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Uni on Formation and Depressi on:

Sel ection and Rel ationship Effects

Abst ract

Many studi es have established that married people fare
better than their never-married counterparts in ternms of
psychol ogi cal well-being. It is still unclear, however, whether
this advantage is due primarily to beneficial effects of marriage
or to the selection of psychologically healthier individuals into
marriage. This study enploys data from both waves of the
National Survey of Famlies and Househol ds to test hypotheses
based on sel ection and rel ationship effects sinultaneously.
Further, we differentiate union formation into cohabitation and
marriage with and without prior cohabitation. Results indicate a
very snmall degree of selection of |ess depressed persons into
marri age (but not cohabitation), and a stronger negative effect
of entry into marriage on depression, particularly when marriage

was not preceded by cohabitation



Uni on Formation and Depressi on:

Sel ection and Rel ationship Effects

| nt r oducti on

A great many studi es have denonstrated that nmarried persons
fare better than the never-married on a variety of dinensions,
i ncl udi ng gl obal happi ness (d enn & Waver, 1988; Lee, Secconbe,
& Shehan, 1991; Ruvol o, 1998; Stack & Eshl eman, 1998); life
satisfaction and related indicators of psychol ogical well-being
(Gove, 1972; CGove, Hughes, & Style, 1983; Cove, Style, & Hughes,
1990; WNarks, 1996; Marks & Lanbert, 1998; Mastekaasa, 1992, 1993,
1994; Ross, 1995); physical health (Waite, 1995); and life
expectancy (Lillard & Waite, 1995; Murray, 2000). O particular
i nterest here, research has shown consistently that nmarried
persons tend to be | ess depressed than the never-narried
(Horwitz, Wite, & Howell-Wite, 1996; Marks, 1996; Marks &
Lanmbert, 1998; Ross, 1995).

Two types of explanations have been proposed for the
advant ages of the nmarried over the never-married. First is the
strai ghtforward argunent that married persons benefit directly
fromtheir relationships with their spouses, in terns of support,
i nti macy, nmutual caring, conpanionship, and the financial
advant ages that conme fromthe pooling of resources (CGove et al.,
1990; Marks & Lanbert, 1998; Ruvol o, 1998; Sinpbn & Marcussen,
1999). A corollary to this explanation is the idea, introduced

by Pearlin and Johnson (1977), that nmarriage has a “buffering” or



“protective” effect against adverse |life events or situations
such as illness, poverty, or the |loss of |oved ones. The nmarita
relationship is a social and psychol ogi cal resource that hel ps
peopl e better withstand | oss and adversity.

Both forns of this argunment inply that marriage inproves
psychol ogi cal well-being, either directly or by noderating the
effects of events and circunstances that would ot herw se result
in lower well-being. Although this is often terned the “socia
causation” explanation (e.g., Mastekaasa, 1992), we prefer to
call it the “relationship effect.”

The second type of explanation is the “selection effect,”
whi ch postul ates that happier, healthier people are nore likely
to be selected into nmarriage (A enn & Waver, 1988; Horwitz et
al ., 1996; Mastekaasa, 1992). The selection effect also inplies
an advantage of the married over the never-married in cross-
sectional data, because those with the highest |evels of well-
bei ng woul d be nost likely to marry, thereby raising the average
wel | -being of the married and | owering the average wel | - bei ng of
the never-married. The selection effect does not inply change in
wel | -being for individuals acconpanying the transition to
marriage. However, the selection effect and rel ationship effect
expl anations are not at all mutually exclusive. The critical
guestion here is how much of the advantage of married persons is
attributable to each kind of effect.

While it is possible to enploy cross-sectional or cohort

data to address the issue of relationship versus selection



effects indirectly (see denn & Waver, 1988, for a particularly
conpel l'i ng anal ysis), panel data are obviously the nost useful.
Several |ongitudinal studies have addressed this issue. The
general consensus is that relationship effects are nore powerfu
and nore inportant than selection effects, although there is some
evi dence on each si de.

Mast ekaasa (1992) found that a neasure of |ife satisfaction
predi cted subsequent marriage for a sanple of young adults in
Norway, thus supporting the selection effect. Horwitz et al
(1996) reported that depression predicted subsequent marri age
(negatively) for wonen, but not men, in a sanple of never-narried
New Jersey residents. However, Sinon and Marcussen (1999), using
the National Survey of Fam lies and Househol ds, observed no
di fferences in depression at Wave | between those who
subsequently nmarried and those who renained single. The
| ongi tudi nal evidence on the selection effect is thus decidedly
m xed.

Evidence for the relationship effect is much stronger.

Si non and Marcussen (1999) found that those who had married by
Wave || of the NSFH were significantly | ess depressed than those
who renmai ned single (recall that there were no differences

bet ween these groups at Wave 1). Marks and Lanbert (1998), also
usi ng the NSFH, discovered that those who nmarried between waves
became | ess depressed whil e those who remai ned unmarried becane
nore depressed; they report parallel results for gl oba

happi ness. Horwitz et al. (1996) found that marriage during the



course of their study was associated with reductions in both
depression and reported al cohol problens.

Each of these studies, however, assuned that the transition
to marriage is a single event, and that the rel evant conparison
is sinmply between those who marry and those who don’t. But over
hal f of all contenporary marriages are preceded by cohabitation,
and nore than half of all adults under age 40 have cohabited at
| east once (Brown, 2000; Bunpass & Lu, 2000; Bunpass & Sweet,
1989; Seltzer, 2000). Although cohabitation typically lasts for
a nmuch shorter period of tinme than marriage (Bunpass & Lu, 2000;
Seltzer, 2000), it is a prelude to marriage for many and an
alternative to marriage for sone.

None of the |ongitudinal studies nentioned above exam nes
either selection into cohabitation or the consequences of
cohabitation for well-being. Instead, if cohabitants are
included in the studies, they are treated as unmarried. |If
cohabi tation has sonme of the same consequences as narriage, or if
i ndi vidual s are positively selected into cohabitation based on
their well-being, treating cohabitants as single would mnimze
di fferences between the single and the marri ed.

Some cross-sectional studies have found cohabitants to be
i nternedi ate between never-marrieds and narrieds in terns of
psychol ogi cal well-being (e.g., Kurdek, 1991). This is
consistent with the idea that cohabitation offers sonme of the
advant ages of narriage — intinmacy, support, regular sexual

rel ati ons, conpani onship, econom cal |iving arrangenents — but



wi thout the strength of commtnent and full pooling of resources
marriage entails (Horwitz & Wiite, 1998). However, cohabitation
coul d al so be a neans of obtaining the advantages of marriage

wi t hout the costs of |long-termconmtnent, in which case it m ght
have positive effects on well -being equal to or greater than
those of marriage. On the other hand, there is evidence that
cohabitation is selective of those with greater financial and
personal problenms (Axinn, 1992; Booth & Johnson, 1988; Brown,
2000; Bumpass & Sweet, 1989; d arkberg, 1999), and that

cohabi tants experience | ower relationship quality than do married
persons (Nock, 1995), particularly if they do not have plans to
marry (Brown & Booth, 1996). This suggests that cohabitants may
have | ower |evels of psychol ogi cal well -being.

The | ongi tudi nal evidence on the relation of cohabitation
to psychol ogical well-being is sonewhat mxed. Horwitz and Wite
(1998) followed their New Jersey sanple through transitions to
ei ther cohabitation or marriage, and found that those who entered
cohabi ti ng uni ons were nore depressed than those who married both
before and after the transition. However, the post-transition
di ff erence di sappeared under controls for gender, financial need,
and relationship quality.

Brown (2000) conpared those who entered cohabiting unions
with those who married using the National Survey of Famlies and
Househol ds. She found a significant reduction in depression for
t hose who entered marri age between waves, but not for those who

cohabited. She al so found no evidence of selection effects.



However, her anal ysis conpared individuals who entered cohabiting
unions with individuals who entered marital unions; she did not
i ncl ude the continuously unpartnered.

This study enploys data fromthe National Survey of
Fam | ies and Households to follow young adults who were
unpartnered at Tinme 1, and who had never cohabited or narried,
through transitions into cohabitation and/or marriage. Because
it is the best-neasured of the indicators of psychol ogical well-
bei ng available in the NSFH, we focus on depression as the
critical variable. W enploy depression at Tine 1 as a predictor
of union formation between waves, and change in depression
bet ween waves as a consequence of union formation

Begi nning with the subsanpl e of those who have never
cohabited or married, we use Tine 1 depression to predict three
possi bl e outcones: (1) remaining continuously unpartnered; (2)
entering a cohabiting union; and (3) marrying, w thout prior
cohabitation. Because we are interested in the effects of
depression on selection into relationships, in this part of the
anal ysis we ignore information on rel ationship outcones; in other
words, for those who entered a union between waves we are
concerned only with the initial union they entered.

The second stage of the analysis predicts change in
depr essi on between waves based on four outcome statuses:
continuously unpartnered, cohabitation, cohabitation followed by
marriage, and marriage without prior cohabitation. 1In this

analysis, our intent is to examne the effects of entry into
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uni ons, not union dissolution. To achieve this objective, we
elimnate cases where individuals entered and exited a union
bet ween waves. This neans that people who cohabited and broke
up, married and divorced, cohabited with nultiple partners, or
cohabited with one person but married another were excluded from
t he anal ysis.

We hypot hesi ze that depression at Tine 1 negatively
predicts selection into both cohabitation and nmarriage. 1In
addi tion, we expect the effect of depression on marriage to be
stronger than its effect on cohabitation. This is because
marriage entails a stronger and nore permanent conmtment than
cohabitation, and therefore is likely to be regarded as a nore
serious and consequential decision than cohabitation; thus
depression and other selection factors should play a greater
role.

In the second stage of the anal ysis, we hypothesize that
t hose who marry between waves experience the greatest decrease in
depression, followed by those who enter and remain in cohabiting
uni ons. W expect those who cohabit then marry to be simlar to
t hose who marry without prior cohabitation, because both have

made the ultimate conm tnent of narri age.

Met hods
The Sanpl e
Bot h waves of the National Survey of Famlies and

Househol ds are utilized in this study. Wave | is a national
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probability sample of 13,007 respondents, including the primary
cross-section of 9637 househol ds and oversanpl es of cohabiting
coupl es, persons recently married, and African-Anericans. Data
were collected for the first wave in 1987 and 1988. Wave II

i nvol ves re-interviews of surviving Wave | mai n respondents
(N=10, 007) in 1992-1994, as well as interviews with the origi nal
spouse or cohabiting partner of the respondent, and the current
spouse or cohabiting partner of the respondent if applicable.

The sanple for this study is [imted to persons at \Wave
who had never been married and never cohabited (classified as
"unpartnered”) and were between the ages of 18 and 35, as the
normative age for marriage in the United States is the m d-
twenties for both nales and fenales (Horwitz and Wite, 1991).

I ndi vi dual s who cohabit or marry for the first tine after age 35
are scarce, and are likely to differ fromthose who establish
their initial unions at nore normative ages.

Wave | of the NSFH contained 1154 persons were who had
nei t her cohabited nor been married and were between the ages of
18 and 35. O these, 920 (79.7% were followed up at Wave 11
To test the selection effect, respondents’ first union
transitions were ascertained. Fifteen cases were deleted from
anal yses because they contai ned m ssing data on variables rel ated
to start dates of relationships such that it could not reasonably
be ascertai ned whether respondents had, for instance, cohabited
before marriage if they had done both. Another 21 cases were

del eted due to m ssing data on the Wave | depression scale, the
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mai n predictor of Wave Il nmarital status. This |eaves 884 cases
remai ni ng for analysis of selection into nmarriage. An additiona
11 cases were deleted fromthe equation predicting selection into
cohabi tation because, at Wave Il, they reported incepti on dates
for their cohabitation relationship that were prior to the date
of the Wave | interview

The sanpl e was further reduced for the analysis of the
relationship effect. O the original 920 Wave Il respondents,
40 failed to answer at least 9 of the 12 itens neasuring
depression at one tinme or the other (see below, and were
consequently elimnated fromthe sanple. O the renaining 880,
149 respondents were deleted fromthis anal ysis because they
entered and di ssol ved rel ati onshi ps between waves. These
i ncl uded 33 respondents who nmarried but subsequently separated or
di vorced; two who were nmarried and wi dowed; 10 who reported
marrying nore than once; 13 who cohabited with one partner but
marri ed anot her; 24 who cohabited with nore than one partner; and
67 who entered but subsequently dissolved a cohabiting
relationship. |In addition, two respondents gave conflicting
information as to their marital status at Wave II. This |eaves
729 respondents for the analysis of the relationship effect who
were either continuously unpartnered (n=407) or entered a union
they did not |eave prior to Wave |II. The latter category
i ncl udes 61 respondents who entered and renained in a cohabiting
uni on; 110 who cohabited and then married; and 151 who narried

wi t hout prior cohabitation.
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Measur enent

The primary criterion variable in this analysis is
depression, neasured by the 12-itemversion of the Center for
Epi dem ol ogi cal Studies Depression scale (CES-D). The 12-item
scal e was devel oped from the original 20-itemversion (Radl off,
1977) by Ross and Mrowsky (1984), and was designed to have
i dentical psychonetric properties for nmen and wonen. The itens
ask how many days in the past week the respondent felt (for
exanpl e) “depressed,” “bothered by things that don’t usually
bot her you,” and “that everything you did was an effort.”
Responses for each itemranged fromO to 7; the range of the

summated scale is thus O to 84. The sane twelve itens were used
at each tine. Reliability is high at both Wave | (Cronbach’s a =

.93) and Wave Il (Cronbach’s a = .92).

Forty respondents who answered eight or fewer of the 12
itens at either or both tinmes were elimnated fromthe anal ysis.
For those who answered between nine and el even itens at either
time, their nean scores for the itens they did answer were
substituted for the mssing itens.

Several socio-denographic variabl es neasured at Wave | are
i ncluded in the anal yses because of possible relations to both
depression and marital status. These include gender (rmale = 1);
race (dummy variables for Black, H spanic, and other, w th non-
H spanic White as the reference category); and education in

years. Age is also neasured in years, and age-squared is
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i ncl uded because marriage before or after the nornative ages may
have consequences for depression. To avoid rmulticollinearity
probl ens age and its quadratic termwere centered.

Physi cal disabilities may affect an individual’s prospects
for marriage, and may al so nediate the rel ati onshi p between
marital status and depression. For the Wave | data used to
predict union transitions, an index of limtations in activities
of daily living (ADLs) was constructed by sunm ng di chot onous
responses (yes = 1) to questions asking about limtations in
ability to care for personal needs, noving around inside the
horme, working for pay, perform ng househol d tasks, clinbing
stairs, and wal king one city block. For the analysis of Wave |1
depression the concurrent measure of ADL limtations was used, in
whi ch the itens were scored froml (no limtation) to 3
(extensive limtation). Al so, an additional iteminvolving heavy
housewor k was added, resulting in an index ranging from?7 (no
[imtations) to 21 (extensive limtations).

For the test of the selection effect (i.e., the prediction
of Time 2 marital status fromTine 1 depression), respondent’s
i ncome (logged to correct skewness) and enpl oynent status
(employed = 1) at Tinme 1 were included. In addition, a dumy
vari abl e indicating whether a pregnancy occurred to either a
femal e respondent or a nal e respondent’s partner was created.

The test of the effect of union transitions on Tine 2
depression included respondent’s educati on and enpl oynent status

at Tinme 2. |Incone was nmeasured by respondent’s individual incone
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for the unpartnered, and couple inconme for the cohabiting and

marri ed, and again was | ogged to elim nate skewness.

Procedur es

Proportional hazards nodels, specifically conpeting risks
nodel s (Al lison, 1995), were enployed to test the selection
effect (i.e., the effect of Tine 1 depression on subsequent union
formation). The hazard of the j'" event occurring for the |

individual at tine T is:

hij(t) =lim Pr{t £T, <t +Dt, Jj =] +T, 3t} , j=1..3
Dt

In this equation, T represents the tine of first union transition
for each respondent i, and J represents the different types of
union transitions (cohabitation, cohabitation followed by
marriage, and marriage w thout prior cohabitation). Hence, the
equation represents the hazard that a union transition T occurs
for individual i between timet and t + »t, given that the
transition is of type j, and given that the individual has
survived to at least tine t without any transitions having
occurr ed.

As in previous studies, risk of union formati on was assuned
to begin at the date of the respondents’ eighteenth birthday.
Survival tine was therefore coded as date of Wave | interview (in

century nonths) mnus date of eighteenth birthday, plus the date
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of first union formation (or, for the continuously unpartnered,
the date of the Wave Il interview) mnus the date of the Wave |

i ntervi ew. This sumrepresents total survival tine of
respondents at risk of union formation. Hence, all respondents
who formed unions were censored as of the date of union
formation, with respondents renai ni ng single consi dered censored
as of the Wave Il interview

Two conpeting risks nodels were conmputed via the SAS
system using the sane predictors. The first nodel takes
marriage as the marital status of interest, treating cohabitors
and unpartnered persons as censored. The second nodel predicts
cohabitation, with married and unpartnered persons censored.

For the test of the relationship effect (i.e., the effect
of union formation on Wave Il depression), ordinary |east squares
regression is enployed because the criterion variable is an
interval -appearing scale. Predictors were entered in bl ocks,
begi nning with Wave | depression and the outconme union statuses
(cohabi tation, cohabitation-to-narriage, and nmarriage).
Subsequent bl ocks were entered to ascertai n whether they
expl ained the effects, if any, of union transitions. Gender was
entered in the second block. Qher socio-denographic variabl es
neasured at Wave | (race, age, and age-squared) were entered in
the third bl ock. These were followed by variabl es neasuring the
respondent’s current (Wave I11) situation: current education and
i ncone, enployment status, health (limtations in activities of

daily living), and nunber of children. |In prelimnary analyses,
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interaction terns for each union transition by sex were entered
to determ ne whether the transitions affect nen and wonen
differently. However, these terns did not approach significance,
so were deleted fromthe final nodel

A Heckman two-step estimation procedure (Heckman, 1979) was
run to ascertai n how soci o-denographi c predictors affected
sel ective attrition of interviewees between waves. This involves
first estimating a probit equation with inclusion at Wave |1
coded as 1, and non-inclusion coded as 2. These probit estinmates
were used to cal cul ate | anbda, representing the hazard of
exclusion fromthe Wave Il interview, based on age, race, sex,
education, self-reported health, income, enploynent status, and
Wave | depression. However, although there was sone sel ective
attrition based on gender, race, and other soci o-denographic
factors, the probit equation predicted only about seven percent
of the variation in attrition, and the equations with and w t hout
| anbda were essentially identical. This indicates that sanple
attrition between waves did not affect the results of this
anal ysis. Consequently the attrition measure is not included in

t he anal yses reported bel ow.

Resul t s
Univariate statistics for the 884 cases used to test the
effect of Wave | depression on subsequent union transitions are

reported in Table 1.
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I NSERT TABLE 1 ABOQUT HERE

The proportional hazards anal ysis of the effect of Wave |
depression on the odds of marriage and cohabitation is shown in
Table 2. The coefficients in the table are hazard ratios, so
nunbers less than 1 indicate a negative effect and nunbers
greater than 1 indicate a positive effect. Depression indeed has
a significant negative effect on the risk of marriage, with each
i ncrease of one point on the depression scale corresponding to a
decrease of 1 percent in the probability of marriage. This is
evidence in favor of the selection effect hypothesis. However,
the effect is certainly small. There is no effect of Wave

depression on the probability of cohabitation

I NSERT TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

Bl acks are about 49 percent less likely to marry during the
i nterval between waves than Wiites, and H spanics are
approxi mately 65 percent less likely than Wites to marry;
neither group differs significantly fromWites on the risk of
cohabitation. Those who are enployed at Wave | are nore likely
to both cohabit and marry than are their nonenpl oyed
counterparts. This could also be interpreted as evidence in
favor of a selection effect: unmarried individuals with incones
are nore desirable spouses or partners. However, incone itself

is unrelated to the odds of either cohabitation or marriage. A
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nore reasonable interpretation nmay be that the enployed are nore
likely to formuni ons because they have conpleted their
educati ons.

Age itself is unrelated to the hazard of nmarriage, but the
guadratic termis positively related to marriage. This indicates
that the hazard of marriage increases with age at later ages. n
the other hand, both age and its square are negatively related to
the hazard of cohabitation, nmeaning that the risk of entering a
cohabi ting uni on decreases with age at an increasing rate.
Cohabitation is considerably nore common anong younger persons.
Years of schooling decrease the risk of cohabitation, but do not
affect the odds of marriage. Physical health [imtations are
unrelated to the risk of either marriage or cohabitation
Pregnancy between waves substantially increases the risk of
marriage, but is unrelated to cohabitation

There is thus sone evidence for a selection effect for
marriage, in that depression marginally decreases the risk of
marriage. However, this effect is very small, and it has no
counterpart for cohabitation. O the other variables on which
selection into marriage m ght be based (enpl oynment, incone,
education, and physical disability), only enpl oynent influences
the odds of marriage, and this may be sinply a reflection of the
fact that those who have conpleted their educations and thus
entered the | abor force are nore likely to marry. Enpl oynent
simlarly increases the odds of cohabitation, but education

decreases the |ikelihood of cohabitation, an effect opposite to
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what woul d be expected based on the sel ection hypot hesis.
Overall, it appears that selection of the | ess depressed into
marriage accounts for a very small portion of the advantage of
the marri ed.

Means and standard deviations for the variables included in
the prediction of Wave Il depression are shown in Table 3. It is
not abl e that the mean depression score at Wave Il is
substantially (and significantly; p < .001) |lower than at Wave I.
Clearly events or processes occurring in the interval between

waves have operated to reduce depression anong sanpl e menbers.

I NSERT TABLE 3 ABOUT HERE

Table 4 reports the results of the COLS regression anal ysis
of Wave || depression, controlling for Wave | depression. The
consequence of this control is that the dependent variable is
actual |y change in depression between waves. Mdel 1 includes

t he baseline depression score and the Wave Il outcone statuses.

I NSERT TABLE 4 ABOUT HERE

Those who entered and remained in a cohabiting relationship
do not differ on depression fromthe continuously unpartnered.
However, those whose cohabitations eventuated in narriage report
significantly | ower depression at Wave |1, and those who married

wi t hout prior cohabitation showed the greatest decrease in
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depression conpared to the unpartnered. This remains true after
gender is added in Mdel 2; mal es experienced a greater decrease
in depression than fenal es between waves, but the effects of the
outconme statuses are not altered by the control for gender.

The soci o- denogr aphi ¢ vari abl es race and age are added in
Model 3. Bl acks experienced a greater increase (or snaller
decrease) in depression than non-H spani c Wites between waves;
no other variable has a significant effect. The negative effect
of cohabitation followed by marriage is marginally reduced and
becones nonsignificant. There is also a marginal reduction in
the effect of marriage wthout cohabitation, although it remains
significant at p < .01. The reductions occur because Bl acks are
nore depressed than Wiites, and also less likely to marry. Some
of the apparent negative effect of marriage on depression is due
to the racial difference in nmarriage patterns.

Model 4 adds the variables that indicate the health,
economc, and famly situations of respondents at Wave Il. In
this nodel the effects of marriage, whether or not preceded by
cohabi tation, beconme nonsignificant. The effect of cohabitation
followed by marriage is reduced by 79 percent from Mddel 1, and
the effect of marriage without prior cohabitation is reduced by
54 percent.

Two of the added variables in Mbdel 4 have significant
effects. Limtations in activities of daily living increase
depression. However, these limtations are unrelated to union

transitions, so do not explain the effects of the outcone
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statuses. Inconme, on the other hand, significantly reduces
depression and is significantly related to narriage both with (r
= .21, p <.001) and without (r = .26, p < .001) prior
cohabitation. This indicates that one reason those who nmarry are
| ess depressed than those who do not is the increased incone
marriage entails. Interestingly, the bivariate correlation

bet ween cohabitation and i ncome, while significant, is much
smaller (r = .09, p < .05), suggesting that cohabitation w thout
marriage i s nore conmon anong | ower-incone segnents of the

popul ati on.

Di scussi on

This study is one of the fewto exam ne the effects of
psychol ogi cal wel |-being on union formation and the effects of
uni on formati on on psychol ogi cal well-being simultaneously. It
is also one of a very small nunber of studies to | ook at the
predictors and effects of both cohabitation and narriage. For
these reasons it provides a fairly conplete picture of the
rel ati ons anong depression and union formation for young adults.

Entry into a cohabitation relationship is not predicted by
Time 1 depression, nor does cohabitation have a significant
effect on Time 2 depression. Qur results agree with those of
Horwitz and Wiite (1998) and Brown (2000) that cohabitants are
nore depressed than comparable nmarried persons. W add that
entry into a cohabiting relationship appears to produce no

decrease in depression conmpared to remai ni ng unpartnered.
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Those who narri ed between waves were | ess depressed at Tine
2 than those who renmai ned unpartnered or were cohabiting. This
appears, in our analysis, to be primarily a consequence of
marriage rather than of the selection of |ess depressed persons
into marriage. Less depressed people are indeed nore likely to
marry, but the effect is snall. On the other hand, those who
marri ed between waves, particularly w thout prior cohabitation,
were substantially | ess depressed by Wave || than those who
remai ned unmarried. Marriage appears to have significant and
meani ngf ul negative effects on depression.

However, the effect of marriage for those who cohabited
first was alnost entirely elimnated, and reduced to
nonsi gni fi cance, by controls for other variables. |In addition
the effect of marriage w thout prior cohabitation was reduced by
over half and becane marginally nonsignificant in our final
nodel . Two variables, race and i nconme, appear to be primarily
responsi ble for these reductions.

Bl acks were nore depressed than Wiites at Tine 2, and al so
less likely to enter either cohabitation or marriage between
waves. Inclusion of race in the equation (Mdel 3 of Table 4)
noti ceably reduced the effects of marriage both with and w t hout
prior cohabitation. To sone degree, then, the relationship
bet ween marri age and depression is spurious due to differing
depression levels and nmarriage patterns for Bl acks and Wites.
(H spanics and nenbers of other races were nore depressed than

Wiites in this sanple, but the effects were nonsignificant.)
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The effect of being Black becane nonsignificant in Mdel 4
when health limtations and i nconme were added to the equation.
The bivariate correlation matrix (not shown) reveals that Bl acks

were substantially nore likely than Whites to report limtations

in activities of daily living (r = .21, p < .001) and to have
| ower incones (r =-.25, p < .001); each of these variables is
strongly related to depression. |Inconme also nmediates a portion

of the marriage-depression relationship; in part, married people
are | ess depressed because they are nore secure financially.

Thi s anal ysis does not further our understandi ng of why
t hose who cohabit prior to marriage appear to experience |ess of
a benefit fromnmarriage. The negative effect of marriage on
depression is snmaller for those who first cohabited in our
initial nodel (see Table 4), and remains snaller and becones
nonsi gni fi cant when race enters the equation. Selection into
cohabitation as a first union has nothing to do with depression
(see Table 2). One possibility is that those who cohabited prior
to marriage have been in the rel ationship |onger, and are
therefore nore accustonmed to their partnership and | ess excited
about it. To test this, we entered tine since inception of
coresidence into Model 4 of Table 4; its effect on depression did
not approach significance (b = .03, p =.31), and the
coefficients for the union status variables did not change. This
expl anation therefore appears unlikely.

A “kinds of people” explanation is also tenpting,

particularly given that Table 2 inplies pre-union differences
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bet ween t hose who enter cohabitation and those who enter narriage
directly on race/ethnicity, age, and education. However, Table 4
shows that the initial difference in the effects of marriage with
and wi thout prior cohabitation (5.33 — 3.83 = 1.50) renmains quite
constant as other variables are added to the nodel. |If the
difference is due to prior characteristics of those who cohabit
versus those who marry directly, the relevant characteristics are
not included in this anal ysis.

Qur conclusion is that marriage is associated with | ower
| evel s of depression in young adults primarily because of
benefits of the marital relationship. Marrying is associated
with a significant and substantively neani ngful reduction in
depression, particularly but not exclusively if marriage is not
preceded by cohabitation. Wiile it is true that people who are
| ess depressed initially are slightly nore likely than others to
marry, the effect is very small and does not appear at all for
t hose whose first union is cohabitation. It also appears to be
the case that sone of the nost inportant benefits of marriage, at
| east according to the criterion of reducing depression, are
financial; married persons are | ess depressed than the
unpartnered in |large part because their incones are higher

Further research on the properties of marriage that reduce
depressi on woul d be hel pful in understandi ng the processes by
which the relationship effect works. Such research mght al so
hel p us understand why prior cohabitation reduces the beneficial

effect of marriage.
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TABLE 1: Means and Standard Devi ations for Wave | Vari abl es

Predicting Wave Il Union Status (N = 884).°%

Vari abl e M

Wave | Depression 17. 25
Mal e 0. 60
Wi te 0.72
Bl ack 0.15
H spani c 0.11
O her 0.02
Enpl oyed 0.77
I ncone (| ogged) 1.97
Age 22. 85
Educati on 13. 25
ADL Limtations 0. 09
Pr egnancy 0.04

a. Means are weighted using the Wave |1

standard devi ati ons are unwei ght ed.

sd

17. 24
0. 50
0. 48
0. 45
0. 28
0. 14
0. 44
1. 00
4. 48
2. 43
0.57

0.19

person wei ght;

30



TABLE 2: Hazard of Uni on Fornmati on Bet ween Waves. ?

Pr edi ct or

Wave | Depression
Mal e

Bl ack®

H spani c®

O her®

Enpl oyed

I ncone (| ogged)
Age
Age?
Educati on

ADL Limtations

Pr egnancy

Marri age (N=884)

Cohabi tati on (N=873)

31

0. 99*

0. 87

0.51**

0. 35*

1.51

1. 65*

1. 06

0. 97

1. 02*

1.04

5. 12***

a. Hazard ratios are shown.

b. White is the omtted category.

*p < .05

** p < .01

1.

1.

*** p < . 001

00

05

.90

.92

.27

. 45*

.08

. 92*

. 98*

. 94*

. 00

.40
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TABLE 3: Means and Standard Devi ations for Variables Predicting

Wave || Depression (N = 729).°2

Vari abl e M sd
Depr essi on — Wave || 11.51 14. 25
Depressi on — Wave | 16. 43 16. 57
Unpart ner ed 0.52 0. 50
Cohabi ti ng 0. 09 0. 28
Cohabit > Married 0.17 0. 36
Marri ed 0.23 0.41
Mal e 0.58 0.50
Wi te 0.74 0. 48
Bl ack 0. 14 0. 43
H spani c 0.11 0. 28
G her 0.02 0.13
Age 23.11 4.57
ADL Limtations 7.48 1.98
Educati on 13.74 2.55
I ncome (| ogged) 3.21 1.04
Enpl oyed 0. 87 0. 37
Nunber of Children 0.55 1.13
a. Means are weighted by the Wave || person wei ght; standard

devi ati ons are unwei ght ed.
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TABLE 4: Ordinary Least Squares Regression Analysis of Wave |1

Depression (N = 729).

Vari abl e
I nt er cept
Depr essi on- Wave |
Cohabi ti ng?
Cohabit - Married?
Marri ed?
Mal e
Bl ack®
H spani c®
O her®
Age
Age?
ADL Limtations
Educati on
I ncome (| ogged)
Enpl oyed

Nunmber of Chil dren

R

Adj usted R

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3
11.00%**  12.79***  10.28***
0. 22%** 0.21%** (. 20%**
0.98 0.89 0.98
-3.83** -3. 70* -2.67
-5.33%** 5 11*¥* _4 13*x
-3.34%%* -2, 68**
4, TT***
2.09
2.89
-0. 07
0. 02
. 098 . 112 . 132
. 093 . 106 . 120

a. Unpartnered is the omtted category.

b. Non-H spanic white is the omtted category

*p < .05

** p < .01

* k%

p < .001

Mbodel 4

0.

0.

2.

- 0.

- 2.

- 2.

1.

53

15***

03

80

47

00*

99

.19

.49

. 04

.01

. 22***

.13

. 81**

.19

. 20

. 247

. 231



