Current approaches to marriage
and relationship research in the
United States and Australia

American researchers Linda Waite and Maggie Gallagher have

launched an extensive empirical case for the promotion of marriage in the United States.
But is it the right case for Australia?

26

hanges in the forms of
adult living over the
past 30 years have led
more than one author
to describe them as revolutionary. For
example, Coontz (2004), from an historical perspec-
tive, writes about the “contemporary revolution in
marriage”, and Giddens (2001), from a sociological
perspective, writes about a “global revolution” in the
way we form relationships with each other.

One of the more notable aspects of this “revolution”
has been the dramatic decline in marriage rates over
the past 30 years. According to de Vaus (2004), in
2001 only 52 per cent of the Australian population
aged 15 or over were married. This compared with
64.5 per cent of the population in 1971. Since the
1970s, alternative pathways to marriage and alterna-
tive forms of partnering have become more accepted.
More people are living alone and, for young adults at
least, this is partly because of an expressed difficulty
in finding an appropriate partner (Qu and Soriano
2004). At the same time, the rate of cohabitation is
increasing — from 5.7 per cent of all couples in 1986 to
12.4 per cent of all couples in 2001. Most notable,
however, is that cohabitation appears to have become
the “normative” pathway to marriage: 75 per cent of
all partners married in Australia in 2003 had cohab-
ited before marriage (ABS 2004).

A similar pattern has been observed in the United
States. Solot and Miller (2001) noted that 44 per
cent of American adults are not married; they are
either single, cohabitating, and/or in homosexual
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relationships. They went on to
observe that the majority of mar-
ried couples live together first,
Americans spend most of their
lives unmarried, and the overwhelming trend is
toward increasing acceptance of family diversity.

The declining marriage rate, along with the increase
in alternative forms of relating and of remaining
single has generated public concern (Qu and Sori-
ano 2004). The basis for this concern varies: for
some it is the impact on fertility rates (for example,
Birrell, Rapson and Hourigan 2004) and for others it
is the undermining of the institution of marriage
itself (for example, Waite and Gallagher 2000).

This paper is concerned with the arguments about the
undermining of the institution of marriage and, in
particular, with the relevance to Australia of the
approach of Linda Waite, a family sociologist, and
Maggie Gallagher, a journalist, in their book The Case
for Marriage (2000). They wrote their book in
response to what they saw as a “sustained and sur-
prisingly successful attack” (p.1) on the institution of
marriage that has led to the very situation described
above —a dramatic decline in marriage rates since the
1970s. In order to counter this “war on marriage”, as
they see it, they compiled empirical evidence to show
that marriage conferred a number of benefits to the
spouses. As their book jacket describes it, “married
people are happier, healthier, and better off finan-
cially”. (See p. 54 of this edition of Family Matters for
a summary of Linda Waite’s keynote address to the
Institute’s conference in February 2005.)
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On the one hand, the arguments and claims of
Waite and Gallagher (2000) have received some
sustained criticism, as being politically discrimina-
tory (for example, Solot and Miller 2001) and
empirically inadequate (for example, Huston and
Melz 2004). On the other hand, their arguments
and others like them have generated quite a degree
of media attention and policy interest. The topic
obviously lends itself to public debate and is worthy
of scrutiny in the Australian context.

Could it be the case that married Australians are
better off than their non-married counterparts1 as
Waite and Gallagher (2000) claim for the United
States? More importantly, can we follow the
approach of Waite and Gallagher to establish that
differences, if any, are attributable directly to the
institution of marriage, as the authors also claim?
This latter point is critical to their claims. It is the
public commitment, social and legal reinforcement
of that commitment, and the consequent expecta-
tion of long-term stability that makes marriage
work as they claim.

These questions are addressed here in two ways.
First, the recent (since 1998) Australian research
literature is reviewed. Then the paper considers
the usefulness of Waite and Gallagher’s (2000)
approach to promoting the case for marriage in
terms of the Australian evidence. In presenting
the evidence below it may be useful to bear in
mind there are substantive methodological issues
about the comparisons made; notably with the
way in which comparisons are and are not made
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between married and de facto couples. More
shall be said about this later in the paper. But, in
essence, neither the Australian nor the United
States data treat the comparisons as well as they
could.

Reviewing Waite and Gallagher’s approacirgs

Marriage and physical health

Waite and Gallagher (2000) claim there is a strong
relationship between marriage and physical health.
In particular, they present evidence that shows that
married people have longer life spans, although this
is far more so for married men than married
women. They also show that married men and
women rate themselves as healthier than the
divorced, separated or widowed.

In Australia, only one recent study looking at this
health issue could be found, and that was confined
to those aged 60 and over. Hewitt, Turrell, Baxter
and Western (forthcoming 2005) do not separately
consider de facto couples; nevertheless, the results
of their study were striking. Hewitt et al. (2005),
examined the relationship between marital status
and health in a sub-sample of Household, Income
and Labour Dynamics in Australia (HHILDA) respon-
dents aged 60 and over, including 1195 women and
1105 men. They found that there was a strong asso-
ciation between marital status and health among
the elderly, but this was the converse of that
reported by Waite and Gallagher (2000).
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The divorced, widowed and never married women
reported significantly higher levels of general health
compared to married women. Separated women
reported significantly poorer health than the mar-
ried, divorced, widowed and never married, but
other data suggest this arises because of limited
social and economic resources. There was no sig-
nificant relationship found between health and
marital status for men (Ilewitt et al. 2005).

However, we have to treat these data cautiously. As
the researchers themselves recognise, the research
is exploratory and they probably have a sample that
over-represents the healthy non-married elderly.

Marriage and mental health

According to Waite and Gallagher (2000: 67): “Mar-
ried men and women report less depression, less
anxiety, and lower levels of other types of psycholog-
ical distress than do those who are single, divorced,
or widowed.” They also cite evidence that shows that
the widowed and divorced are three times more
likely to commit suicide than the married, and that
people’s mental health improved when they married,

and when they separated or divorced their mental
health declined.

The Australian research is more equivocal than that
presented by Waite and Gallagher. Some of the
research supported their claim. For example, de
Vaus (2004) compiled data from a range of sources
showing married people have better mental health
than never married and divorced people; although
there was no comparison with de facto couples. But
it is the work of Evans and Kelley (2002) in Aus-
tralia that most directly matches that reported by
Waite and Gallagher (2000).

Evans and Kelley drew data from the pooled Inter-
national Social Science Surveys/Australia (ISSSA)
over the period 1984-2001 to give them a represen-
tative national sample of over 26,000 people. Using
the standard measure of subjective wellbeing in
ISSSA, they investigated how this measure was
affected by family arrangements. Evans and Kelley
(2002: 18) concluded from their research that:
“These results strongly suggest that marriage makes
people happier because the security and legal
recognition of formal marriage makes for commit-
ted, loving personal relationships.” Yet, notably,
Evans and Kelley (2002) never measured commit-
ment directly; instead they simply inferred its
existence from the fact of marriage.

On the other hand, when measures of mental health
are compared between de facto and married couples,
along with other non-married categories, the findings
become less clear-cut. Evans and Kelley (2002) found
de facto couples were less happy than married cou-
ples and no happier than singles. In contrast, Marks
and Fleming (1999) found that de facto couples were
happier than singles. And then again, using the Aus-
tralian Unity Wellbeing Index Survey of 2,030 adults,
Cummins, Eckersley, Pallant, Okerstom and Davern
(2002) found that, overall, married, de facto and wid-
owed grouped together are those most personally
satisfied with life, then the never married, and then
the separated and divorced.
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Other Australian research also points to the impor-
tance of a number of intermediary variables in any
possible relationship between mental health and mar-
ital status. For example, while Stack and Eshleman
(1998: 535), reporting on data gathered in 1981-1983
in 17 nations (including Australia), found marital sta-
tus significantly related to happiness in 16 of the 17
nations, they also point out that “unhappily married
persons may choose to divorce rather than remain
married, resulting in a net effect of higher rates of
happiness among those remaining married”. More
importantly, Stack and Eshleman (1998: 535) found,
contrary to Waite and Gallagher (2000), that: “Mar-
riage was not, however, the most important correlate
of happiness. Reported health and financial satisfac-
tion were the two principal predictors of happiness.”
Fleming and Marks (1998) also found income and
occupational status was related to life satisfaction —
albeit this relationship weakened with age.

The main reasons for not getting married

are related to concerns regarding

problems with the specific marital

relationship or the failure of the marriage,

rather than explicit opposition to the

institution of marriage itself.

The work of Dockery (2003) also shows the effects of
other non-marital status variables. Using Longitudi-
nal Study of Australian Youth (LSAY) data for the
1997-2000 period, Dockery found a significant posi-
tive relationship between being married, being an
extrovert, and being in a good job. But it must be
noted here that the sample was aged only from 16-19
years. From the Housing, Income and Labour
Dynamics in Australia (HILDA) survey data, Dockery
(2003) also found that the estimated effect of being in
a totally satisfying job on the degree of life satisfac-
tion was greater than the effect of being married.

Yet other research highlights the problems of data
from earlier time periods. As Shields and Wooden
(2003) point out, much of the research before theirs
(including Stack and Eshleman 1998, and Evans
and Kelley 2002) is quite dated, drawing as it does
on data gathered in the 1980s. There have been sig-
nificant social and legislative changes since then
that have made de facto relationships increasingly
acceptable and one would expect that this would
have an impact on other measures such as life sat-
isfaction. The impact of the social changes can be
seen in the latest ABS statistic, mentioned previ-
ously in this paper, that 75 per cent of those who are
married in Australia cohabited before marriage.
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Using more recent data from HILDA gathered in
2001, Shields and Wooden (2003) found that married
and de facto couples were more satisfied with life
than singles and that there was no significant differ-
ence between married and de facto couples. In their
Relationships Indicators Survey of 700 respondents,
Relationships Australia (2001) also found the now
married and de facto were equally satisfied with life
(69 per cent and 70 per cent, respectively) and that
life satisfaction was highly correlated with partner
satisfaction (de facto or married).

The mental health evidence for Australia is clearly
equivocal. In the main, there seems to be some
mental health advantages of being married but not
necessarily substantially better than being in a de
facto relationship. There also seems to be other
variables at play and there is no substantive evi-
dence to suggest it is the act of marriage itself that

is critical to a person’s happiness or life satisfaction.
On the other hand, lack of evidence does not rule
out the possibility that marriage confers mental
health benefits, particularly over time (de facto
relationships tend to be shorter lived than mar-
riages — see Weston and Qu 2004).

Marriage and economics

Waite and Gallagher (2000) claim significant eco-
nomic advantages for the married. They cite
evidence that shows husbands earn at least 10 per
cent more than single men — what they call a mar-
riage premium — and the longer they stay married the
bigger their pay cheques get, when compared with
single men. De facto relationships produce some but
not all of the economic benefits of marriage for men.
However, marriage by itself neither increases nor
decreases women'’s personal (as opposed to house-
hold) earnings, and motherhood actually decreases
it. Waite and Gallagher (2000: 109) conclude: “Both
men and women, it is fair to say, are financially bet-
ter off because they marry. Men earn more and
women have access to more of men’s earnings.”

American data cited by Waite and Gallagher (2000)
also show married families have the highest net worth
(assets) and single mothers and de facto couples have
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the lowest net worth. Moreover, the wealth of spouses
grows with each passing year but not so for those in de
facto relationships. From these data, Waite and Gal-
lagher (2000: 123) conclude: “When it comes to
building wealth or avoiding poverty, a stable marriage
may be your most important asset.”

A similar pattern of income and wealth distribution
has been found in Australia. Baxter and Gray (2003)
found that after controlling for age, education and
child status, men are more likely to be employed if
they are married than if they are single or in a de facto
relationship and to have a large and significant mar-
riage premium on earnings. Similarly, marriage
appears to be associated with a reduction in unem-
ployment duration for males (Marks and Fleming
1998). Married men are also more likely to be in a
management or supervisory position, while men in de
facto relationships are more likely to be in blue collar

or lower white collar jobs (de Vaus 2004). On the
other hand, marriage has little association with the
work experience of women, except for the number of
hours worked (Baxter and Gray 2003).

A similar pattern of marriage advantage is suggested
in data on wealth accumulation for Australians. For
example, de Vaus (2004) shows that, as a group, peo-
ple who live alone have higher levels of poverty and
lower levels of wealth than the average household. He
also shows that de facto couples are more likely to be
renting than purchasing a home. But, it needs to be
borne in mind here that de facto couples are also
likely to be younger (Dempsey and de Vaus 2004)
and thus have had less time to accumulate wealth.

On the surface, the Australian data support the claims
of Waite and Gallagher (2000). There appears to be a
clear economic advantage of being married for men
— and also for women so long as they stay in the mar-
riage and have access to their husband’s earnings.
However, there is nothing in the evidence that indi-
cates it is marriage per se that brings about the
advantage for men. Indeed, it is just as likely that
women only choose to marry those men who are likely
to be good breadwinners — as suggested by de Vaus
(2004) - or that only richer men can afford to marry.
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Marriage and domestic violence

Waite and Gallagher (2000: 155) conclude from
their review of relevant studies that: “The evidence
is overwhelming that being unmarried puts women
at a special risk for domestic abuse. A large body of
research shows, for example, that marriage is much
less dangerous for women than cohabitation.”

The Australian research does not lead to such a
clear-cut conclusion as that of Waite and Gallagher
(2000). For example, data from the 1996 Women’s
Safety Survey (ABS 1998) indicate that women who
are married or in a de facto relationship were less
likely to report an experience of violence by a man
than those who were not married (4 per cent com-
pared with 10 per cent) during the past 12 months.
On the other hand, de Vaus (2004) writes that the
1996 ABS Women’s Safety Survey showed that
women in de facto relationships were considerably
more likely than married women to report a wide
range of forms of domestic violence, but that this
was mainly when the male partner was not
employed. For example, of those with unemployed
partners, 6 per cent of married women and 25 per
cent of women in de facto relationships reported
that their partner had physically assaulted them.

The data on homicides in Australia are also of inter-
est. Drawing on homicide data from 1989-2002 held
as part of the National Homicide Monitoring Pro-
gram at the Australian Institute of Criminology,
Mouzos and Rushforth (2003) show almost two out
of five homicides occur between family members,
with an average of 29 family homicides a year. The
majority of family homicides occur between inti-
mate partners (60 per cent) and three-quarters by
men against women. While Mouzos and Rushforth
(2003) could find little difference between those in
a de facto relationship and married persons (34 per
cent vs 33 per cent) in risk of victimisation, other
data they knew of indicated that men in a de facto
relationship incur a significantly higher risk (16
times higher) of homicide than married men. These
two claims do not sit easily together and Mouzos
and Rushforth (2003) do not reconcile them.

Further Australian Institute of Criminology data
(Carcach and James 1998) show that, of the 543
intimate homicides committed between 1989 and
1996, 178 and 172 respectively were committed by
married and de facto partners. According to the
2001 Census in Australia, 12 per cent of all couples
are cohabiting and 88 per cent of all couples are
married (less than 1 per cent of all couples are gay
or lesbian) so it is clear that de facto partners are
over-represented in the homicide data.

Alternatively, using Carcach and James 1998, we can
say that of all the male to female intimate homicides,
35 per cent were committed by married male part-
ners and 29 per cent by de facto male partners. On
the other hand, of the female to male homicides, 45
per cent were committed by de facto female partners.

But, Indigenous status is a confounding factor in the
above data. As Mouzos (2001) shows, Indigenous
homicides are more likely to occur in the family envi-
ronment (45 per cent compared with 24 per cent of
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non- Indigenous homicides) and more likely to
involve women. It is also important to note that while
Indigenous people represent just over 2 per cent of
the Australian population, they account for just
under one-quarter of intimate partner homicides, as
both victim and offender (Mouzos and Rushforth
2003). It should also be noted that the proportion of
Indigenous people who form de facto relationships is
much higher than in the non- Indigenous popula-
tion, with 36 per cent of partnered Indigenous people
cohabiting in 2001 (de Vaus 2004).

It can be concluded that women in de facto rela-
tionships are more likely than married women to
experience violence. It is clear from the data that
other factors, such as employment and Indigenous
status, are significantly involved in these trends.

Gender differences

In 1972, Jessie Bernard considered The Future of
Marriage and presented data and arguments to indi-
cate that there was a “his” and “hers” marriage,
where “his” was good and “hers” far less so. Waite
and Gallagher (2000) argue strongly against that
claim, asserting that it was based on inadequate
research and poor inferences. They claim that:
“Overall, the portrait of marriage that emerges from
two generations of increasingly sophisticated empir-
ical research on actual husbands and wives is not one
of gender bias, but gender balance” (2000: 163).

This notion of a gender balance is interesting. Waite
and Gallagher (2000: 170-171) seem to be suggest-
ing that males and females get different things but
in a balanced way from marriage: “Both men and
women get health and earning benefits from mar-
riage, but men benefit more in physical health and
earnings. Both men and women are safer, more sex-
ually satisfied, and wealthier, if married, but women
benefit more on sexual satisfaction, financial well-
being, and protection from domestic violence, and
they benefit about equally on emotional wellbeing.”
The available Australian data does not lead to such
a clean, or firm, conclusion, and there certainly is
no evidence for the “balance” they describe.

Of all the Australian research reviewed for this
report, Evans and Kelley (2002) were the only ones to
state clearly that there was no significant gender bias,
one way or the other. On the other hand, differences
between “his” and “hers” were observed in a number
of studies, in particular, in terms of life satisfaction,
domestic labour, and income and employment.

A Relationships Australia (2001: 6) survey of 700
adults throughout Australia noted that: “Throughout
life, there appears to be an imbalance in male and
female contentment with their relationships.
Although females tend to be more satisfied in the
younger age groups, they become relatively more dis-
enchanted as the years move on.” For example, for
the 60 and over age group in the Relationships Aus-
tralia survey, 21 per cent of females were not satisfied
with their relationship while only 8 per cent of males
expressed dissatisfaction. Cummins et al. (2002)
found that men are more affected in terms of life sat-
isfaction than women when separated, divorced or
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living alone. On the other hand, women tend to be
more adversely affected (in terms of life satisfaction)
by de facto relationships and having children.

There is also a clear difference in distribution of
domestic labour. Baxter and Gray (2003) found that
marriage clearly benefits men and has negative con-
sequences for women in terms of amount of domestic
labour. Baxter (2001) similarly found that de facto
couples are more egalitarian in domestic labour
arrangements than married couples, and that women
in de facto relationships spend less time on domestic
labour than married women — and this is after con-
trolling for various other socio-economic variables.
Married women who lived with their partners before
they married do less than their married counterparts
who did not cohabit before marriage. de Vaus (2004:
126) has also noted that the data suggest “there is
greater gender equity in the time spent on domestic
work among cohabiting couples than married ones”
—but this was mainly because the cohabiting women
did less than the married women.

Married men are clearly far better off in the income
and employment stakes than married women. Mar-
ried men have a clear earning advantage that married
women do not (Baxter and Gray 2003) and marriage
reduces unemployment duration for men but not
women (Marks and Fleming 1998). In all, marriage
has little effect on the work experience of women
(Baxter and Gray 2003) or on their earning capacity.

Other differences

Waite and Gallagher argue for two further advantages
of marriage. First, they point to the sexual advan-
tages of marriage. While they present evidence that
shows people in de facto relationships have sex just a
little more frequently than married couples, they also
claim that married people are significantly more sat-
isfied with sex than those in de facto relationships
and those in de facto relationships are more likely
than married people “to cheat on their partners”
(Waite and Gallagher 2000: 93).

While it would seem obvious that both de facto and
married couples have the “convenience” of sex, there
is little Australian data to comment on the quality of
that relationship for the different types of couples. At
best, there is Kelley’s (2002) paper that showed no dif-
ference between married and de facto couples in
terms of how much they quarrelled over sex.

Second, Waite and Gallagher (2000: 124) argue that
there is significant advantage to children of being in
a family with married parents: “On average, chil-
dren of married parents are physically and mentally
healthier, better educated, and later in life, enjoy
more career success than children in other family
settings.” The authors then go on to argue that mar-
ried parents are better than anything.

Findings from a significant comparative study in
Australia (Ruschena, Prior, Sanson and Smart
2005), drawing on longitudinal and concurrent
data from the Australian Temperament Project, do
not support Waite and Gallagher’s conclusions.
Ruschena at al. (2005), found that there were no
significant differences with regard to behavioural
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and emotional adjustment, academic outcomes and
social competence between Australian children and
adolescents whose parents had separated (either
through divorce, death or separation) and those
whose biological parents remained together.

However, it is important to note here that neither
the research used by Waite and Gallagher (2000)
nor the Australian study by Ruschena et al. (2005)
compares children whose parents are married with
those whose parents are living in a de facto rela-
tionship. As such, it is not possible to establish that
the results are or are not due to marriage per se.

Insum

Waite and Gallagher (2000: 186) conclude that:
“The scientific evidence is now overwhelming” in
support of the importance of the institution of mar-
riage to the health and welfare of the individuals in
it, and to society at large. We, however, cannot
make the same claim for Australia, at least in rela-
tion to outcomes for individuals.

There was certainly evidence for an economic advan-
tage associated with marriage, especially for men.
There was also some evidence to suggest a mental
health advantage associated with marriage, but not
necessarily substantially better than that arising from
a de facto relationship. On the other hand, there was
no substantive support for the claim that married
people have better health. In all, the evidence sug-
gests some benefits, with the nature of these benefits
varying for men and women. Importantly, however,
there is no substantive support for the claim made by
Waite and Gallagher (2000) that it is marriage per se
that confers what benefits there are.

With unresolved social issues of this nature, the
temptation is to continue to gather more data in an
attempt to shore up support that shows either there
is, or there is not, a case for marriage. However, just
gathering more data in this instance would not be
sufficient. It needs to be better data.

In what follows, the approach adopted by Waite and
Gallagher (2000), and the quality of the evidence
used, is considered more critically. Arguments are
also made as to what may constitute better data in
this regard, and what may also constitute a better
approach to a case for marriage in Australia.

What sort of case is it really?

Betterthan...? The problem of comparisons

On the jacket of Waite and Gallagher’s (2000) book,
The Case for Marriage, it is claim that “married peo-
ple are happier, healthier and better off financially”.
But the critical question is, better than whom?

In a cogently argued paper, Huston and Melz (2004)
expound on all the things we would need to find in
order to promote a case for marriage from social sci-
ence data. As they say, the idea that marriage is
beneficial requires, at a minimum, that we compare
married, single and divorced people on a variety of
indicators and we must find that those who are mar-
ried are consistently better off. That would establish

Family Matters No.70 Autumn 2005

31



32

the advantages of being coupled. But then, in order
to make the further claim that it is the institution of
marriage that is important, we would also need to
establish that married couples are consistently bet-
ter off than de facto couples.

Unfortunately, the comparison point in The Case for
Marriage is not always de facto and the groups used
for comparison purposes shift. As an example, con-
sider the following two statements regarding mental
health on page 67: (a) “married men and women
report less depression, less anxiety, and lower levels
of other types of psychological distress than do those
who are single, divorced, or widowed”; and (b) “the
previously married tend to be considerably less
happy and more distressed than the married”. Gen-
eralisations about the benefits of marriage are
undermined by these shifting comparison points.

However, keeping de facto as the stable comparison
point may not be the best, or even a sufficient,
answer to this problem of comparisons. There is
substantive American and Australian evidence to

There appears to be a clear economic

advantage of being married for men -

and also for women so long as they stay
in the marriage and have access to their
husband’s earnings.

suggest that those who marry and those who live in
de facto relationships are quite different from each
other in many ways.

For example, in the United States, Solot and Miller
(1999) note that research has shown that couples
who cohabit are less religious and more likely to
believe divorce is an acceptable choice in a mar-
riage gone bad. On the other hand, people who
marry without living together first tend to be more
religious and more likely to be strongly opposed to
divorce. These differences mean that people in de
facto and married relationships are also likely to
behave differently.

In Australia, those living in de facto relationships
also have a different demographic profile from those
who are married. Those in de facto relationships are
younger, more likely to be divorcees than never-
married, less likely to be religious, and more likely
to be Anglo (Dempsey and de Vaus 2004). We also
know that Indigenous people form de facto rela-
tionships far more than marriages (de Vaus 2004).
In addition, Craddock (1998) found that those in de
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facto relationships are the least religious. And in
their review of the literature, de Vaus, Qu and
Weston (2003: 2) concluded that: “Those who
cohabit before marriage have more unconventional
backgrounds, attitudes and values than those who
marry directly — characteristics that lead the former
group to be more ‘divorce-prone’.” This proneness
is also evidenced in the fact that de facto relation-
ships are more likely to break up than marriages
(de Vaus 2004).

Notwithstanding the above, to reiterate, 75 per cent
of those who were married in Australia in 2003 lived
together before marriage. Are they still the same
people or does marriage change them somehow?

Other research suggests that differences are main-
tained. For example, those who live together and
then get married (the pathway of an “indirect mar-
riage”) are less likely to have completed tertiary or
post-graduate courses and more likely to have expe-
rienced parental separation or divorce than those in
direct marriages (Craddock 1998). While Craddock

(1998) found no difference in the life satisfaction of
those in indirect and direct marriages, de Vaus, Qu
and Weston (2003) found that there is an increased
risk of instability for indirect marriages compared
with direct. Nevertheless, as de Vaus (2004: 232)
notes: “This enhanced risk is not due to premarital
cohabitation but to the characteristics of those who
cohabit.”

Such differences between people in de facto rela-
tionships and people who marry “directly” have led
some (for example, de Vaus, Qu and Weston 2003)
to suggest that there is a self-selection process at
play here. Those who get married are different
types of people, demographically, socially and psy-
chologically, from those who enter de facto
relationships, even if those in a de facto relationship
later marry.

All in all, comparing people in de facto relationships
with people who are married is not a straightfor-
ward task. At the very least, if those comparisons
are made, the different demographic statuses of the
separate groups needs to be taken into account.
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However, there is a little more to it than this. Hus-
ton and Melz (2004) convincingly argue that
controlling for select demographic variables is not
sufficient. We should also find that the apparent
advantages of marriage do not disappear when the
psychological and social factors that select people
into and out of marriage are fully considered.

By way of illustration, and argument, Huston and
Melz (2004) propose at least four psychological
qualities that would seem important and have not
been considered — at least in the Australian litera-
ture. These qualities are self-efficacy, secure
attachment style, socio-sexual orientation, and con-
scientiousness. According to Huston and Melz
(2004), these qualities are likely to be associated
with successful people who confidently enter inti-
mate relationships and, for all we know, are the
key reasons why marriages are beneficial, not the
characteristics of the institution itself or the com-
mitment implied in the act as Waite and Gallagher
(2000) argue.

Onesize fits all? The problem of heterogeneity

Implicit in the claims of Waite and Gallagher is the
assumption of an homogeneous group of married
people, along with an equally homogeneous group of
people in de facto relationships. Indeed, one of the
concerning aspects of Waite and Gallagher’s argu-
ment is the almost caricatured treatment of those in
de facto relationships, or cohabitation as they call it.

For Waite (2003: 17): “Cohabitation is a tentative,
non-legal, co-residential union. It does not require
or imply a lifetime commitment to stay together.”
Thus, for Waite and Gallagher, all those who live
together do so tentatively and non-legally, without
commitment. This may or may not be so in the
United States, but the Australian evidence would
seriously question such an assertion.

Qu and Weston (2001: 78-79) describe a number of
different ways that people come to live together in
Australia: “Couples may decide to cohabit early in
their relationship when first ‘going steady’, or they
embark on cohabitation as a trial marriage, or for
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practical reasons after having decided to marry. Oth-
ers may opt for cohabitation, expecting to marry if
and when they want to have children, while other
committed cohabiting couples may view marriage as
redundant.” Moreover, as these researchers also
argue, the meaning of cohabitation is likely to change
over the course of the relationship.

Work by Sarantakos in the early 1980s (described in
Carmichael and Mason 1998) also found different
types of de facto couples. Sarantakos distinguished
between trial cohabitation (not expected to lead to
marriage), liberal cohabitation (flaunting marriage),
and de facto cohabitation (entered into as if mar-
riage). Each of these different groups had different
demographic characteristics along with different
belief systems. Work by Glezer in the early1990s
(described by Charmichael and Mason 1998) found
that the motivation for forming de facto relationships
varied between couples and ranged over the emo-
tional, economic and pragmatic. She also found that
the level of commitment varied, as did the intention
to formalise the relationship.

The key point here, then, is that the group of “cohab-
itors”, or de facto couples, is not homogeneous.
Couples in this broad cate-
gory vary — at least, in terms
of demographic variables,
motivations for relating,
and levels of commitment.
This variability is of such a
nature that to treat them all
as one group is to obscure
potentially important
understandings. The same
could equally be said of the
group of married people.

Huston and Melz (2004: 946) came to a similar con-
clusion in their consideration of the use of broad-scale
statistics that treat the groups as homogeneous: “This
national portrait obscures substantive differences in
family-building behaviour for different racial and
income groups in the United States.” It is also likely to
obscure a whole lot more.

Is marriage the cause? Confusing correlation and causation

According to Huston and Melz (2004), in order to be
able to claim that marriage is the cause of any
health, economic or other benefit, it is necessary to
meet four further criteria. First, marriage’s benefi-
cial effects cannot be limited to those who establish
good marriages: we should find the same benefits
for those, for example, in conflict-ridden marriages.
Second, we should find that good marriages are bet-
ter for people than good versions of other lifestyles,
such as good de facto or gay relationships. Third,
the benefits of marriage should prevail regardless of
the couple being rich or poor, or any other demo-
graphic difference. Finally, any differences between
comparison groups should matter: significant
effects do not count if they are not substantive.

While it is not possible to examine the data used by
Waite and Gallagher (2000) in any detail, there is no
evidence that they have attempted to address any of
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the above criteria. When it comes to the Australian
research, only one study was found that attempted a
more sophisticated comparison — the study of Evans
and Kelley (2002). When it comes to life satisfaction,
Evans and Kelley were able to demonstrate that
married couples were more satisfied than all others,
including de facto couples. They could also demon-
strate that the level of satisfaction for those in bad
marriages was still higher than those who were
divorced and the same as for those in de facto rela-
tionships. So, from their point of view, even a bad
marriage is better than divorce, and no worse than a
de facto relationship (Evans and Kelley 2002).

However, not even Evans and Kelley addressed the
further criteria given above. Most importantly, they
did not attend to the possible effects of other poten-
tially important variables. One of the more notable
lacks in their work, and others, has been a full con-
sideration of the role of economics. As Solot and
Miller (2001) have noted for the United States, it is
known that marriage rates are tied to economics
and if this is not controlled for, then any study pur-
porting to compare happiness or domestic violence
rates between married and unmarried people is
actually seeing the effects of income or wealth.

Australian data already presented also suggest that
economics could be the more important variable
here. Data shows de facto couples are more likely to
have a working class background and/or to be too
young to have accumulated wealth (for example, de
Vaus 2004). Dockery (2003) also showed that work
has a very large impact on feelings of wellbeing —
more so than being married. And Birrell and Rapson
(1998) and Birrell, Rapson and Hourigan (2004)
showed that there are strong relationships between
men’s working and their partnering.

Neither Waite and Gallagher (2000) nor any of the
Australian data reviewed here make a sufficiently
strong case for marriage to confidently assert that
marriage is the causal mechanism in any docu-
mented benefits. Any benefits observed are likely to
be associated with other more important variables,
especially economic and health related.

On the other hand, there may well be merit in further
research that systematically explores the criteria pro-
posed by Huston and Melz (2004). In particular, there
is an argument for much greater attention being
payed to the role of economic factors. For example,
Hewitt et al. (2005: 16), with particular reference to
health, made a note of the need “to move beyond
simply describing the association between marital
status and health, and increasingly direct our
research efforts at better understanding how or why
social and economic resources differentially impact
on the health of married and separated.”

Where to from here? ‘

The case for marriage, and there can be no doubt
that there is one, is not well served by Waite and
Gallagher’s (2000) approach. There is insufficient
empirical rigour employed in the arguments of
Waite and Gallagher and insufficient corroborating
evidence from the Australian data.
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In essence, Waite and Gallagher (2000) have tried to
show that scientific evidence supports the value of
marriage to the individuals in the marriage. But they
have let the case for marriage down by treating a very
complex question overly simply. As demonstrated in
the preceding section, they have not rigorously
considered and accounted for their points of com-
parison and the substantive differences between
them, especially between married and de facto cou-
ples. They have also oversimplified their approach
by assuming homogeneity of married couples and of
de facto couples. Further, they have not been able
to demonstrate any causative mechanism for the
act of marriage itself.

To identify more productive approaches we need to
take a step back and ask two different types of ques-
tions about what Waite and Gallagher (2000) were
trying to do, and then see where else this could lead.

First, Waite and Gallagher (2000) were trying to gar-
ner evidence to convince people that getting married
is good for them. Yet, people seem to be convinced
already. A number of authors have noted that the
falling marriage rates over the past three decades
have little to do with a loss in the value of marriage.
For example, Seddon (2000: 321) has observed that:
“The main reasons for not getting married are related
to concerns regarding problems with the specific
marital relationship or the failure of the marriage,
rather than explicit opposition to the institution of
marriage itself.” Huston and Melz (2004) also note
that Americans still value marriage but are doing it
less because, amongst other things, of problems in
finding a viable mate. Qu and Soriano (2004) found a
similar phenomenon for Australia.

Gillis (2004) sheds an interesting light on this phe-
nomenon of valuing marriage but delaying marriage
or not marrying. He suggests that we have too great
an expectation of “big marriages” and thus opt for
“little marriages”. These “little marriages”, or de
facto unions, offer a downsize version of the full
marriage in such a way that what the proponents of
marriage view as the limitations of living together
are in fact its attraction to a growing number of
people. These people would marry if they had what
they believe it takes to make a perfect couple but, as
their expectations are too high, they opt for some-
thing without such an impossibly high standard. As
Gillis (2004: 989) concludes: “Clearly the barriers
to marriage are not only material but mental.”

Such observations would suggest that the problem
may well be with our models of marriage and Seddon
(2000) argues that we may need to create “new rela-
tionship maps”. This is an interesting proposal and
one that could well be explored further. What could
new relationship maps look like? How could they help
couples with impossible expectations or ideals of mar-
riage? More specifically, what new constructions of
marriage could we offer to allow couples to maximise
their fulfilment in our real and changing world?

Second, Waite and Gallagher (2000) were also try-
ing to promote a case for the benefits of marriage to
society as a whole by showing its value to individu-
als. But the value of marriage and its role in society
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cannot be directly addressed by showing that indi-
viduals benefit. Rather, the case needs to be argued
from a broader, macro level. Instead of saying peo-
ple should get married because it is good for them,
we need to be asking what the conditions are under
which the institution of marriage can be fostered
and sustained for society’s good?

There was no doubt from the Australian evidence
reviewed that to ask these broader questions we need
to be considering, among other things, the interrela-
tionships between economic and social variables. For
example, what is the relationship between economic
conditions and marriage rates? We also need to
recognise that marriages have a good chance of
achieving stable household environments for their
members who are also likely to be financially self-suf-
ficient. Married couples are more likely than
cohabiting or single people to have children.

Asking these broader questions about the role and
value of marriage in society feeds more directly and
appropriately into questions of policy. And it is at the
level of policy that the real case for marriage needs to
be addressed. It is not so much that marriage may or
may not have various individual benefits, but that
marriage, as a whole, is of value to society.

Endnote

1. Various phrases are used for those who are living together but
not legally married reflecting, among other things, different
political sensitivities and the historical remnants of a less than
acceptable form of relating. These terms include cohabitation,
consensual partnering, unwed couples and de facto couples.
Here, the phrase “de facto relationship” or “de facto couples”
is used in order to avoid the particular, and limiting, meaning
of “cohabitation” used by Waite and Gallagher (2000).

References

ABS (1998), Year Book Australia 1998, Australian Bureau of
Statistics, AGPS.

ABS (2004), Marriages Australia, Catalogue No. 3306.0.55.001,
Australian Bureau of Statistics, Canberra.

Baxter, J. (2001), “Marital status and the division of household
labour: Cohabitation vs marriage”, Family Matters, no. 58,
pp. 6-21.

Baxter, J. & Gray, E. (2003), “For richer or poorer: Women, men
and marriage”, Paper presented at the 8th Australian Institute
of Family Studies Conference, Melbourne.

Bernard, J. (1972), The future of marriage, Yale University
Press, New Haven.

Birrell, B. & Rapson, V. (1998), A not so perfect match: The grow-
ing maleffemale divide 1986-1996, Centre for Population and
Urban Research. Monash University, Melbourne.

Birrel, B., Rapson, V. & Hourigan, C. (2004), Men + women
apart: Partnering in Australia, Centre for Population and
Urban Research, Monash University, Melbourne.

Jarcach, C. & James, M. (1998), “Homicide between intimate part-
ners in Australia”, Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal
Justice, vol. 90, Australian Institute of Criminology, Canberra.

Carmichael, G. & Mason, C. (1998), “Consensual partnering in
Australia: A review and 1991 census profile”, Journal of the
Australian Population Association, vol. 15, pp. 131-154.

Coontz, S. (2004), “The world historical transformation of mar-
riage”, Journal of Marriage and the Family, vol. 66, pp. 974-979.

Craddock, A. (1998), “Cohabitation and marriage education”,
Threshold, vol. 59, p. 6.

Cummins, R.A., Eckersley, R., Pallant, J., Okerstrom, E. &
Davern, M. (2002), “The impact of personal relationships and
household structure on the wellbeing of Australians”,
Australian Unity Wellbeing Index, Survey 2 April 2002,
Report 3.2, Australian Centre on Quality of Life, Melbourne.

Dempsey, K. & de Vaus (2004), “Who cohabits in 20017 The sig-
nificance of age, gender, religion and ethnicity”, Journal of
Sociology, vol. 40, pp. 157-178.

de Vaus, D. (2004), Diversity and change in Australian families:
Statistical profiles, Australian Institute of Family Studies,
Melbourne.

Australian Institute of Family Studies

de Vaus, D., Qu, L. & Weston, R. (2003), “Does premarital cohab-
itation affect the chances of marriage lasting?” Paper pre-
sented at the 8th Australian Institute of Family Studies
Conference, Melbourne.

Dockery, A M. (2003), “Happiness, life satisfaction and the role
of work: Evidence from two Australian surveys”, School of
Economics and Finance Working Paper No. 03.10, Curtin
Business School, Perth.

Evans, M.D.R. & Kelley, J. (2002), “Effect of family structure on
life satisfaction: Australian evidence”, Melbourne Institute
Working Paper No. 24/04, Melbourne Institute of Applied
Economic and Social Research, Melbourne.

Fleming, N. & Marks, G. (1998), Wellbeing among young
Australians: Effects of work and home life for four Youth in
Transition cohorts, LSAY Research Report 6, Australian
Council for Education Research, Melbourne.

Giddens, A. (2001), “The global revolution in family and per-
sonal life”, In A. Skolnick & J. Skolnick (eds), The family in
transition, Allyn & Bacon. Boston.

Gillis, J. R. (2004), “Marriages of the mind”, Jowrnal of Marriage
and the Family, vol. 66, pp. 988-991.

Hewitt, B., Turrell, G., Baxter, J. & Western, M. (forthcoming
2005), “Marriage dissolution and health amongst the elderly:
The role of social and economic resources”, To be published
in Just Policy (forthcoming).

Huston, T.L. & Melz, H. (2004), “The case for (promoting) mar-
riage: The devil is in the details”, Jowrnal of Marriage and
Family, vol. 66, pp. 943-958.

Kelley, J. (2002), “Quarrelling over sex?”, Australian Social
Monitor, vol. 5, pp. 54.

Marks, G. & Fleming, N. (1999), “Influences and consequences
of wellbeing among Australian young people: 1980-1995”;
Social Indicators Research, vol. 46, pp. 301-323, Cited in
Shields, M. & Wooden, M. (2003), “Marriage, children and
subjective wellbeing”, Paper presented to the 8th Australian
Institute of Family Studies Conference, Melbourne.

Marks, G. & Fleming, N. (1998), Factors influencing youth unem-
ployment in Australia: 1980-1994, LSAY Research Report No. 7,
Australian Council for Education Research, Melbourne.

Mouzos, J. (2001), “Indigenous and non-Indigenous homicides
in Australia: A comparative analysis”, Trends and Issues in
Crime and Criminal Justice, 210, Australian Institute of
Criminology, Canberra.

Mouzos, J. & Rushforth, C. (2003), “Family homicide in
Australia”, Trends and Issues in Crime and Criminal
Justice, 255, Australian Institute of Criminology, Canberra.

Qu, L. & Soriano, G. (2004), “Forming couple relationships:
Adolescents’ aspirations and young adults’ actualities”,
Family Matters, no. 68, pp. 43-49.

Qu, L. & Weston, R. (2001), “Starting out together: Through
cohabitation or marriage”, Family Matters, no. 60, pp. 76-79.

Relationships Australia (2001), Relationships indicators 2001,
Relationships Australia, Melbourne.

Ruschena, E., Prior, M., Sanson, A. & Smart, D. (2005), “A longi-
tudinal study of adolescent adjustment following family tran-
sitions”, Journal of Child Psychology and Psychiatry, vol. 46,
Pp. 353.363.

Seddon, E. (2000), “The family towards 3000: Changing family
forms and how the law might need to accommodate emerging
trends”, Paper presented at 9th National Family Law
Conference, Sydney.

Shields, M. & Wooden, M. (2003), “Marriage, children and sub-
jective wellbeing”, Paper presented to the 8th Australian
Institute of Family Studies Conference, Melbourne.

Solot, D. & Miller, M. (1999), “Organisation for unmarried con-
demns cohabitation report”, www.atmp.org

Solot, D. & Miller. M. (2001), Review: The case for marriage, by
Linda J. Waite & Maggie Gallagher, Doubleday, New York,
www.atmp.org

Stack, S. & Eshleman, J.R. (1998), “Marital status and happi-
ness: A 17-nation study”, Journal of Marriage and the
Family, vol. 60, pp. 527-536.

Waite, L.J. & Gallagher, M. (2000), The case for marriage,
Broadway Books, New York.

Waite, L. (2003), “Uncommitted cohabitation versus marriage”,
Threshold Magasine, April, pp. 17-20.

Weston, R., de Vaus, D. & Qu, L. (2003), “Partnership formation
and stability”, Paper presented at the 65th Conference of the
National Council of Family Relations, Vancouver.

Robyn Penman is Adjunct Professor of Communication at
the University of Canberra and an independent research
consultant who worked with the Australian Institute of
Family Studies on the Case for Marriage project.

Family Matters No.70 Autumn 2005

35



