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ABSTRACT 

This study examined how race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation intersect to 

socially pattern depression among US adults. We used repeated, cross-sectional data from the 

2015-2020 National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH; n=234,772) to conduct design-

weighted multilevel analysis of individual heterogeneity and discriminatory accuracy (MAIHDA) 

for two outcomes: past-year and lifetime major depressive episode (MDE). With 42 intersectional 

groups constructed from seven race/ethnicity, two sex/gender, and three sexual orientation 

categories, we estimated group-specific prevalence and excess/reduced prevalence attributable 

to intersectional effects (i.e., two-way or higher interactions between identity variables). Models 

revealed heterogeneity between intersectional groups, with prevalence estimates ranging from 

3.4–31.4% (past-year) and 6.7–47.4% (lifetime). Model main effects indicated that people who 

were Multiracial, White, women, gay/lesbian, or bisexual had greater odds of MDE. Additive 

effects of race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation explained most between-group 

variance; however, approximately 3% (past-year) and 12% (lifetime) were attributable to 

intersectional effects, with some groups experiencing excess/reduced prevalence. For both 

outcomes, sexual orientation main effects (42.9–54.0%) explained a greater proportion of 

between-group variance relative to race/ethnicity (10.0–17.1%) and sex/gender (7.5–7.9%). 

Notably, we extend MAIHDA to calculate nationally representative estimates to open future 

opportunities to quantify intersectionality with complex sample survey data. 

 

Keywords (MeSH): Depression, Prevalence, Adult, United States, Race, Sex, Gender, Sexual 

Orientation, Sexual Minorities, Intersectional Framework, Multilevel Analysis, Bayesian Analysis 
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INTRODUCTION 

Depression is a serious psychiatric disorder associated with adverse health outcomes and 

comorbidities, including cognitive impairments,1 substance use disorders,2 excess mortality,3 and 

suicidality.4 In recent years, the prevalence of depression has increased considerably among US 

adults.5 The economic burden of depression has concurrently increased from an inflation-

adjusted $227 billion in 2010 to $326 billion in 2018,5 and few US adults with depression report 

utilizing mental health services.6,7 Therefore, identifying subpopulations experiencing a 

disproportionate burden of depression is critical for surveillance guiding prevention and 

intervention efforts to counteract depression-related costs, morbidity, and mortality. 

Social epidemiology of depression by race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation 

Prior research has documented depression prevalence differences comparing US adult 

subgroups defined by race/ethnicity,7–14 sex/gender,8,15–18 and sexual orientation.19–22 We use the 

term “sex/gender” to acknowledge the conflation of sex assigned at birth with gender identity 

arising from measurement decisions affecting the current study’s data and, where relevant, data 

from prior studies.23 Building upon community knowledge and activism, a growing evidence 

base is revealing how these differences are inequities attributable to systems of oppression (e.g., 

structural sexism, racism, and heterosexism) structuring power relations in US society and how 

these power relations are incorporated into and reproduced by social, familial, economic, and 

political systems.24–26 Overall, this structure maintains societal conditions where White people 

(vs. people of color), boys/men (vs. girls/women and other marginalized sex/gender groups), 

and heterosexual people (vs. sexual minority people) have greater accumulations of and access 

to power.  
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Overall, findings for racial/ethnic inequities in depression among US adults are mixed 

concerning strength and direction. Studies have generally found that non-Hispanic White adults 

have increased odds of depression compared to adults who are non-Hispanic Black,7–9,12–14 non-

Hispanic Asian or Pacific Islander,8 and Hispanic.8,9 However, other data suggest the prevalence 

of past-year major depressive episode (MDE) is highest among Puerto Ricans and lowest among 

Asian subgroups (i.e., Chinese, Filipino, and Vietnamese Americans), while other Hispanic 

subgroups (i.e., Mexican and Cuban Americans) had similar prevalence of past-year MDE 

compared to non-Hispanic White adults.11 Another study found that, among US older adults, 

those who identified as Hispanic, Black, Asian Indian, Filipino, Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, 

or Multiracial had elevated odds of screening positive for depression relative to non-Hispanic 

White people.10 For studies investigating differences across binary categories of sex/gender (i.e., 

men vs. women), findings consistently estimate greater prevalence of depression among 

women.8,15–18 Prior research also indicates that sexual minority people (e.g., those who identify as 

gay, lesbian, or bisexual and/or who have same or multiple gender partners or attractions) 

generally have an elevated prevalence of depression relative to heterosexual people.19–22  

Intersectionality as a conceptual and analytical tool  

Accumulating evidence suggests that privilege and/or marginalization across systems of 

oppression may combine in complex ways to produce population-level health inequities.24–26 

Originating in Black feminist scholarship,27,28 intersectionality is a theoretical orientation that 

emphasizes the interwoven ways in which identities at the individual level (e.g., race/ethnicity, 

sex/gender, sexual orientation) interact with interlocking systems of oppression at the macro-

level (e.g., racism, sexism, heterosexism) to produce a complex social patterning of health and 
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wellbeing. Intersectionality stresses that identities are mutually constitutive and interactions 

between them are non-additive.29,30 As such, systems of oppression are interwoven in a way that, 

for example, the experience of a Black woman’s oppression is not simply the experience of racial 

oppression paired with the experience of sex/gender-based oppression – it can take on a form 

that is unique to the intersectional position.  

Intersectionality has in recent years been applied in the analysis and interpretation of 

epidemiological research.31 Despite prior evidence highlighting inequities across unidimensional 

identity measures, the extent that depression among US adults is patterned at the intersection 

of race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation remains poorly understood, although some 

prior studies using US nationally representative data have examined the intersection of two of 

these identities. For example, a study considering the intersection of sex/gender and sexual 

orientation found that bisexual women had the highest prevalence of past-year and lifetime 

MDE,20 while another study investigating intersectionality of race/ethnicity and sexual 

orientation found that sexual minority groups across race/ethnicity (i.e., White, Black, Hispanic) 

had similarly high prevalence of past-year MDE.32 

A recently developed analytic approach for intersectional analyses is multilevel analysis 

of individual heterogeneity and discriminatory accuracy (MAIHDA),33 which uses multilevel 

modeling to estimate health outcome prevalence and intersectional effects across large 

numbers of intersectional groups. Intersectional effects describe how group-specific prevalence 

differs from expectations based on independent, additive contributions of each identity variable 

in the absence of interactions. A prior MAIDHA study investigated depression symptom 

trajectories among US adolescents and young adults and documented heterogeneity at the 
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intersection of race/ethnicity, sex/gender, immigration status, and income.34 However, this 

analysis did not include sexual orientation and was limited to younger age groups, so how 

sexual orientation, in combination with race/ethnicity and sex/gender, may structure the social 

patterning of depression across a wide age range of US adults remains unknown. This is 

particularly important given prior evidence documenting large sexual orientation-based 

inequities in depression.19–22 

Current study 

 Using combined data from the National Survey on Drug Use and Health (NSDUH) 2015-

2020, the current study investigates how race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation (as 

imperfect proxies for exposure to structural racism, sexism, and heterosexism) intersect to 

structure the patterning of past-year and lifetime MDE among US adults. Under an intersectional 

framework27,28 and building on the formative work of Evans and colleagues33 and Merlo,35 we 

implement a design-weighted MAIHDA to estimate the prevalence of past-year and lifetime 

MDE. Our approach extends prior MAIHDA applications by generating nationally representative 

estimates through the incorporation of complex sample survey weights. We additionally 

estimate intersectional group-specific excess/reduced prevalence due to interaction, defined 

here as the extent to which the prevalence of MDE for a given intersectional group is greater (or 

lesser) than what would be expected based on the additive effects (i.e., addition of main effects) 

of its constituent race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation categories.  

METHODS 

Data source and analytic sample 
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Data came from six repeated, cross-sectional waves of NSDUH collected from 2015 to 

2020. NSDUH uses a multi-stage probability sampling design to collect data representative of 

non-institutionalized US residents aged 12 years and older. Data from 2015 to March 2020 were 

collected via computer-assisted in-person interviewing. Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, data 

collection was paused from mid-March to September 2020 with web-based data collection 

implemented from October to December 2020. Additional information on sampling and data 

collection can be found elsewhere.36 Data were de-identified and publicly available through the 

Substance Abuse and Mental Health Services Administration (SAMHSA).37 No additional ethics 

review was required. 

From the overall dataset (n=315,661), we identified an analytic sample for each outcome. 

All participants had complete data for race/ethnicity and sex/gender, but we excluded those 

younger than 18 (n=73,986) as they were not asked about sexual orientation. After excluding 

those with missing data for lifetime MDE or sexual orientation (n=6,953), the total sample size 

was 234,772 for lifetime MDE models. Since additional participants (n=348) were missing on 

past-year MDE, the sample size for past-year MDE models was 234,374. 

Measures 

Outcome measures: Lifetime and past-year major depressive episode (MDE). 

Participants aged 18 or older completed a depression module using major depressive disorder 

criteria from the Diagnostic and Statistical Manual of Mental Disorders 5th Edition (DSM-5).38 

Lifetime MDE was defined as reporting depressed mood and/or anhedonia and at least four or 

more of the following symptoms nearly every day in at least one 2-week period: (1) changes in 

appetite or weight, (2) sleep problems, (3) restlessness, (4) fatigue, (5) trouble concentrating, (6) 
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feeling worthless, and (7) suicidal ideation. To measure past-year MDE, participants with a 

lifetime MDE were asked if these symptoms occurred during at least one 2-week period in the 

past 12-months. 

Race/ethnicity. Participants reported their race by choosing one or more options from: 

“White,” “Black or African American,” “American Indian or Alaska Native,” “Native Hawaiian,” 

“Guamanian or Chamorro,” “Samoan,” “Other Pacific Islander,” “Asian (including: Asian Indian, 

Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, Korean, And Vietnamese),” and “Other (Specify).” For ethnicity, 

participants were asked “Are you of Hispanic, Latino, or Spanish origin or descent?” with options 

“Yes” or “No,” and in this paper we refer to those who responded “Yes” with the gender-neutral 

term “Hispanic/Latine.” Race/ethnicity was categorized into seven groups: Hispanic/Latine, Non-

Hispanic/Latine (NHL) Asian, NHL Black or African American, NHL Native American or Alaska 

Native, NHL Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander, NHL Multiracial, or NHL White. Participants were 

coded as NHL Multiracial if they reported an NHL ethnicity and selected more than one race. 

Participants were coded as NHL Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander if they had an NHL ethnicity 

and selected a race of Native Hawaiian, Guamanian or Chamorro, Samoan, or Other Pacific 

Islander. For brevity, we refer to racial groups without the “NHL” qualifier in this paper. 

Sex/gender. Participants were not asked to self-report their sex assigned at birth or 

gender identity. NSDUH interviewers were instructed to “Record respondent’s gender” as either 

“Male” or “Female” and to ask participants to self-report “only if not obvious,” and the variable 

name (“IRSEX”) and label (“Gender”) in the codebook conflates sex with gender. We refer to this 

measure as “sex/gender” and use the terms “man” and “woman.”  
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Sexual orientation. Participants were asked to self-report their sexual orientation with 

“Which one of the following do you consider yourself to be?” with options of “Heterosexual, that 

is, straight,” “Gay”, or “Bisexual.” Participants who were interviewer-assigned as “Female” were 

given the option of “Lesbian or Gay” instead of “Gay.” 

Intersectional groups. We sorted participants into intersectional groups using 42 

mutually exclusive combinations of the seven race/ethnicity, two sex/gender, and three sexual 

orientation categories. Sample sizes for intersectional groups ranged from 16 to 69,450 (Table 

S1 in Supplementary Materials), and all groups were retained for analysis and interpretation. 

Covariate. All models were adjusted for age category (18-25 [reference]), 26-34, 35-49, 

50+) given prior evidence indicating that younger, relative to older, people have both a greater 

likelihood of experiencing depression5 and identifying as gay, lesbian, or bisexual39 and a lower 

likelihood of identifying as White.40 

Data analysis 

Multilevel analysis of individual heterogeneity and discriminatory accuracy 

(MAIHDA). The current study used Bayesian statistical methods to estimate the intersectional 

group-specific prevalence of each outcome using two-level logistic models. Individuals (level 1) 

were nested within intersectional groups (level 2). Model equations are available in 

Supplementary Materials. For each outcome, Model 1 was an age-adjusted intersectional model 

(i.e., age category as the only level 1 covariate) with random intercepts for intersectional groups. 

A series of intermediary models separately adjusted for race/ethnicity (Model 2a), sex/gender 

(Model 2b), and sexual orientation (Model 2c) as level 1 covariates to assess the relative 

importance of each identity variable in explaining group-level outcome variance. Finally, we 
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estimated an age-adjusted intersectional interaction model (Model 3) with age category and all 

three identity variables as level 1 covariates.  

We calculated measures of sample-level and group-specific intersectionality effects. 

Sample-level measures included the variance partition coefficient (VPC) and the proportional 

change in variance (PCV). As a measure of discriminatory accuracy, the VPC represents the 

proportion of model variance attributable to differences between intersectional groups (i.e., the 

ability of intersectional groups to distinguish cases from non-cases of a given outcome). Relative 

to Model 1, the PCV measures the proportion of group-level outcome variance attributable to 

the additive effects (i.e., addition of main effects) of identity variables. Higher PCV values in 

Models 2a-c indicates higher incremental discriminatory accuracy (i.e., greater relevance of the 

identity variable in explaining group-level outcome variance). The Model 3 PCV shows the 

proportion of group-level variance from Model 1 attributable to additive effects of all identity 

variables considered simultaneously.  

Group-specific intersectionality effects were estimated with (1) model-predicted age-

adjusted prevalence estimates (calculated from Model 1 by combining estimates of each group-

specific intercept with the overall intercept and converting from log-odds to probability scale) 

and (2) excess/reduced prevalence due to intersectional effects (calculated by isolating group-

specific intercept estimates from Model 3 which represent residual variance across intersectional 

groups unexplained by level 1 covariates). Finally, we obtained odds ratios (ORs) with 95% 

credible intervals (CIs) in Models 2a-c and Model 3 to characterize the posterior distribution of 

each estimate. Contrary to frequentist confidence intervals, Bayesian 95% credible intervals are 
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interpreted as a 95% probability that the interval contains the population parameter value given 

the data, model, and priors.41 

Design-weighted estimation procedures. Models were fit with Markov chain Monte 

Carlo (MCMC) with a Bernoulli outcome distribution and logit link. Non-informative priors for all 

parameters and four Markov chains were specified. Chains in Models 1 and 2a-c were run for 

5,000 iterations including 1,000 warmup iterations (total post-warmup iterations = 16,000). Due 

to increased model complexity, chains in Model 3 were run for 10,000 iterations including 2,500 

warmup iterations (total post-warmup iterations = 30,000). Model convergence was evaluated 

with Gelman-Rubin r-hat diagnostics and visual inspection of trace and autocorrelation plots.42 

Our approach incorporated NSDUH design weights to generate US nationally 

representative estimates and account for the complex sample survey design.43 First, we divided 

the person-level weights by six to adjust for the six years of repeated cross-sectional data in the 

current study. We then scaled the person-level weights to ensure compatibility with MCMC 

model weights. Using the “survey” package,44 we created a survey design object with the 

weights and overall dataset as inputs and subset this object to identify the analytic 

subpopulation for each outcome variable. Finally, we used the “csSampling”45 package and 

author-defined functions to generate design-weighted pseudo-posterior distributions for each 

parameter. All analyses were conducted in R 4.2.2. 

RESULTS 

Sample characteristics. Frequencies and design-weighted percentages for model 

variables are presented in Table 1. Most participants were White (64.4%), women (51.5%), and 
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heterosexual (94.7%). A plurality of participants were age 50 or older (45.6%). For outcome 

variables, 7.4% had a past-year MDE while 14.2% had a lifetime MDE. 

Design-weighted MAIHDA. Results from design-weighted MAIDHA of past-year MDE 

and lifetime MDE are shown in Tables 2 and 3, respectively. Prevalence estimates with 95% CIs 

are displayed in Figures 1 and 2. We found evidence of substantial heterogeneity in MDE 

prevalence across intersectional groups. Groups with greatest prevalence of MDE included 

Multiracial bisexual women (past-year: 31.4%; lifetime: 45.8%), White bisexual women (past-year: 

30.7%; lifetime: 47.4%), and Multiracial bisexual men (past-year: 22.6%; lifetime: 30.8%), while 

groups with lowest prevalence of MDE were Asian heterosexual men (past-year: 3.4%; lifetime: 

7.6%), Black heterosexual men (past-year: 4.0%; lifetime: 6.7%), and Hispanic/Latine heterosexual 

men (past-year: 4.1%; lifetime: 7.9%).  

In unidimensional (i.e., non-intersectional) terms and relative to White people, Asian 

people (OR=0.46, 95% CI: 0.38–0.56), Black people (OR=0.55, 95% CI: 0.46–0.65), Hispanic/Latine 

people (OR=0.61, 95% CI: 0.52–0.71), and Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander people (OR=0.71, 

95% CI: 0.50–0.98) had lower odds of past-year MDE (Model 3 in Table 2), while Multiracial 

people (OR=1.26, 95% CI: 1.04–1.52) had increased odds of past-year MDE. Estimates were 

similar for lifetime MDE, except Multiracial people (OR=1.08, 95% CI: 0.79–1.45) had similar odds 

and Native American or Alaska Native people (OR=0.58, 95% CI: 0.38–0.86) had lower odds 

compared to White people (Model 3 in Table 3). For past-year and lifetime MDE, women 

(ORs=1.51–1.60), gay/lesbian people (ORs=2.19–2.27), and bisexual people (ORs=2.78–3.33) had 

elevated odds. 
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Sample-level intersectionality measures showed that race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and 

sexual orientation jointly structure the social patterning of MDE among US adults. Model 1 VPCs 

indicated that 12.8% (past-year) and 12.6% (lifetime) of the variance in MDE is attributable to 

differences across the intersectional groups. Relative to intermediary models adjusting for 

race/ethnicity (Model 2a PCVs = 10.0–17.1%) and sex/gender (Model 2b PCVs = 7.5–7.9%), 

sexual orientation (Model 2c PCVs = 42.9–54.0%) explained a higher proportion of the Model 1 

between-group variance in MDE prevalence. The intersectional interaction model (Model 3) 

indicated that most, but not all, of the intersectional group-level variance in past-year (PCV = 

96.8%) and lifetime (PCV = 87.9%) MDE were explained by the identity variable additive effects. 

The remaining differences between intersectional groups (i.e., 100% minus the PCV) in the 

prevalence of past-year (3.2%) and lifetime (12.1%) MDE was attributable to intersectional 

effects.  

Table 4 shows group-specific estimates of excess/reduced prevalence. In general, 

estimates for lifetime MDE had a larger absolute value compared to past-year MDE, and this 

pattern is supported by greater group-level variance (lifetime = 0.05; past-year = 0.01) that 

remained unexplained in the fully-adjusted model (Model 3 in Tables 2 and 3). For lifetime MDE, 

a significant intersectional effect was present for Black gay/lesbian women whereby the model-

predicted prevalence was -4.6 (95% CI: -9.4%, -0.7%) percentage points lower than expected 

prevalence based on identity variable additive effects. Although no other estimates were 

significant at a canonical 95% CI level, we note intersectional groups with highest excess 

prevalence of lifetime MDE (i.e., higher than expected prevalence) were Asian gay/lesbian 

women (4.5%, 95% CI: -1.0%, 11.8%), White bisexual women (3.9%, 95% CI: -1.9%, 9.6%), and 
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Black gay men (3.1%, 95% CI: -0.4%, 7.1%). Conversely, groups with greatest reduced prevalence 

of lifetime MDE (i.e., lower than expected prevalence) were Black gay/lesbian women, Asian 

bisexual women (-3.5%, 95% CI: -8.7%, 1.1%), and Multiracial gay/lesbian women (-3.3%, 95% CI: 

-11.6%, 4.4%). 

DISCUSSION 

The current study examined how race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual orientation 

intersect to structure population-level patterns of past-year and lifetime MDE. Using design-

weighted intersectional MAIDHA with a nationally representative sample of US adults, significant 

main effects indicated that people who were Multiracial, White, women, gay/lesbian, or bisexual 

had greater odds of MDE, which is broadly consistent with prior documentation of inequities by 

race/ethnicity,7–14 sex/gender,8,15–18 and sexual orientation.19–21 We extend prior work by 

characterizing a complex patterning with prevalence estimates ranging from 3.4% (Asian 

heterosexual men) to 31.4% (Multiracial bisexual women) for past-year MDE and from 6.7% 

(Black heterosexual men) to 47.4% (White bisexual women) for lifetime MDE. Our results 

highlight how non-intersectional methods may conceal within- and between-group 

heterogeneity. For example, comparing racial/ethnic and sex/gender groups within overall 

sexual orientation categories, we found highly variable prevalence estimates among 

heterosexual (past-year: 3.4–13.8%; lifetime: 6.7–23.9%), gay/lesbian (past-year: 7.2–20.9%; 

lifetime: 10.2–33.8%), and bisexual (past-year: 7.8–31.4%; lifetime: 11.9–47.4%) adults. 

We quantified the amount of between-group variance in depression prevalence 

explained by additive effects (i.e., the main effects of race/ethnicity + sex/gender + sexual 

orientation) and by intersectional effects (i.e., excess/reduced prevalence due to interaction of 
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the constituent identity variables). Fully adjusted model results showed that additive effects 

explained the majority of between-group variance, while approximately 3% (past-year) and 12% 

(lifetime) of differences were attributable to intersectional effects. When assessing the relative 

roles of the identity variables, we found that models adjusting only for sexual orientation 

explained more between-group variance compared to models adjusting for only race/ethnicity 

or only sex/gender. These findings suggest that sexual orientation plays a pronounced role 

driving US adult depression prevalence inequities. This was further evidenced by relatively large 

main effect estimates for gay/lesbian and bisexual identity and elevated prevalence estimates 

for intersectional groups inclusive of gay/lesbian and bisexual people. 

As posited by minority stress theory46,47 and the ecosocial theory of disease 

distribution,48 heterogeneous depression prevalence may be due to inequitable distribution of 

power and resources (e.g., social/economic deprivation, discrimination, exposure to hazardous 

environments). Resultantly, structurally marginalized and minoritized groups may have increased 

depression prevalence arising from long-term adverse exposures leading to increased stress, 

maladaptive coping, and other proximal depression risk factors. Our findings regarding 

intersectional group-specific excess/reduced prevalence further illustrate this heterogeneity. In 

general, for both past-year and lifetime MDE across intersectional groups, bisexual women and 

gay men had excess MDE prevalence and gay/lesbian women had reduced MDE prevalence.  

From an intersectional perspective,27,28 the complex patterning observed in the current 

study may be a function of each group’s unique exposures and experiences as well as its 

position within US social hierarchies. For example, certain groups, such as Black gay/lesbian 

women, had lower than expected prevalence of lifetime MDE. This may indicate that belonging 

 . CC-BY-NC-ND 4.0 International licenseIt is made available under a 
 is the author/funder, who has granted medRxiv a license to display the preprint in perpetuity. (which was not certified by peer review)

The copyright holder for this preprint this version posted April 17, 2023. ; https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.13.23288529doi: medRxiv preprint 

https://doi.org/10.1101/2023.04.13.23288529
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/4.0/


in these groups may come with certain protective qualities (e.g., social support, reduced 

exposure to stressors); however, we note that for many such groups, prevalence estimates were 

still higher than the population average. Our results also share commonalities with a prior study 

examining lifetime suicidality at the intersection of race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual 

orientation.49 Both the current and prior study found that, relative to White heterosexual men, 

both Black and Hispanic/Latine heterosexual men had lower prevalence of mental health 

concerns, but racial/ethnic differences were attenuated among sexual minority men. Therefore, 

risk factors for adverse mental health outcomes may be compounded in certain intersectional 

groups (e.g., Hispanic/Latine sexual minority men). 

 Taken together, our findings highlight that depression prevention, screening, and 

treatment efforts among sexual minority people are particularly warranted. Identifying and 

addressing structural mechanisms (e.g., heterosexist laws/policies) that may drive these 

inequities is critical to reduce depression prevalence and incidence. In addition, healthcare 

systems should routinize collection of sexual orientation and gender identity (SOGI) data in 

clinical settings and ensure clinician proficiency to provide identity-affirming mental health 

services.50,51 To this aim, SAMHSA has compiled relevant training curricula for LGBTQ+ affirming 

primary and behavioral healthcare.52 Prior work has shown that sexual minority adults face many 

of the same barriers as heterosexual adults when seeking mental health services, including 

affordability and availability,53 but may also experience unique treatment barriers, such as sexual 

identity disclosure and finding an affirming provider.54 Overall, continued policy efforts are 

needed to reduce intersectional inequities in depression and ensure that those with depression 

can access treatment. 
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Limitations & Strengths 

Findings should be considered in light of certain limitations. First, we were limited to 

broad racial/ethnic categories which may conceal meaningful within-group heterogeneity. 

Second, NSDUH interviewers assigned participants’ sex/gender (limited to “male” and “female” 

responses) presumably based on social cues (e.g., vocal timbre, gender expression). While this 

method is common in survey research,23 it may introduce measurement error by treating sex 

and gender as a unidimensional construct, introducing misclassification bias (e.g., nonbinary 

participants misclassified as male or female), and neglecting sex/gender diversity (e.g., no 

options for intersex and transgender people). Third, for sexual orientation, participants had 

limited response options, so those with unlisted identities (e.g., queer, asexual) may have 

refused response or selected an option unreflective of their identity. Finally, due to smaller 

sample sizes, intersectional groups with lesbian, gay, and bisexual people had reduced statistical 

precision. 

The current study also provides notable innovations. While previous applications have 

used complex sample survey data,34,55 this is the first to conduct a design-weighted MAIDHA 

with Bayesian statistical methods. Our approach opens opportunities for future researchers to 

efficiently estimate intersectional effects for health outcomes using representative datasets, 

including NSDUH and other federal health surveys. Moreover, Bayesian analysis has flexible 

estimation procedures with small subgroup sample sizes commonly found in quantitative 

intersectional research. Additional strengths include using racial/ethnic (i.e., Native Hawaiian and 

Pacific Islander, Native American and Alaska Native) and sexual orientation (i.e., gay/lesbian and 

bisexual) categories often excluded or combined into catch-all groups (e.g., sexual minority, 
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“other” race) to provide prevalence estimates for understudied population subgroups (e.g., 

Native American and Alaska Native bisexual women).  

Conclusions 

Our findings document substantial inequities in the prevalence of past-year and lifetime 

MDE among US adults. We provide strong evidence that examining social identity groups in 

isolation conceals within-group heterogeneity (e.g., sexual orientation and sex/gender 

differences within racial/ethnic groups). Additive effects accounted for most intersectional group 

prevalence differences; however, intersectional effects were present whereby some groups, 

particularly for lifetime MDE, had evidence of excess/reduced prevalence beyond those 

estimated by additive effects alone. Sexual orientation, relative to race/ethnicity and sex/gender, 

emerged as a stronger determinant of intersectional depression inequities, which may highlight 

the outsized role of sexual orientation-related structural factors (e.g., sexual orientation-based 

discrimination, heterosexist laws/policies). Our study highlights the promise of using 

quantitative intersectional methods to identify disproportionately burdened population 

subgroups and inform intervention and prevention efforts to reduce depression-related costs, 

morbidity, and mortality. Looking ahead, we encourage future researchers and policy actors to 

identify and intervene upon structural mechanisms driving these inequities. 
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Table 1. Demographic characteristics, National Survey on Drug Use and Health 

(NSDUH) 2015-2020 (n=234,772) 
 

 

Variables 

  

 

n (weighted %) 

  

Dimensions of social identity/position  
Race/ethnicity  
  Asian 11,014 (5.4%) 

  Black or African-American 28,500 (11.8%) 

  Hispanic or Latine 38,933 (15.8%) 

  Native American or Alaska Native 3,162 (0.5%) 

  Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander 1,119 (0.4%) 

  Multiracial 7,774 (1.7%) 

  White  144,220 (64.4%) 

Sex/gender  
  Woman 125,591 (51.5%) 

  Man  109,131 (48.5%) 

Sexual orientation  
  Heterosexual 217,207 (94.7%) 

  Gay or Lesbian 5,314 (2.0%) 

  Bisexual 

  

12,201 (3.3%) 

Covariate  
Age category  
  18-25 75,591 (13.8%) 

  26-34 48,242 (15.9%) 

  35-49 62,110 (24.6%) 

  50+ 

  

48,779 (45.6%) 

Outcomes  
Past-year major depressive episode1 22,224 (7.4%) 

Lifetime major depressive episode 

  

39,446 (14.2%) 

NSDUH data collection year  

  2015 42,547 (16.5%) 

  2016 41,626 (16.6%) 

  2017 41,534 (16.8%) 

  2018 41,837 (16.8%) 

  2019 41,547 (16.9%) 

  2020 

 

25,631 (16.4%) 

 

1 Missing data for 393 participants. 

Note: Percentages are design-weighted to account for NSDUH complex sample survey weights. 
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Figure 1. Age-adjusted prevalence of past-year major depressive episode among US adults, NSDUH 2015-2020 (n=234,374) 
 

 

 
 

Note: NSDUH = National Survey on Drug Use and Health. CI = credible interval. NAAN = Native American or American Indian. NHPI = Native 

Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Estimates are design-weighted to account for NSDUH complex sample survey weights. 
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Table 2. Design-weighted MAIHDA of past-year major depressive episode among US adults, NSDUH 2015-2020 (n=234,374) 
 

 

Parameter 

  

Model 1 

  

Model 2a 

  

Model 2b 

  

Model 2c 

  

Model 3 

  

 

Race/ethnicity, OR (95% CI)      
  White  ref   ref 

  Asian  0.48 (0.22, 1.04)   0.46 (0.38, 0.56) 

  Black or African-American  0.52 (0.24, 1.13)   0.55 (0.46, 0.65) 

  Hispanic/Latine  0.60 (0.28, 1.28)   0.61 (0.52, 0.71) 

  Native American or Alaskan Native  0.60 (0.25, 1.43)   0.85 (0.64, 1.11) 

  Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  0.46 (0.19, 1.13)   0.71 (0.50, 0.98) 

  Multiracial  1.18 (0.54, 2.57)   1.26 (1.04, 1.52) 

Sex/gender, OR (95% CI)      
  Man   ref  ref 

  Woman   1.67 (1.08, 2.61)  1.60 (1.41, 1.78) 

Sexual orientation, OR (95% CI)      
  Heterosexual    ref ref 

  Gay or Lesbian    2.21 (1.49, 3.28) 2.27 (1.95, 2.64) 

  Bisexual    3.14 (2.15, 4.51) 3.33 (2.88, 3.78) 

      
Group-level Variance (SD) 0.4853 (0.6909) 0.4313 (0.6501) 0.4419 (0.6591) 0.2061 (0.4494) 0.0137 (0.11) 

VPC, % (95% CI) 12.76 (8.17, 19.50) 11.49 (6.93, 18.32) 11.75 (7.38, 17.88) 5.87 (3.39, 9.71) 0.41 (0.06, 1.20) 

PCV, % 

  

--- 9.95 7.92 54.00 96.79 

 

Note: MAIHDA = multilevel analysis of individual heterogeneity and discriminatory accuracy. NSDUH = National Survey on Drug Use and Health. 

OR = odds ratio. CI = credible interval. SD = Standard deviation. VPC = variance partition coefficient. PCV = proportional change in variance 

relative to Model 1. Bold font indicates significant estimates at a 95% CI level. All models are adjusted for age category and specified with a two-

level structure with individual participants (level 1) nested within intersectional groups (level 2) defined by race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual 

orientation. Estimates are design-weighted to account for NSDUH complex sample survey weights. 
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Figure 2. Age-adjusted prevalence of lifetime major depressive episode among US adults, NSDUH 2015-2020 (n=234,722) 
 

 

 
 

Note: NSDUH = National Survey on Drug Use and Health. CI = credible interval. NAAN = Native American or American Indian. NHPI = Native 

Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. Estimates are design-weighted to account for NSDUH complex sample survey weights. 
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Table 3. Design-weighted MAIHDA of lifetime major depressive episode among US adults, NSDUH 2015-2020 (n=234,722) 
 

 

Parameter 

  

Model 1 

  

Model 2a 

  

Model 2b 

  

Model 2c 

  

Model 3 

  

 

Race/ethnicity, OR (95% CI)      
  White  ref   ref 

  Asian  0.41 (0.20, 0.85)   0.42 (0.31, 0.56) 

  Black or African-American  0.43 (0.21, 0.90)   0.44 (0.34, 0.59) 

  Hispanic/Latine  0.55 (0.27, 1.12)   0.55 (0.42, 0.73) 

  Native American or Alaskan Native  0.50 (0.23, 1.10)   0.63 (0.43, 0.90) 

  Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander  0.39 (0.17, 0.91)   0.58 (0.38, 0.86) 

  Multiracial  1.01 (0.49, 2.08)   1.08 (0.79, 1.45) 

Sex/gender, OR (95% CI)      
  Man   ref  ref 

  Woman   1.65 (1.07, 2.55)  1.51 (1.27, 1.81) 

Sexual orientation, OR (95% CI)      
  Heterosexual    ref ref 

  Gay or Lesbian    2.14 (1.40, 3.23) 2.19 (1.75, 2.70) 

  Bisexual    2.72 (1.79, 4.06) 2.78 (2.24, 3.41) 

      
Group-level Variance (SD) 0.4781 (0.686) 0.3866 (0.6158) 0.4377 (0.6563) 0.2569 (0.5018) 0.0514 (0.2209) 

VPC, % (95% CI) 12.60 (8.08, 18.93) 10.44 (6.31, 16.62) 11.66 (7.39, 17.71) 7.20 (4.24, 11.81) 1.53 (0.56, 3.34) 

PCV, % 

  

--- 17.14 7.46 42.86 87.86 

 

Note: MAIHDA = multilevel analysis of individual heterogeneity and discriminatory accuracy. NSDUH = National Survey on Drug Use and Health. 

OR = odds ratio. CI = credible interval. SD = Standard deviation. VPC = variance partition coefficient. PCV = proportional change in variance 

relative to Model 1. Bold font indicates significant estimates at a 95% CI level. All models are adjusted for age category and specified with a two-

level structure with individual participants (level 1) nested within intersectional groups (level 2) defined by race/ethnicity, sex/gender, and sexual 

orientation. Estimates are design-weighted to account for NSDUH complex sample survey weights. 
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Table 4. Age-adjusted excess/reduced prevalence due to interaction of race/ethnicity, 

sex/gender, and sexual orientation. 

 
Past-year MDE Lifetime MDE 

Intersectional group  MP (95% CI) ERP (95% CI) MP (95% CI) ERP (95% CI) 

White heterosexual men 6.7 (6.5, 6.9) -0.4 (-1.1, 0.2) 13.2 (13.0, 13.5) -1.8 (-4.3, 0.5) 

White gay men 15.6 (13.8, 17.5) 0.2 (-1.4, 1.8) 29.5 (27.3, 31.8) 0.9 (-3.7, 5.5) 

White bisexual men 21.8 (19.6, 24.1) 0.6 (-1.4, 2.8) 35.4 (32.9, 37.9) 1.6 (-3.6, 7.0) 

White heterosexual women 11.2 (11.0, 11.5) 0.0 (-1.0, 1.0) 21.8 (21.5, 22.2) 0.2 (-3.5, 3.4) 

White gay/lesbian women 20.9 (18.6, 23.2) -0.6 (-2.9, 1.5) 33.8 (31.2, 36.5) -3.1 (-9.0, 2.3) 

White bisexual women 30.7 (29.2, 32.3) 1.0 (-1.5, 3.6) 47.4 (45.8, 49.1) 3.9 (-1.9, 9.6) 

Black heterosexual men 4.0 (3.6, 4.3) -0.1 (-0.6, 0.3) 6.7 (6.3, 7.2) -0.6 (-2.1, 0.6) 

Black gay men 11.7 (8.4, 15.7) 0.5 (-0.7, 2.0) 20.7 (16.4, 25.6) 3.1 (-0.4, 7.1) 

Black bisexual men 13.7 (9.5, 19.0) 0.2 (-1.4, 2.1) 19.4 (14.4, 25.4) 0.6 (-3.5, 4.9) 

Black heterosexual women 7.5 (7.0, 7.9) 0.6 (-0.1, 1.3) 12.3 (11.7, 12.9) 1.1 (-1.1, 2.8) 

Black gay/lesbian women 8.0 (5.5, 11.1) -1.3 (-3.4, 0.3) 13.5 (10.2, 17.4) -4.6 (-9.4, -0.7) 

Black bisexual women 17.7 (15.3, 20.5) -0.3 (-2.3, 1.7) 26.0 (23.0, 29.2) 0.5 (-4.2, 4.9) 

Hispanic/Latine heterosexual men 4.1 (3.8, 4.4) -0.3 (-0.8, 0.1) 7.9 (7.5, 8.3) -1.1 (-2.9, 0.5) 

Hispanic/Latine gay men 11.6 (9.1, 14.5) 0.4 (-0.7, 1.9) 22.2 (18.8, 25.9) 2.8 (-0.9, 6.6) 

Hispanic/Latine bisexual men 14.1 (11.0, 17.8) 0.1 (-1.5, 1.9) 23.6 (19.8, 27.8) 1.2 (-3.1, 5.6) 

Hispanic/Latine heterosexual women 7.4 (7.0, 7.9) 0.2 (-0.5, 0.9) 12.7 (12.2, 13.2) -0.5 (-3.3, 1.6) 

Hispanic/Latine gay/lesbian women 12.8 (9.6, 16.7) -0.4 (-2.3, 1.3) 20.3 (16.2, 24.9) -2.9 (-8.1, 1.5) 

Hispanic/Latine bisexual women 20.9 (18.4, 23.5) 0.4 (-1.6, 2.5) 32.0 (29.1, 35.0) 1.8 (-3.2, 6.6) 

Asian heterosexual men 3.4 (2.9, 3.9) -0.1 (-0.5, 0.3) 7.6 (7.0, 8.4) 0.4 (-1.1, 1.7) 

Asian gay men 11.5 (7.1, 17.5) 0.3 (-0.7, 1.7) 17.1 (11.6, 24.1) 1.0 (-2.5, 5.1) 

Asian bisexual men 7.8 (4.5, 12.8) -0.3 (-2.0, 1.1) 11.9 (7.6, 17.7) -2.4 (-6.5, 1.4) 

Asian heterosexual women 5.5 (5.0, 6.1) 0.0 (-0.7, 0.6) 10.2 (9.5, 11.0) -0.1 (-2.4, 1.7) 

Asian gay/lesbian women 20.3 (12.3, 30.5) 0.7 (-0.9, 3.2) 32.8 (22.5, 44.6) 4.5 (-1.0, 11.8) 

Asian bisexual women 13.6 (9.8, 18.4) -0.5 (-2.6, 1.4) 17.9 (13.5, 23.1) -3.5 (-8.7, 1.1) 

NAAN heterosexual men 6.1 (4.3, 8.3) -0.1 (-1.0, 0.7) 8.5 (6.4, 11.0) -1.2 (-3.8, 1.1) 

NAAN gay men 11.4 (4.2, 25.7) 0.0 (-1.9, 2.1) 15.8 (6.4, 32.5) -0.5 (-5.8, 5.6) 

NAAN bisexual men 9.2 (3.0, 22.8) -0.2 (-2.8, 2.5) 14.1 (5.0, 31.4) -1.1 (-7.5, 5.8) 

NAAN heterosexual women 11.0 (8.6, 13.8) 0.4 (-0.9, 1.8) 19.1 (16.0, 22.4) 2.7 (-0.9, 6.3) 

NAAN gay/lesbian women 11.8 (4.2, 27.4) -0.1 (-2.8, 2.9) 27.0 (12.5, 48.7) 0.9 (-6.2, 9.3) 

NAAN bisexual women 21.2 (11.9, 34.1) 0.0 (-3.4, 3.6) 30.1 (19.1, 43.6) 0.4 (-6.9, 8.4) 

NHPI heterosexual men 7.3 (5.1, 10.2) 0.2 (-0.5, 1.2) 12.6 (9.6, 16.2) 1.4 (-1.2, 4.2) 

NHPI gay men 7.2 (2.3, 18.6) -0.1 (-1.8, 1.6) 10.2 (3.4, 23.9) -1.4 (-6.5, 4.0) 

NHPI bisexual men 9.8 (3.2, 24.8) -0.1 (-2.3, 2.3) 18.4 (7.0, 39.1) -0.1 (-6.1, 6.8) 

NHPI heterosexual women 7.0 (4.6, 10.0) -0.2 (-1.5, 0.8) 13.2 (10.0, 17.0) -0.5 (-4.1, 2.8) 

NHPI gay/lesbian women 14.7 (5.3, 33.0) 0.1 (-2.3, 2.8) 20.5 (8.2, 41.1) -0.1 (-6.8, 7.6) 

NHPI bisexual women 17.5 (6.9, 36.9) 0.1 (-2.9, 3.7) 26.0 (11.6, 48.1) 0.5 (-7.1, 9.2) 

Multiracial heterosexual men 9.5 (8.1, 11.0) 0.2 (-0.9, 1.2) 16.0 (14.3, 17.8) -0.3 (-3.7, 2.7) 

Multiracial gay men 17.4 (9.9, 27.9) 0.1 (-2.3, 2.9) 32.6 (21.9, 45.1) 1.8 (-4.9, 9.6) 

Multiracial bisexual men 22.6 (13.9, 34.0) 0.2 (-2.9, 3.6) 30.8 (20.5, 43.0) -0.6 (-8.0, 7.1) 

Multiracial heterosexual women 13.8 (12.2, 15.5) 0.1 (-1.4, 1.6) 23.9 (22.0, 26.0) 0.9 (-3.5, 4.7) 

Multiracial gay/lesbian women 19.7 (11.6, 30.7) -0.3 (-3.8, 3.1) 27.3 (17.7, 39.3) -3.3 (-11.6, 4.4) 

Multiracial bisexual women 31.4 (25.6, 37.7) -0.5 (-4.2, 3.2) 45.8 (39.4, 52.4) 1.4 (-5.8, 8.8) 

Note:  MDE = Major depressive episode. MP = Model-predicted prevalence. ERP = Excess or reduced prevalence due to interaction. CI = Credible interval. NAAN = Native 

American or Alaska Native. NHPI = Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander. ERP values represent percentage point increases/decreases. Positive ERP values (shaded) indicate excess 

prevalence (i.e., greater than expected prevalence), while negative ERP values (unshaded) indicate reduced prevalence (i.e., lower than expected prevalence). 
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