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Abstract

Previous research shows that the decline in marriage rates has been particularly evident among Black men and women, and that couples choosing not to marry often form cohabiting unions as an alternative or a step in the marriage process.  In seeking potential explanations for this trend we use data from the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG) to examine factors related to cohabitors’ perceived chances of marriage.  We examine both partner’s and respondent’s characteristics, including race, education, income, and parental status, as well as religiosity and attitudes towards marriage.  Results show that age and race continue to be significant predictors of marriage expectations for both men and women with religiosity standing out among women and Black men. However, structural factors, which have been found in previous research to predict actual marriage patterns, are only weakly or not related to marriage expectations. 

Significance

The divergence in marriage and cohabitation rates among racial and ethnic groups in the United States is well documented in the family literature.  For example, Bumpass, Sweet & Cherlin (1991) found a 75% decrease in the percentage of ever-married adults by age 20 and a 40% decrease by age 25 for blacks between 1970 and 1985.  However, this decline was mitigated by a 53% increase in the number of those forming cohabiting unions outside of marriage by age 20 and an even larger 88% increase in cohabiting unions by age 25.  According to the most recent data from the National Survey of Family Growth, cohabitation has become even more common among women in their 20’s, and 43% of all women ages 15 to 44 cohabited before their first marriage, up from 34% as reported in the 1995 NSFG (Chandra, et al, 2005).  Further, Chandra and colleagues (2005) report that nearly 61% of Non-Hispanic Black women ages 15-44 have never been married compared to 37% of White women. 

The rise in popularity of non-marital cohabitation has been attributed to society’s gradually increasing tolerance of sex and childbearing outside of marriage which, prior to the 1960s, was considered deviant and highly stigmatized (Rindfuss & VandenHeuvel, 1990; Oropesa, 1996).  In the Black community, this tolerance is greater in light of historical trends (Pagnini & Morgan, 1996) and the sheer number of non-marital pregnancies among Black women (Pagnini & Rindfuss, 1993).  According to Chandra et al., (2005), about 1/3 of all births but nearly 2/3 of births to Blacks occur outside of marriage.  Bumpass and Raley (1995), however, have shown that at least one quarter of all unmarried mothers are cohabiting with the child’s father.  Similarly, Sigle-Rushton & McLanahan (2002) report that “half of unmarried mothers are living in cohabiting unions at the time of birth” (p.509).

In addition to these demographic trends, there are well-documented, negative outcomes for children living in single-parent families that may in some ways extend to cohabiting households.  Such outcomes include behavior problems, early pregnancies, and lower academic achievement all of which support the need to attain a better understanding of cohabitation and the transition to marriage (McLanahan & Sandefur, 1994; Thomson, Hanson, & McLanahan, 1994; Dunifon & Kowaleski-Jones, 2002).

That said, research on African-Americans in particular produce mixed and inconclusive results.  Authors of a rigorous national study using longitudinal data comparing children in mother-only families and two-parent families focusing on children’s behavioral problems, math scores, and reading scores for youth in middle childhood concluded that “the same basic pattern of results appears for both Blacks and non-Blacks” (Teachman, Day, Paasch, Carver & Call, 1998).   The pattern documented indicated that children living in mother-only families experienced more negative outcomes.  Data from other regional studies found evidence that single-parent status was related to several conduct disorders (e.g., fighting, substance use) among samples of African American adolescents (Paschall, Ennett, & Flewelling, 1996; Rodney & Mupier, 1999) or predominantly African American samples (Griffin, Botvin, Scheier, Diaz, & Miller, 2000).  Meanwhile, during the past 15 years, a number of studies on single mother families fail to find the same type of deleterious consequences for African American youth raised in single mother families (Amey & Albrecht, 1998; Dunifon & Kowaleski-Jones, 2002; Paschall, Ringwalt, & Flewelling, 2003;  Salem, Zimmerman, & Notaro, 1998; Thomas, Farrell, & Barnes 1996; Zimmerman, Salem, & Maton, 1995). Various scholars question whether the family deficit model (notion that living with single mother has negative effects) is relevant to contemporary African American youth.  Consequently, many have focused attention on figuring out the conditions under which families and children display resilience.  Some also argue that African American families may have more effective extended kin networks to provide support for children and a smaller proportion of African-American single-parent families—compared to Whites—are created through divorce, thereby limiting the proportion of Black children exposed to parental conflict.   

Thomson, Hanson and McLanahan’s (1994) research focusing on children living in cohabiting relationships found that, compared to those residing in single-parent and married households, living with a cohabiting parent was associated with lower academic achievement and increased behavior problems.  Additionally, Brown (2001) found that living with a cohabiting adult was associated with greater behavior problems and reduced engagement in school regardless of whether the cohabiting partner was the child’s biological father or non-biological father.  Implications for the health and well-being of women have also been explored.  For example Cherlin and colleagues (2004) found that women who have been victims of childhood physical or sexual abuse are three times more likely to cohabit compared to women who have not been sexually abused.  These women are also less likely to be in stable long-term cohabiting unions but rather multiple short-term unions.  Brownridge & Halli (2002) also found that women in cohabiting relationships experienced domestic violence more often, which may reflect in part the selection of women into cohabiting unions and out of marriage.  Thus, the increase in cohabitation raises various concerns that warrant closer research attention. 

Background

Conceptualizations

Although it is very easy to view marriage and cohabitation as competing family structures, focus might be better placed on the meanings of and varying contexts within which cohabitation takes place.  Cohabitation often mimics processes associated with both married life and dating relationships.  Early research examined cohabitation as either a prelude to marriage (Bumpass & Sweet, 1989; Rindfuss & VandenHeuvel, 1990; Bumpass, Sweet & Cherlin, 1991) or as an alternative to marriage (Bumpass & Sweet, 1989; Oropesa, 1996; Landale, 1994; Landale & Fennelly, 1992).  The former, more commonly found among White and Black couples compared to Hispanic couples, is viewed much the same as premarital engagements among couples not living together.  The latter is perceived to be a more feasible and acceptable living arrangement choice among economically disadvantaged Black and Hispanic women when compared to their more privileged or White counterparts.  Rindfuss and VandenHeuvel (1990) further expanded the alternative to marriage concept by considering cohabitation as an alternative to being single.  

More recent research builds on these conceptualizations by adding still more refined definitions of trial marriage and coresidential dating (Casper & Bianchi, 2002; Heuveline & Timberlake, 2004).  These are distinguished within the prelude to marriage category by either the motivation of the individuals entering cohabitation or the actual timing of marriage and childbearing.  Similarly, the alternative to marriage concept has been expanded by Kiernan (2000) with a dimension labeled “indistinguishable from marriage.”  Here, couples are not relegated to cohabiting relationships because of limiting characteristics such as lack of economic standing but rather are “indifferent to marrying because of the general acceptability of unmarried cohabitation” (Heuveline & Timberlake, 2004, p. 1217). Focusing on older and younger adult cohabitation experiences, King and Scott (2005) found that cohabitation was more often an alternative to marriage for older adult whereas younger adults were more likely to view it as a prelude to marriage.  As  noted earlier, irrespective of the various meanings ascribed to cohabitation, its status as a relationship custom separate from marriage or singlehood warrants attention due to its many and sometimes negative social implications.

Economic Influences

Socioeconomic status is a salient determinant for whether cohabitation acts as a step in the marriage process or an alternative to marriage.  Smock and Manning (1997) found that male cohabitors’ positive economic circumstances are significantly associated with the likelihood of marriage among Blacks.  In qualitative studies of the prerequisites for marriage deemed most important by cohabitors, Smock, Manning, and Porter (2005) found that Blacks are more likely than both Whites and Hispanics (82% vs. 67% and 71% respectively) to cite economic factors as prerequisites for marriage.  Specifically, the following themes emerged: “(1) having enough money, (2) the ability to pay for a “real” wedding, (3) achieving a set of financial goals before marriage, (4) the male partner’s capacity to be an economic provider, and (5) lack of money as a source of stress and relationship conflict” (p. 687).  Similarly, Edin, Kefalas & Reed (2004) used over 700 in-depth qualitative interviews to study the meaning of marriage for low-income, unmarried parents across racial-ethnic groups.  They concluded that economic standards for marriage have risen over the years, and some would say to an unattainable level for them.  Such standards, however, are “no different from what everyone wants out of marriage” (Edin, Kefalas & Reed 2004, p. 1013).  South (1993) poignantly reports that poor Black women—“far from forsaking family life” (p. 358)—embrace middle-class norms such as a stable marriage, an economically secure husband, and a family with children conceived in wedlock.  

Smock, Manning & Porter (2005) further illustrate economic importance in the transitions to marriage among cohabitors through a summative listing of research after 1990 wherein “5 out of 7 studies found that the male partner’s earnings, occupation, or education were positively associated with the transition to marriage” (p. 681 & Table 1 on p. 682).  Of interest in the current analysis is Manning and Smock’s (1995) study predicting the odds of marriage versus separation using the 1987-88 National Survey of Families and Households wherein they examine multiple independent variables associated with the transition to marriage by race and gender.  Here they again highlight how respondents’ economic status as well as socioeconomic disadvantage during childhood, affect the transition to marriage among Black and White cohabitors.  

Using 1995 NSFG data, Manning and Smock (2002) predicted the odds of whether women expected to marry their cohabiting partners.  They found that for women the probability of expecting to marry depends largely on their cohabiting partner’s socioeconomic standing.  Using data from the latest wave of the NSFG, we build on Manning and Smock’s earlier work by examining factors that influence cohabitors’ perceived chances of marriage for both men and women.  With this more recent data, we reexamine the role of respondent’s and partner’s characteristics including the role of economic factors in cohabiting relationships.  We also examine other potential predictors of expectations, including the presence of children, religiosity, and attitudes towards marriage.  In documenting marriage perceptions among cohabitors, we give special attention to gender and race differences, examining the potentially different predictors of perceptions among men and women.   Our study adds new information by identifying more closely the varying levels of certainty about the chances of marriage including the two extremes of “Almost Certain Chance of marriage” vs. “No Chance of marriage” for both male and female cohabitors.

Methods

Sample

Data used in the present study is a sub-sample of cohabitors drawn from a larger probability sample of 12,571 male and female respondents in the 2002 cycle of the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG).  The sub-sample consists of 980 total men and women who indicated they were “not married but living with a partner of the opposite sex” at the time of interview and had valid responses for the dependent variable.  The cohabitors include 621 females:  111 Blacks, 319 Whites, and 191 Hispanics.  The 359 men consisted of 79 Blacks, 153 Whites, and 127 Hispanics.  Respondents identifying in the “other races” category were excluded from the present study due to the small numbers and likely diverse nature of this group.  The exclusion of these respondents was found to have no significant effect on our preliminary regression analyses.

Key Variables

The dependent variable is the respondent’s perceived chances of marriage to his/her cohabiting partner represented by the question “What is the chance that you and [current cohabiting partner] will marry each other.”  It is measured on a 5-point scale with 1 = “No Chance,” 2 = “A Little Chance,” 3 = “50-50 Chance,” 4 = “A Pretty Good Chance,” 5 = “Almost Certain Chance.”  Table 1 summarizes the distribution of this variable by gender and race.  In preliminary analyses little differentiation was found between those respondents who answered in the middle categories (2, 3, or 4).  We therefore collapsed those responses into one category labeled “middle categories” for a total of 3 comparison groups.

We examined four sets of independent variables: (1) respondent’s characteristics, which included racial-ethnic group, age, education, income, employment status, marital status, and whether or not respondent has children or is currently pregnant; (2) partner’s characteristics, consisted of employment status, education, and children from previous relationships; (3) cohabiting duration; and  (4) religiosity and attitudes about marriage and divorce..  The duration variable was broken down categorically into three dichotomous variables of 0 to 17 months, 18 to 30 months, and 31 to 289 months.  Religiosity was measured on a scale of 1 to 3 with the following response categories: 1=“Not Important,” 2=“Somewhat Important,” and 3=“Very Important.”  For the male sample, partner’s pregnancy status was not included due to very small cell sizes encountered during modeling estimation procedures.   

To assess attitudes about marriage and divorce we constructed an index consisting of the extent of agreement with the following items: (a) “It is better for a person to be married than to go through life being single,” and (b) “Divorce is usually the best solution when a couple can't seem to work out their marriage problems.”  The latter was reverse coded so that higher values indicated more conservative views regarding marriage and divorce with the index ranging from 2 to 10.    Table 2 summarizes the sample distributions for men and women for each of the model variables.

Analysis


Several modeling strategies were employed during preliminary analyses to assess the most suitable method for predicting perceived chances of marriage including ordinary least squares regression, ordinal regression, binary logistic regression, and multivariate logistic regression.  The final models presented here consist of three sets of multivariate logistic regressions comparing (1) respondents indicating No Chance of marriage to those indicating Almost Certain Chance, (2) No Chance to those answering in the Middle Categories, and (3) those falling in the Middle Categories compared to those in the Almost Certain category.  Each model set includes a “structural model” with respondent and partner characteristics along with measures of cohabiting duration followed by a “full model” that incorporates our marriage/divorce attitude index and importance of religion.  We analyzed data for men and women separately in order to assess the potentially different predictors of perceived chances of marriage. 

Results

Preliminary bivariate analyses and multivariate OLS regression models for the full sample of cohabitors (males and females combined) revealed a significant interaction between race and gender, with Black women reporting much lower perceived chances of marriage compared to their White or Hispanic counterparts (preliminary findings not shown).  Subsequent logistic regression models confirmed this finding, with Black women being over 5 times more likely than White women to indicate No Chance of marriage, after controlling for the structural variables.  When marriage attitudes and religiosity were added, Black women were almost 9 times more likely than white women to report “No Chance of marriage.”  Women in general, however, were significantly less likely to indicate No Chance of marriage compared to Middle Categories or the Almost Certain Chance category if religion played an important part in their lives.

As expected, partner’s employment status was significantly related to perceptions of future marriage, with women being more likely to indicate an Almost Certain Chance of marriage if their cohabiting partner was employed.  This association disappeared however when marriage and religiosity variables were added in the full model.  Surprisingly, respondent’s and partner’s education and respondent’s income were not significant in logistic regressions.  Respondent or partner’s pregnancy was only statistically significant in predicting a greater likelihood of Almost Certain chance of marriage compared to the Middle categories.   More conservative attitudes about marriage appeared to predict a greater likelihood of persons choosing the Almost Certain response over the Middle categories for both men and women.

Being older was significantly related to lower perceived chances of marriage in structural models, but for men only, this pattern was subsequently accounted for after adding marriage and religion attitudes to the model.  Partner’s employment status was positively associated with higher perceived chances in all three models for men but not for women.  Although religiosity was not directly related to perceived chances of marriage for men, interactions with race indicated that black males who regarded religion as very important had significantly more positive perceived chances of marriage compared to their white and less religious black counterparts.  

Contrary to earlier studies, we found that respondent’s and partner’s background characteristics were not statistically significant predictors of perceived chances of marriage, and were therefore excluded from our final analyses. These variables included the respondent’s mother’s age at first birth, mother and father’s educational attainment, whether the family received WIC or food stamps, and whether they lived with both biological parents from birth to age 18. 

Summary and Conclusion

Using the 2002 wave of the National Survey of Family Growth, we sought to understand more fully how economic disadvantage and other factors are related to cohabitors’ perceptions about their chances of marrying their current partner.  Rates of non-marital cohabitation especially in low-income and minority communities have continued to stand out in social science research and among policy-makers who seek to close the racial gap and increase marriage rates overall.  The role that poverty plays as both an impetus and a product of single-parent and cohabiting families further compounds the difficulty in developing suitable policies and interventions to alleviate the problems associated with these family forms.   

In contradiction to findings in some previous research (Manning & Smock, 1995), we found that economic factors played a minimal role in respondent’s perceived chances of marriage in our analysis of this cohort of cohabitors.  Neither respondent’s income nor education was found to be significant in any of the categories compared.  Cohabiting partner’s employment status, however, was significant for male respondents, which supports prior findings that women’s economic prospects are important determinants and may play an even more important role than men’s employment for Blacks (Manning & Smock, 1995)  


Our study also reveals religiosity as a significant predictor among women (regardless of race-ethnicity) and among Black men. Women who place the most importance on religion have a higher likelihood of perceiving positive marital expectations.  This finding supports previous research showing a strong association among urban mothers religiosity and marriage within one year of a non-marital birth (Wilcox & Wolfinger, 2002).  Additionally, previous research by Thornton, Axinn & Hill (1992) provides strong evidence that cohabitating behavior is negatively influenced by religious commitment and participation.  Although religiosity was not significant among male cohabitors overall, the significant interactions between race and religiosity revealed a pattern among Black males that has not been shown in prior studies.  Though we should be cautious in interpreting these findings given the small cell sizes, this unexpected finding suggests an interesting focal point for future analyses of race, religiosity, and cohabitation.  

Even though we used a large-scale national data set, the robustness of our analyses for detecting race/ethnic patterns is limited in some respects by the relatively small sample size.  For example, despite over sampling in minority racial categories, the sample of male cohabitors only included 79 Black males.  Small sample sizes may also have limited our ability to assess the relationship between the current pregnancy in the relationship and marital expectations, a pattern observed in prior studies examining marriage transitions.  In light of the relationship between religiosity and cohabitors’ marriage perceptions, a more in-depth study of the role of religiosity in influencing positive marriage perceptions versus actual transition to marriage among black men and women is warranted. 

Admittedly, expectations of marriage are generally weaker than intentions (Manning & Smock, 2002).  Thus, expectations may inadequately represent respondents’ actual desires to marry their cohabiting partner and may not accurately predict whether a couple actually marries.  For this reason continued study of cohabitation should include analyses of turning points in which couples actually go from desiring marriage to the commitment to marry and then from the commitment to the actual ceremony.  Studying cohabitors’ experiences with proposing marriage, telling friends and family, setting a date for a wedding, and the purchasing and giving of rings or other symbols of commitment could improve understanding of premarital turning points.

	Table 1.

Crosstabulation of Race and Perceived Chances of Marriage by Gender 

Among Cohabiting Men and Women in the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth.
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Note: Bivariate analyses based on unweighted data.

	Table 2.

Characteristics of Cohabiting Women and Men in the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth.

	
	Percentage/Mean

	Respondent Characteristics
	Women (N = 621)
	
	Men (N = 359)

	Race
	
	
	

	     Black
	17.2
	
	21.1

	     Latino
	29.7
	
	33.9

	     White
	49.5
	
	40.8

	     Other
	3.6
	
	4.3

	Age (mean)
	28.17
	
	29.06

	Education
	
	
	

	     < High School Degree
	24.7
	
	25.3

	     Highs School Degree
	35.2
	
	37.6

	     Some College
	27.0
	
	24.5

	     Bachelor's or Higher
	13.0
	
	12.5

	Income
	
	
	

	     Less than $19,999/year
	33.7
	
	27.6

	     $20,000 - 39,999/year
	36.1
	
	34.4

	     $40,000 - $74,999/year
	21.1
	
	25.6

	     $75,000 and Higher/year
	9.1
	
	12.4

	Currently Employed
	
	
	

	     Yes
	66.0
	
	82.9

	     No
	34.0
	
	17.1

	Married Previously
	
	
	

	     Yes
	23.0
	
	14.9

	     No
	77.0
	
	85.1

	Has Child(ren) 
	
	
	

	     Yes
	60.1
	
	54.4

	     No
	39.9
	
	45.6

	Respondent or Partner is Currently Pregnant
	
	
	

	     Yes
	8.2
	
	6.4

	     No
	91.8
	
	93.6

	Partner Characteristics
	
	
	

	Partner is Currently Employed
	
	
	

	     Yes
	85.7
	
	67.5

	     No
	14.3
	
	32.5

	Education
	
	
	

	     < High School Degree
	23.8
	
	21.1

	     High School Degree
	35.5
	
	37.8

	     Some College
	25.2
	
	24.6

	     Bachelor's or Higher
	15.6
	
	16.5

	Has Child(ren)
	
	
	

	     Yes
	33.1
	
	33.9

	     No
	66.9
	
	66.1

	Cohabiting Duration
	
	
	

	0-17 months
	35.6
	
	34.6

	18-30 months
	16.7
	
	17.2

	31-285 months
	47.7
	
	48.3

	Attitudes
	
	
	

	Importance of Marriage (mean)a
	5.8
	
	6.25

	Importance of Religion
	
	
	

	     Not at all Important
	11.7
	
	12.2

	     Somewhat Important
	38.6
	
	43.2

	     Very Important


	49.7
	
	44.6

	aRange = 2-10 with 2 being more progressive or liberal in attitudes about marriage and divorce and 10 being more conservative in attitudes about marriage and divorce.

Note: Tabulations based on unweighted data. 


	Table 3.

Multinomial Logistic Regression Models Predicting Perceived Chances of Marriage

For Female Cohabitors (N=621) in the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth.

	 
	No Chance vs.

Almost Certain Chance
	
	Middle Categories+ vs.

Almost Certain Chance
	
	Middle Categories+ vs.

No Chance 

	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)
	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)
	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)

	Respondent Characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Blacka
	**1.716(.587)
	**2.168(.713)
	
	.318(.268)
	.592(.324)
	
	*-1.398(.574)
	*-1.576(.691)

	Latinoa
	*1.113(.533)
	*1.446(.646)
	
	.336(.224)
	*.620(.267)
	
	-.777(.523)
	-.826(.630)

	Age
	*.426(.169)
	**.558(.199)
	
	.156(.082)
	.184(.097)
	
	-.270(.163)
	*-.374(.191)

	Education: < High School Degreeb
	.604(.500)
	.989(.550)
	
	.186(.251)
	.354(.288)
	
	-.418(.482)
	-.635(.525)

	Education: Some Collegeb
	-.487(.620)
	-.994(.783)
	
	-.257(.240)
	-.300(.280)
	
	.229(.612)
	.693(.774)

	Education: Bachelor's or Higherb
	.304(.776)
	-.175(1.009)
	
	-.246(.329)
	-.566(.412)
	
	-.550(.765)
	-.391(.995)

	Income
	-.182(.251)
	-.242(.281)
	
	-.047(.105)
	-.158(.125)
	
	.135(.247)
	.084(.275)

	Whether Respondent is Currently Employed
	-.225(.435)
	-.034(.494)
	
	.037(.207)
	-.078(.244)
	
	.262(.422)
	-.044(.473)

	Whether Respondent Was Married Previously
	.642(.517)
	.411(.593)
	
	.174(.269)
	.145(.315)
	
	-.468(.499)
	-.266(.568)

	Has Child(ren) 
	.816(.669)
	2.198(1.152)
	
	-.114(.225)
	.040(.267)
	
	-.930(.662)
	-2.158(1.145)

	Currently Pregnant 
	-1.470(1.075)
	-1.615(1.115)
	
	-.398(.317)
	*-.772(.372)
	
	1.072(1.073)
	.843(1.110)

	Partner Characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whether Partner Is Currently Employed
	*-1.156(.508)
	-.976(.614)
	
	-.132(.270)
	-.158(.310)
	
	*1.024(.491)
	.818(.589)

	Education: < High School Degreeb   
	.052(.526)
	-.131(.599)
	
	.419(.250)
	.473(.288)
	
	.367(.508)
	.604(.574)

	Education: Some Collegeb
	-.072(.560)
	.238(.642)
	
	-.004(.237)
	.043(.282)
	
	.067(.552)
	-.195(.630)

	Education: Bachelor's or Higherb
	.161(.649)
	.504(.755)
	
	-.010(.291)
	.179(.349)
	
	-.171(.638)
	-.325(.733)

	Has Child(ren)
	-.214(.443)
	-.318(.499)
	
	.167(.204)
	.226(.236)
	
	.382(.431)
	.544(.482)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Cohabiting Duration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0-17 monthsc
	-1.390(.770)
	-1.238(.846)
	
	-.079(.264)
	-.089(.310)
	
	1.311(.763)
	1.148(.829)

	31-285 monthsc 
	-.108(.559)
	-.244(.655)
	
	-.073(.264)
	-.257(.312)
	
	.035(.546)
	-.014(.629)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Importance of Marriage
	-----
	-.174(.142)
	
	-----
	*-.132(.063)
	
	-----
	.042(.138)

	Importance of Religion
	-----
	*-.900(.373)
	
	-----
	**-.548(.168)
	
	-----
	.351(.356)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	3.344(1.042)
	-2.188(1.727)
	
	-.311(.447)
	1.758(.716)
	
	3.033(1.026)
	3.946(1.672)

	Model Chi-square
	78.186
	102.100
	
	78.186
	102.100
	
	78.186
	102.100

	Degrees of Freedom
	36
	40
	
	36
	40
	
	36
	40

	Pseudo R2 

     Cox and Snell

     Nagelkerke

     McFadden
	.125

.151

.076
	.199

.240

.126
	
	.125

.151

.076
	.199

.240

.126
	
	.125

.151

.076
	.199

.240

.126

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note 1:    National Survey of Family Growth 2002, Significance levels:  * .05; ** .01

Note 2:    We do not include a variable in the final models to assess whether men’s partners are currently pregnant. Inclusion of this variable in preliminary models caused estimation errors.
+ Responses in the middle categories include: “A little chance”, “50-50 Chance”, “A Pretty Good Chance”

a Reference category = White

b Reference category = High school graduate

c Reference category = 18 – 30 months


	Table 3.

Multinomial Logistic Regression Models Predicting Perceived Chances of Marriage

For Male Cohabitors (N=359) in the 2002 National Survey of Family Growth.

	 
	No Chance vs.

Almost Certain Chance
	
	Middle Categories+ vs.

Almost Certain Chance
	
	Middle Categories+ vs.

No Chance 

	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)
	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)
	
	Structural

B (SE)
	Full

B (SE)

	Respondent Characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Blacka
	-.311(.688)
	-.732(1.011)
	
	.183(.327)
	.500(.399)
	
	.493(.688)
	1.232(1.010)

	Latinoa
	-.164(.618)
	-.217(.786)
	
	.315(.297)
	.444(.368)
	
	.479(.612)
	.661(.779)

	Age
	*.416(.211)
	.334(.286)
	
	.066(.110)
	-.020(.136)
	
	-.350(.208)
	-.355(.281)

	Education: < High School Degreeb
	.734(.777)
	.280(.938)
	
	*.891(.362)
	.578(.432)
	
	.157(.761)
	.298(.926)

	Education: Some Collegeb
	.274(.672)
	.449(.839)
	
	.088(.314)
	-.142(.373)
	
	-.186(.670)
	-.592(.838)

	Education: Bachelor's or Higherb
	.346(.807)
	-.230(1.194)
	
	-.154(.441)
	-.203(.539)
	
	-.500(.816)
	.027(1.198)

	Income
	-.277(.285)
	-.116(.403)
	
	-.257(.142)
	-.314(.177)
	
	.020(.285)
	-.198(.402)

	Whether Respondent is Currently Employed
	-.447(.633)
	-.985(.781)
	
	.378(.353)
	.044(.423)
	
	.825(.632)
	1.029(.775)

	Whether Respondent Was Married Previously
	-.279(.702)
	-.187(.982)
	
	-.138(.393)
	.037(.466)
	
	.140(.698)
	.225(.982)

	Has Child(ren) 
	-.530(.578)
	.169(.747)
	
	-.532(.289)
	-.620(.349)
	
	-.002(.573)
	-.789(.747)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Partner Characteristics
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Whether Partner Is Currently Employed
	*-1.367(.552)
	**-2.342(.803)
	
	.516(.284)
	.405(.335)
	
	**1.882(.553)
	**2.747(.801)

	Education: < High School Degreeb   
	.146(.789)
	.621(.927)
	
	-.048(.345)
	.011(.423)
	
	-.194(.778)
	-.610(.920)

	Education: Some Collegeb
	1.225(.715)
	1.036(.883)
	
	.043(.336)
	.196(.396)
	
	-1.182(.710)
	-.840(.878)

	Education: Bachelor's or Higherb
	.794(.862)
	.291(1.182)
	
	-.033(.410)
	-.023(.485)
	
	-.827(.865)
	-.314(1.189)

	Has Child(ren)
	.693(.546)
	-.065(.700)
	
	.453(.282)
	.218(.333)
	
	-.240(.539)
	.283(.695)

	Cohabiting Duration
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	0-17 monthsc
	-.044(.716)
	.935(1.004)
	
	.051(.343)
	.360(.435)
	
	.095(.714)
	-.574(1.003)

	31-285 monthsc 
	-.193(.693)
	-.495(1.024)
	
	.144(.339)
	.262(.419)
	
	.337(.688)
	.757(1.023)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Attitudes
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Importance of Marriage
	
	-.377(.207)
	
	
	**-.241(.090)
	
	
	.136(.207)

	Importance of Religion
	
	.071(.540)
	
	
	.033(.227)
	
	
	-.038(.538)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Interaction
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Religiosity and Black Race
	
	-4.293(2.262)
	
	
	*1.397(.570)
	
	
	*5.690(2.290)

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Constant
	-2.206(1.225)
	.409(2.267)
	
	-.389(.607)
	1.699(1.031)
	
	1.817(1.224)
	1.289(2.251)

	Model Chi-square
	45.020
	48.084
	
	45.020
	48.084
	
	45.020
	48.084

	Degrees of Freedom
	34
	38
	
	34
	38
	
	34
	38

	Pseudo R2 

     Cox and Snell

     Nagelkerke

     McFadden
	.125

.151

.076
	.181

.218

.113
	
	.125

.151

.076
	.181

.218

.113
	
	.125

.151

.076
	.181

.218

.113

	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	
	

	Note 1:    National Survey of Family Growth 2002, Significance levels:  * .05; ** .01

Note 2:    We do not include a variable in the final models to assess whether men’s partners are currently pregnant. Inclusion of this variable in preliminary models caused estimation errors.
+ Responses in the middle categories include: “A little chance”, “50-50 Chance”, “A Pretty Good Chance”

a Reference category = White

b Reference category = High school graduate

c Reference category = 18 – 30 months
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