questions to be answered are: are women on welfare less likely to marry? Do they wait

longer to marry? Does waiting lead to better husbands? And finally, how does remarriage affect

children? We answer the first two questions with the following equation:

yi = β0 + β1Acceptedi + θXi + γc + γt + εi

In our first specification, yi is an indicator for whether the mother ever remarried and the sample

includes all women who were eligible for remarriage at the time of application. Our main coefficient

of interest is which represents the impact of welfare receipt on the probability of remarriage. We

control for county and year of application fixed effects γcand γt. We also include a vector of controls

education and occupation in adulthood are very large predictors of mortality (XXX).
14To do this we first normalize each measure (subtracting the mean and dividing by the standard deviation) and

them sum them together as in Kling et al.. To maximize sample size we use any measure available, sot the index is
defined for those that have any of our measures.
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(X) that includes the characteristics of the mother and family at the time of application: the number

of children, age of the oldest and youngest, her marital status at application (widowed, divorced

or missing?), and maternal age at application. We prefer (and thus only show) specifications with

covariates because missing rates are balanced only with the inclusion of controls. Finally, we cluster

the standard errors at the county*year level as suggested by Abadie et al. [2017]: the determination

of whether a mother would be accepted or not was made at this level, but acceptance rates vary by

county and year.

If welfare is increasing the overall quality of husband by increasing a woman’s reservation quality,

then we should see not only that duration to remarriage increases with welfare receipt, but that

duration and quality are positively correlated. We test the former by limiting the sample to mothers

who remarried and estimating the impact of welfare receipt on time to remarriage using the above

equation (1). We consider as outcomes total duration until remarriage, ln(duration), as well as

marriage within 1, 2, 5 and 10 years of welfare application. To test the latter (whether waiting

leads to higher quality matches) we show how each measure of husband quality relates to duration.

In section VII, we estimate whether mothers on welfare marry higher quality men using the above

equation and replacing the outcome (Y) with each of our measures of husband quality as well as

the overall index of husband quality.

7 The effects of welfare on marriage and on children

7.1 How does welfare affect marriage decisions?

We find that mothers on welfare are not less likely to remarry over their lifetime (Table 2). Accepted

mothers are slightly (2 percentage points) less likely to remarry than rejected mothers, but the dif-

ference is not statistically significant (column 1). This number falls once we control for county and

year fixed effects (column 2) and becomes essentially zero when individual controls are added (col-

umn 3). In column 4 instead of controlling for county fixed effects we include county characteristics

that could affect re-marriage (fraction rural, density, and sex ratios among ages 18-44 taken from

1920 census data). The results are unchanged. Accepted moms marry at rates similar to rejected

mothers. Our conclusions regarding accepted mothers are not sensitive to whether we cluster the

standard errors or estimate non-linear models (probit or logit models) (Appendix Table 5).

The coefficients from the regressions show other interesting patterns. Younger women, women

with fewer children, and widows are more likely to remarry (columns 3 and 4 of Table 2). A woman

who is 5 years older at the time of application is ten percentage points less likely to re-marry. This
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finding is consistent with women’s “attractiveness” as a spouse depreciating over time, most likely

due to declining fertility. But it could also be driven by the fact that older women are “at risk” for

marriage for fewer years. Sex ratios have the expected sign (more men relative to women increase

remarriage) but the coefficient is not significant. Interestingly, women in rural, and less densely

populated areas are more likely to marry.

Next, we investigate whether women on welfare wait longer to remarry. The histogram of the

duration to remarriage suggests that rejected mothers were more likely to marry soon after applying

(Figure 1A). Kaplan-Meier survival estimates of the probability of remaining single, where the clock

starts the day of the MP receipt and ends at death show a similar pattern: accepted mothers remain

single for longer and are more likely to remarry later (Figure 1B).

How large are these differences? Table 3 estimates several regressions of time to remarriage on

accepted and other covariates. We find that average time to remarriage is slightly longer for accepted

moms. They wait 0.543 years longer to marry, relative to the duration of 6.3 years to remarriage

for rejected mothers, an increase of 9 percent relative to the mean, though this difference is not

statistically significant. When we estimate an Accelerated Failure Time model (AFT) instead,

using the log of the duration as the outcome, we find marginally significant increases in duration,

suggesting increases in duration of about 20 percent.

Figures1a and 1b suggest that the main differences between accepted and rejected mothers in

terms of duration to remarriage occur in the very short run, with accepted mothers less likely

to remarry immediately and more likely to remarry after 8 years. To explore this, we estimate

regressions where the dependent variable is whether the mother remarries within a year, two years,

five years or ten years. For these regressions mothers who did not ever remarry are coded as zero.

Mothers whose marital status could not be defined, or who are missing marriage dates are excluded.

We find a marginally significant effect of receiving a pension on short durations but no significant

differences on longer durations, consistent with the figures: mothers who received a transfer were

less likely to re-marry within one or two years. Because the baseline is low, the effects are relatively

large: only 2 percent of mothers marry within a year, and about 6 percent marry within two years.

Receiving the pension means the mother is 58% less likely to remarry within a year, and 31% less

likely to remarry within two years. The effect of receiving the pension becomes insignificant for

longer durations. We have also estimated non-linear models and cox proportional hazard models

and the results are similar (see Appendix Table X).
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7.2 Who do welfare mothers remarry?

The model predicts that delays in remarriage result in marrying more desirable husbands, though

depreciation of maternal attractiveness over time can mitigate these effects. Duration to remarriage

is indeed positively related to husbands’ education, income, occupation, longevity, and the index of

all four (Figure 2). While the relationships between duration and education and longevity are both

fairly strong, the relationship is weaker with respect to income and occupation, in part because these

measures are not adjusted for age. If we plot residuals after controlling for year of birth dummies,

the relationships appear stronger.

Table 4 shows that indeed there is a large and statistically significant relationship between

duration, and husbands’ socio-economic characteristics and health. Regardless of how we specify

time to remarriage, its pays to wait. Overall, we estimate that remarrying within a year lowers the

index of husband quality by about 0.1 of a standard deviation, a large effect.

But does welfare result in better husbands? Figure 3 presents visual evidence regarding the

quality of husbands by welfare status of the women. The new husbands of welfare recipients live

longer, an important marker of health and socio economic circumstances. However, husband edu-

cation, income (as measured by income reported in the 1940 census) and occupation-based income

do not appear to differ much on average. It is important to note that we are missing the last three

measures (all based on 1940 census records) for much more of the sample than we are longevity (we

have longevity for 2118 husband and 1940 census data for roughly 1500 husbands, depending on

the measure). The smaller sample sizes might contribute to the weaker, less precise results that we

estimate for these measures.

The regression estimates in Table 5 suggest that mothers on welfare marry husbands who live 2

years longer, a three percent increase relative to the mean. Education, occupational based income

and 1939 income have small and statistically insignificant coefficients (3% for occupational income,

less than 1% for education, and about 4% declines for income). Women on welfare marry husbands

with desirability index that is about 0.15 a standard deviation higher than the husbands of mothers

not on welfare (results for the index are similar whether we include 1939 income or not).

7.3 Welfare Receipt, Remarriage and Child Outcomes

We now turn to the question of how remarriage affects children. The effect of remarriage on children

is theoretically ambiguous. The longer the mother remains unmarried, the longer her children live in

a single headed household, with likely fewer resources (time and money) for investment in children.

However, if mothers remarry men who are uncaring or abusive, or who do not contribute time or
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resources to raising children, then the children might be better off with their single mothers. There

are two reasons why mothers might not marry men who benefit their children. First, they might

prioritize their own happiness or utility which might not be consistent with that of their children.

Second, they might not be able to perfectly observe husband quality.

To answer the question of how welfare receipt might influence child wellbeing through the remar-

riage decision, we conduct two analyses. First we document that our measures of husband quality

do predict greater longevity (our measure of lifetime health and well being) for both mothers and

their children. Second, we estimate whether the effects of remarriage on child wellbeing differ for

mothers on welfare. If welfare allows mothers to wait longer for higher quality husbands and this

is good for children, then one testable implication of this should be that remarriage has a more

beneficial impact on children’s outcomes for mothers on welfare than mothers without welfare.

7.3.1 Are “Better” Men Better for Children? For Mothers?

We start by documenting that among those who remarry, children’s outcomes, as measured by

longevity, are indeed increasing in the socio-economic status and health of the post-transfer hus-

band.15 That is, better men appear to be better for children. Boys live longer if their mother

remarry a man with higher occupation income, longevity, income or education, although only the

results for occupational-based income are statistically significant (Table 6). Mothers also benefit

from better spouses: all measures of husband’s desirability have positive and statistically significant

effects on maternal longevity and the magnitude of the effects is larger. We conclude that while

children benefit from higher quality men, their mothers benefit even more.

7.3.2 Does Welfare Affect the Outcomes of Children through Remarriage?

We have already shown that welfare leads to delays in remarriage in the very short run (within two

years). And mothers who delayed re-marriage were more likely to marry men with better observable

characteristics. We now examine directly whether this benefits children. If welfare receipt improves

child well-being by, among other things, improving husbands’ characteristics, then remarriage among

welfare recipients should have a greater positive effect on child outcomes than remarriage among

non-welfare recipients. We explore this with the following empirical specification:

yi = β0 + β1Acceptedi + β2Remarried+ β3Accepted ∗ remarried+ θXi ++γc + γt + εi

15We have hand-collected longevity (by trained geneologists) and we can also use machine matched longevity
(obtained by matching administrative records to death certificate databases), allowing us to assess whether the
matching procedure affects the results. For this analysis, we restrict the sample to those born between 1900 and 1925
because survival rates to the present are non trivial for more recently born cohorts.
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In this equation, we regress child i’s longevity on an indicator for whether the mother was

accepted, an indicator for whether she remarried and the interaction between the two.

The coefficient on the interaction β3indicates whether remarriage has a more beneficial impact

on children whose mothers receive welfare than those whose mothers do not. The usual controls

are also included. We find that children of accepted mothers live longer—though in this smaller

sample the results are less precise than in our original paper (Table 7). We also find that remarriage

has negative effects on children, resulting in a loss of longevity between 1.3 and 2.8 years. This

could be because women that remarry are poorer and more desperate, or because remarriage itself

is bad for children. However, we find that the negative effect of remarriage is offset for those women

who received welfare transfers. Although none of these results is statistically significant, together

with our previous results these findings suggest that the transfers allowed women to avoid short run

marriages, search for longer and find better matches. These delays appear on net to be beneficial

for the children.

8 Conclusion

Our results are generally consistent with previous findings that welfare affects remarriage rates in the

relatively short run, but we find that children of mothers on welfare remain in single headed house-

holds only slightly longer than children in other similar households. Over their lifetime, mothers on

welfare are equally likely to remarry.

More importantly, cash transfers helped women to marry better men. Although women who

received welfare were not less likely to marry, they were less likely to marry within 2 years and when

they did re-marry, their husbands had higher socio-economic and health status. Waiting (for even a

small amount of time) seems to have paid off not just for the mothers but also for their children, as

measured by their increased longevity. In contrast, remarriage for mothers not on welfare appears to

bear no benefit for the children. Altogether the results suggest that marriage is not unambiguously

good for children, echoing the findings from Finlay and Neumark [2010]who document that parental

incarceration can be associated with benefits for children.

The stated goals of welfare reform were to encourage single mothers to enter the labor force

and to form two parent households (Maynard et al, 1998). This concern among policy makers

over the large number of US children living in single-parent households assumes that the married

alternative would be better for them. But our results suggest that this need not be so – paternal

characteristics (not just their paternal presence) matters too. While much research has focused on

the presence or absence of a father or step-father, far less attention has been paid to the quality
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of the father (add cites?). If the pool of potential husbands is of low quality, it might in fact be

best for mothers to forego marriage and keep searching (Pollak) While there is some evidence that

welfare reform did increase the number of two parent households, our results suggest that it is likely

that this was achieved along with a reduction in partner quality that may have harmed children and

mothers. That is, welfare reform, while intended to promote child health and well-being, may have

unintentionally disadvantaged women in the marriage market, reducing their marital prospects, the

quality of their partners and the outcomes of their children.

Although the empirical analysis focusses on welfare receipt, because that is the source of our

identifying variation, the results can be generalized to sources of maternal income beyond welfare,

including, for example, earnings. The implications are similar but broader in scope: ceteris paribus,

single women with higher earnings (and thus better outside options) are more likely to marry men of

higher quality. Efforts to improve pay parity across the sexes will, in addition to directly increasing

maternal and child welfare, also indirectly affect them by influencing the quality of future partners.

There are have been dramatic improvements in the economic status of women in the last century

in the form of higher labor force participation, higher wages and greater access to insurance. Our

results suggest that these have changed marriage markets and ultimately resulted in improvements

for children.
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Variable Obs Mean Std.	Dev. Mean Std.	Dev. Mean Std.	Dev.
Dependent	variables
Remarrriage	rates
Mom	ever	remarried 8,846 0.35 0.48 0.35 0.48 0.33 0.47
Mom	remarried	within	1	year 7,602 0.02 0.12 0.01 0.12 0.02 0.14
Mom	remarried	within	2	years 7,602 0.05 0.22 0.05 0.22 0.06 0.24
Mom	remarried	within	5	years 7,602 0.13 0.34 0.14 0.34 0.12 0.33
Among	remarried
Mom	remarried	within	1	year	 3,080 0.04 0.19 0.04 0.18 0.06 0.23
Mom	remarried	within	2	years 3,080 0.13 0.33 0.13 0.33 0.15 0.36
Mom	remarried	within	5	years	 3,080 0.33 0.47 0.33 0.47 0.32 0.47
Among	those	that	remarried	(N=3080)
Duration	to	remarriage	in	years	 1,836 6.37 6.05 6.37 6.06 6.35 6.03
Mom	age	at	remarriage 1,833 38.93 9.88 38.95 9.94 38.67 9.24
First	remarried	husband's	longevity 2,118 72.02 13.15 72.17 13.04 70.56 14.08
Husband	died	before	1940 1,559 633.44 754.56 630.19 752.78 662.96 772.35
First	remarried	husband's	schooling	in	1940 1,428 23.20 9.17 23.20 9.23 23.21 8.68
First	remarried	husband's	income	in	1940 1,559 633.44 754.56 630.19 752.78 662.96 772.35
First	remarried	husband's	occupation	score	 1,428 23.20 9.17 23.20 9.23 23.21 8.68
First	remarried	husband's	"quality"	index	 2,372 -0.09 0.82 -0.09 0.82 -0.17 0.88
Husband	age	at	remarriage 1,739 43.39 12.74 43.31 12.81 44.09 12.06
Other	Maternal	outcomes
Mom's	longevity	[1] 6,755 73.85 15.07 73.89 15.09 73.52 14.90
Mom's	schooling	 4,001 7.58 2.59 7.59 2.60 7.44 2.58
Mom	died	before	1940 6,826 0.19 0.40 0.19 0.40 0.20 0.40
Mom's	income	in	1940 3,569 118.20 298.55 119.24 301.29 109.05 273.57
Mom's	occupation	score 4,061 4.23 8.38 4.31 8.46 3.53 7.60
Whether	mom	worked	in	1940 4,061 0.23 0.42 0.23 0.42 0.22 0.41
Whether	mom	was	married	in	1940 4,141 0.43 0.49 0.43 0.49 0.42 0.49
Mom's	household	income 4,061 978.44 1180.85 976.68 1191.75 994.26 1079.03
Mom's	number	of	own	kids	living	together 4,061 1.84 1.60 1.84 1.61 1.82 1.55
Number	of	kids	born	after	MP	application 8,259 0.15 0.50 0.15 0.51 0.12 0.43
Children's	outcomes
Sons'	longevity	(born	1900-1925)	FS 6,977 67.52 19.05 67.59 18.99 66.77 19.64
Sons'	longevity	(born	1900-1925)	SSN 7,466 72.99 11.62 73.08 11.64 72.16 11.47
daughters'	longevity	(born	1900-1925)	FS 4,384 71.24 22.12 71.25 22.12 71.12 22.18
daughters'	longevity	(born	1900-1925)	SSN 225 70.19 12.42 70.96 11.82 60.06 15.86

Table	1:	Summary	statistics	for	MP	applicants	that	were	not	married	at	the	time	of	application
All	(N=9,239) Accepted	(N=8271) Rejected	(N=968)



Variable Obs Mean Std.	Dev. Mean Std.	Dev. Mean Std.	Dev.
Pre-determined	variables
Characteristics	at	time	of	application
Year	of	application 9,239 1921.60 5.12 1921.60 5.06 1921.56 5.56
Number	of	children 9,239 2.64 1.55 2.68 1.56 2.29 1.40
Age	of	the	youngest 9,239 6.19 4.06 6.09 4.03 7.02 4.22
Age	of	the	oldest 9,239 10.61 3.98 10.60 3.96 10.70 4.17
Number	of	kids	died	pre-MP	application 8,259 0.21 0.63 0.22 0.64 0.15 0.55
Share	accepted 9,239 0.90 0.31
Share	widowed 9,239 0.69 0.46 0.70 0.46 0.62 0.49
Mother	age	at	application 8,211 37.72 8.78 37.67 8.74 38.10 9.09
County	characteristics
Sex	ratio	(M/F)	aged	18-44	(1920	Census) 9,239 1.07 0.11 1.07 0.12 1.06 0.10
Share	rural	population		(1920	Census) 9,239 0.60 0.23 0.60 0.23 0.56 0.20
Density	(1920	Census) 9,239 113.28 347.36 115.78 366.27 91.93 69.73

Table	1	cont'd:	Summary	statistics	for	MP	applicants	that	were	not	married	at	the	time	of	application
All	(N=9,239) Accepted	(N=8271) Rejected	(N=968)

Notes.	When	mom's	death	year	is	earlier	than	the	MP	year,	her	longevity	and	age	at	application	are	replaced	
with	missing.



1 2 3 4
Dependent variable

Accepted 0.0214 0.0172 0.00162 -0.000199
(0.0184) (0.0186) (0.0162) (0.0150)

Number of kids -0.0146** -0.0135**
(0.00616) (0.00615)

Age of the youngest kid -0.00419 -0.00427
(0.00261) (0.00260)

Age of the oldest kid 5.20e-05 -0.000149
(0.00263) (0.00264)

Length of last name 0.00366 0.00277
(0.00291) (0.00289)

Divorced at application 0.122** 0.0784
(0.0580) (0.0538)

Widowed at application 0.0931** 0.0829***
(0.0405) (0.0119)

Mother	age	at	application -0.0198*** -0.0197***
(0.000815) (0.000822)

Mother	age	at	app	is	missing -0.329*** -0.335***
(0.0110) (0.00991)

sex_ratio_1844 0.0758
(0.0467)

density -4.17e-05***
(1.13e-05)

share_rural 0.0785***
(0.0260)

Constant 0.329*** 0.0644* 0.699*** 0.908***
(0.0191) (0.0355) (0.102) (0.100)

Observations 8,846 8,846 8,846 8,846
R-squared 0.000 0.036 0.211 0.190
County FE no yes yes no
MP year FE no no yes yes

Only women that are unmarried at the time of application and whose marital status can be 
ascertained are included in the regressions. Standard errors (in parenthesis) are clustered 
at the county*year level. 

Remarry = 1 (mean =0.348)

Table	2:	Welfare	mothers	are	not	less	likely	to	remarry



Figure	1:	Welfare	Receipt	and	Duration	until	Remarriage	among	those	that	remarry

Figure	1A:	Histograms	of	Duration	(in	years)	by	Welfare	Receipt

Figure	1B:	Survival	Curves	over	40	years

Figure	1B:	Survival	rates	by	Welfare	receipt



1 2 3 4 5 6 7

duration 
(in years)  1year 2 years  5 years  10 years

Sample All All
drop 20+ 

years
mean of dep. var 6.37 1.44 1.36 0.0151 0.0521 0.135 0.193

Accepted=1 0.543 0.176* 0.229** -0.00887* -0.0163* -0.00933 -0.000979
(0.520) (0.0954) (0.0941) (0.00532) (0.00923) (0.0122) (0.0141)

Number of kids 0.258 0.0261 0.0102 -0.000660 -0.00276 -0.0117** -0.0150***
(0.183) (0.0285) (0.0274) (0.00183) (0.00314) (0.00463) (0.00573)

Age of the youngest kid 0.00805 -0.0137 -0.0205* -1.84e-05 0.00108 -0.000996 -0.00515**
(0.0694) (0.0125) (0.0124) (0.000849) (0.00138) (0.00197) (0.00236)

Age of the oldest kid -0.0155 0.00339 0.00757 7.54e-05 -0.00179 -0.00107 0.00110
(0.0688) (0.0113) (0.0112) (0.000809) (0.00134) (0.00196) (0.00237)

Length of last name -0.130 -0.0111 -0.00726 0.000464 0.000580 0.00431* 0.00708***
(0.0916) (0.0128) (0.0117) (0.000730) (0.00142) (0.00236) (0.00253)

Widowed at application 0.933 0.0593 -0.0418 0.0277 0.0236 0.0193 0.0709
(1.672) (0.310) (0.313) (0.0217) (0.0279) (0.0517) (0.0553)

Divorced at application 0.498 0.00346 -0.0632 0.00267 0.0474*** 0.0408 0.0603
(1.016) (0.168) (0.167) (0.0108) (0.0149) (0.0341) (0.0381)

Mother	age	at	application -0.00719 0.00535 0.00791* -0.00141*** -0.00445*** -0.00986*** -0.0132***
(0.0259) (0.00432) (0.00409) (0.000208) (0.000393) (0.000678) (0.000744)

Mother	age	at	app	is	missing 1.375 0.495*** 0.486*** -0.0142*** -0.0512*** -0.131*** -0.176***
(0.843) (0.111) (0.103) (0.00188) (0.00391) (0.00777) (0.00928)

Constant 10.79** 2.128*** 2.106*** 0.0447*** 0.122*** 0.378*** 0.534***
(5.112) (0.575) (0.527) (0.0151) (0.0275) (0.0854) (0.104)

Observations 1,836 1,836 1,762 7,602 7,602 7,602 7,602

Table	3:	Women	with	cash	transfers	wait	a	little	bit	longer	to	marry

Ln(duration)

All	regressions	control	for	county	and	year-of-application	fixed	effects.	Standard	errors	(in	parenthesis)	
are	clustered	at	the	county*year	level.	Sample	in	columns	1-3	includes	all	moms	that	remarried	and	for	
whom	we	observe	the	remarried	rate.	Sample	in	columns	4-7	includes	all	women	for	women	
remarriage	status	is	known,	and	for	whom	remarriage	dates	are	known	(we	drop	women	for	whom	
remarriage	could	not	be	established,	and	those	that	remarry	but	have	missing	marriage	dates).

Women with no missing information on 
remarriage

Remarried	within



Figure	3	Duration	and	Husband	Quality





Husband 
longevity

highest 
grade of 

schooling Income

Occupation
al income 

score

Husband 
socio-

economic-
health status 

index

Husband 
quality index 
- long, educ, 

occ
Mean of dep. 72.02 7.374 633.4 23.20 -0.0947 -0.0779

Ln(duration) 1.926*** 0.303*** 71.71*** 1.255*** 0.130*** 0.135***
(0.397) (0.0874) (25.53) (0.349) (0.0232) (0.0242)

Remarried	with	1	year -1.926 -0.952** -41.96 -1.989 -0.134 -0.166*
(1.385) (0.389) (92.01) (1.345) (0.0921) (0.0931)

Remarried	with	2	years -2.630*** -0.417* -128.3** -3.171*** -0.192*** -0.197***
(0.911) (0.229) (57.11) (0.738) (0.0569) (0.0594)

Remarried	with	5	years -3.378*** -0.489*** -82.45 -1.975*** -0.224*** -0.234***
(0.809) (0.168) (51.97) (0.685) (0.0466) (0.0489)

Remarried	within	10	years -4.935*** -0.459** -153.8** -1.449* -0.305*** -0.309***
(0.858) (0.188) (63.92) (0.821) (0.0492) (0.0505)

Observations 1,543 1,060 995 922 1,637 1637

Table	4:	Women	who	wait	marry	better	men

All	regressions	control	for	county	and	year-of-application	fixed	effects	in	addition	to	the	individual	
controls	included	in	Table	3.	Standard	errors	(in	parenthesis)	are	clustered	at	the	county*year	
level.	Sample	includes	all	men	without	missing	data.	



Figure	3:	Women	with	transfers	marry	longer	lived	higher	SES	men





FS data

Husband 
longevity

highest grade 
of schooling

Occupational 
income score Income

Husband 
quality index

Husband 
quality index - 

long, educ, 
occ

Mean of outcome 72.02 7.374 23.20 633.4 -0.0947 -0.0779

Accepted 2.232* 0.0672 0.611 -28.94 0.138* 0.153**
(1.219) (0.252) (0.808) (70.99) (0.0706) (0.0727)

Observations 2,118 1,635 1,428 1,559 2,372 2,372

1940 measures Overall quality
Table	5:	Cash	transfer	allow	welfare	moms	to	remarry	marry	better	men

All	regressions	control	for	county	and	year-of-application	fixed	effects	in	addition	to	the	individual	
controls	included	in	Table	3.	Standard	errors	(in	parenthesis)	are	clustered	at	the	county*year	level.	
Sample	includes	all	men	without	missing	data.	



Depdendent	variable	
Effect N Effect N

Husband	quality	index	-	all 0.783* 2,006 1.678*** 2,099
(0.400) (0.464)

Husband	quality	index	-	long,	educ,	occ 0.652* 2,006 1.649*** 2,099
(0.384) (0.440)

Husband	occupational	score 0.102** 1,235 0.0944** 1,269
(0.0443) (0.0475)

Husband	longevity 0.0151 1,778 0.0919*** 1,920
(0.0266) (0.0265)

Husband	schooling 0.181 1,398 0.303** 1,447
(0.142) (0.142)

Husband's	income 0.817 850 2.096*** 877
(0.524) (0.634)

All	regressions	control	for	county	and	year-of-application	fixed	effects	in	
addition	to	the	individual	controls	included	in	Table	3.	Standard	errors	(in	
parenthesis)	are	clustered	at	the	county*year	level.	Sample	includes	all	
inidividuals	without	missing	data	on	longevity.	Only	those	whose	mothers	
were	no	married	at	the	time	of	application	are	included.

Table	6:	Better	husbands	are	better	for	both	moms	and	children
Boys	longevity	from	

DMF
Maternal	longevity	

from	FS



Mom	longevity
Data	

Source:	FS	
Data	

source:	
Data	Source:	
FS	hand	

67.52 73.03 73.85
Panel	A:	Basic
Accepted 0.351 0.489 -0.310

(1.006) (0.651) (0.593)
Remarried -1.630** -0.00890 2.591***

(0.664) (0.337) (0.434)
Observations 5,974 6,322 6,706
Panel	B:	Interacted	with	marriage
Accepted	 -0.0460 -0.0684 -0.706

(1.229) (0.777) (0.787)
Mom	remarried -2.889 -1.383 1.650

(1.944) (1.104) (1.297)
Accepted*remarried 1.380 1.514 1.043

(2.084) (1.148) (1.325)
Observations 5,974 6,322 6,706
Remarried	within	2	years
Accepted	 0.00205 -0.504 -0.734

(3.113) (1.298) (0.689)
Mom	remarried	within	2	years -3.600 -4.872* -0.878

(6.249) (2.642) (3.354)
Accepted*remarried	within	2	years 2.017 4.049 0.345

(6.499) (2.769) (3.449)
Observations 1,166 1,348 5,715

Table	7:	Re-marriage	is	bad	for	children,	unless	mothers	
Boys	longevity

All	regressions	control	for	county	and	year-of-application	fixed	effects	in	
addition	to	the	individual	controls	included	in	Table	3.	Standard	errors	(in	
parenthesis)	are	clustered	at	the	county*year	level.	Sample	includes	all	men	
without	missing	data.	



MP admin data

Outcome

Number of kids 
on application 
(eligible ages)

Number of 
kids died 

before MP 
application

Number of 
live kids 14+ 

at MP 
application

Mom age at 
application

Mom's 
highest grade 
of schooling

Longevity of 
pre-MP 

husband
Mean of dep. 2.641 0.210 1.209 37.72 7.577 46.17

accepted 0.390*** 0.0696*** 0.00483 -0.423 0.153 -0.535
(0.0601) (0.0202) (0.0744) (0.358) (0.141) (1.390)

Constant 2.292*** 0.148*** 1.205*** 38.10*** 7.439*** 46.65***
(0.0605) (0.0180) (0.0725) (0.368) (0.136) (0.758)

accepted 0.389*** 0.0433** -0.0378 -0.356 0.000723 -1.324
(0.0587) (0.0205) (0.0747) (0.353) (0.150) (0.944)

Constant 2.650*** -0.171*** 0.658** 36.75*** 7.421*** 53.17***
(0.407) (0.0390) (0.274) (1.567) (1.311) (5.288)

Observations 9,239 8,259 8,259 8,211 4,001 4,642

Appendix	Table	1:	Accepted	moms	are	slightly	worse	off	at	time	of	application
Newly collected data

Notes.	The	table	shows	the	results	from	regressing	the	outcome	on	a	dummy	for	accepted	(Panel	A).	
In	Panel	B	we	futher	control	for	county	dummies,	year	of	application	dummies.	Standard	errors	(in	
parenthesis)	are	clustered	at	the	county*year	level.	The	sample	size	varies	because	of	missing	data.	

Panel A: Without controls

Panel B: with county FE and year of application FE 



VARIABLES

Mortality of 
pre-MP 
children 
missing

Longevity of 
pre husband 

missing
Mom found 

in FS
Remarried 

missing

Mom 
longevity 
missing 

years lived 
after MP 
receipt

Mean dependent variable0.11 0.50 0.97 0.04 0.27 0.27
Panel A: Without controls
accepted 0.0169 -0.0754*** -0.0119* 0.00713 -0.0332* -0.0314

(0.0126) (0.0196) (0.00711) (0.00757) (0.0192) (0.0192)
Constant 0.0909*** 0.565*** 0.976*** 0.0362*** 0.299*** 0.293***

(0.0118) (0.0201) (0.00541) (0.00609) (0.0178) (0.0178)

Panel B: with county FE, year of application FE and individual controls
accepted 0.0223* -0.0291* -0.0113 0.0116 -0.0253 -0.0244

(0.0124) (0.0172) (0.00694) (0.00712) (0.0163) (0.0166)
numkids -0.00267 -0.0118** -0.000615 6.88e-05 -0.00838* -0.00845*

(0.00377) (0.00585) (0.00176) (0.00194) (0.00440) (0.00443)
minage 0.00202 0.00435* -0.00211*** 0.00248*** 0.00341* 0.00358*

(0.00157) (0.00237) (0.000760) (0.000843) (0.00181) (0.00183)
maxage 0.000836 -0.00551** -0.00204** 0.00178* -0.00149 -0.00152

(0.00166) (0.00239) (0.000812) (0.000921) (0.00186) (0.00188)
length_name 0.000705 -0.000704 -0.000301 0.000359 -0.00110 -0.000856

(0.00190) (0.00288) (0.00105) (0.00132) (0.00233) (0.00233)
divorced -0.118*** 0.0688 0.140*** -0.132*** -0.0121 -0.0100

(0.0417) (0.0633) (0.0276) (0.0356) (0.0468) (0.0468)
widow -0.137*** -0.00682 0.136*** -0.151*** -0.0117 -0.0154

(0.0283) (0.0308) (0.0249) (0.0266) (0.0261) (0.0272)
age_app -0.00491*** -0.00508*** 0.00101*** -0.000987*** -0.00323*** -0.00327***

(0.000485) (0.000700) (0.000218) (0.000265) (0.000606) (0.000619)
age_app_missing 0.224*** 0.489*** -0.297*** 0.286*** 0.770*** 0.736***

(0.0266) (0.0128) (0.0260) (0.0263) (0.0103) (0.0112)
Constant 0.259*** 1.188*** 0.889*** 0.123*** 0.521*** 0.533***

(0.0558) (0.129) (0.0361) (0.0382) (0.0705) (0.0726)

Observations 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239
R-squared 0.107 0.192 0.351 0.276 0.396 0.375
Standard errors are clustered at the county*year level

Missing	rates	for	FS	outcomes
Appendix	Table	2:	Missing	rates	and	determinants	of	missing	data	for	mothers



VARIABLES

Mom 
education 

1940

Mom 
income 
1940

Mom 
occupation 
score 1940

Mom 
working 

status 1940

mom 
married in 

1940

Mom 
household 
income in 

1940
# of kids in 

1940
Mean dependent variable0.224 0.265 0.219 0.219 0.211 0.219 0.219
Panel A: Without controls
accepted 0.00332 0.0176 0.00189 0.00189 0.00115 0.00189 0.00189

(0.0142) (0.0151) (0.0141) (0.0141) (0.0142) (0.0141) (0.0141)
Constant 0.221*** 0.249*** 0.217*** 0.217*** 0.210*** 0.217*** 0.217***

(0.0134) (0.0141) (0.0134) (0.0134) (0.0133) (0.0134) (0.0134)

Panel B: with county FE, year of application FE and individual controls
accepted -0.0165 -0.0181 -0.0182 -0.0182 -0.0208 -0.0182 -0.0182

(0.0137) (0.0143) (0.0136) (0.0136) (0.0138) (0.0136) (0.0136)
numkids 0.00983* 0.0113* 0.00949* 0.00949* 0.0103* 0.00949* 0.00949*

(0.00567) (0.00597) (0.00569) (0.00569) (0.00563) (0.00569) (0.00569)
minage 0.00482** 0.00381 0.00480** 0.00480** 0.00497** 0.00480** 0.00480**

(0.00229) (0.00250) (0.00232) (0.00232) (0.00230) (0.00232) (0.00232)
maxage 0.00228 0.00228 0.00247 0.00247 0.00192 0.00247 0.00247

(0.00229) (0.00239) (0.00231) (0.00231) (0.00229) (0.00231) (0.00231)
length_name 0.00375 0.00275 0.00201 0.00201 0.00145 0.00201 0.00201

(0.00249) (0.00266) (0.00239) (0.00239) (0.00236) (0.00239) (0.00239)
divorced -0.0231 -0.0316 -0.0305 -0.0305 -0.0300 -0.0305 -0.0305

(0.0691) (0.0673) (0.0685) (0.0685) (0.0683) (0.0685) (0.0685)
widow -0.0353 -0.0158 -0.0387 -0.0387 -0.0457 -0.0387 -0.0387

(0.0323) (0.0327) (0.0323) (0.0323) (0.0322) (0.0323) (0.0323)
age_app 0.000916 0.000341 0.00106* 0.00106* 0.00123** 0.00106* 0.00106*

(0.000630) (0.000660) (0.000624) (0.000624) (0.000623) (0.000624) (0.000624)
age_app_missing -0.223*** -0.260*** -0.218*** -0.218*** -0.212*** -0.218*** -0.218***

(0.00799) (0.00861) (0.00787) (0.00787) (0.00778) (0.00787) (0.00787)
Constant 0.146 0.215* 0.159 0.159 0.168 0.159 0.159

(0.106) (0.112) (0.106) (0.106) (0.106) (0.106) (0.106)

Observations 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239 9,239
R-squared 0.068 0.075 0.067 0.067 0.066 0.067 0.067

Missing	rates	for	1940	outcomes
Appendix	Table	2	cont'd:	Missing	rates	and	determinants	of	missing	data	for	mothers



VARIABLES

Duration until 
remarriage 

missing

Husband 
longevity 
missing

husband 
education 

1940
husband 

income 1940

husband 
occupation 
score 1940

husband	
quality	

index	(any)
Mean of dependent variable0.4039 0.3123 0.137 0.157 0.128 0.00162
Panel A: Without controls
accepted -0.0290 -0.0366 0.0397** 0.0410** 0.0444*** 0.00180**

(0.0330) (0.0305) (0.0173) (0.0193) (0.0166) (0.000806)
Constant 0.430*** 0.345*** 0.101*** 0.121*** 0.0879*** -0***

(0.0329) (0.0301) (0.0158) (0.0176) (0.0152) (0)
Panel B: with county FE, year of application FE and individual controls
accepted 0.00285 0.0111 0.00792 -0.00584 0.0131 0.000624

(0.0300) (0.0301) (0.0179) (0.0203) (0.0171) (0.00104)
numkids -0.000646 -0.0188* 0.0105 0.00893 0.00961 -0.000256

(0.00982) (0.00986) (0.00779) (0.00801) (0.00749) (0.000269)
minage 0.00524 -0.00221 0.000381 0.000536 0.000118 -0.000165

(0.00402) (0.00407) (0.00310) (0.00328) (0.00303) (0.000148)
maxage -0.00129 -0.00110 -0.00307 -0.00165 -0.00248 5.08e-05

(0.00404) (0.00425) (0.00310) (0.00331) (0.00304) (0.000234)
length_name -0.00493 0.00348 0.00711* 0.00398 0.00537 -0.00114**

(0.00472) (0.00522) (0.00391) (0.00425) (0.00364) (0.000565)
divorced 0.0208 0.199* 0.00551 -0.00878 0.0234 -0.000664

(0.107) (0.107) (0.0736) (0.0825) (0.0706) (0.00371)
widow -0.0313 -0.00487 0.0717 0.0626 0.0821 0.00442*

(0.0732) (0.0730) (0.0597) (0.0658) (0.0562) (0.00258)
age_app 0.00499*** 0.00710*** 0.00129 0.00110 0.00148 -2.88e-05

(0.00143) (0.00140) (0.00102) (0.00109) (0.00102) (7.75e-05)
age_app_missing 0.262*** 0.470*** -0.150*** -0.121** -0.146*** -0.00109

(0.0776) (0.0780) (0.0302) (0.0567) (0.0295) (0.00170)
Constant 0.212** 0.423 -0.205*** -0.153* -0.207*** 0.00650

(0.104) (0.281) (0.0772) (0.0816) (0.0744) (0.00649)

Observations 3,080 3,080 3,080 3,080 3,080 3,080
R-squared 0.299 0.096 0.090 0.081 0.087 0.051

Appendix	Table	3:	Missing	data	on	remarriage	and	husband	characteristics.	

Missing rates for FS 
outcomes Missing	rates	for	census	outcomes		

Sample	of	women	known	to	have	remarried,	standard	errors	clustered	at	the	county*year	level



VARIABLES

Mom 
education 

1940
Mom income 

1940

Mom 
occupation 
score 1940

Mom working 
status 1940

mom 
married in 

1940

Mom 
household 
income in 

1940
# of kids in 

1940
Mean dependent variable0.38 0.44 0.37 0.37 0.35 0.37 0.37
Panel A: Without controls
accepted -0.0120 0.00974 -0.0140 -0.0140 -0.0147 -0.0140 -0.0140

(0.0236) (0.0255) (0.0239) (0.0239) (0.0242) (0.0239) (0.0239)
Constant 0.387*** 0.436*** 0.380*** 0.380*** 0.367*** 0.380*** 0.380***

(0.0234) (0.0252) (0.0237) (0.0237) (0.0239) (0.0237) (0.0237)

Panel B: with county FE, year of application FE and individual controls
accepted -0.0351 -0.0386 -0.0378* -0.0378* -0.0427* -0.0378* -0.0378*

(0.0227) (0.0241) (0.0229) (0.0229) (0.0234) (0.0229) (0.0229)
numkids 0.00592 0.00640 0.00584 0.00584 0.00724 0.00584 0.00584

(0.00768) (0.00783) (0.00773) (0.00773) (0.00769) (0.00773) (0.00773)
minage 0.0115*** 0.00992*** 0.0115*** 0.0115*** 0.0116*** 0.0115*** 0.0115***

(0.00319) (0.00336) (0.00323) (0.00323) (0.00324) (0.00323) (0.00323)
maxage 0.00275 0.00234 0.00298 0.00298 0.00216 0.00298 0.00298

(0.00325) (0.00333) (0.00329) (0.00329) (0.00329) (0.00329) (0.00329)
length_name 0.00716* 0.00556 0.00428 0.00428 0.00315 0.00428 0.00428

(0.00384) (0.00413) (0.00369) (0.00369) (0.00366) (0.00369) (0.00369)
divorced -0.0195 -0.0339 -0.0319 -0.0319 -0.0345 -0.0319 -0.0319

(0.0974) (0.0950) (0.0965) (0.0965) (0.0963) (0.0965) (0.0965)
widow -0.0559 -0.0172 -0.0621 -0.0621 -0.0752 -0.0621 -0.0621

(0.0580) (0.0593) (0.0579) (0.0579) (0.0579) (0.0579) (0.0579)
age_app 0.00444*** 0.00430*** 0.00461*** 0.00461*** 0.00475*** 0.00461*** 0.00461***

(0.00103) (0.00106) (0.00102) (0.00102) (0.00102) (0.00102) (0.00102)
age_app_missing0.288*** 0.211** 0.292*** 0.292*** 0.258*** 0.292*** 0.292***

(0.0949) (0.0974) (0.0946) (0.0946) (0.0972) (0.0946) (0.0946)
Constant 0.355* 0.529** 0.384** 0.384** 0.413** 0.384** 0.384**

(0.186) (0.219) (0.186) (0.186) (0.184) (0.186) (0.186)

Observations 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502 5,502
R-squared 0.094 0.089 0.096 0.096 0.096 0.096 0.096
standard	erors	clustered	at	the	county*year	level

Missing	rates	among	moms	not	known	to	be	dead	in	1940
Appendix	Table	4:	Match	rates	for	1940	outcomes



VARIABLES

husband 
education 

1940
husband 

income 1940

husband 
occupation 
score 1940

husband	
quality	

index	(any)

husband	
quality	

index	(all)
Mean dependent variable0.2341 0.2697 0.2191 0.0028 0.2191
Panel A: Without controls
accepted 0.0483 0.0470 0.0588** 0.00306** 0.0588**

(0.0304) (0.0336) (0.0292) (0.00136) (0.0292)
Constant 0.190*** 0.227*** 0.166*** 0*** 0.166***

(0.0282) (0.0311) (0.0271) (0) (0.0271)

Panel B: with county FE, year of application FE and individual controls
accepted 0.0116 -0.0138 0.0244 0.00175 0.0244

(0.0326) (0.0366) (0.0315) (0.00213) (0.0315)
numkids 0.00601 0.00394 0.00527 -0.000645 0.00527

(0.0116) (0.0120) (0.0113) (0.000481) (0.0113)
minage -0.00316 -0.00187 -0.00333 -0.000456 -0.00333

(0.00467) (0.00503) (0.00467) (0.000298) (0.00467)
maxage -0.00601 -0.00481 -0.00527 0.000152 -0.00527

(0.00482) (0.00511) (0.00477) (0.000380) (0.00477)
length_name 0.0125** 0.00659 0.00914 -0.00172* 0.00914

(0.00601) (0.00636) (0.00577) (0.000903) (0.00577)
divorced 0.000949 -0.0401 0.00978 -0.000333 0.00978

(0.131) (0.154) (0.129) (0.00969) (0.129)
widow 0.102 0.0580 0.0952 0.00485 0.0952

(0.0964) (0.114) (0.0944) (0.00353) (0.0944)
age_app 0.00813*** 0.00889*** 0.00851*** 4.91e-07 0.00851***

(0.00204) (0.00216) (0.00204) (0.000198) (0.00204)
age_app_missing-0.316*** 0.0130 -0.303*** -0.00586 -0.303***

(0.0743) (0.280) (0.0720) (0.0106) (0.0720)
Constant -0.446*** -0.331** -0.424*** 0.0140 -0.424***

(0.131) (0.143) (0.130) (0.0117) (0.130)

Observations 1,798 1,798 1,798 1,798 1,798
R-squared 0.166 0.145 0.159 0.076 0.159

Appendix	Table	4	cont'd	:	Match	rates	for	1940	outcomes
Missing	rates	among	husbands	not	known	to	be	dead	in	1940



Dependent variable

Basic OLS
Accepted 0.0214 0.0104 0.00162 -0.000199

(0.0165) (0.0177) (0.0162) (0.0151)
Logit marginal effects
Accepted 0.0216 0.0101 0.00296 0.00138

(0.0167) (0.0178) (0.0162) (0.0152)
Probit marginal effecs
Accepted 0.0216 0.0111 0.00103 -0.000196

(0.0166) (0.0178) (0.0162) (0.0152)

Basic OLS
Accepted 0.0214 0.0172 0.00162 -0.000199

(0.0184) (0.0186) (0.0162) (0.0150)
Logit marginal effects
Accepted 0.0216 0.0101 0.00296 0.00138

(0.0189) (0.0185) (0.0168) (0.0157)
Probit marginal effecs
Accepted 0.0216 0.0111 0.00103 -0.000196

-0.0188 -0.0186 -0.0169 -0.0158

Observations 8,846 8,846 8,846 8,846
R-squared 0.000 0.047 0.211 0.190
County FE no yes yes no
MP year FE no yes yes yes

Panel B: Standard errors clustered at the county*year level

Appendix Table 5: Welfare mothers are not less likely to remarry, Alternative 
functional forms and standard error corrections

Remarry = 1 (mean =0.348)
Panel A: no standard error correction


