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For the nine papers that appear in this special issue, we 
identified three main organizing themes: (1) Understudied 
aspects of family financial socialization, (2) Individuals 
or couples in different-sex romantic relationships, and (3) 
Finances and perceived parent–child relationships. In this 
introduction, we describe the main points of each of these 
papers within each theme. We also discuss what we have 
learned from these papers (e.g., finances assessed using eight 
different datasets; range of samples including adults repay-
ing loans, newlywed couples, and a nationally representa-
tive sample of U.S. college students) as well as what future 
research questions remain (e.g., financial studies specific to 
samples from outside the US, data from two or more mem-
bers of the household, data from sexual minority couples). 
For a summary of the sample, type of data, data collection 
method, and research questions and hypotheses for each 
paper included in the special issue, please see Table 1.

Theme #1: Understudied Aspects of Family 
Financial Socialization

Three sets of authors in the special issue addressed under-
studied aspects of family financial socialization: Gibby et al., 
White et al. and Miller et al.

In previous research, it has been established that fam-
ily financial socialization is associated with financial out-
comes (e.g., Damian et al. 2019; Jorgensen et al. 2017). 
To advance the literature, Gibby et al. examined whether 
and how family financial socialization was associated with 
financial disagreements for U.S. married couples. Using a 
nationally representative sample of newly married couples 
(N = 1473) and actor–partner interdependence structural 
equation models, the authors found that retrospective reports 
of financial socialization received from parents during child-
hood and adolescence were associated with fewer marital 
financial disagreements in adulthood. For actor effects, they 
found that both implicit (i.e., parent financial modeling) and 
explicit (i.e., parent–child financial discussion and experien-
tial learning of finances) socialization methods were nega-
tively associated with one’s own report of financial disa-
greements with the spouse; these patterns were found for 
both wives and husbands. For partner effects, they found 
that wives’ implicit and explicit socialization were both 
negatively associated with husbands’ reports of financial 
disagreements. In comparison, husbands’ explicit (but not 
implicit) socialization was negatively associated with wives’ 
reports of financial disagreements. These findings suggest 
that family financial socialization during childhood and 
adolescence has relational implications in adulthood, and 
these relational implications are found for both individuals 
and their partners. Further, these authors provided evidence 
that both implicit and explicit methods of family financial 
socialization are relevant for adult relationships, as both 
were negatively associated with financial disagreements.

White et al.  studied race/ethnicity as a moderator in 
associations between retrospective reports of family finan-
cial socialization about three financial topics (i.e., saving, 
banking, investing) during childhood and adolescence and 
three financial outcomes (i.e., financial management, finan-
cial stress, financial optimism) measured during college. 
Using a nationally representative sample of U.S. college 
students (N = 14,662) aged 18 and older, these authors found 
that reports of having received socialization from parents 
on these three financial topics differed significantly across 
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race/ethnicity. For example, compared to other racial/eth-
nic groups (which included White, Black, Hispanic, Asian, 
multiracial, and other), fewer Black participants received 
socialization about saving and banking from their parents, 
and fewer Hispanic participants received socialization about 
investing from their parents. Further, Black college students 
reported less responsible financial behavior compared to 
White participants, greater financial stress compared to 
Asian participants, and greater financial optimism compared 
to Asian, Multiracial, other races/ethnicities, and White 
participants. For all participants, socialization about invest-
ing was positively associated with both healthy financial 
management behavior and financial optimism, whereas it 
was negatively associated with financial stress. The authors 
also found evidence of moderation by race/ethnicity. For 
example, socialization about investing had stronger, posi-
tive associations with both healthy financial management 
behavior and financial optimism for Black participants than 
Asian participants and participants of other races/ethnici-
ties. Socialization about saving had stronger, negative asso-
ciations with financial stress for Black participants than 
Asian participants. However, socialization about saving had 
weaker, positive associations with financial optimism for 
Black participants than White and Multiracial participants, 
and participants of other races. The authors of this study 
provided needed information about how family financial 
socialization and financial outcomes differ by race/ethnic-
ity, and how race/ethnicity acts as a moderator in associa-
tions between financial socialization and financial outcomes. 
The authors conclude that across all racial/ethnic categories, 
those who received the investing message reported better 
financial management, higher financial optimism, and the 
experience of less financial stress.

Miller et al.  focused on how student loan borrowers 
described loan-related family communication patterns prior 
to loan accrual and during the repayment period using quan-
titative (online surveys) and qualitative (focus groups) data 
from 62 U.S. participants, all of whom were adults repaying 
loans. Participants represented a mix of ages (50% between 
the ages of 25 and 35). The majority of participants were 
White, female, without children, never married, and working 
full or part time, and 39.2% (n = 24) currently owed between 
$50,000 and $99,000 in student loan debt. The authors found 
that the ways in which families communicated about student 
loans prior to loan accrual and during repayment related to 
family financial socialization processes and also played at 
least a partial role in how they experienced student loans as 
part of their overall family dynamics.

As connected to the Miller et al.  study, family financial 
communication (also known as parent–child financial dis-
cussion) is one of the primary methods by which children are 
socialized about money (Gudmunson and Danes 2011; LeB-
aron and Kelley; Serido and Deenanath 2016), yet family 

communication about student loans specifically has been 
understudied. Miller et al.  discuss how family communica-
tion about student loans—both before accruing them and 
during repayment—was seen as a reflection and extension of 
family financial socialization processes. Based on conversa-
tion orientation and conformity orientation of student loan 
communication before accruing student loans, families were 
categorized into four profiles (i.e., Laissez-faire, Protective, 
Pluralistic, and Consensual). Conversation orientation is 
described as forging a climate in which all members are 
encouraged to participate freely in interaction. Families high 
in conversation orientation feel free to interact, disagree, and 
weigh in on decision making. In contrast, conformity ori-
entation is described as honing a homogeneity of attitudes, 
values, and beliefs. Families high in conformity orientation 
interact in ways that promote uniformity of attitudes and 
beliefs, most often engaging in conversations that promote 
a culture of agreement of shared family views. The authors 
then linked conversation and conformity orientation prior to 
loan accrual with directness and frequency of family loan-
related communication during repayment. This research 
by Miller et al.  adds to our understanding of how families 
socialize one another through family communication about 
student loans, while highlighting connection between earlier 
family financial socialization (i.e., before student loans) and 
family communication about finances in adulthood. These 
communication patterns may also have implications for fam-
ily communication about other financial topics in adulthood 
such as legacy/estate planning and financial caregiving.

Theme #2: Individuals or Couples 
in Different‑Sex Romantic Relationships

The next theme to emerge was specific to four studies in 
which the authors had data from either individuals or cou-
ples in different-sex romantic relationships. The first of these 
four was the already discussed study of family financial 
socialization and financial disagreements for U.S. married 
couples Gibby et al. The three sets of other authors with 
data from individuals or couples from different-sex romantic 
relationships examined (1) how financial integration (e.g., 
shared bank accounts and living expenses) explains cou-
ple financial conflicts for German individuals in romantic 
relationships (Lim and Morgan), (2) how financial stress 
explains sexual outcomes for U.S. newlywed couples (Wikle 
et al.), and (3) financial stress and perceptions of spousal 
behavior over time in remarriages for couples (Crapo et al.).

Lim and Morgan further expanded the understanding of 
how financial integration (e.g., shared bank accounts and 
living expenses) explains couple financial conflicts. These 
authors used data from the German Panel Analysis of Fam-
ily Dynamics and Intimate Relationships (2016–2017) 
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including 2961 German individuals (aged 22–46) who were 
in different-sex relationships. In addition to the main asso-
ciations between financial integration and financial conflict, 
the authors sought to unpack how such associations may 
differ according to couple relationship factors including 
younger aged cohorts, cohabitation, dual-earning, and reci-
procity orientations. Lim and Morgan replicated the long-
emphasized benefits of high financial integration (Lauer and 
Yodanis 2011; Lyngstad et al., 2011). They also found that 
having shared bank accounts and paying living expenses 
jointly both related to lower frequency of financial conflict. 
In contrast, the beneficial effects of financial integration did 
not extend to dual-earner relationships or relationships of 
low reciprocity orientation. To this end, the authors advo-
cated for the awareness of the characteristics of each couple 
(e.g., dual-earner or not; high or low reciprocity orientation) 
when predicting whether the two partners in a relationship 
can benefit from increasing their financial integration.

Wikle et al. focused on how finances are associated with 
couple relationship well-being. Specifically, they exam-
ined associations between financial stress (e.g., “I often 
worry about my financial situation”) and sexual outcomes 
(i.e., frequency and satisfaction). In addition, these authors 
used Actor–Partner Interdependence Moderation Models 
to examine whether different types of communication (i.e., 
communication specific to financial topic, communication 
specific to sexual topic, and overall communication skills) 
attenuate the detrimental roles of financial stress in sexual 
outcomes. The authors used two waves of dyadic data 
derived from a nationally representative sample of 2044 U.S. 
newlywed couples.

We highlight three major findings from the Wikle et al.  
study. First, by using longitudinal data and controlling for 
sexual outcomes at Time 1, the authors confirmed the pre-
dictive roles of financial stress at Time 1 to sexual outcomes 
at Time 2. Second, such associations from financial stress to 
sexual outcomes were invariant between both spouses, sug-
gesting financial stress harms husbands’ and wives’ sexual 
outcomes to a similar extent. Third, it is communication 
specific to financial and sexual topics—not overall commu-
nication skills—that attenuates the detrimental effects of 
financial stress on sexual outcomes. Based on this last find-
ing, when couples are experiencing domain-specific stress 
(i.e., financial stress), and to obtain desired domain-specific 
outcomes (i.e., sexual outcomes), practitioners are encour-
aged to help partners focus on their domain-specific com-
munication with one another.

Finally, Crapo et al.  drew from the family adjustment 
and adaptation response (FAAR) model to examine finan-
cial stress and perceptions of spousal behavior over time 
in remarriages. The FAAR model has been used by other 
researchers (e.g., Dew et al. 2018; Kelley et al. 2018; LeB-
aron et al. 2020) as a lens through which to examine how 

financial demands, capabilities, and meanings interact to 
predict family outcomes. Crapo et al. examined whether 
(1) early financial stress had a direct effect on the percep-
tions that spouses hold toward partner behavior in the areas 
of positive and negative behaviors and initiation of sexual 
advances over time and (2) whether such perceptions medi-
ated the effect of early financial stress on perceived marital 
stability within remarital contexts.

In the Crapo et al. study, data came from 808 remarried 
different-sex couples (data from both husbands and wives) 
and included four time points (one year apart). Findings were 
as follows: (1) Financial stress predicted initial levels of hus-
bands’ perceptions; (2) Financial stress predicted wives’ ini-
tial amount of perceived positive and negative behavior, but 
not sexual initiation; (3) Financial stress was not a predictor 
of change over time for any perceptions; and (4) Mediation 
effects of financial stress on marital instability were sup-
ported through wives’ initial amount of perceived positive 
and negative behavior. An implication of these findings is 
the importance of integrating financial therapy—which has 
the goal of equipping individuals with skills that can help 
them behave differently with their finances to improve their 
well-being—and relationship education—which has the goal 
of increasing positive perceptions and decreasing negative 
perceptions for individuals. In developing treatment plans, 
the authors suggested that financial therapists consider refer-
ring couples to relationship education programs as a way for 
couples to develop stronger communication skills. To this 
point from Crapo et al., the findings from Miller et al.  (this 
issue) would also be relevant given Miller et al.’s similar 
focus on communication skills (i.e., communication patterns 
for borrowers prior to loan accrual and during the repayment 
period).

Theme #3: Finances and Perceived Parent–
Child Relationships

The last three sets of authors in this special issue addressed 
finances and perceived parent–child relationships: Kim and 
Torquati, Allsop et al. and Balmuth et al.

Kim and Torquati examined direct and indirect associa-
tions from young adults’ perceived closeness with fathers 
and mothers to their financial management behaviors and 
worry about money, with young adults’ self-report responsi-
bility hypothesized as the potential mediator. Self-report, ret-
rospective data were drawn from the Panel Study of Income 
Dynamics (Transition into Adulthood Supplement, 2015), 
inclusive of 1632 young adults (aged 18–27) representative 
of families in the US. Controlling for age, parents’ educa-
tion, and financial assistance, these authors found that close-
ness with parents was positively associated with financial 
behaviors through young adults’ self-reported responsibility. 



222	 Journal of Family and Economic Issues (2021) 42:215–224

1 3

Young adults’ self-reported responsibility, in turn, was asso-
ciated with worry about money through money management 
behaviors. It was closeness with fathers (not mothers) that 
was positively associated with self-reported money manage-
ment behaviors and negatively associated with worry about 
money. To this end, the authors highlighted the important 
roles that close parent–child relationships—especially 
father-child relationships, a construct that is still understud-
ied in comparison to mother–child relationships—played in 
promoting young adults’ high responsibility and, in turn, 
well-being in the finance domain (i.e., more responsible 
money management behavior and less worry about money).

Allsop et al.  focused on longitudinal associations (i.e., 
across two time points: T1 and T2) between perceived mate-
rialism, parent–child relationship quality, and psychologi-
cal control for fathers and mothers. Data came from three 
members (mother, father, and a selected child) of 254 fami-
lies, with both surveys (e.g., for materialism) and coded rat-
ings from video recorded interactions (i.e., for parent–child 
relationship quality). Gender differences were found such 
that paternal materialism at T1 was detrimental to T2 
father–child relationship quality, but maternal materialism 
at T1 was not associated with T2 mother–child relationship 
quality. The authors speculated that mothers (compared to 
fathers) may be more likely to spend for the benefit of chil-
dren, referencing microfinancing situations in which moth-
ers’ spending improved children’s welfare. By extension, any 
additional spending on behalf of children by materialistic 
mothers may cancel out any potential harmful effects of 
mother materialism on maternal bonds. An implication of 
these findings is that given these different patterns by gender, 
materialism should not be categorized in binary ways such 
as only positive vs. negative or only good vs. bad.

Finally, Balmuth et  al. applied the ABC-X model to 
examine factors that contribute to family conflict among 
parents who are repaying their adult children’s student loans. 
Data were collected from 700 parents using online surveys, 
with both quantitative and qualitative approaches included. 
Using quantitative data, authors found that the magnitude 
of the stressor (i.e., principal loan amount) was a predictor 
of experiencing family conflict. For family resources (i.e., 
income, clarity about loan repayment, prior student loan lit-
eracy), none of them moderated the effects of the stressor. 
Yet clarity about loan repayment and prior student loan lit-
eracy related to lower family conflict among both fathers 
and mothers. For interpretations (i.e., parents’ reasoning 
for taking out the loans: desire to help vs. felt obligation), 
they did not moderate the effects of the stressor on family 
conflict, either. Yet contributing to loans out of obligation 
was associated with high family conflict for both mothers 
and fathers, and contributing to loans due to a desire to help 
was associated with low family conflict among fathers only.

From the Balmuth et al. study, the qualitative data added 
further details to the above findings from quantitative data. 
For example, student-loan-related family conflicts occurred 
between parents (i.e., spousal conflict) and also between 
parents and their children (i.e., parent–child conflict). Fur-
ther, parents’ and adult children’s lack of loan literacy and 
clarity was associated with frustration for all family mem-
bers and intensified both the spousal conflict and the par-
ent–child conflict. Additionally, the two parents often had 
different interpretations for loan repaying, which rendered 
spousal conflicts especially likely to happen (e.g., when 
mothers desired to help but fathers did not). Overall, the 
authors highlight the importance of promoting loan literacy 
and clarity among all age groups (i.e., adult children and 
their parents) and facilitating family communication over 
parents’ repayment of their adult children’s student loans. 
These points about communication also connect back to the 
importance of communication discussed in both the Crapo 
et al.  (this issue) and Miller et al. (this issue) studies.

What Have We Learned and What Questions 
Remain for Future Research

From this special issue, we have learned more about each 
of the three themes that emerged from these nine papers: 
(1) Understudied aspects of family financial socialization, 
(2) Individuals or couples in different-sex romantic relation-
ships, and (3) Finances and perceived parent–child relation-
ships. Across these nine papers, the authors examined ques-
tions using eight different datasets, using qualitative and 
quantitative designs, with samples ranging from 62 adults 
repaying loans (Miller et al.) to 2044 newlywed couples 
(Gibby et al.; Wikle et al.) and a nationally representative 
sample of 14,662 U.S. college students age 18+ (White 
et al.). Several of the authors used longitudinal datasets in 
which the study constructs were examined over time e.g., 
Crapo et al.  used four time points of data, one year apart).

In terms of what questions remain for future research, 
we highlight the following four questions. First, from the 
nine studies, the majority of these were specific to samples 
from the US (in comparison, the study by Lim and Morgan 
was specific to Germany). As other authors have argued 
(Dew 2020), a focus on samples outside the US specific 
to finances is still needed. Moreover, and when examin-
ing finances for individuals across different countries and 
cultural backgrounds, we suggest that future researchers 
consider both culture and policy, given that shared beliefs, 
norms, and preferences among members of a social group 
often shape financial attitudes, financial knowledge, financial 
socialization, and financial decision making (Brown et al. 
2018; Gibby et al.).
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Second, four of the studies included data from two or 
more members of the family or household (e.g., Gibby et al. 
who included both spouses from married households; All-
sop et al. who included data from mothers, fathers, and a 
selected child in the household). Additional research includ-
ing data from two or more members allows researchers to 
understand the perspectives of multiple reports vs only one 
reporter specific to finances (Curran et al. 2021; Serido and 
Deenanath 2016). For the studies in this special issue that 
included romantic partners, all were specific to different-
sex couples. There is still very limited research specific to 
finances and sexual minority couple relationships (for exam-
ples, see Burns et al. 2008; Negrusa and Oreffice 2011), 
underscoring a need for future research in this area.

Third, only one study (i.e., White et al.) had an explicit 
examination of race/ethnicity as a main study construct. 
In several of the papers, samples were largely White (e.g., 
from the Crapo et al.  study: 97.5% of husbands and 97.6% 
of wives were White). Race/ethnicity was considered in 
several of the papers in the special issue, but usually as a 
control variable. Examinations of race/ethnicity in finance 
research, including within and between racial/ethnic group 
differences, will add to the understanding of finances for 
racial/ethnic minority families (Roy et al.).

Fourth and finally, the majority of the studies in this spe-
cial issue were specific to participants providing responses 
via self-report studies, participants retrospectively recalling 
instances of finances, and/or cross-sectional data. To these 
points, the majority of financial socialization studies include 
only retrospective self reports (Gudmunson et al. 2016; LeB-
aron and Kelley, 2020), and many couple finance studies 
include only cross-sectional data (Dew 2020).

In comparison, longitudinal finance data (e.g., Serido 
et al., 2015; Wikle et al. this issue) allow researchers to con-
trol for the auto regression of the proposed outcome and then 
to examine whether associations from the proposed predictor 
to the proposed outcome still exist over time. Longitudinal 
finance data also allow other tests to be conducted, includ-
ing the examination of questions such as temporal ordering 
of finances in associations with other study constructs (e.g., 
are there unidirectional—or bidirectional—associations 
between finances and depressive symptoms for relational 
partners entering parenthood together?; Curran et al. 2021). 
As another example, longitudinal data can be used to test 
both initial levels and over-time changes in finances in rela-
tion to other study variables (e.g., finances, depressive symp-
toms, relationship satisfaction for emerging adults as they 
transition to adulthood; Li et al. (2019),  2020). As a final 
example, longitudinal finance data can also consist of daily 
diary data in which researchers investigate how day-to-day 
finances are associated with daily relationship satisfaction 
for couples (Totenhagen et al. 2018).

In sum, these nine studies provide needed information 
on previous gaps in our knowledge of couples, families, and 
finance, while also illuminating future work still needed in 
the field.

References

Brown, M., Henchoz, C., & Spycher, T. (2018). Culture and financial 
literacy: Evidence from a within-country language border. Journal 
of Economic Behavior & Organization, 150, 62–85

Burns, M., Burgoyne, C., & Clarke, V. (2008). Financial affairs? 
Money management in same-sex relationships. The Journal of 
Socio-Economics, 37(2), 481–501

Curran, M. A., Li, X., Barnett, M., Kopystynska, O., Chandler, A. B., & 
LeBaron, A. B. (2021). Finances, depressive symptoms, destruc-
tive conflict, and coparenting among lower-income, unmarried 
couples: A two-wave, cross-lagged analysis. Journal of Family 
Psychology. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​fam00​00821

Damian, L. E., Negru-Subtirica, O., Domocus, I., & Friedlmeier, M. 
(2019). Healthy financial behaviors and financial satisfaction in 
emerging adulthood: A parental socialization perspective. Emerg-
ing Adulthood. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1177/​21676​96819​841952

Dew, J. (2020). Ten years of marriage and cohabitation research in the 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues. Journal of Family and 
Economic Issues. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10834-​020-​09723-7

Dew, J. P., LeBaron, A. B., & Allsop, D. B. (2018). Can stress build 
relationships? Predictors of increased marital commitment 
resulting from the 2007–2009 recession. Journal of Family 
and Economic Issues, 39(3), 405–421. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10834-​018-​9566-7

Gudmunson, C. G., & Danes, S. M. (2011). Family financial sociali-
zation: Theory and critical review. Journal of Family and 
Economic Issues, 32(4), 644–667. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10834-​011-​9275-y

Gudmunson, C. G., Ray, S. K., & Xiao, J. J. (2016). Financial socializa-
tion. In J. J. Xiao (Ed.), Handbook of consumer finance research. 
(2nd ed., pp. 291–300). Springer.

Jorgensen, B. L., Rappleyea, D. L., Schweichler, J. T., Fang, X., & 
Moran, M. E. (2017). The financial behavior of emerging adults: 
A family financial socialization approach. Journal of Fam-
ily and Economic Issues, 38, 57–69. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1007/​
s10834-​015-​9481-0

Kelley, H. H., LeBaron, A. B., & Hill, E. J. (2018). Financial stress and 
marital quality: The moderating influence of couple communica-
tion. Journal of Financial Therapy, 9(2), 18–36. https://​doi.​org/​
10.​4148/​1944-​9771.​1176

Lauer, S. R., & Yodanis, C. (2011). Individualized marriage and the 
integration of resources. Journal of Marriage and Family, 73(3), 
669–683. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/j.​1741-​3737.​2011.​00836.x

LeBaron, A. B., Curran, M. A., Li, X., Dew, J. P., Sharp, T. K., & Bar-
nett, M. A. (2020). Financial stressors as catalysts for relational 
growth: Bonadaptation among lower-income, unmarried couples. 
Journal of Family and Economic Issues, 41(3), 424–441. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10834-​020-​09666-z

LeBaron, A. B., & Kelley, H. H. (2020). Financial socialization: A 
decade in review. Journal of Family and Economic Issues. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1007/​s10834-​020-​09736-2

Li, X., Curran, M., Zhou, N., Serido, J., Shim, S., & Cao, H. (2019). 
Financial behaviors and adult identity: Mediating analyses of a 
college cohort. Journal of Applied Developmental Psychology. 
https://​doi.​org/​10.​1016/j.​appdev.​2019.​101049

https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000821
https://doi.org/10.1177/2167696819841952
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09723-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-018-9566-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-018-9566-7
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-011-9275-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-011-9275-y
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-015-9481-0
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-015-9481-0
https://doi.org/10.4148/1944-9771.1176
https://doi.org/10.4148/1944-9771.1176
https://doi.org/10.1111/j.1741-3737.2011.00836.x
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09666-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09666-z
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09736-2
https://doi.org/10.1007/s10834-020-09736-2
https://doi.org/10.1016/j.appdev.2019.101049


224	 Journal of Family and Economic Issues (2021) 42:215–224

1 3

Lyngstad, T. H., Noack, T., & Tufte, P. A. (2011). Pooling of economic 
resources: A comparison of Norwegian married and cohabiting 
couples. European Sociological Review, 27(5), 624–635. https://​
doi.​org/​10.​1093/​esr/​jcq028

Negrusa, B., & Oreffice, S. (2011). Sexual orientation and household 
financial decisions: evidence from couples in the United States. 
Review of Economics of the Household, 9(4), 445–463

Serido, J., Curran, M., Wilmarth, M., Ahn, S., Shim, S., & Ballard, J. 
(2015). The unique role of parents and romantic partners on young 
adults’ financial attitudes and behaviors. Family Relations, 64, 
696–710. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1111/​fare.​12164

Serido, J., & Deenanath, V. (2016). Financial parenting: Promoting 
financial self-reliance of young consumers. In J. J. Xiao (Ed.), 
Handbook of consumer finance research. (2nd ed., pp. 291–300). 
Springer.

Totenhagen, C. J., Wilmarth, M. J., Serido, J., & Betancourt, A. E. 
(2018). Do day-to-day finances play a role in relationship satisfac-
tion? A dyadic investigation. Journal of Family Psychology, 32(4), 
528–537. https://​doi.​org/​10.​1037/​fam00​00406

Publisher’s Note  Springer Nature remains neutral with regard to 
jurisdictional claims in published maps and institutional affiliations.

https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq028
https://doi.org/10.1093/esr/jcq028
https://doi.org/10.1111/fare.12164
https://doi.org/10.1037/fam0000406

	Introduction to the Special Issue on Couples, Families, and Finance
	Theme #1: Understudied Aspects of Family Financial Socialization
	Theme #2: Individuals or Couples in Different-Sex Romantic Relationships
	Theme #3: Finances and Perceived Parent–Child Relationships
	What Have We Learned and What Questions Remain for Future Research
	References




