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Black and White race relations have been a point of interest in the United States for
hundreds of years, and one way to look at these is to examine the similarities and differences
between the two groups. Many studies have looked at Black and White interracial marriages to
study how members of the two racial groups form and maintain marriages in comparison to
endogamous marriages, but only a few studies have looked specifically at Black and White
interracial divorce to see what similarities and differences present themselves to aid in
understanding the complexity of interracial relations. At the time of writing this, the present
study is the first to use the 2015-2017 National Survey of Family Growth to analyze divorce
rates between the groups, and to measure the impact of typical factors that either increase or
decrease the odds of divorce for first marriages only. Hypotheses derived from three theories of
interracial marriage and divorce—social exchange, social homogamy, and ethnic divorce
convergence—were tested. Results show a significant difference between Black endogamous
and White endogamous marriages in terms of divorce odds, but no significant differences were
found between interracial couples’ divorce odds and endogamous couples’ divorce odds. The
dearth of statistically significant findings in the study suggest that none of the theories of
interracial marriage/divorce find support. Results of this study highlight the need for more
theoretical work to identify factors that influence Black and interracial couples to divorce.
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CHAPTER I
INTRODUCTION

Black and White race relations have been a topic of discussions in the United States since
the first African slave was brought over to Jamestown in 1691, and the racial categories and
boundaries that still permeate aspects of society today were created. Those who embrace a postracism view of American society claim that we no longer need to consider race when analyzing
social phenomena because they believe that racism is in the past, and therefore is no longer an
issue that needs to be addressed. However, I argue that scholars must continue to analyze how
our racist past continues to shape lived experiences in the present and to address inequalities as
well as the racist rhetoric that persist. One important topic in this area that needs to be addressed
in the scholarly literature is interracial marriage, and particularly the factors that lead to divorce
among interracial couples.
During the civil rights era in 1960, the percentage of all interracial marriages out of all
marriages in the United States was a mere 0.4% (United States Bureau of the Census 1999). In
1970, after the landmark case of Loving v. Virginia in 1967, that made interracial marriage legal
by striking down the individual state anti-miscegenation laws, the percentage of interracial
marriages was only 0.7% (United States Bureau of the Census 1999). The turn of the 21st century
showed an increase in interracial marriages, at 7.4%, and the 2010 census recorded an even
greater uptick in interracial marriages to 9.5% (Rico, Kreider, and Anderson 2018). Although
these numbers seem quite low, the percentage of Black/White interracial marriages throughout
the years is dramatically lower, at 0.001% in 1960 to 0.004% in 1990 (United States Bureau of
the Census 1999). The more recent census data from 2000, 2010, as well as the data from the
American Community Survey from 2012-2016, show not much of a change after the turn of the
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21st century, with the percentage of Black/White interracial marriages at 0.005%, 0.007%, and
0.008% respectively (Rico et al. 2018).
Examining the percentage of Black/White interracial marriages out of all interracial
marriages, we see a steady decrease from 1960—34.2%—to 1990—14.6% (United States
Bureau of the Census 1999). This decline becomes more of a plateau with the percentage of
Black/White interracial marriages from 2000, 2010, and 2012-2016 being 7.1%, 7.9%, and 8.1%
of all interracial marriages, respectively (Rico et al. 2018). Despite growth in interracial
marriages in general after the turn of the century—from 0.028% in 1990 to 9.5% in 2010—
multiple scholars cite that the likelihood of a Black/White interracial marriage is still the lowest
interracial combination between Whites and all other racial groups (Qian and Lichter 2007; Qian
and Lichter 2011).
Interracial marriage can be seen as a link between social groups (Kalmijn 1998), as well
as a measure of assimilation between groups (Frey 2014, Jacobson and Heaton 2003; Lee and
Bean 2010), and there is much speculation as to why Black/White interracial marriages are the
lowest interracial combination. The unique history of race relations between Black people and
White people in the United States, including slavery and anti-miscegenation laws, may point to
why the trends in Black-White interracial marriage look the way they do today.
A Brief History of Interracial Marriage in the United States
Laws preventing interracial marriage in the United States were first enacted in 1661 in
present-day Virginia and Maryland (Fryer 2007), decades after the first documented interracial
marriage in North American history between Pocahontas and John Rolfe in 1614 (Cruz and
Berson 2001). Near the end of the seventeenth century, indentured servitude was replaced by a
new primary source of labor—slavery (Fryer 2007). It is during this period that Black people and
2

White people first began to work together in close quarters, leading eventually to interracial
sexual relations and interracial relationships, which were considered taboo1 and eventually made
illegal. White elites created anti-miscegenation laws that banned marriage between White people
and Black people (Fryer 2007; Gullickson 2006a). The punishments for violation of these laws
ranged from the White spouse being banished from the colony, to jail time for the White spouse,
to White women becoming slaves to their Black husband’s master (Fryer 2007).
Although there were frequent instances of rape of Black women by their White male
masters which resulted in mixed-race children, the specifics of the punishments for marriage
between Black people and White people suggested that the main concern about interracial
marriage came from white men, and that controlling the sexuality of Black people and White
women was the primary focus of anti-miscegenation laws (Cruz et al. 2001; Gullickson 2006a).
It has also been suggested that economic control motivated these laws, as White people were
unwilling to allow Black people to inherit resources or land through interracial marriage with
White people, because that would have been a step in the direction of Black people attaining
White cultural status, and also loss of power and control over Black people by White people
(Cruz et al. 2001; Fryer 2007).
According to Gullickson (2006a), the frequency of interracial sexual relations between
Black people and White people decreased after the emancipation, likely due to more physical
and social distance between groups. By the beginning of the twentieth century, Jim Crow laws,
as well as other less formal systems of segregation, were entrenched throughout the United
States, but particularly in Southern states. The beginning of the twentieth century brought about
the rekindling of the Ku Klux Klan, a white racist group, as well as a series of laws that were less
than tolerant, such as the Immigration Act of 1924 2 (Cruz et al. 2001). In addition, by 1924,
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thirty-eight states had enacted anti-miscegenation laws that prohibited Black and White
interracial marriage, and, as late as the 1950s, almost half of the states still had these laws (Cruz
et al. 2001).
The 1954 U.S. Supreme Court decision, Brown v. Board of Education, is viewed as one
of the most impactful decisions in the Civil Rights period, as it allowed for the racial integration
of public schools (Cruz et al. 2001). This, however, did not apply to interracial marriages, as a
woman by the name of Linnie Jackson attempted to use Brown v. Board of Education to justify
her marriage to a white man in Alabama, and the judge’s response was, “One bombshell at a
time, please!” (Fryer, 2007:74). McLaughlin v. Florida was another case in the Civil Rights era
that expunged a Florida law that had more severe penalties for interracial cohabitation and
adultery than for same-race couples (Cruz et al. 2001).
The most influential U.S. Supreme Court ruling regarding interracial marriage was in the
case of Lovings v. Commonwealth of Virginia (1967), as it required states to remove their bans
on interracial marriage. Perry Loving, a white man, and Mildred Jeter, a Black and Native
American woman, were prohibited from marrying in the state of Virginia, and they were forced
to leave the state after the police found out that they had married in another state (Cruz et al.
2001). The judge, who had forced the Lovings to leave Virginia or face jail time, said:
Almighty God created the races, white, black, yellow, malay and red, and he placed them
on separate continents. And but for the interference with his arrangement there would be
no cause for such marriages. The fact that he separated the races shows that he did not
intend for the races mix (Cruz et al. 2001:81).
The Lovings moved to Washington D.C. per the Virginia court’s orders, and appealed their case,
which was upheld by the Virginia Supreme Court, but then heard before U.S. Supreme Court.
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Chief Justice Earl Warren wrote the unanimous court decision which reversed the lower court
ruling. This is not surprising, as the Warren court years were known for extending civil rights.
The decision stated that the state cannot dictate whom one chooses to marry or not marry, and
that such choice is an individual freedom protected by the Fourteenth Amendment’s equal
protection and due process clauses (Cruz et al. 2001), thus striking down all state laws that
banned interracial marriage.
The Lovings case addressed some of the racism found in the legal system, however, the
statistics provided by the Census Bureau regarding the number of Black/White interracial
marriages after Lovings suggest that other social factors are influencing the trends in interracial
marriage. Furthermore, some scholars suggest that interracial marriage statistics can be used to
determine the social distance between racial groups (Kalmijn 1998; Qian and Lichter 2007), and
some even go as far to claim that the increase in interracial marriage over time can be used as a
barometer measuring racial equality (Yancey 2002).
Overview of Research on Interracial Marriage and Divorce in the United States
While there is a substantial body of literature on the social factors that impact the
formation of interracial marriages (see e.g., Allen 2017; Greenwood 2017; Gullickson 2006b;
Jacobson and Heaton 2003; Kalmijn 1998; Perry 2013, 2014; Torche and Rich 2016; Wong and
Penner 2018), there has been limited research examining the causes for divorce among interracial
couples, especially in recent years. There also has been even less research comparing similarities
and differences in the factors influencing divorce among interracial marriages versus same-race
marriages. Perhaps this low level of attention is because interracial marriages are less common
than same-race marriages, and there are less data available on the subject, and hence, less
research.
5

A review of the research literature revealed that a handful of scholars have found a
variety of factors that are associated with divorce in general and have applied these factors to
interracial divorce. Some of these factors include education (Bumpass, Martin, and Sweet 2001;
Jones 2010), religion (Kalmijn, de Graaf, and Janssen 2005), socioeconomic status (Fu 2000; Fu
2006), and race (Kposowa 1998; Sweeney and Phillips 2004). In comparing interracial divorce to
same-race divorce, several studies find that interracial marriages are more likely to end in
divorce than same-race marriages (Miller 1971; Jones 1994;3 Fu 2000; Kreider 2000a; Bramlett
and Mosher 2002; Bratter and King 2008; Fu 2000), but Zhang and Van Hook (2009), for
example, find little difference between interracial and same-race marriages and their risks for
divorce. The discrepancy in the findings suggests a need for further research with more recent
data, and perhaps the examination of additional factors associated with marriage and divorce.
The present study attempts to fill this gap in the literature.
Overview of Theoretical Perspectives on Interracial Marriage and Divorce
Several theories have been used to study factors related to interracial marriage that also
can be used to study interracial divorce. These include social exchange theory, the ethnic
convergence perspective – more often used to analyze interracial divorce specifically, rather than
interracial marriage—and social homogamy theory. The social exchange theory argues that
interracial marriages are formed on an exchange basis, where both partners are trading different
status characteristics that, in theory, benefit both parties in a social and/or economic way. The
ethnic divorce convergence perspective suggests that the likelihood for divorce of an interracial
couple should fall somewhere between the likelihood of divorce of both racial groups (Zhang et
al. 2009). Social homogamy theory suggests that couples will form when they have more in
common than not, and that this will lead to stronger relationships with less conflict. In turn,
6

social homogamy theory predicts that same-race marriages will be more stable than interracial
marriages. Social homogamy theory also posits that the stronger the racial boundary between two
groups, the higher the propensity for divorce (Zhang et al. 2009). I will use these theories as the
theoretical foundation for the present study of Black-White interracial divorce.
The Present Study
This study attempts to fill a gap in the research literature by comparing the factors that
influence Black-White interracial versus same-race couples to divorce. Specifically, I address
the following research questions. First, is divorce more or less likely for Black-White interracial
couples compared with Black endogamous and White endogamous couples? Second, do BlackWhite interracial couples and Black endogamous and White endogamous couples have similar or
different factors that predict divorce? Or, alternatively, are some factors more significant
predictors for Black-White interracial divorce than for same-race divorce?
To address these research questions, this study examined data from the 2015 National
Survey of Family Growth to test hypotheses derived from social exchange, social homogamy,
and ethnic divorce convergence theories about the likelihood of divorce. Separate models for
Black-White and same-race marriages were estimated and the results compared to see if similar
or different factors affect the likelihood of divorce. In the subsequent chapter, I review the
significant theories on interracial marriage and divorce. Chapter III looks at the literature on
interracial marriage, divorce, and interracial divorce and lays out the hypotheses for the present
study. Chapter IV sets forth the data and analytical methods used in the present study. Chapter V
presents the findings, followed by a discussion of the results, limitations, and suggestions for
future studies.
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The idea of Africans being seen as different and inferior to the English was brought to America dating back to the
Shakespearian days in Europe (Cruz et al. 2001).
The Immigration Act of 1924 called for the severe restriction of “inferior” races coming in from Southern and Eastern Europe
(Cruz et al. 2001).
2

3

Jones (1994) is a study of an Australian population, so it should be noted that, while his findings did support what the present
study is looking to examine, the cultural differences alone make it less applicable than other studies that will be discussed in the
literature review section that focus on the United States.
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CHAPTER II
SOCIAL EXCHANGE THEORY, SOCIAL HOMOGAMY THEORY, AND THE
ETHNIC CONVERGENCE PERSPECTIVE
Social Exchange Theory
Much of the theoretical literature on marriage and divorce in general, as well as
interracial marriage and divorce in particular, has ties to social exchange theory, which originates
from the work of George Homans (1958) and Peter Blau (1964). While both theorists contributed
to the theory and had some ideas that overlapped, their perspectives diverged in regard to social
processes and associations, as Homans had more of a reductionist view than Blau, who saw
complex social processes developing out of the interactions, but saw the complex, whole
structures as more than the interactions that constitute them.
Homans’ Theory of Social Behavior (Social Exchange)
Homans (1958) assumed an economic approach when examining social behavior, which
he claims is an “exchange of goods, material goods” as well as non-material goods such as “the
symbols of approval or prestige” (p. 606). He argues that an individual performs an action which
is then either reinforced or punished by another individual or an institution, that in turn shapes
how the individual performs his or her roles in relationships with others in the future. He
assumes the value of the reward is determined by the individual, as rewards can have different
values depending on personal preferences. Another assumption Homans makes is that profit, and
weighing costs against benefits, affects all decisions in relationships with others, as well as
commitments. This assumption is based on behavioral psychology.
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The profit and cost exchange described above results in what Homans calls an
equilibrium that balances out the exchanges, in that people who give out a lot, in terms of goods
in any form, then try to get a lot in return. On the other side, those who receive a lot from others
are under an amount of pressure to give just as much back to those people. In essence, there
should be an equal exchange of goods, or, for marriage, there should be an equal trade-off of
beneficial qualities or resources between partners to increase the chances of marital stability.
Homans (1958:606) takes it a step further to suggest that the individuals not only would want the
maximum reward, or minimum costs, for themselves, but also, they would want to make sure no
one with whom they had relationships is benefitting more than themselves. Again, for marriage
and divorce, this would suggest that if one party was not getting as many benefits out of the
marriage as the other—whether these be emotional, financial, material, etc.—there would then be
a higher propensity for dissolution of the union.
Overall, Homans’ version of exchange theory assumed that the actors are constantly
calculating how to gain a profit, and they are rationally assessing each relationship or interaction
in their lives. Rosenfeld (2005) critiques this as a questionable assumption, particularly for it to
be true for all relationships between all human beings. Although social exchange theory does
seem applicable in some situations, such as in a business setting, or when considering forming a
formal non-intimate partnership with another person and combining resources, it does not seem
as appropriate with less economically driven interactions, such as between individuals and their
families and friends. Homans (1958) would argue that even in relationships and interactions that
seem void of any potential for gain, we still consider the cost of continuing to put our time and
energy into maintaining these relationships against what kind of benefits we receive, such as
validation, comfort, and support.
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An additional issue with Homans’ theory is that, because the value of rewards differ by
individual, it becomes difficult for researchers to accurately measure the impact of the exchange
and to apply the theory without being subjective or making unwarranted assumptions about
relationships. In other words, relationships and individuals within them, are unique, therefore
the value of rewards, particularly symbolic or status rewards, is open to interpretation which
renders the analysis subjective.
Blau’s Social Exchange Theory
Where Homans took more of an economic approach, Blau (1964:18) expanded on the
theory’s application to the social world suggesting that true social exchange is not as simple as
an economic exchange, but rather the value of social benefits or rewards in an exchange depends
on the individuals in the exchange. Homans also tended to apply exchange theory on a solely
interpersonal level, hence his emphasis was based on behaviorism, but Blau (1964) was more
interested in the exchange process at the micro-level because he believed it was the foundation of
macrostructures, such as organizations, communities, and societies. Blau (1964: 20) still believed
that basic social processes are rooted in psychological processes, but that it was these simpler
social processes that shape the more intricate social processes mentioned earlier.
Similar to Homans, Blau argued that individuals remain in association with other
individuals who are the most beneficial to them. However, for Blau (1964: 21), focusing more on
social processes, beneficial means socially attractive—that some form of social reward can be
had by associating with the other person. For example, an individual in the technology
department of a company who begins associating with a co-worker who is more senior than
himself in order to gain some form of respect around the office, would be assumed to provide
some type of social reward in exchange to the senior co-worker, such as providing assistance
11

with new software programs that he understands thoroughly. Another way to think about this
when applied to interracial marriage is if an educated Black man marries a less educated White
woman. According to this theory, a large part of the reason for entering the marriage is that the
Black male is exchanging the benefits of his higher education for the benefits of her White racial
status, a reason the literature has suggested is an important one in the United States (Fu 2001;
Gullickson 2006b:686-7).
An important point Blau (1964:47) makes is that, by entering a social exchange, the
parties then become reliant on each other, in that each party is receiving some type of benefit
from the other (otherwise they would not be in relationship). However, if one party is providing
more benefit than the other, there arises a distinction in status, which translates into power
inequality between the two individuals. This portion of the theory is inspired by the work of
Emerson (1962), and also developed further by Emerson’s work on exchange relations (1972).
Taking the example of the two individuals working in the office setting, where typically
there is some form of status hierarchy, the senior individual is benefitting from learning how to
use new programs from the lower-level employee, the benefit of receiving higher status from the
senior employee is most likely valued higher in the exchange because higher status means better
position in the company, which translates into more economic success for the lower-level
employee. However, while the assistance with new software programs is valuable, this benefit
will diminish at some point, which then puts the lower-level employee at a disadvantage,
reducing his benefits from the relationship and increasing the power the senior employee has
over the lower-level employee. When looking at divorce, one would expect that when marital
partners are no longer providing benefits to each other, or they receive less from the marriage
than they believe they themselves are contributing, including emotional benefits, there will be a
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higher propensity for divorce. In addition, existence of power differences would suggest that
partners who are giving more and feel they are receiving less, are in a position where they will
either demand more from the relationship—which may increase tension and increase divorce
propensity in itself—or they will end the marriage because the exchange is no longer benefiting
them.
Emerson’s Exchange Network Theory
As mentioned previously, Emerson’s (1962) discussion on power and dependence helped
shape Blau’s version of social exchange theory, which in turn was effective in shaping
Emerson’s further development of the theory (1972a; 1972b; 1976; Cook and Emerson 1978).
Both theorists were concerned with power within social relations and exchanges, and how
examining these exchanges would assist in theorizing about social structure. However,
Emerson’s major contribution to the theory came out of his interest in social networks formed
due to the connections between the actors involved in the social exchange, thus making his
version of the theory exchange network theory (1972a; 1972b; 1976; Cook and Emerson 1978).
Emerson (1972a:57) argues that exchange relations are inherently connected to other
exchange relations, as the nature of one exchange affects the needs from exchanges with other
individuals, as well as the power-dynamics that emerge based on the relationships. If individuals
are not receiving enough benefit from an exchange, they may seek exchanges with other
individuals who meet their needs, either in addition to the original exchange, or instead of the
original exchange. In addition, Emerson (1972b:58-9) suggests that whether the nature of what is
received from the exchange is positive or negative influences the chances of beginning exchange
relations with similar people in the future. Emerson (1972b:58-9) argues that negative social
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relations form more rigid boundaries between groups, and positive social relations help reduce
these same boundaries.
From Emerson’s theory, we can infer that stereotypes, which often influence how
individuals can initially perceive groups other than their own—whether based on religion, race,
socioeconomic status, or other social statuses—are born out of negative social relations that
create more rigid boundaries between groups. This is not to say there cannot be positive
stereotypes that lead to positive social relations, but that social exchange theorists would argue
that individuals would only associate with those positively stereotyped because it would benefit
them in some way, while they would avoid those who are negatively stereotyped because it
would be a cost to them and their status.
Applied to marriage and divorce, Emerson’s addition to exchange theory would
emphasize the need for a mutually beneficial social exchange for the marriage not to end in
divorce. It is Emerson’s contributions to social exchange theory that add depth and help reduce
some of the initial criticism that social exchange theory is reductionist.
The Social Homogamy Theory
Another predominant theory in marriage and divorce studies is social homogamy theory,
which is derived from Blau’s (1977) discussion of the macrosocial theory of social structure.
Blau (1977) argues that people tend to pair with people who are similar to them—like pairs with
like—because often social groups are closed off to outsiders. Conversely, individuals with a lot
of differences between them will be least likely to pair—whether this be in friendship, romantic,
or work relationships—and, in turn, most likely to dissolve the relationship if paired. Although
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there are empirical studies that use and reformulate this theory in later years, Blau’s contribution
is referenced in the literature as the main sociological foundation for social homogamy theory.
Blau’s Theory of Social Structure
Following Georg Simmel (1908), Blau (1977:3-4) examines the macrosocial structure of
society through examining social positions of people, and how these positions affect “role
relations and social associations,” because he claims that it is the social associations that are the
basis for deciding social positions, and, in turn, the connections among these positions that create
a social structure. These connections, or relations, are then organized and separated by
parameters, which Blau (1977:6) defines as attributes of individuals that can influence who they
interact with, and thereby affect their role relations and social positions. Some examples of these
attributes that can make up social parameters are age, race, education, and socioeconomic status.
Blau (1977) distinguishes two types of social position—nominal (i.e., tied to group association,
such as sex, religion, race, occupation) and graduated (e.g., income, education, power). While it
is obvious that status social positions put individuals within different parameters that impact their
quality of life, belonging to a nominal group has its own implications that are not defined as
blatantly as being rich or poor. Blau (1977: 4) clarifies that it is not the individual’s status that is
the focus, but instead the distribution of all statuses, or rather, the inequality in the distribution of
statuses.
Another important aspect of Blau’s (1977) theory has to do with group size and relations.
He claims that, as group sizes increase, the chances of group interaction with other groups
increase (Blau 1977). A theorem derived from this discussion is that most members of majority
groups do not closely associate with members of minority groups even if they are of the same
status (Blau 1977:23). To clarify, Blau suggests that the majority race group in the United States,
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Whites, are likely to have no close relations with those of other races, or Christians in the United
States are less likely to have close relations with members of non-Christian religions. In other
words, social relations are more common among those in close similar social positions than those
in different social positions (Blau 1977:37). According to Blau (1977:4), because social positions
are mapped on a multi-dimensional plane where each attribute an individual holds locates him or
her in a different level in the social hierarchy, he argues that people are aware of their position in
the social hierarchy and the meaning of each of their social attributes in relation to their social
position, thus individuals choose whom they associate with based on having similar or identical
social positions.
Social exchange theory also recognizes social discrimination between groups that
discourages interaction, or in the case of the present study marriage, between members of
socially disparate groups. Blau (1977) claims it is typically majority or larger groups that
discriminate against members of lesser social groups, because these groups are often seen as
deviant and/or disadvantageous for majority group members to associate with, although in the
case of the small elite, like the upper income class, the discrimination emanates from the more
powerful group to protect their members from “downward mobility” (Blau 1977: 81). This
discrimination also exists between members of different religious groups, presumably loss of
affiliated members, as there is power in numbers. Researchers have derived and tested
hypotheses from homogamy theory, in particular that individuals who are more alike, or are
more similar in their social position in the multi-dimensional plane, will pair or have relations
because they have more in common than if they paired with someone from a different graduated
or nominal social position.
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A major limitation of homogamy theory is that, although the importance of support is
discussed, again, like with social exchange theory, it is impossible to measure the influence of
support from community, family, or friends, that may impact partnership decision making
(Rosenfeld 2005). Although this critique is valid, from a sociological standpoint, it would be
nearly impossible to measure how much individuals outside of the relationship influence group
relations for each individual in combination with the macrosocial factors that are impacting them
as well, although it is a valid concern and limitation to keep in mind when applying this theory.
Another foreseeable issue with this theory is that some may find the claim that majority
groups are less likely to interact with minority groups to be an over-generalization, which Blau
(1977:84) discusses. He states that in some social structures, individuals choose to sacrifice some
of their prejudices, or interact with those out of their own social group, for their own benefit. In
addition, because individuals are complex and made up of several different attributes that
determine their social position, individuals may choose to give more importance to particular
attributes of their social position, and choose to stay within that social group, but interact outside
their group based on other attributes. For example, a man who is White and upper-class may
attend a school that has a variety of individuals from different incomes and races, but may decide
that the boundaries surrounding his position as upper class are more important to his social
position than being White, so he interacts with those outside of his race, but not outside of his
income group. Again, this happens at the individual level of analysis, and is difficult to measure,
but is an important claim of this theory.
Jones’ Ethnic Convergence Perspective
A direct alternative to the homogamy theory described above is the ethnic convergence
perspective. Originally developed by Jones (1994, 1996), this perspective was directly applied to
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divorce patterns in Australia and Hawaii, respectively. Jones (1996:213) theorizes that divorce
propensities of interethnic or interracial couples are likely to fall between the divorce patterns of
the two groups represented in the marriage. More specifically, he argues that the behavior of a
racially or ethnically mixed couple falls somewhere between the behavior of the two groups, a
condition he describes as “convergence” (Jones 1996: 213). The convergence hypothesis
contrasts directly with the homogamy hypothesis, which predicts higher levels of divorce among
interracial married couples than racially homogamous couples, because homogamy theory posits
that mixed racial or ethnic couples have less in common than racially homogamous couples,
holding constant differences in other attributes.
Summary and Conclusions
In sum, the key assumptions of the social exchange theory are that behavior is motivated
by the desire to acquire maximum gain while avoiding loss as much as possible, exchange
relations will happen in relationships or structure of mutual dependence, and that all action is
either reinforced or punished based on the individual’s results from the exchange. Homogamy
theory, in sum, suggests that like marries like, or individuals with more characteristics and values
in common will naturally choose to marry each other. Lastly, the convergence perspective
suggests that the divorce rate for interracial couples will always fall between the divorce rates for
the two groups involved.
The next chapter assesses the empirical work related to each theory discussed in the
present chapter and derives the hypotheses tested in the present study. Chapter IV details the
methods used to address the research questions discussed in Chapter I, and the hypotheses
derived in Chapter III.
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CHAPTER III
EMPIRICAL LITERATURE REVIEW
Kposowa (1998) conducted one of the earliest analyses to examine the impact of race on
divorce/separation utilizing survival analysis and life table techniques. The goal of his study was
to understand the variables typically associated with divorce/separation, specifically focusing on
race as a major factor in marital dissolution (Kposowa 1998:530). Kposowa (1998:531-35)
reviewed the research in the marriage and divorce literature at the time, as well as social
exchange theory. Although he did not state a specific hypothesis, he wrote about the independent
variables covered in previous studies such as the effects of age at marriage, socioeconomic
status, parents’ marital history, premarital birth, cohort effects, education, female labor force
participation, rural vs. urban housing, and race (Kposowa 1998:531-35).
Kposowa (1998:535) used data from the June 1985 Current Population Survey. A total of
62,887 ever-married women 14 years and older were the initial sample drawn that was then
limited to first marriages of 16,243 ever-married women under the age of 50 (Kposowa
1998:535). The basic assumption of the proportional hazards model used to examine
divorce/separation in this study was that the covariates included captured population
heterogeneity and that the risks of divorce/separation remained unchanged over the time of the
marriage (Kposowa 1998:536).
The primary findings indicated that Black women were at a higher divorce/separation risk
than White women, and Black women’s marriages ended much sooner than White women’s
marriages (Kposowa 1998:542). In addition, Kposowa (1998:543) found that higher levels of
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education increased women’s chances of divorce/separation. Analysis of cohorts revealed an
increase in the probability of divorce/separation compared to 5 to 10 years prior.
One limitation of this study is that he only considers race as a variable, as opposed to
narrowing down the data set further to more accurately examine how the racial composition of
the marriage affects the risk of divorce. Also, the conclusions the author comes to are only
descriptive (i.e., only discussing the effect of race on divorce and duration of the marriage) and
he fails to discuss potential causes of such drastic differences. In addition, the researcher failed to
include important independent variables, such as cohabitation prior to marriage and religion, due
to dataset limitations. Lastly, because this was not a longitudinal study, the effects of the
variables are assumed to be fixed, so it is impossible to see if changes in these variables (i.e.,
education, children, income) affect divorce/separation risk over time.
Kreider (2000b:2) is the first empirical study in the 2000’s that used logistic regression to
predict the odds of divorce or separation for both interracial and same-race couples with the
intent to compare the two groups. In addition, her research sought to ascertain whether there
were differences in the factors that affect interracial and same-race divorce/separation risk and to
offer an explanation for such differences. In her study, Kreider (2000b:9) tested the following
hypotheses: (1) Interracial couples experience less connection to their families and communities
than same-race couples, therefore they receive less social support; and (2) Interracial couples will
have a higher level of conflict, because they are less likely to be homogamous than same-race
couples. She tested these hypotheses by including a measure of connection and social support
based on the type of marriage ceremony, 1 as well as direct questions answered by the
respondents about the amount of conflict in their marriage.
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The data came from two waves of the National Survey of Families and Households from
the years 1987 through 1988 and 1992 through 1994. A total of 10,008 of the original 13,007
respondents were re-interviewed in the second wave. After selecting out the interracial and samerace married respondents, and removing cases with missing data, the sample analyzed contained
3,180 cases. The dependent variable in the study was divorce risk, measured by a dichotomized
variable of whether the couple was either: (1) together; or (2) divorced or separated. 2 Kreider
(2000b:11-12) used several independent variables that the literature suggest either increase or
decrease marital instability. For example, how long the couple has been married, cohabitation
history, previous marriages, religiosity, and the presence of children are more likely to lead to
marital disruption, and interracial couples have been shown to have higher rates of these factors.
Other independent variables included level of education and country of origin, which are
predicted to decrease risk for divorce, and have been widely used in previous research on
interracial divorce. Control variables included income as well as region of the country where the
couple lived.
In her preliminary tests for difference in means of the predictor variables between
interracial and same-race married couples, Kreider (2000b:23) found that interracial couples had
a significantly higher mean on one indicator of conflict, the fights scale, and one indicator of low
social connection, having only a civil wedding ceremony. These findings support her hypotheses
that interracial couples experience higher conflict and lower social connection with their families
and communities.
Kreider (2000b:13) then estimated several logistic regression models including different
sets of variables to address her research questions. Model 1 included if the couple was
interracial or not. Model 2 added connection and social support variables, as well as conflict
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variables. Model 3 added the higher divorce risk predictors for interracial couples described
above. Model 4 added factors expected to lower the risk of divorce among interracial couples.
Finally, model 5 included all of the sets of predictors from previous models. Results of the first
model (Kreider 2000b:13) indicate that interracial couples were three times more likely to
separate or divorce than same-race couples. After conflict and social support variables are added
to model 2, the odds for interracial couples divorcing drop to 2.2 times more likely to separate or
divorce than same-race couples. In model 3, Kreider (2000b:14) found that after controlling for
expected predictors for divorce among interracial couples, the odds of separation or divorce
dropped to interracial couples being 78 percent more likely to separate or divorce than same-race
couples. An additional significant predictor of divorce among interracial couples is having
parents who divorced when the respondents were less than 18, which confirms previous work
such as Amato (1996). The results from model 4 that added factors predicted to lower divorce
among interracial couples showed almost identical results to model 1, with the odds for
interracial couples experiencing marital disruption are 2.7 times more than for same-race
couples. Model 5 indicates that the risk for marital disruption of interracial couples is 71 percent
higher than the rate for same-race couples (Kreider 2000b:15). Overall, the analysis suggests
weaker family connections and higher conflict for interracial couples, that in turn result in a
higher risk for divorce/separation.
One major limitation of this study is the lack of a theoretical framework. Although the
study is based on previous empirical studies, and it was a necessary piece at the time because it
been years since interracial marriage was examined (let alone interracial divorce), it is unclear
whether her hypotheses are based on a theory or theories of marital disruption. She does mention
homogamy (Kreider 2000b:9) in the sense that a couples that have more in common will divorce
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less, which implies she is employing homogamy theory. A second limitation of her study is use
of type of marriage ceremony as a measure of family connection/support. This measure is only a
very indirect indicator of family support for the marriage, and it fails to capture other forms of
support that would be more critical to sustaining the marriage such as childcare, help with
finances, etc. In sum, this study is important as it fills a gap in the research literature, however it
has limitations.
Although Heaton (2002) was not specifically examining interracial divorce, he had a
dichotomized race variable for the spouses amongst other prevalent divorce risk variables, and
therefore provides a starting point for some of the more recent studies. Heaton (2002:397) also
examined which factors related to martial stability became more or less significant in predicting
divorce risk over time. Heaton (2002:393-6) discussed certain factors examined in the marriage
literature of the 1990s—such as parents’ martial stability through childhood into adolescence,
premarital sex, presence of children prior to marriage, age at marriage, women’s educational
attainment, cohabitation before marriage, and age, educational, religious, and racial
heterogamy—which he used in his logistic regression to see which additional covariates in
subsequent models accounted for the dissolution effects examined in each year.
Heaton (2002) used a subsample from the 1995 National Survey of Family Growth, that
included only women’s first marriages (N=59,673). As mentioned, he used logistic regression
models to examine the effect of relevant predictors on the odds of divorce/separation. The
independent variables included in the study were as follows: (1) dummy variable for parents’
marital stability; (2) dummy variables for race and Hispanic origin; (3) dummy variables for
premarital sex; (4) dummy variables for premarital birth; (5) dummy variable for religious
affiliation; (6) a dummy variable for if the first sexual intercourse was coerced or voluntary; (7)
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educational attainment coded in years; (8) a dummy variable for cohabitation before marriage;
(9) age at marriage; (10) a dummy variable for homogamy in age; (11) a dummy variable for
homogamy in race; (12) a dummy variable for homogamy in education; and (13) a dummy
variable for homogamy in religious affiliation. Heaton (2002:397) also included marital duration
as a control variable. To examine the effects of heterogamy, Heaton (2002:398) measured age
heterogamy through four dummy variables that indicate if the husband was: (1) 5 or more years
older; (2) 2 to 4 years older; (3) 0 to 2 years older; or (4) the wife is older. Educational
heterogamy indicates if either spouse had completed at least one more year of education than
his/her spouse (Heaton 2002:98). Lastly, he created dummy variables for both religion and race
to indicate whether the spouses are of the same race and religion (Heaton 2002:398).
Results (Heaton 2002:399) indicated that divorce/separation was higher among women
who had sex, coerced sex, a baby, or cohabited with a partner prior to marriage, as well as
differences between spouses in religion and race. In regard to heterogamy, in addition to religion
and race, there was more divorce/separation in couples where the wife was more educated than
the husband, but not in the cases where the husband was more educated than the wife. On the
other hand, Heaton (2002:406) found that increased age at marriage and higher educational
attainment enhanced marital stability. Overall, Heaton (2002:401) found that age at marriage,
particularly marrying at an older age, had the strongest effect on marital stability. Heaton
(2002:405) observes that one limitation of this study is that it is not possible to establish causality
between the dependent and independent variables due to use of cross-sectional data. An
additional methodological limitation is non-exclusive categories for dummy variables, with
specific reference to the overlap in age differences presented by the four categories.
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Sweeney and Phillips (2004) conducted another of the early empirical studies that utilized
logistic regression to examine effects of risk factors on marital disruption looking specifically for
significant differences by race, but not comparing interracial marital disruption to same-race
marital disruption. Martial disruption (Sweeney and Phillips 2004:641) was defined as the “selfreported date” that the wife/respondent stopped living with her husband, regardless of whether a
divorce was obtained later or not. Similar to the author’s own use, the term “marital disruption”
will be used to encompass both divorce and separation while discussing their study. The authors
(Sweeney and Phillips 2004:639-640) did not explicitly mention any hypotheses that they were
testing, however they presented the following three research questions: (1) Are the national
trends in divorce since 1980 experienced by both Black and White women? (2) Are there
differences between Black and White women in the effects of potential risk factors for marital
disruption? (3) Does variation in the populations of married Black and White women, regarding
key divorce risk factors, explain differences in divorce rates between the two groups? Although
these questions indicate that their research is focusing on differences in risk factors for marital
disruption for different racial groups, and not for interracial marriage, it is important to include
this study as precursor to the more focused empirical research of more recent years.
Sweeney and Phillips (2004) used a national sample from the Current Population Survey
(CPS) over the span of 25 years (including 1970-1979 to compare trends in divorce to those prior
to 1980), with a sample size of 36,329 White respondents and 3,697 Black respondents. Sweeney
and Phillips (2004:641-642) conducted their analysis in three stages, however, the main focus of
the review will be on the second stage, as this is where logistic regression was employed to
accomplish the aims of filling the void of marital disruption research focused on racial
subgroups. They estimated two separate models, one for Black women and one for White
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women, where age, education, premarital fertility, and region were all fixed independent
variables (i.e, fixed at the time of the interview) and historical period was a time-varying
covariate, with analysis limited to first marriages to avoid chronic divorcers.
Results (Sweeney and Phillips 2004:645) indicated that age at marriage has stronger
negative effects on marital disruption for White women than for Black women, but educational
attainment has a stronger negative effect on marital disruption for Black women than for White
women. In addition, premarital birth had a stronger destabilizing effect among White women
(73% increased risk) than Black women, for whom the effect of premarital birth was not
statistically significant. Lastly, Sweeney and Phillips (2004:645) found that living in the South
had a stronger destabilizing effect on marital disruption for White women than for Black women.
There are several limitations with the Sweeney and Phillips study. The first is that the
CPS includes a limited number of risk factors for marital disruption among respondents. To
better analyze the effects of risk factors on marital disruption, ideally there would be a full array
of variables identified in past research as affecting marital disruption, as opposed to the four
variables tested in this study. In addition, the authors compare models for White and Black
women separately, which is useful for discovering initial ideas about racial differences in marital
disruption, however, the effect of interracial marriage should also be included when discussing
race and why a marriage may end in disruption. Overall, though, this study is useful because it is
one of the first studies to examine racial differences in the factors influencing marital disruption
in the present century.
Kalmijn, de Graaf, and Janssen (2005) examined the effects of differences in religion and
nationality on the risk of divorce in the Netherlands using logistic regression. Although
homogamy theory is not specifically used, the authors do discuss the heterogamy hypothesis,
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which predicts that when two spouses have religions or national origins that are different, they
will be at a higher risk of divorce (Kalmijn et al. 2005:73). Further, they predict that large gaps
in the cultural differences between these groups will put the spouses at a higher risk of divorce
(i.e., Dutch and Moroccan, or Orthodox and unaffiliated) (Kalmijn et al. 2005:73). The authors
also add that there may only be a social boundary between groups as opposed to cultural
differences, so if there is a strong social boundary between groups (i.e., Catholics and
Protestants) they will be more prone to divorce (Kalmijn et al. 2005:74). They also pose a strong
heterogamy hypothesis and a weak heterogamy hypothesis, to attempt to get at the effects of
heterogamy (Kalmijn et al. 2005:73). The strong heterogamy hypothesis suggests that an AB
marriage (with one group being A and the other being B) will have a divorce risk that is higher
than the maximum divorce risk of AA and BB marriages, and the weak heterogamy hypothesis
suggest that AB marriages will have a divorce risk that is higher than the average risk of divorce
for AA and BB marriages (Kalmijn et al. 2005:73).
Kalmijn et al. (2005) test the following hypotheses: (1) Marriages between people who
differ in religion or nationality have a higher risk for divorce than homogamous marriages; (2)
The more traditional the value orientation of the group, the lower the risk for divorce; (3) The
divorce risk for mixed-religion or a mixed-nationality couples will fall above the average of risk
of both a homogamous religion marriage and a homogamous nationality marriage; (4) Marriages
between groups that are dissimilar will be more prone to divorce than homogamous marriages;
and (5) Marriages between groups with strong social boundaries will be more prone to divorce
than homogamous marriages. To measure religion and national origin, they used the religious
affiliation variable and the national origin variable, respectively (Kalmijn et al. 2005:76).
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Data were from the marriage and divorce records provided from each municipality in the
Netherlands from 1974 to 1994 (Kalmijn et al. 2005:75). Specifically, they looked at the
marriages from 1974 to 1984, and then the divorce records from 1974 to 1994, allowing them to
examine up to a 10-year divorce risk from the records (Kalmijn et al. 2005:75).To match the
marriages and divorces, they used the municipality of the marriage, the date of the marriage, and
the years of birth for both spouses, resulting in a total of 931,198 marriages for their analysis,
with 116,269 of these marriages having ended in divorce. Their method left room for error, so to
attempt to identify the errors, they reverse matched the divorce records to marriages, and they
found they were 92% accurate (Kalmijn et al. 2005:75). They utilized logistic regression to
examine the influence of heterogamy and used their results to calculate the predicted divorce
risk. Control variables for both partner’s age at marriage, previous marital status of both partners,
each year of marriage, urbanization in the municipality, and the province location were used
(Kalmijn et al. 2005:77). The two main independent variables tested are: (1) a set of 48 dummy
variables with all of the combinations of husband’s and wife’s religious affiliation by church to
test for religious heterogamy; and (2) a set of 35 dummy variables for the combination of the
husband’s and the wife’s nationality to test for national origins heterogamy (Kalmijn et al.
2005:76).
Results indicated weak support for their strong heterogamy hypothesis, but clear support
for their weak heterogamy hypothesis, suggesting some type of adaptation, similar to findings in
Jones (1996) (Kalmijn et al. 2005:78). Marriages between Catholics and Protestants showed the
strongest divorce risk among heterogamous marriages, and other religious combinations in
marriages also showed a higher risk for divorce than the average risk for each group (Kalmijn et
al. 2005:78). They also found that part of the heterogamy effects observed had to do with one
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partner being nonreligious, and the other being affiliated with any religion (Kalmijn et al.
2005:81). With respect to nationality, they found that heterogamous marriages had a higher risk
for divorce than the highest level of divorce between a homogamous marriage of both partners’
national origin groups (Kalmijn et al. 2005:82). In addition they found that the effects of
heterogamy, with respect to nationality, decreased over time in the marriage (Kalmijn et al.
2005:82).
The most glaring limitation of this study is its applicability to studies, such as the present
study, that deal with race. While examining national origin is helpful in their study, and cultural
differences between national origin groups can be similar to racial groups, the differences in
nationality do not carry the same weight as differences in race in the United States. In addition,
they have a limited number of independent variables, so some of their results may be spurious.
Fu (2006) conducted an empirical assessment of the effects of socioeconomic status on
intra-racial marriage as well as on interracial marriage between various race groups in Hawaii.
Although Fu did discuss interracial marriage, for the purposes of the current study the focus will
remain on the hypotheses, methods, and results about interracial divorce within the study. Fu
(2006:243) tested two hypotheses concerning the effects of status exchange theory on interracial
divorce in comparison with same-race divorce: (1) Interracial married couples are at a higher risk
of divorce than intra-racial married couples; and (2) Married couples of lower socioeconomic
status (SES) have a higher divorce risk than married couples of higher (SES). Fu’s other
hypotheses included being in an interracial marriage negatively affects marital stability, where
stability is defined as the probability of divorce and length of marriage if the marriage ends in
divorce (Fu 2006:243) and higher status being negatively associated with divorce probability. Fu
(2006:244) tested his hypotheses by including racial group membership and socioeconomic
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status, which is comprised of levels of education and types of occupations, which were weighted
equally in a factor analysis and combined into a single scale.
Fu (2006) used marriage records from 1983-1994 and divorce records from 1983-1996 in
the state of Hawaii, from the Health Monitoring Office of the Department of Health in the state,
as the sources of data for the study. The couples in the study are classified into 18 separate racial
groups, but Fu (2006:244) combined them into four larger groups of Caucasians, Japanese,
Filipinos, and Hawaiians. There was a total of 69,657 divorces in Hawaii between 1983 and
1996. Fu (2006:244) matched these divorces with the marriage data to keep the analysis of
divorce focused on “resident marriages.” Fu (2006:244) noted that the data matching cannot
capture all divorces among those who married in Hawaii because some of those who married in
Hawaii may have divorced in another state or country. The control variables for the study are
race group size, sex ratio, age at marriage, and the number of marriages.
Fu (2006:245) used a logistic regression to test his hypotheses, and a Cox regression
model to analyze the risk of divorce. Results showed that “exogamous marriages last shorter than
endogamous marriages, supporting findings in the literature that outgroup relationships are
usually harder to sustain than ingroup relationships” (Fu 2006:251). Fu (2006:251) also found a
difference across racial and gender categories, where Caucasian husbands had the longest
marriage duration across racial lines, and Caucasian wives had the shortest marriage duration
across racial lines. In addition, socioeconomic status appears not to have as strong an influence
on divorce as it has on mate selection (Fu 2006: 252). Although the effects of SES on divorce
are moderate, Fu did find that the majority of the coefficients (45/50) were positive, suggesting
the opposite of what the hypothesis noted above predicts and this carries consistently across
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racial lines as well, suggesting that higher SES increases the chances of divorce independent of
the husband’s and wife’s races (Fu 2006: 253).
A major limitation of this study is its applicability anywhere else in the United States, as
Hawaii is historically a culturally diverse place due to its unique history, and therefore racial
tolerance is expected to be much higher there than in the continental United States (Fu 2006).
Another limitation is that, due to the high number of interracial marriages in Hawaii, there is
concern with how race and ethnicity is measured in the face of many multiple-race individuals.
This study is valuable insofar as it provides a basic analysis format for divorce risk, race, and
SES, but it leaves much to be desired in that many factors that can impact divorce risk (such as
children or religion, for example) were not included in the analysis.
Zhang and Van Hook (2009) utilized Cox proportional hazards models to examine
marital dissolution among interracial couples to test theories in the marriage and divorce
literatures. Based on homogamy theory, Zhang and Van Hook (2009:4) tested the following
hypotheses: (1) Interracial marriages will be less stable than similar endogamous marriages; (2)
Black-White couples will have higher risks of divorce than other interracial couples; and (3)
Interracial couples will have higher risks of divorce than endogamous couples of both of the
partners’ racial groups. Alternatively, based in the convergence perspective, Zhang and Van
Hook (2009:4-5) hypothesized that interracial couples will have risks of marital dissolution that
fall between those of the respective racial groups. They do include an additional hypothesis
comparing Hispanic and Asian racial groups, but it will not be discussed due to the lack of
relevance for the present study. The dependent variable in this study was marital dissolution due
to separation or divorce (Zhang and Van Hook 2009:6).
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Data were derived from six panels—from the years 1990, 1991, 1992, 1993, 1996, and
2001—of the Survey of Income and Program Participation (Zhang and Hook 2009:5). Their
sample size was limited to 23,139, censoring for missing values, and only including first
marriages (Zhang and Hook 2009:5). They defined the racial groups in their study as White,
Black, Asian, Hispanic, and other minority, and then further broke these down in the analysis
into marriage types by gender (i.e., White husband-Black wife, Black husband-White wife, etc.)
(2009:6). A set of six dummy variables were created to include the time period when the couple
got married in 5 year cohorts (Zhang and Hook 2009:6). Region of residence, age difference
between spouses, age at marriage, wife’s income, children aged 0-4 years, and the citizenship
and nativity of the couple were also controlled. They also made sure to distinguish couples where
the husband had more or less education than his wife (Zhang and Hook 2009:6). As stated
previously, Cox proportional hazard models were used in this analysis to measure the risk of
marital dissolution (Zhang and Hook 2009:6).
Results indicated that, without control variables in the model, divorce was higher among
interracial couples than among same-race couples. Black-White couples were the most likely to
break up of all racial combinations, which the authors suggest is because they are the most
socially distant groups in the United States (Zhang and Hook 2009:7). After adding control and
potential divorce risk factor variables to the model, the hazard ratio associated with interracial
marriages went from being statistically significant (p < .01) to being nonsignificant (p < .10)
(Zhang and Hook 2009:8). In addition, interracial couples in this sample tended to have higher
income and an older age at marriage, which are two factors that actually increase marital
stability. Overall, their results showed more support for the ethnic convergence perspective than
the homogamy hypothesis, but, even then, support was weak (Zhang and Hook 2009:9).
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One limitation of this study is that they did not control for cohabitation history, which is
an important determinant of divorce risk in other studies. In addition, their study showed that
there are potentially some unspecified causes for divorce in interracial couples not being
addressed through the two theoretical frameworks being applied here combined with the dataset
being used, such as family support for the marriage and quality of marriage, that may be better
addressed through mixed methods. Lastly, even across six panels of data, there are not a large
number of interracial couples, which seems to be a reoccurring limitation in this type of research
that can account for many nonsignificant findings. Overall, much like the previous studies, this
study calls for further research.
Jones (2010) conducted a rather unique study in comparison to others reviewed here, in
that he examined stability of interracial unions by using a dataset with only male respondents.
All of the other studies discussed in this review used data for couples or females. Jones
(2010:245) used a form of status exchange theory that he calls equal status exchange theory. He
argues (2010:244-45) while some selective coupling is done to enhance one’s status,
endogamous marriages may occur for purposes of status maintenance—i.e., to maintain one’s
status rather than to increase it.
Thus, the ‘exchange’ is not necessarily a bottom-up process with the goal of advancement
but rather, the exchange is an ‘apples-to apples’ process with the goal of status
maintenance (Jones 2010:245).
Jones (2010:245) goes on to theorize that higher rates of marital disruption (divorce or
separation) among interracial marriages are specifically tied to differences in socioeconomic
status, cohabitation experiences, or different demographics that make a couple more prone to
disruption (such as age difference between spouses). Jones (2010:245) tests the following
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hypotheses: (1) Interracial couples will be more prone to disruption than same-race couples when
examining typical divorce variables; (2) Cohabiting before marriage will increase the odds of
disruption, and will be stronger for men who have cohabited with multiple women in the past;
(3) Individuals at lower levels of education will be at a higher risk of marital disruption; and (4)
Race will have a significant effect in predicting marital disruption, and (5) Black men in an
interracial marriage will have the highest risk of disruption.
The data used for this study were from Cycle 6 of the National Survey of Family Growth.
Jones (2010:246) restricted his analysis to 1,395 White, Black, and Latino heterosexual men who
had ever been married from the original sample of 4,928 men in the study. Jones (2010:246)
created nine racial “coupling types” to account for all possible racial combinations between
heterosexual couples from the three racial groups. In addition, he used their self-reported
cohabitation history, whether the respondents had a high school diploma at the time of marriage,
as well as socioeconomic status experienced as a child (through the respondent’s mother’s
education). Age gaps between spouses had been significant in predicting divorce in previous
studies (e.g., Teachman 2003), so Jones used a five-year gap between the spouses as the cut-off
to operationalize this variable. Other spousal characteristics taken into account were if the wife
had children prior to marriage, and also her cohabitation history. Controls in this study were
respondent’s age at marriage, having children prior to divorce (husband), and whether the
respondent came from an intact family.
Jones (2010:247) employed two statistical methods—life table analysis and event history
models that were weighted to account for survey design effects. The results discussed will be
limited to Black people and White people, as Latino people are not pertinent to the present study.
Results of their demographic analysis showed that interracial marriages were the least likely to
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end in divorce or separation (25.1%) as compared to White-White (30.9%) and Black-Black
(37.2%) pairings, but this could be due to a smaller sample of interracial couples as compared to
White-White and Black-Black couples. Cohabitation history and its effects were not significantly
different across the racial combinations, and the effect of education of men was lower for the
men in interracial unions compared to those in same-race unions. Collectively, through his
demographic analysis, Jones (2010:249) found that White men were least likely to be in an
interracial union, and Black-only unions seemed to be the most disadvantaged regarding
significant predictors of divorce. Via the life-table analysis, Jones (2010:249) found that BlackBlack unions have the highest probability of divorce as the years go on, followed by interracial,
and then White-White unions, lending support for the convergence perspective discussed in
Chapter II. With his hazard ratios, Jones (2010:251) found that men who cohabited with only
their own spouse before marriage had elevated divorce risk, while men who cohabited with both
their wife and other women (from previous relationships) prior to marriage lowered the risk of
divorce. Lastly, Jones (2010:251) reported that higher levels of education decreased the odds of
divorce, however education did not explain the difference between interracial and same-race
couples’ risk of divorce.
One limitation of this study is that, although Jones presented nine different couple
combinations in his methods section (e.g., Black male with Black female, Black male with White
female, Latino male with Black female), he did not present the marital stability of different
couple combinations in this way. Instead, he limited reporting of the combinations to the
following: White/White, White/Non-White, Black/Black, Black/Non-Black, Latino/Latino,
Latino/Non-Latino. This limits the analysis and makes it impossible to interpret the probability
of dissolution for the specific couple combinations that Jones had outlined. In addition, there was
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no explicit claim of limiting the analysis to first marriages only, therefore his results may be
biased due to including serial divorcers.
Fu and Wolfinger (2011:13) made an important contribution to the literature, as they
examined interracial divorce using a sickle model, which is able to capture an important feature
of divorce, where the risk increases during the first few years of marriage and then slowly
declines. In addition, it is a hazard function model, therefore it can account for the fact that some
couples will not divorce no matter how much time passes. 3 The aim of their study was to
examine the risk factors that can lead to divorce among interracial couples using the sickle
model. Fu and Wolfinger (2011:10) chose to focus on interracial marriage and divorce between
Black and White couples and Latino and White couples. In the interests of the present study, I
will only focus on the Black and White results of their study. Fu and Wolfinger (2011:4-5)
discuss both homogamy theory and the convergence perspective in the review of the literature,
and therefore, they hypothesize that the observed divorce rate for Black-White couples should
fall somewhere in between the Black divorce rate and the White divorce rate—which aligns with
the convergence perspective—or the observed Black-White divorce rate will exceed all
homogamous couple divorce rates—which aligns with homogamy theory (Fu and Wolfinger
2011:8). Overall, they expected the convergence perspective to find more support.
The data were from the 1995 and 2002 waves of the National Survey of Family Growth,
which they then combined for a pooled dataset (Fu and Wolfinger 2011:12). They limited their
sample to females whose marriages lasted longer than a month, first marriages, and also coded
couples who had divorced, separated, or had their marriage annulled as 1 in their dichotomous
dependent variable (Fu and Wolfinger 2011:12). Their final sample was 8,597 women. Their
analysis controlled for marriage cohort, wife’s education, wife’s age at marriage, whether the
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wife’s parents stayed together throughout her childhood, religion, premarital birth, cohabitation
prior to marriage, whether the husband had been married before, and the year of the survey (Fu
and Wolfinger 2011:13). As mentioned previously, they utilized a sickle model to capture the
parametric event history while controlling for “first-order” racial differences 4 (Fu and Wolfinger
2011:13).
Results indicated that crossing the Latino/White boundary significantly increased the
divorce risk for the couple, but that crossing the Black/White boundary did not (Fu and
Wolfinger 2011:21). Further, Fu and Wolfinger (2011:22) found that interracial marriages
between a White spouse and a Black spouse dissolved at higher rates than White same-race
marriages, but at lower rates than Black same-race marriages, which supports the convergence
perspective. They suggested that the low dissolution rate of Black-White interracial marriages
may be due to the social boundaries between these racial groups in the United States (Fu and
Wolfinger 2011:24). Their results did not support the homogamy theory, however, they suggest
that it may be that Black-White interracial marriages are typically between individuals who are
homogamous in most other ways aside from race (Fu and Wolfinger 2011:24). Overall, their
results leaned more towards supporting the convergence perspective over the homogamy theory.
A major limitation of this study is that they chose to combine divorced, separated and
annulled into one category in their dependent variable. This is problematic because these three
types of marital disruption may have different causes. Specifically, individuals’ reasons for
divorcing versus going through annulment versus separating can vary for reasons beyond the
main focus of their study (i.e., racial differences), therefore including all forms of marital
disruption may require a different type of analysis than the one presented here, such as analysis
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of each type of disruption separately, may be necessary to accurately assess the research
questions.
Feng, Boyle, van Ham, and Raab (2012) took the findings from previous literature and
used them to examine ethnic differences in divorce in Great Britain. They (2012:161-62) test
homogamy theory and the convergence perspective in relation to inter-ethnic and co-ethnic
marriages. Although ethnicity and race are not the same, because they employ a similar method
and use one of the theories and the perspective examined in the present study, it seemed
important to include their study in this review. The authors are examining what factors impact
divorce to determine which theory receives more empirical support.
The data used for analysis were from the ONS-LS, which is a nationally representative,
longitudinal sample from the English and Welsh population contained within the national census,
with an overall sample size of 500,000, initially included in the 1991 census and also appeared in
the 2001 census. The sub-sample used in Feng et al. (2012) study consisted of all married
couples (excluding those who were cohabiting but not married) from the 1991 census who were
also included in the 2001 census. 5 The resulting sample size for analysis was 172,473 couples.
The authors (Feng et al. 2012:164) aggregated the numerous ethnic groups in the census into five
broad categories of White, Black, South Asian, and Other Asian. 6 They used a variety of
individual-level variables from the 1991 census (Feng et al. 2012) that relate to divorce risk such
as: (1) age at the time of the survey, as age at marriage was not available; (2) education
dichotomized into with and without a degree; (3) and economic activity divided into “in
employment,” “unemployed,” “retired,” and “economically inactive.” Native to the United
Kingdom is also included in the study, measured with a dichotomy, as well as housing situation
(renters v. homeowners) and geographical region (North East/Yorkshire & Humberside, North
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West/Wales, Midlands, South, London). The dependent variable was partnership status in 2001,
dichotomized into “couple intact” and “couple dissolved,” indicating whether the couple was
married or divorced, respectively.
The results of the study show variation in risk of divorce among ethnic groups, and
provide support for the convergence perspective in that mixed-ethnic unions had a divorce risk
that was closer to the divorce risk for the more divorce-prone ethnicity between husband and
wife, therefore falling between the rates of the two ethnic groups as the perspective suggests, but
only after other divorce risk correlates and control variables were added to the model (Feng et al.
2012:173). It was also found that including the demographic and socio-economic variables
mentioned previously reduced the gap between Black-White couples’ divorce risk and the sameethnicity couples’ divorce risk.
A consistent limitation in this type of research is the small number of inter-ethnic
marriages (or interracial marriages) in comparison to ethnically homogenous unions, and this
study faced this same issue. In addition, they were unable to include measures of age at marriage
and length of the marriage, which have both been mentioned as having effects on divorce risk.
They do state, though, that their results should be used as an analysis of determinants of who
divorces as opposed to which conditions will result in divorce (Feng et al. 2012:174).
Smith, Maas, and van Tubergen (2012), like Feng et al. (2012), utilized homogamy
theory and the convergence perspective to examine inter-ethnic couples’ divorce risk in
comparison to co-ethnic divorce risk in the Netherlands. This study is included because of its
similarities to the present study, but caution must be used in extrapolating the results to other
nations as each nation has its own history and socio-political factors that shape the experiences
of its residents. Based on homogamy theory, Smith, Maas, and van Tubergen (2012:1127-9)
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hypothesized: (1) Partners from different origin countries have a higher divorce risk than
partners from the same origin country; (2) The larger the cultural difference between the wife’s
and husband’s origin countries, the higher the divorce risk; and (3)Black-White marriages have a
higher divorce risk than same-ethnicity couples. In turn, the authors propose these hypotheses
based on the convergence perspective: (1) The larger the wife’s and husband’s origin group size,
the higher the divorce risk for interethnic couples; (2) The effect of cultural distance on divorce
risk will be smaller for second generation immigrants compared to first generation immigrants;
(3) The higher the divorce risk for either the husband or the wife will increase the divorce risk
for the couple; and (4) The effects of the divorce rate in the wife’s and husband’s origin country
on divorce risks are smaller for second generation immigrants than for first generation
immigrants. Cultural distance was operationalized by using religious difference, as it is a “key
element of culture,” and the general gross product per capita was used to measure individualism
(Smith et al. 2012:1131).
Smith, Mass, and van Tubergen (2012:1129) also predicted that age at marriage of wife,
age of youngest child at home, marital duration, registered partnership (cohabitation), and age
heterogamy as control variables affecting differences in divorce risk between groups. The data
analyzed were from the Dutch Municipality Registers from 1995-2008. Because the register only
provided individual data, the authors used address data and marriage date data to determine who
is married to whom. The sample size was 116,745 couples from 124 different origin countries,
with 61.3% being mono-ethnic couples, and 38.7% inter-ethnic couples. 7 A logistic regression
with robust standard errors corrected for two-way clustering is the statistical method that was
used and the dependent variable was whether the marriage ended in divorce or not (Smith et al.
2012:1132).
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Results indicated that inter-ethnic couples have a higher divorce risk than mono-ethnic
couples (Smith et al. 2012:1134). Smith et al. (2012:1135) interpreted this as being consistent
with homogamy theory, and claimed that those of different ethnicities or countries of origin are
likely to have different cultural roots that influence their thinking and actions, which could lead
to tension down the road in the marriage when the cultural differences are extreme. They also
found that Black/White interethnic couples were not more likely to divorce, but they attributed
this difference from the findings of past research, mostly using data from the United States where
“color lines” that can put pressure on interracial marriage not being as prevalent in the
Netherlands (Smith et al. 2012:1136). Overall, they found more evidence consistent with the
homogamy theory than with the convergence perspective, in direct opposition with what Feng et
al. (2012) found.
The first limitation in this study failure to control for education and income as predictors
of divorce risk, as found in other research. Perhaps their lack of additional variables is due
limitations in the secondary data, but it still is a limitation of the study. Also, as mentioned
previously, any application of this study to the United States must be done with caution because,
as the authors said, color lines are more of a factor in the United States than in the Netherlands.
Overall, this study provides another example of how this type of analysis can be done, and also
poses a direct challenge to the other studies that have been discussed.
Grether (2012:26-8) utilized homogamy theory, which he referred to as the homogamy
perspective, as well as the investment model to examine interracial divorce in Louisiana. He
discussed homogamy theory and laid out the framework similar to what has been presented in
the current study thus far, but the difference here is his addition of the investment model
hypothesized by Rusbult (1980). Built upon a theory of interdependence, the investment model,
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as applied in Grether (2012:27), suggests that relationship satisfaction is dependent on what the
partners are able to provide to one another, as well as the size of their contributions. In addition,
he (2012:28) aims to look beyond the individual pressures presented by these theories by
considering external pressures that could be impacting resources or satisfaction. The following
hypotheses were tested in this study: (1) Characteristics associated with divorce in general will
be more prevalent in interracial marriages than same-race marriages; (2) Interracial marriages
will end in divorce more often than same-race marriages; (3) Interracial marriages will have the
same chances of divorce as same-race couples when controlling for divorce factors and “social
support”; and (4) Variables associated with divorce will predict divorce differently among
interracial marriages and same-race marriages (Grether 2012:30-31).
A longitudinal survey—Marriage Matters from Tulane University and University of
Virginia between 1998-2004—was administered to 700 residents of Louisiana, and from this
Grether (2012:32) used 475 respondents—423 were same-race couples and 52 were interracial
couples—who met the requirements of his study. These requirements included having basic
demographic information (i.e., age, race, race of partner) as well as couple-level characteristics
(i.e., income, presence of children prior to current marriage, educational attainment of both the
respondents and their partners, cohabitation history, and marital history) (Grether 2012:32).
Divorce by Wave 3 was the dependent variable, and interracial marriage and social support were
the independent variables. Grether (2012:33) operationalized social support by using questions
that asked respondents how often they discuss marital issues with or seek marital advice from
their close friends and family, as well as questions that directly ask about the individual’s support
system (e.g., frequency of visits from family and friends). In addition, he controls for typical
factors that can increase divorce risk, specifically the ones mentioned previously. He tested
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hypothesis 1 by using chi-square and paired t-tests, and he used logistic regression to test
hypotheses 2-4.
When results between interracial and same-race marriages were compared (Grether
2012:36-7), individuals in interracial marriages were divorcing each other more than those in
same-race marriages (specifically husbands divorcing wives in both instances), showing support
for hypothesis 1. The models that assessed divorce among the couples also found interracial
marriages were more likely to end in divorce than same-race marriages. Support for hypothesis 4
was found as well (Grether 2012:42-4), as separate logistic regressions revealed no significant
relationship between interracial marriages and factors that are typically associated with divorce,
but the results for same-race marriages found significance for some factors (i.e., receiving
premarital counseling as well as earning more or less than their partners decreased the odds of
divorce, and wives who cohabited with their husbands before marriage significantly increased
the odds of divorce). Grether (2012:48) did not find support for hypothesis 3, so he concluded
that social support was not a reliable predictor of marital stability as it did not have a significant
relationship with divorce for interracial marriages in his study, which is in direct conflict with the
findings of Kreider (2000b).
The lack of empirical support for hypothesis three in this study could be due to one of the
study’s larger limitations, which is the small number of interracial marriages. Due to interracial
marriages comprising such a small percentage of all marriages, a small sample size is expected,
however, it does make it difficult to obtain statistical significance. It is also possible that, due to
the geographical location of this study, and the historical implications associated with that area,
that the effects of social support were not measured accurately. In addition, the author failed to
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include other variables that may impact divorce, such as religion. Grether (2012: 53) does admit
that his data were limited to being from Louisiana as opposed to a national random sample.
Conclusion
Table 3.1 brings together the key features of each of the empirical studies reviewed in
this chapter. There is mixed support for all of the theories examined, and exchange theory has
been examined the least across the board. None of the studies were without problems and/or
limitations, and therefore, the current study aims to fill the gaps based on some of the limitations
in these studies. A frequent limitation in the literature (Kreider 2000b; Sweeney and Phillips
2004; Zhang and Van Hook 2009; Jones 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011) is combining couples
who were separated or whose marriages were annulled with divorced couples in their measure of
the dependent variable. While this creates a larger sample size, each type of marital dissolution
potentially has different causes and consequences. In addition, a separation could be temporary,
which differentiates it from both an annulment and a divorce, and annulments tend to happen
sooner than divorces, and probably for different reasons such as parental pressure. The present
study only examined those who have actually completed the divorce process, which avoids this
limitation. The present study also addresses the limitation in some past studies that included
serial divorcers by examining only first marriages that are either still intact or that have ended in
divorce.
In addition to correcting these limitations, this study aims to provide a more thorough test
of social exchange theory as applied to interracial divorce, as this was only utilized by a few of
the previous studies on interracial divorce (Kposowa 1998; Jones 2010). Kposowa (1998) only
presented descriptive information about which individuals divorce more than others without
controlling for other factors that have been shown to influence divorce risk. Therefore, the
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Table 3.1 Studies that Examine Interracial Divorce
Units of
Analysis
Women
(N=16,243)

Longitudinal?
No

Dependent
Variable
Divorce/separ
ation
dichotomized

Analysis
Method
Hazard
Model

There will be less
connection to family/social
support for IR couples.
There will be higher conflict
for IR couples, leading to
higher divorce rates.

Couples
(N=3,180)

Yes

Divorce/
separation
risk
dichotomized

Discrete
Time
Hazard
Model with
Logistic
Regression

Length of marriage,
cohabitation
history, previous
marriage history,
religiosity, children,
education, country
of origin, income,
and region of the
country where the
couple lives.

Race, Type of
Marriage
Ceremony,
Spousal
Fighting

Interracial marriages 58
percent more likely to end in
divorce/separation after
controlling for common
divorce risk factors.

Having parents who had a
stable marriage, higher
educational attainment, and
having higher age at
marriage will decrease
divorce risk. Premarital sex,
presence of children prior to
marriage, and cohabiting
prior to marriage will
increase risk for divorce.
Differences in age, race,
education, and religion will
increase divorce risk.

Women
(N=59,673)

No

Divorce/
Separation
dichotomized

Logistic
Regression

Marital duration in
years

Parent’s marital
stability,
premarital sex,
presence of
children prior to
marriage, age at
marriage,
education, and
cohabitation
history, and age,
racial,
educational, and
religious
heterogamy.

Divorce/separation was higher
for women who had sex, a
baby, or cohabited prior to
marriage, as well as difference
in religion and race. Increased
age and higher education
improved marital stability.
Divorce/separation was also
more likely among Black
people, those whose parents
had an unstable marriage,
those who marry young, and
those where the wife is more
educated.

Hypothesis(es)
Black women will have a
higher divorce risk than
White women. Including
appropriate controls will
decrease the gap between
divorce risk for White
women and Black women.

Kreider
(2000b)

Heaton
(2002)
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Study
Kposowa
(1998)
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Control Variable(s)
Age at marriage,
SES, parent’s
marital history,
premarital birth,
cohort effects,
education, labor
force participation,
rural v. urban
housing, and region.

Test
Variable(s)
Race

Findings
Black women were at a higher
risk for divorce/separation
than White women. Including
controls did decrease the gap
for divorce risk between
White and Black women, but
Black women were still 1.8
times more likely to divorce
than White women.

Table 3.1 Studies that Examine Interracial Divorce, continued
Units of
Analysis
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Longitudinal
?
No

Dependent
Variable

Analysis
Method

Whether
separation/
divorce
occurred in
the years
being
examined

Logistic
Regression

Couples/
Marriages
(N=
931,198)

Yes

Divorce
dichotomized

Logistic
Regression

Age at marriage,
previous marital
status, year of
marriage,
urbanization, and
province location

Religious and
national origin
heterogamy

Couples
(N=
69,657)

Yes

Divorce
dichotomized

Logistic
Regression

Race group size,
sex ratio, age at
marriage, and the
number of
marriages.

Socioeconomic
status, race

Study

Hypothesis(es)

Sweeney
and
Phillips
(2004)

Black women will have
different factors influencing
divorce than White women,
even when controlling for
divorce risk variables.

Women
(N=40,026)

Kalmijn,
de Graaf,
and
Janssen
(2005)

Marriages between
individuals of different
religious groups or national
origin groups, especially
those with large cultural or
social differences, will be
more prone to divorce

Fu
(2006)

IR couples are more likely to
divorce and married couples
of lower SES have a higher
divorce risk than married
couples of higher SES
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Control
Variable(s)
Marital duration in
years, age at
marriage,
educational
attainment,
fertility, region,
and historical time
period.

Test
Variable(s)
Race

Findings
Higher age at marriage had a
stronger significant negative
effect for White women,
educational attainment had a
stronger significant negative
effect for Black women.
Premarital birth had a stronger
positive effect for White
women. Living in the South
significantly increased the
odds of marital dissolution for
White women but decreased
the odds for Black women.
Marriages between Catholics
and Protestants had the
strongest divorce risk for
heterogamous marriages, and
also being nonreligious with a
partner who is religious
increased divorce risk. With
nationality, heterogamous
marriages had a higher risk of
divorce than the homogamous
marriages of each of the
national origin groups
Interracial marriages are
shorter in duration than
endogamous marriages,
supporting the hypothesis that
outgroup relationships are
harder to sustain than ingroup
relationships. SES effects were
moderate, and evidence
suggests its effects on divorce
risk are independent of race
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Units of
Analysis
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Study

Hypothesis(es)

Zhang and
Van Hook
(2009)

IR marriages will be less
stable than same-race
marriages, and BlackWhite marriages will be
the least stable.
Alternatively, an IR
couple’s risk of divorce
will fall between the
divorce risk of same-race
marriages of their
respective racial groups.

Women
(N=
23,139)

Jones
(2010)

Interracial couples will be
more likely to divorce than
same-race couples.
Cohabiting before
marriage and low levels of
education will increase the
risk of divorce. Race will
be a significant predictor
of divorce risk.

Men
(N=1,395)

Longitudinal
?
No

Dependent
Variable

Analysis
Method

Divorce/
separation risk

Hazard
Model

No

Probability of
divorce/
separation

Life
Tables,
Hazard
Model
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Control
Variable(s)
Marriage cohort,
region, age
difference
between spouses,
children aged 0-4
years, income,
citizenship, and
nativity.

Marriage cohort,
age difference
between spouses,
age at marriage,
children, and
parent’s marriage
history/stability.

Test
Variable(s)

Finding

Race

Without controls, Black-White
couples were the most likely to
divorce/separate, and IR couples
were more likely to divorce than
same-race couples. After adding
control variables, these results
were no longer statistically
significant. Results supported
the convergence perspective.

Race,
cohabitation, and
education

Results indicated that White and
Latino same-race marriages
were more stable than interracial
marriages, but Black same-race
marriages were higher in their
risk for divorce than interracial
marriages. Cohabitation history
did not explain dissolution
differentials but did suggests
there are differences between its
effect on men versus women, as
well as individuals who have
lived with others (other than
their first spouse) before
marriage. Education also did not
explain dissolution differences,
but it did suggest that for men,
education matters in marriage at
a higher SES. This research
suggests both race and gender
jointly influence marital
dissolution (253).

Table 3.1 Studies that Examine Interracial Divorce, continued
Units of
Analysis

Longitudinal
?
No

Dependent
Variable

Analysis
Method

Marital
Disruption
Risk
Dichotomized
(Divorce,
Separation or
Annulment –
all treated as
divorce)

Event
history
model
(sickle
model)

Couples
(N=
172,473)

Yes

Divorce
Dichotomized

Logistic
Regression

Couples
(N=
116,745)

Yes

Divorce
Dichotomized

Logistic
Regression

Hypothesis(es)

Fu and
Wolfinger
(2011)

Divorce rate for IR
marriages will fall in
between that of same-race
couples of the IR couple’s
racial groups.

Women
(N=8,597)

Feng,
Boyle,
van Ham,
and Raab
(2012)

Under the homogamy
theory, IR couples will be
at a higher risk for divorce
than same-race couples.
Under the convergence
perspective, IR couples’
divorce risk will fall
between the divorce risk
for the couples’ racial
origin groups’ divorce
rates.

Smith,
Maas, and
van
Tubergen
(2012)

Partners from different
country origins have
higher divorce risk than
partners from the same
country of origin; cultural
difference impacts divorce
risk; Black-White
marriages have a higher
divorce risk than sameethnicity couples.
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Study
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Control
Variable(s)
Marriage cohort,
education, age at
marriage,
parent’s marital
stability, religion,
premarital birth,
cohabitation, and
survey year.

Test
Variable(s)

Findings

Race

White-Black IR marriages
divorce rates fell in between
that of White-White and BlackBlack couples, lending support
to the convergence perspective.

Age at marriage,
country of origin,
employment,
education,
housing
situation,
presence of
children, and
region.

Race/ethnicity

Results provide support for the
convergence perspective as
mixed-ethnic unions had a
divorce risk closer to the
divorce risk of the more divorce
prone racial group of the couple.

Age at marriage
of the wife, age
of the youngest
child at home,
registered
partnership

Country of
origin and
ethnicity

Results provide support for the
homogamy theory over the
convergence perspective, in that
inter-ethnic couples had higher
divorce odds, which they
concluded was due to cultural
differences that can create more
issues in the marriage.
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Study

Hypothesis(es)

Grether
(2012)

Typical divorce risk
characteristics will be
more prevalent in IR
divorce than same-race
divorce; IR marriages will
end in divorce more often;
IR marriages will have the
same chances of divorce
as same-race couples
when controlling for
divorce factors and social
support; and variables that
predict divorce are
different between IR and
same-race marriages.

Units of
Analysis
Couples in
Louisiana
(N=475)

Longitudinal
?
Yes

Dependent
Variable

Analysis
Method

Divorce
dichotomized

Event
history
model,
Logistic
Regression
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Control
Variable(s)
Income, age gap in
marriage, presence
of children prior to
marriage,
education,
cohabitation
history, and
marital history

Test
Variable(s)
Interracial
marriage and
social support

Findings
Results showed interracial
couples were more likely to
divorce than same-race couples,
that there was no significant
relationship found between
typical divorce risk factors and
interracial divorce, but there
was a significant effect for
same-race couples and the same
factors. No significant effect for
social support on divorce was
found.

present study uses logistic regression to test models that contain measures of multiple theories
and control variables to guard against spurious findings. Jones (2010) did not limit his study to
first marriages, and he also did not separate his analysis into different sex-race combinations
(i.e., Black woman with White man, Black woman with Black man, White woman with White
man, and White woman with Black man), which the present study does by looking at significant
mean differences between the race-sex groups. This is important because, as discussed
previously, different sex-race pairings divorce at different rates, so it seems crucial to look for
these surface-level significant differences between the groups based on multiple theories. The
over-arching aim of the study is to uncover which theory(ies) find the most support using a more
appropriate sample from a dataset from a national probability sample.
As detailed in Chapter II, social exchange theory, homogamy theory, and the
convergence perspective are the theories being tested in the present study. Social exchange
theory has been tested the least among the three prominent theories in the interracial divorce
literature, which seems odd considering how Homans (1958) and Blau (1964) applied it to
examining why couples marry. It seems evident that to fully understand why couples divorce, we
should consider or apply theories that attempt to explain why they marry in the first place. For
example, if relationships were formed based on rational calculations, then it is reasonable to
assume these relationships will end based on similar considerations. Homogamy theory has been
tested frequently in the literature (Kreider 2000b; Heaton 2002; Kalmijn de Graaf and Janssen
2005; Fu 2006; Zhang and Van Hook 2009; Feng, Boyle, van Ham, and Raab 2012; Smith,
Maas, and Van Tubergen 2012; Grether 2012). However, findings have been mixed, so the
theory requires further empirical examination. Zhang and Van Hook (2009), Fu and Wolfinger
(2011), and Feng, Boyle, van Ham, and Raab (2012) all utilize the convergence perspective
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employed initially by Jones (1994, 1996), and provide mixed support for the perspective. Taken
as a whole, it is difficult to tell which theory can better explain differences in the propensity to
divorce.
Homogamy Theory
Homogamy theory suggests that individuals tend to marry someone who is more similar
to them than not across a variety of variables, such as beliefs, status, race, political affiliation,
religion, education, income, family history, etc. Therefore, applied to divorce, it is assumed that
couples that have a lot of differences across these variables will be more likely to divorce than
more similar couples. Again, considering the past and current racial climate in the United States,
interracial couples would not only potentially face more pushback from their marriage than
same-race couples, but they also already are different racially (which includes the culture
associated with each racial group, as well) on top of any other differences they may have – so
much potential strain on the marriage already exists! Therefore, I hypothesize the following:
H1 Black-White interracial married couples will have a divorce risk that is higher than
both White endogamous and Black endogamous couples.
H2: Factors that are typical predictors for divorce will have stronger effects for BlackWhite interracial marriages than for both White endogamous and Black endogamous
marriages.

The homogamy theory also, then, would suggest that couples who have differences in
education and age would be more likely to divorce, and especially those with racial differences
as well which is in direct opposition with the social exchange theory as seen below. To test the
theories, I posit the following additional hypothesis:
51

H3: Differences in educational attainment between married couples will increase the
odds of divorce for all couples.
H4: Differences in age between married couples will increase the odds of divorce for all
couples.
H5: Differences in age and education will have a stronger effect in increasing the odds of
divorce for Black-White interracial married couples than they will for both White
endogamous and Black endogamous couples.
Social Exchange Theory
Social exchange theory suggests that relationships are formed in a rational manner, with
consideration of power dynamics and status of both people, by both people. Relationships built
upon these types of exchanges may therefore be vulnerable to dissolution if the terms of the
exchange are seen as no longer worth the strain, or no longer being met by one or both parties.
As mentioned in Chapter II, in the racist climate of the United States, couples may consider their
partner’s racial status in comparison to their own when making the decision to marry, since not
every race is treated equally. Although social exchange does not have a perfect association with
race, it can be assumed that, due to the racist foundation and current climate in the United States,
an interracial couple may have a harder time making their marriage work than a same-race
couple, independent of other factors. In other words, those that have the same or similar levels of
education, for example, have less to lose in terms of status in a divorce than those who married
someone who enhanced their status. The present study’s data allows for specific comparisons of
education, and age between the respondent and her first husband, but does not provide many
other status variables for the husband to use to test the theory. Therefore, I hypothesize, in direct
opposition to homogamy theory:
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H6: Black-White interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than both
White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the husband and wife have
similar educational attainment.
H7: Black-White interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than both
White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the couples are similar in age.

In addition, Emerson’s (1962) addition to exchange theory, specifically his discussion about
power relations in social exchanges, suggests that individuals will be more likely to dissolve, or
avoid, relationships where their status will be diminished. So, again, considering the racial
climate of the United States, being White and male means being dominant on both the racial and
gender dimensions, no matter who he marries. Therefore, no matter who marries a White man,
arguably their status and power would increase, making for more stability in the marriage if all
else is equal. To test this, we must consider that a marriage between a White man and a Black
woman have different stability rates than a marriage between a Black man and a White woman,
due to the persistent demonization of Black men in society, which we have seen throughout
history as well as today. For example, White men would have sex with Black women who were
slaves, and this was “okay,” but they hung and tortured Black men for even looking at a White
woman. Therefore, it would be expected that a marriage between a Black man and a White
woman would be more unstable and at a high risk of divorce, leading to the following
hypothesis:
H8: Black-White interracial marriages between a Black wife and a White husband will be
less likely to divorce than marriages between a White wife and a Black husband.
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Convergence Perspective
The convergence perspective predicts that the divorce rate of an interracial couple should
fall between the divorce rate of each of their respective racial groups’ “in-group,” or same-race,
divorce rate. This perspective considers that some interracial marriages may be more prone to
divorce than others, depending on the divorce rate of each of the respective racial groups of the
couple – perhaps to be considered in future research with a larger dataset. Applied to the present
study, I hypothesize:
H9: Black-White interracial marriages will have a divorce risk that falls in between the
divorce risks for White endogamous and Black married couples.

In Chapter IV, I present the research design I use to address my research questions and
test the above hypotheses. This discussion includes data, measures, statistical methods, and
limitations.
1

1

The idea presented by Kreider (2000:10) is that couples that choose to have a religious ceremony receive greater
social support from their family since religious ceremonies “are usually larger than civil ones and are often paid for
at least partly by the families of the couple.”
2
The marital statuses “divorced” and “separated” were combined into one category (Kreider 2000:2).
3
Fu and Wolfinger (2011:14) state that Cox regression models with robust standard errors produce similar results to
their sickle model.
4
Fu and Wolfinger (2011:21) define controlling for first-order racial differences as fully controlling for both the
wife and the husband’s races.
5
Feng et al. (2012:164) noted that they achieved tracking this by identifying partners of LS members in 2001 to see
which couples divorced between 1991 and 2001.
6
A category containing all other ethnic groups was excluded from the analysis (Feng et al. 2012:164).
7
Smith, Maas, and van Tubergen (2012:1132) break this down even further: 40.7% were monoethnic native couples
(both partners are native Dutch), 35.1% were native-immigrant couples (one partner is native Dutch, the other is an
immigrant), 20.6% were mono-ethnic couples (both partners were immigrants, but from the same country), and
3.6% were inter-ethnic (both partners were immigrants from other countries).
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CHAPTER IV
METHODS
Data
The data for the present study are from the National Survey of Family Growth (NSFG)
2015-2017.1 The NSFG 2015-2017 is a nationally representative sample of 10,094 men and
women, aged 15-49, but the datasets are split into two separate datasets by gender. For the
present study, I use the dataset with women respondents (N = 5,554) as previous studies have
cited female marital histories as being more reliable than those of men (Bumpass, Martin, and
Sweet 1991; Mitchell 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011), and I have removed individuals under the
age of 18. The response rate was 66.7%. Black women, Hispanic women, and teenage women
were over-sampled.
To minimize the effects of serial divorcers, I analyzed only the first marriages of the
sample, whether they are current or not, reducing the sample size to 2,491 women. Of these, 307
of the marriages are between a Black woman and a Black man (12.3%), 1,364 of the marriages
are between a White woman and a White man (54.8%), 24 of the marriages are between a Black
woman and a White man (0.96%), and 46 of the marriages are between a White woman and a
Black man (1.8%). The remaining 30.1% of the marriages involved at least one individual of the
“other” racial category (not White or Black) for both men and women.
For the purposes of this study, I define interracial marriage as a marriage between either a
Black man and a White woman or a White man and a Black woman. I chose to only focus on
White people and Black people in my study because I am interested in the history of race
relations in the United States, and in particular the most prominent race line. Therefore, I am
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interested in filling gaps in the existing literature surrounding Black and White interracial
divorce. I believe, in future research, it would be valuable to analyze all racial/ethnic
combinations, but that does not fall within the goals of this project, nor the scope of possibility
due to the limitation of the small N’s for interracial marriages in the dataset. In the NSFG, there
are separate variables having to do with Hispanic origin, so I coded any respondents or their
husband’s ethnicity as Hispanic if they answered “yes” to the Hispanic origin question, and then
they were removed from the current study’s sample. All respondents included in the present
study are non-Hispanic Black or non-Hispanic White. Therefore, race in the present study is
presented as a dichotomized variable, with White being coded as “0”, and Black being coded as
“1”.
Limiting the sample to just same-race White marriages, same-race Black marriages, and
interracial Black-White marriages brought the sample size down to 1,432 women (N = 1,432
without a weight). Same-race marriages (both White and Black) comprised 1,372 cases, and 959
were married at the time of the administration of the survey (69.9%), while 413 were divorced
(30.1%). Of the marriages between White women and White men (N = 1133), 813 were still
married (71.8%) while 146 were divorced (28.2%). Of the marriages between Black women and
Black men (N = 239), 146 were still married (61.1%) while 93 were divorced (38.9%). Of the 60
women who were in an interracial marriage (both Black women with White men and White
women with Black men), 38 were married at the time of the administration of the survey (63.3%)
while 22 were divorced (36.7%). Unfortunately, this study is limited by a small sample size of
interracial marriages (n=60). Therefore, it was not possible to conduct full separate regression
analyses for Black wife-White husband and White wife-Black husband marriages, but there was
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a mean difference significance test conducted to examine the difference between the interracial
groups.
The advantages of using the 2015-2017 NSFG to look at questions having to do with
interracial divorce are that the data were released recently, have not been analyzed in published
works (at the time of this writing), include information on divorce, include a number of
demographic variables, and are nationally representative. The disadvantages of the NSFG data
for this type of analysis are that the NSFG was not designed specifically to look at divorce,
therefore, there are a lot of variables used in previous studies of divorce risk that are missing that
should be included in this type of analysis, such as more information about the husband (e.g.,
religiosity, income, parent’s marital history) that could impact divorce risk, and also there are no
measures about the quality of the marriages themselves (e.g., amount of conflict in the marriage
about specific issues such as sex and finances). In addition, family support has been found to be
an important determinant of martial stability in past research (i.e., Kreider 2000b), however, the
NSFG lacks measures of this important variable. Although the NSFG was not designed for
analysis of divorce risk, it can be used for a partial test of existing theories because full marital
histories of the women are provided, and there are some characteristics of their spouses in their
first marriages available.
Dependent Variable
Table 4.1 summarizes the measurement of the dependent and independent variables I use
in my analysis, with expected findings given for all independent variables. The dependent
variable for the present study is divorce, which is operationalized by first narrowing the dataset
to only women who were still married to their first husband, or who were divorced from their
first husband. Once this was done, a dichotomous divorce variable was created, with “0”
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Table 4.1. Coding of Independent Variables and the Dependent Variable
Variable

Coding

Expected Findings

Independent Variables
Race

•

3 dummy variables:
•
•
•

Black wife with White husband
White wife with Black husband
Black wife with White husband

With White wife with White husband as the
reference category

•

•

Educational
Heterogamy

Age
Heterogamy

•

2 dummy variables:
•
•

Wife is more educated than husband
Husband is more educated than wife

With them being equally educated as the reference
category

•

3 dummy variables:

•

•
•
•

Husband is 5 or more years older
Husband is 2-4 years older
The Wife is older
•

With the husband is 0-1 years older as the reference
category

Dependent Variable
Divorce

1 = The couple divorce
0 = The couple was still married at the time of the
survey
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N/A

Under SET, it is expected that
interracial couples will divorce more
often than same-race couples; typical
divorce predictors will be more
significant for interracial couples as
well. In addition, White wife with
Black husband couples are expected to
have higher odds of divorce, have more
significance in their divorce predictors,
than Black wife with White husband
couples due to power dynamics and
racial climate in the United States.
Under homogamy theory, it is expected
that interracial couples will divorce
more often than same-race couples;
typical divorce predictors will be more
significant for interracial couples as
well.
Under convergence perspective, the
divorce rate for interracial couples will
fall between the divorce rates for Black
endogamous couples and White
endogamous couples
Under SET, it is expected that
interracial couples will divorce more
than both Black endogamous couples
and White endogamous couples when
the couple’s education is similar.
Under homogamy theory, differences in
education are expected to increase the
odds of divorce for all couples, but they
are expected to have stronger effects for
interracial couples.
Under SET, it is expected that
interracial couples will divorce more
than both Black endogamous couples
and White endogamous couples when
the couple’s age is similar.
Under homogamy theory, differences in
age are expected to increase the odds of
divorce for all couples, but they are
expected to have stronger effects for
interracial couples.

indicating currently married to first husband and “1” indicating divorced from first husband,
because every respondent in the dataset fell into one of these two categories. An important
limitation addressed through the methods described is avoiding the effects of serial divorcers,
unlike Jones (2010). In addition, as mentioned in Chapter III, only including couples who have
been divorced (as opposed to combining variations of divorced, separated, or annulled couples,
like Fu and Wolfinger 2011) allowed me to assess what is unique about the causes and
consequences of divorce instead of assuming marriage annulment and separation stem from the
same causes.
Independent Variables
For the present study, the primary independent variable is the racial composition of
couples. I use all four heterosexual racial marital combinations between Black and White
persons (Black wife with White husband, White wife with Black husband, Black wife with Black
husband, and White wife with White husband). To do so, I included three dummy variables to
represent the four marriage-race types, with White wife and White husband as the reference
category, because that pairing is expected to have the lowest divorce rate.
Independent variables measuring the couples’ age difference and education difference are
also included. To operationalize age heterogamy, similar to Heaton (2002), I created three
dummy variables representing age differences between the husband and wife. The age difference
categories are as follows: (1) husband is 5 or more years older; (2) husband is 2-4 years older; (3)
husband is 0-1 years older; and (4) the wife is older. These categories are dummy coded with
husband 0-1 years older as the reference category. To operationalize educational heterogamy, I
again followed Heaton (2002) where educational heterogamy is measured in the following
categories: (1) indicating that the wife completed more education than her husband; (2)
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indicating that the husband completed more education than the wife; (3) the husband and wife
completed the same level of education. These categories are dummy coded into two variables
with the husband and wife having the same level of education as the reference category.
Social exchange theory implies that there are differences between the individuals in the
relationship that influence the formation and stability of their marriage, and I am testing this
through the inclusion of education as a determinant of exchange. Although the wife’s income
was included in the dataset, their husband's income was not. Therefore, since education is often
tied to income and occupation, education is how I chose to operationalize socioeconomic status
for the purposes of this study due to the limitations of the dataset. Running separate models for
the different sex-race combinations outlined flushed out the differences in education’s effect on
each racial marriage combination, which gives insight into whether social exchange can explain
divorce, and interracial divorce in particular.
Homogamy theory implies that differences in couples’ demographics—such as race,
education, and age—can increase the odds of divorce. The literature also suggests that variables
such as cultural differences or religious differences should increase divorce risk. While I agree,
and add that differences in location in the country, and social class would be valuable to include,
the dataset does not provide this information. Therefore, the present study tests the homogamy
theory by running separate models for each race-sex combination, and by including the
educational heterogamy and age heterogamy variables described above.
Control Variables
Table 4.2 summarizes measurement of the control variables I used in my analysis and the
expected findings. I include all of the relevant divorce variables discussed in the literature that
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Table 4.2. Coding of Control Variables and Prediction of Effects
Variable

Coding

Expected Finding

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce
Premarital
Cohabitation

1 = Cohabited before marrying
0 = Couple did not cohabit

Cohabitation increases divorce odds.

Husband
Previously
Married

1 = Previously married
0 = Not previously married

Previous marriage increases the odds of
divorce.

Wife Grew up in
Single Parent
Family

1 = All other family situations
0 = Wife grew up in a 2-parent family from birth

Growing up in a single-parent family
increases the odds for divorce.

Religiosity of the
Wife

A summated scale of the z-scores of the two religion
variables (church attendance, and how religious R is). Split
into two variables to indicate the wife’s religiosity score
through the 25th percentile, and again at the 75th percentile
through the religiosity score (indicating the lowest
religiosity). As scores increase, R’s measured religiosity
decreases.

Less religious individuals will be more
likely to divorce.

Childless

1 = Couple has no children together
0 = Couple has children together

Interracial couples will be more likely
to be childless (Kreider 2000b) and
childless couples divorce more often
than couples with children.

Age Cohort

1 = Generation X (age 39 +)
0 = Generation Y and Z (Age 18-38)

As age increases, the odds of divorce
increase.

Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce
Wife’s Age at
Marriage

Split into two variables to indicate the wife’s lowest age at
marriage through the 25th percentile, and again at the 75th
percentile through the highest age at marriage.

The lower the age at marriage, the
higher the odds for divorce. In addition,
Kreider (2000b) suggests that women in
interracial relationships marry later.

Husband’s Age

Split into two variables to indicate the husband’s lowest age
at marriage through the 25th percentile, and again at the 75th
percentile through the highest age at marriage.

The lower the age at marriage, the
higher the odds for divorce. (I want to
test if the latter part of the Expected
Findings above is true for the husband’s
age at marriage variable as well).

Whether the Wife
was Born in the
US or not

1 = Born outside of the US
0 = Born in the US

Foreign born individuals are less likely
to seek divorce than the native born
(Kreider 2000b).
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are available in the dataset as control variables in my analysis, including: (1) premarital
cohabitation (Heaton 2002; Kredier 2000; Jones 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011; Grether 2012);
(2) if the husband was previously married (Kreider 2000b; Kalmijn, de Graaf, and Janssen 2005;
Fu 2006; Grether 2012) ; (3) whether the wife grew up in a two parent household or not
(Kposowa 1998; Heaton 2002; Jones 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011); (4) religiosity of the wife
(Kreider 2000b; Heaton 2002; Kalmijn et al. 2005; Fu and Wolfinger 2011); (5) if the couple had
children together (Kposowa 1998; Kreider 2000b; Heaton 2002; Zhang and Hook 2009; Jones
2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011; Feng et al. 2012; Smith, Maas, and van Tubergen 2012; Grether
2012); (6) wife’s age at marriage (Kposowa 1998; Heaton 2002; Sweeney and Phillips 2004;
Kalmijn et al. 2005; Fu 2006; Jones 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011; Feng et al. 2012; Smith et al.
2012); (7) husband’s age at marriage (Kalmijn et al. 2005; Fu 2006; Jones 2010; Feng et al.
2012); (8) whether the wife was born in the United States or not (Kreider 2000b; Kalmijn et al.
2005; Zhang and Hook 2009; Feng et al. 2012; Smith et al. 2012) ; (9) the wife’s education
(Kposowa 1998; Kreider 2000b; Heaton 2002; Sweeney and Phillips 2004; Jones 2010; Fu and
Wolfinger 2011; Feng et al. 2012; Grether 2012); (10) the husband’s education (Heaton 2002;
Jones 2010; Feng et al. 2012; Grether 2012); (11) the wife’s income status (Kposowa 1998; Fu
2006; Zhang and Hook 2009; Feng et al. 2012; Grether 2012); and (12) cohort (Kposowa 1998;
Zhang and Hook 2009; Jones 2010; Fu and Wolfinger 2011). Table 4.2 presents these variables
as divided into those that are expected to increase the odds of divorce versus those that are
expected to decrease the odds of divorce. 2
Premarital cohabitation was dichotomized with cohabitation coded as 1, zero otherwise.
Whether the husband was previously married or not was also dichotomized, coded 1 for
previously married with “no” as the reference category. The wife’s parental marital history was
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coded 1 for growing up in a single-parent household, and zero for growing up in a two-parent
family. Religiosity of the wife was created through the combination of two religiosity variables
into a summated scale: How important religion is in R’s life, and How often R attends religious
services. A principal components analysis and a reliability analysis revealed that a summated
scale was appropriate (KMO = .5 ; Bartlett’s = .000 ; Communalities = .8494). The scale
measures low religiosity, with higher values indicating lower religiosity. Presence of children
was operationalized by a dichotomized variable reporting whether the husband and wife had any
children together (coded 1 for no, with “yes” as the reference category). Wife’s age at marriage
and husband’s age at marriage were both reported directly as years of age, and then they were
converted into two dummy variables each—the lowest age through the age at the 25th percentile,
and the 75th percentile age through the highest age—with the middle 50% of ages as the
reference group. Whether the wife was born in the United States or not was dichotomized, with
being born outside the United States coded 1, inside the United States as 0. 3 Both the wife’s
education, and the husband’s education are reported on a scale with educational attainment
increasing with each response category. 4 The wife’s income is reported as weekly, monthly, and
yearly number on a scale, that increases with each response category. Lastly, the cohort effect is
measured by only including respondents who are 18 years of age and over, and by splitting the
data set into Generation Z and Millennials (18 years to 38 years) coded 0 and Generation X (39
and up) coded 1.5
Analysis Method
The first step in my analysis was assessing differences in the proportions of couples
divorcing by race composition of the couple by using a means comparison significance test. This
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showed whether there were proportional differences across the four race/sex marriage types and
which particular types differ. This allowed some assessment of hypotheses 1 and 8.
Next, I utilized a series of logistic regression models, similar to Kreider (2000b), to
assess the remaining hypotheses presented at the end of the Chapter III. Model 1 included all
three dummy variables for racial marriage type to initially establish a baseline estimate of
divorce odds differences. Model 2 added the other two independent variables—education
difference and age difference dummy variables. Social exchange theory predicts that as these
variables (differences) decrease, the higher the odds of divorce (hypotheses 6 and 7). However,
homogamy theory predicts a positive relationship where both of these variables will increase the
odds of divorce for all couples (hypotheses 3 and 4), but that they will be stronger predictors for
interracial divorce (hypothesis 5). Model 3 included the variables that are expected to increase
the odds of divorce in model 2, and model 4 took these variables out and added those that are
expected to decrease the odds of divorce. The focus here was to see how the addition and
deletion of the variables changes the effects of the race dummy variables, the education
difference variable, and the age difference variable. Model 5 included all of the variables
together to fully assess the effects of the independent variables.
To address hypothesis 9, I ran models 2 through 5 for each of the two following racial
pairings (8 models total): White-White, Black-Black. Due to a small sample size of interracial
couples (N = 60), and a large number of variables, I was unable to run a logistic regression in the
same manner due to lack of power and statistical significance. Instead, I present 4 models total
for interracial couples, but only include the variables that were significant for Black endogamous
couples and for White endogamous couples. This way, I was able to compare odds of divorce for
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interracial couples in comparison with both Black endogamous and White endogamous couples
to gain some insight into where the interracial divorce rate falls in comparison.

Preliminary Diagnostics and Conclusion
The data showed over 5% missing data overall, with most deriving from the variable that
reported R’s income. 6 Therefore, a multiple imputation was done to eliminate issues that can
arise from missing data, such as reduction of statistical power, estimation bias, and reduction of
the representativeness of the sample. After imputation, there was 0% missing data. Two other
potential issues that were examined prior to analysis were nonlinearity and multicollinearity.
To assess potential issues with nonlinearity, I conducted a Box-Tidwell test to see if any
of the continuous variables presented an issue. The first test showed nonlinearity issues with the
following variables: R’s age at marriage, religiosity, and the husband’s education. So, to capture
the nonlinearity, I dummy coded each of the variables into two variables: one representing the
lowest value to the 25th percentile, and the other representing the 75th percentile through the
highest value.7 The removal of the original variables and the addition of these dummies took care
of the nonlinearity issue for them, but revealed a nonlinearity issue for husband’s age at marriage
as well. So, I again created two dummy variables for this variable, one representing the lowest
value to the 25th percentile, and the other representing the 75th percentile through the highest
value, and this took care of the nonlinearity in the data.
To assess for potential issues with multicollinearity, I ran the full model in an OLS
regression requesting the collinearity diagnostics. Several variables showed VIFs that were
greater than 2.5— “Husband is 5 or more years older”, “Husband’s education 75th percentile
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through HI”, “Husband’s Age at Marriage 75th percentile though HI”, and “R’s education”. To
assess the effects of the collinearity on the statistical significance of the variables, I ran my full
analysis models with the collinear variables, and then again without, and concluded that the
multicollinearity was not impacting the analysis.8
In Chapter V, I report the results of my analysis and their interpretation. In Chapter VI, I
summarize the findings of the study, draw conclusions based on my findings, discuss limitations,
and make suggestions for future research.
1

Formerly, the NSFG was reported in cycles, but they discontinued this after Cycle VI in 2002, and switched to year
ranges instead. The next group of years after Cycle VI was 2006-2010.
2
Table 2 excludes age difference of couple and the education variables as the present study is trying to test opposing
hypotheses on these specific variables. In addition, the wife’s income status is not included due to trying to test
opposing hypotheses on these specific variables, as education can be viewed as a form of socioeconomic status, as
well as income.
3
It would have been valuable to also examine this information with the husband’s information, as it would be with
religiosity too, but unfortunately these data were not available in the 2015-2017 NSFG.
4
This variable was provided directly for the husband, but not for the wife. I had to create the variable by looking at
the highest level of education they attended and matching it with whether they completed this level of education or
not. A pre-recoded variable was provided for this at the end of the dataset, but I recoded it myself just to be sure.
Also, husband’s education was dummy-coded into two groups representing low education and high education—with
the middle 50% as the reference group—to attempt to combat some diagnostic issues.
5
There were not any respondents who were older than the highest range of Generation X because those sampled had
a maximum age of 49. The variable was dichotomized with the younger generation coded 0.
6
Some variables showed patterns of missing data due to skip questions, such as How Religious R Is and Whether R
and HX had children together, so they were recoded to account for the missing values. Aside from Income, the rest
of the variables showed less than 1% missing data, and they were often “Don’t Know” responses.
7
The middle 50% of each variable is the reference category for their respective dummy variables.
8
The variable representing “Husband’s Age at Marriage – the 75th percentile through HI” was significant in the full
model, so it was not an issue. The other three were not significant, but they did not show large standard errors
relative to their logit coefficients, which was a good sign. In addition, when the collinear variables were removed,
the other variables in the model showed the same pattern of statistical significance, with no drastic changes, which is
an indicator that the multicollinearity was not affecting our model.
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CHAPTER V
RESULTS
Mean Differences
Table 5.1 shows that the oneway analysis of variance had a significant F-test statistic (p=
.000) which indicates that there is a significant difference between the mean proportions of
couples that divorced in their first marriage by the race-sex composition of the marriage.
However, post hoc tests revealed that the only statistically significant difference in means was
between White endogamous couples, where 28.2% of the couples’ first marriages ended in
divorce (X= .282; s.e. = .023) and Black endogamous couples, where 39.0% of the couples’ first
marriages ended in divorce (X= .390; s.e. = .045). The mean difference between the two groups
is 10.8% (p= .042), but this result becomes nonsignificant when the Bonferroni correction is used
(p= .127), thus, these results must be considered with caution.
Although not statistically significant, the mean divorce rates of interracial couples fall inbetween those of Black endogamous couples and White endogamous couples that have the
highest and lowest divorce rates, respectively. This pattern is consistent with hypothesis 9 which
predicted that interracial couples would have a divorce rate that falls in between the divorce risks
for White endogamous and Black endogamous couples based on the convergence perspective.
On the other hand, this pattern goes against hypothesis 1, which predicts that interracial couples
will have a divorce risk that is higher than both types of endogamous couples. Also, interracial
couples with a Black wife and a White husband had a lower divorce rate than interracial couples
with a White wife and a Black husband. Although these differences were nonsignificant, perhaps
due to the very low sample sizes for interracial couples, the overall pattern is consistent with
hypothesis 8, which predicted that interracial couples with a Black wife and a White husband.
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Table 5.1 Oneway Analysis of Variance and Post Hoc Tests
Statistics
Group Means

Standard Error

Black Wife + Black Husband

.390

.045

White Wife + Black Husband

.387

.099

Black Wife + White Husband

.290

.112

White Wife + White Husband

.282

.023

F Test

57.989***

p = .000

Mean Differences1
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Black Wife + Black Husband

White Wife + Black Husband

Black Wife + White Husband

Mean Difference

Significance

White Wife + Black Husband

-.003

.979

1

Black Wife + White Husband

-.099

.392

1

White Wife + Black Husband

-.108*

.042

.127

Black Wife + Black Husband

.003

.979

1

Black Wife + White Husband

-.097

.49

1

White Wife + White Husband

-.105

.303

.909

Black White + Black Husband

.099

.392

1

White Wife + Black Husband

.097

.49

1

White Wife + White Husband

-.009

.941

1

1

Other Group minus Reference Group
* = p < .05 ** = p < .01 *** = p < .001
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Bonferroni Significance

Table 5.1 (Continued)
White Wife + White Husband

Mean Difference

Significance

Black Wife + Black Husband

.108*

.042

.127

White Wife + Black Husband

.105

.303

.909

Black Wife + White Husband

.009

.941

1

69
69

Bonferroni Significance

would be less likely to divorce than interracial couples with a White wife and a Black husband.
Again, these comparisons should be considered with caution.

Logistic Regression Results

Table 5.2 presents the logistic regression results for all couples as described in Chapter
IV. 1 Model 1 contains the three dummy variables for race-sex marriage type with the aim of
getting an initial look at the divorce odds differences between the couple types. The logistic
regression model was not statistically significant (χ2 = 5.308, p= .151), and increased the
predictive accuracy over the null model by only 0.5% (McFadden’s R2 = .005). The null model
and Model 1 correctly classified 70.4% of cases, thus, Model 1 does not increase the percentage
correctly classified over the null model. As would be expected, the results, like those for the
analysis of variance, indicated that the only significant difference in the odds of divorce was
between endogamous Black and White couples. The odds of divorce were 62.8% higher among
Black couples (p=.033) than White couples. However, again, the nonsignificant results,
particularly for couples with a White wife and Black husband where the odds ratio is similar to
those of endogamous Black couples, is most likely due to the small sample sizes for interracial
couples.
In Model 2, the other two independent variables in the study were added—education
difference and age difference between the husband and wife. The logistic regression was
statistically significant (χ2 = 19.958 p= .011) and increased the predictive accuracy of the model
by 2.3% over the null model (McFadden’s R2=.023).
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Table 5.2 Logistic Regression Models Predicting Divorce – All Couples
Independent Variables

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

Black Wife + Black Husband

.487*
(.228)
1.628

.476*
(.219)
1.609

.068
(.257)
1.071

.814**
(.260)
2.258

.418
(.301)
1.519

White Wife + Black Husband

.476
(.430)
1.609

.280
(.460)
1.495

.088
(.521)
1.093

.329
(.395)
1.417

.163
(.429)
1.155

Black Wife + White Husband

.042
(.556)
1.043

.095
(.589)
1.100

-.146
(.618)
.865

.436
(.609)
1.548

.160
(.689)
1.180

---

.168
(.187)
1.183

-.218
(.193)
.804

-.033
(.233)
.968

-.538*
(.248)
.584

---

.091
(.197)
1.096

-.208
(.288)
.813

.435
(.266)
1.545

-.047
(.339)
.955

---

-.270
(.276)
.763

-.513
(.310)
.598

.128
(.295)
1.137

-.175
(.317)
.840

---

.688**
(.211)
1.991

.803**
(.254)
2.233

.748**
(.223)
2.112

.917**
(.310)
2.502

---

.280
(.236)
1.323

.345
(.304)
1.413

.188
(.239)
1.206

.501
(.352)
1.651

---

---

-.887***
(.226)
.412

---

-.486*
(.242)
.616

---

---

.140
(.287)
1.151

---

.813**
(.338)
2.255

Husband is 2-4 years older than Wife

Husband is 5+ years older than Wife
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Wife is older

Wife has more education than Husband

Husband has more education than Wife

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce
Couple cohabited before marriage

Husband was previously married
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Table 5.2 (Continued)
Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce (Continued)

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Model 5

---

---

.612***
(.174)
1.844

---

.506**
(.207)
1.660

---

---

-.613**
(.224)
.542

---

-.697**
(.258)
.499

---

---

-.102
(.264)
.905

---

.254
(.336)
1.027

---

---

-2.131***
(.202)
.119

---

-2.010***
(.215)
.134

---

---

.827***
(.177)
2.287

---

1.072***
(.235)
2.922

---

---

---

1.047***
(.241)
2.85

.947**
(.305)
2.579

---

---

---

-.660*
(.316)
.517

-.679
(.417)
.507

---

---

---

.088
(.330)
1.081

.254
(.336)
1.289

---

---

---

-.406
(.358)
.666

-.716*
(.429)
.489

---

---

---

-.526
(.895)
.826

.424
(.379)
1.528

Wife’s Did Not grow up in a 2-parent household

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Highest Religiosity)

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Lowest Religiosity)

Husband and Wife did not have children together

Age Cohort
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Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce
Wife’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)

Wife’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Husband’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)

Husband’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Wife was born outside of United States
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Table 5.2 (Continued)
Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

---

---

---

---

.020
(.029)
1.020

---

---

---

---

-.034
(.130)
.967

---

---

---

---

.608*
(.255)
1.839

---

---

---

---

-.061
(.286)
.941

1432

1432

1432

1432

1432

χ2

5.308

19.958*

268.047***

115.574***

311.978***

McFadden’s R2

.005

.023

.223

.108

.312

70.4%

70.4%

77.9%

72.5%

80.2%

Controls

Model 4

Wife’s Income

Wife’s Education

Husband’s Education (Lowest through 25th percentile)

Husband’s Education (75th percentile through highest)

Model 5

73
Model Information
N

Percent Correctly Classified

Notes: Dependent variable is whether the couple divorced or not. Weighted. The p-values for the variables that predict higher or lower chances based on a one-tailed test.
Logit coefficient (standard error) Odds ratio
*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
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The model did not increase the percentage correctly classified over the null model. The results
show that the effect for Black couples remains statistically significant (p= .035), with the odds of
divorce 60.9% more likely than for endogamous White couples. The only other statistically
significant effect in Model 2 indicates that couples are 99.1% more likely to divorce when the
wife has more education than the husband (p=.002).
Model 3 adds the variables that are hypothesized to increase the chances of divorce. The
logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 268.047, p= .000) and increases the
predictive accuracy of the model by 22.3% (McFadden’s R2 = .223). This model had 77.9%
correctly classified, increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null model by 7.5%.
In this model, the effect of being a Black endogamous couple failed to be statistically significant,
which suggests that the significant effect in Models 1 and 2 is due to differences in the
distribution of characteristics leading to higher divorce odds by racial composition of couples, in
particular homogeneous Black and White couples. When the wife had more education than the
husband was also statistically significant (p= .002), with the odds of divorce being 2.233 times
higher than when the wife and husband had the same level of education. Regarding the variables
that predict higher odds of divorce, the ones that were statistically significant were when the
couple cohabited before marriage (p= .000), when the wife did not grow up with both of her
parents in the same household (p= .000), when the wife had a religiosity score that is in the first
quartile (i.e., high religiosity) (p= .001), when the wife and husband did not have children
together (p= .000), and when the couple was in the older cohort of generation X (p= .000). If the
couple cohabited before marriage, their odds of divorce were 58.8% lower than the couples that
did not cohabit before marriage. If the wife did not grow up in a two-parent household, the odds
of divorce for the couple were 84.4% higher than couples where the wife did grow up with both
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of her parents in the same household. When the wife had high religiosity, the odds of divorce
were 45.8% lower than for couples where the wife had average religiosity. When the couple did
not have children together, the odds of divorce were 88.1% lower than couples that did have
children together. Lastly, the cohort variable showed that being older (Generation X) made the
couple 2.287 times more likely to divorce than those who fell into the younger generations
(Generation Y and Z).
Model 4 includes the variables in Model 2 plus the variables that are predicted to lower
odds of divorce. The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 115.574, p= .000) and
increased the predictive accuracy 10.8% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .108). The model
correctly classified 72.5% of the cases, increasing the percentage correctly classified over the
null model by only 2.1%. Results indicated that the odds of divorce for endogamous Black
couples were statistically significant (p= .002), with their odds of divorce being 2.258 times
higher than for endogamous White couples. The results also show that the wife having more
education than the husband was statistically significant (p= .001), with the odds of divorce being
2.112 times higher than couples where the wife and husband had the same level of education.
Regarding the variables that predicted lower odds of divorce, the ones that were significant were
both dummy variables for the wife’s age at marriage (p= .000 for lower age, p= .018 for higher
age). When the wife was married at a younger age (18-21 years of age), the odds of divorce were
2.85 times higher than if the wife married at an age within the middle two quartiles (22-26 years
of age). When the wife was married at a higher age (27 years of age through the highest age at
marriage), the odds of divorce were 48.3% lower than if the wife married between the ages of 22
and 26 years.
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Model 5 includes all variables in the previous models plus the control variables of wife’s
income, wife’s education, and husband’s education2 to fully assess the net effects of the
independent variables and to guard against spurious results. The logistic regression was
statistically significant (χ2 = 311.978, p= .000) and increased the predictive accuracy 31.2% over
the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .312). The model correctly classified 80.2% of the cases,
increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null model by 9.8%. Results indicate that
the husband being two to four years older than the wife was significant (p= .030), with those
couples being 41.6% less likely to divorce than couples of the same age. Couples where the wife
had more education than the husband were 2.502 times more likely to divorce than couples who
had similar educational attainment (p= .003).
All but one of the variables expected to increase the odds of divorce were significant in
Model 5. Couples that cohabited before marriage were 38.4% less likely to divorce than couples
who did not cohabit before marriage (p= .022). Couples where the husband was previously
married were 2.26 times more likely to divorce than couples where the husband was never
married (p= .008). Couples where the wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same
household were 66.0% more likely to divorce than couples where the wife grew up in a twoparent household (p= .007). Couples where the wife had a higher religiosity score were 50.1%
less likely to divorce than couples where the wife had a religiosity score that fell in the middle of
the distribution (p= .003). Couples who did not have children together were 86.6% less likely to
divorce than couples who did have children together (p= .000). The cohort variable showed that
being older (Generation X) increased the odds of divorce 2.92 times higher than for younger
couples. The dummy variable for wife’s lower age at marriage was significant (p= .001). When
the wife was married between 18-21 years of age, the odds of divorce were 2.579 times higher
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than if the wife was between the ages of 22-26 at the time of marriage. The husband’s age at
marriage was significant on the higher end (30+ years), with the odds of divorce being 51.1%
less than if the husband was between the ages of 24 and 29 at the time of marriage (p= .048).
In sum, Table 5.2 provides little support for most of the hypotheses specified in Chapter
III due to lack of statistical significance for the interracial variables. Hypothesis 1 predicts that
interracial couples would have a divorce risk that is higher than same-race couples, and, on the
other end, Hypothesis 9 predicts that interracial marriages will have a divorce risk that falls in
between the divorce risk for same-race couples. Although the results are nonsignificant, and
therefore I cannot claim they provide support for these hypotheses, it should be pointed out that
the divorce odds for both types of interracial couples fall between the divorce odds for Black
endogamous couples and White endogamous couples consistently, much like the convergence
perspective would predict. In addition, it seems the husband’s race impacted the divorce odds, as
interracial couples with a husband who is White had lower divorce odds than interracial couples
with a husband who is Black, much like what the analysis of variance test showed. Differences in
education, specifically the wife having more than the husband, does increase the odds of divorce
across the models, which provides some support for hypothesis 3, which suggests that
differences in educational attainment between married couples will increase the odds of divorce
for all couples. Regarding hypothesis 4, which predicts that difference in age between married
couples will increase the odds of divorce for all couples, differences in age do not seem to have a
strong effect on divorce propensity in this model, as there was only one significant age difference
variable, and it actually decreased the odds of divorce which is contrary to hypothesis 4.
Hypotheses 2, 5, 6, and 7 compare interracial results to same-race results, and therefore will be
explored more at the end of the discussion of the following tables.
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Table 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5. test Hypothesis 2—which predicts that factors that are typical
predictors of divorce will have stronger effects for Black-White interracial marriages than for
both White endogamous and Black endogamous marriages,—Hypothesis 5—which predicts that
differences in age and education will have a stronger effect in increasing the odds of divorce for
Black-White interracially married couples than they will for both White endogamous and Black
endogamous couples—Hypothesis 6—which predicts that Black-White interracial married
couples will be more likely to divorce than both White endogamous and Black endogamous
couples when the husband and wife have similar educational attainment—and Hypothesis 7—
which predicts that Black-White interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than
both White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the couples are similar in age.
Table 5.3 includes Black couples only (N = 239), Table 5.4 includes White couples only (N =
1133), and Table 5.5 includes interracial couples only (N = 60). Table 5.5 included variables that
were significant from any of the models from Table 5.3 and Table 5.4 with the purpose of
comparing interracial results to Black and White results that were significant. 3
In Table 5.3, for Black endogamous couples, Model 1 contained education difference and
age difference between husband and wife. The logistic regression was not statistically significant
(χ2 = 9.359, p= .0996) and increased the predictive accuracy 3.48% over the null model
(McFadden’s R2 = .0348). The null model had 61.0% correctly classified and the correctly
classified for Model 1 was 63.2%, thus, Model 1 increased the percentage correctly classified
over the null model by 2.2%. None of the results in Model 1 were statistically significant.
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Table 5.3 Logistic Regression Models Predicting Divorce – Black Couples
Odds Ratio
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Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Husband is 2-4 years older than Wife

-.330
(.566)
.720

-.462
(.500)
.633

-.760
(.560)
.468

-1.035
(.583)
.356

Husband is 5+ years older than Wife

-.890
(.524)
.413

-.637
(.603)
.539

-1.172*
(.578)
.312

-1.616*
(.698)
.204

Wife is older

-.426
(.538)
.655

-.299
(.576)
.760

.078
(.546)
1.084

.356
(.583)
1.438

Wife has more education than Husband

.653
(.414)
1.922

.545
(.446)
1.726

.621
(.375)
1.862

.803
(.599)
2.233

Husband has more education than Wife

.360
(.636)
1.433

.515
(.687)
1.675

.562
(.563)
1.759

.697
(.662)
2.017

---

-.441
(.467)
.644

---

-.620
(.505)
.540

---

-.594
(.601)
.553

---

-.049
(.768)
.969

---

.716**
(.279)
2.047

---

.693*
(.336)
2.002

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce
Couple cohabited before marriage

Husband was previously married

Wife Did Not grow up in a 2-parent household

---

-.480
(.597)
.642

---

.051
(.664)
1.068

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Highest Religiosity)

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Lowest Religiosity)

Table 5.3 (Continued)
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---

-.350
(.748)
.783

---

.541
(.750)
1.752

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

---

-1.035**
(.332)
.335

---

-.754*
(.368)
.470

---

.594
(.486)
1.812

---

.622
(.434)
1.865

---

---

.484
(.608)
1.623

.245
(.606)
1.278

---

---

-1.767***
(.523)
.171

-2.185***
(.654)
.113

---

---

-.827
(.817)
.438

-1.014
(.856)
.364

---

---

-.384
(.518)
.966

.212
(.670)
1.253

---

---

-.933*
(.462)
.393

-.055
(.560)
.956

---

---

---

---

---

---

Husband and Wife did not have children together

Age Cohort

Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce
Wife’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)

Wife’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Husband’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)
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Husband’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Wife was born outside of U.S.

Controls
Wife’s Income

Wife’s Education

Husband’s Education (Lowest through 25th percentile)
---

80

---

---

.009
(.069)
1.009
-.399
(.629)
.857
.862
(.613)
2.493

Table 5.3 (Continued)
Controls (Continued)
---

---

---

-.217
.771
.806

N

239

239

239

239

χ2

9.359

51.346***

47.99***

133.383***

McFadden’s R2

.035

.128

.145

.240

63.2%

73.8%

70.3%

76.6%

Husband’s Education (75th percentile through highest)

Model Information

Percent Correctly Classified

81

Notes: Dependent variable is whether the couple divorced or not. Weighted. The p-values for the variables that predict higher or lower chances based on a one-tailed test.
Logit coefficient (standard error) Odds ratio
*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
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Table 5.4 Logistic Regression Models Predicting Divorce – White Couples
Odds Ratio
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Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Husband is 2-4 years older than Wife

.250
(.196)
1.285

-.161
(.221)
.852

.0318
(.243)
1.032

-.484
(.286)
.616

Husband is 5+ years older than Wife

.246
(.229)
1.279

-.095
(.350)
.909

.696*
(.306)
2.006

.322
(.391)
1.382

Wife is older

-.276
(.310)
.759

-.567
(.338)
.567

.067
(.325)
1.070

-.417
(.335)
.659

Wife has more education than Husband

.720
(.384)
2.054

.925**
(.279)
2.522

.754**
(.241)
2.124

1.009**
(.365)
2.745

Husband has more education than Wife

.302
(.259)
1.353

.359
(.334)
1.431

.156
(.251)
1.168

.507
(.404)
1.662

---

-1.007***
(.236)
.366

---

-.520*
(.260)
.596

---

.487
(.795)
1.203

---

.899*
(.361)
2.458

---

.690***
(.195)
1.994

---

.540*
(.237)
1.716

---

-.604**
(.242)
.548

---

-.816**
(.301)
.444

---

-1.694
(.288)
.846

---

-.040
(.293)
.965

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce
Couple cohabited before marriage

Husband was previously married

Wife Did Not grow up in a 2-parent household

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Highest Religiosity)

Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Lowest Religiosity)

Table 5.4 (Continued)
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Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

---

-2.292***
(.247)
.101

---

-2.231***
(.258)
.107

---

.976***
(.196)
2.655

---

1.251***
(.252)
3.492

---

---

.985***
(.263)
2.676

.951**
(.365)
2.589

---

---

-.451
(.396)
.637

-.294
(.480)
.746

---

---

.224
(.359)
1.251

.501
(.359)
1.651

---

---

-.538
(.425)
.584

-1.085*
(.520)
.339

---

---

.138
(.434)
1.148

.477
(.481)
1.611

Husband and Wife did not have children together

Age Cohort

Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce
Wife’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)

Wife’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Husband’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)
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Husband’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

Wife was born outside of U.S.

Controls
Wife’s Income
---

---

---

---

---

---

Wife’s Education

Table 5.4 (Continued)
Controls (Continued)
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.009
(.035)
1.009
.005
(.149)
1.005

---

---

---

.544*
(.295)
1.727

---

---

---

-.057
(.348)
.946

N

1133

1133

1133

1133

χ2

13.811*

240.47***

86.09***

321.86***

.021

.246

.105

.338

71.8%

78.3%

73.4%

80.9%

Husband’s Education (Lowest through 25th percentile)

Husband’s Education (75th percentile through highest)

Model Information

McFadden’s R2
Percent Correctly Classified

84

Notes: Dependent variable is whether the couple divorced or not. Weighted. The p-values for the variables that predict higher or lower chances based on a one-tailed test.
Logit coefficient (standard error) Odds ratio
*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
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Table 5.5 Logistic Regression Models Predicting Divorce – Interracial Couples
Odds Ratio

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

Husband is 5+ years older than Wife

-.013
(.866)
.995

-.406
(.752)
.687

.067
(1.124)
1.130

-.894
(.939)
.427

Wife has more education than Husband

.317
(.697)
1.373

.649
(.792)
1.931

.684
(.897)
1.999

1.041
(.904)
2.951

---

-.441
(.648)
.644

---

-.677
(.742)
.529

---

.689
(1.012)
2.172

---

1.531
(1.510)
4.635

---

-.558
(1.325)
.574

---

.053
(1.120)
1.215

---

-.010
(1.227)
1.034

---

-.453
(1.591)
.526

---

-2.821***
(.676)
.059

---

-2.631***
(.743)
.075

---

-.116
(.815)
.892

---

.728
(1.070)
2.110

Wife’s age at marriage (Lowest age through 25th percentile)

---

---

3.75
(2.297)
42.78

4.061
(3.241)
58.04

Wife’s age at marriage (75th percentile through highest age)

---

---

-.778
(1.114)
.468

-.875
(1.504)
.376

Characteristics that Predict Higher Chance of Divorce
Couple cohabited before marriage

Husband was previously married

Wife Did Not grow up in a 2-parent household
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Religiosity of Wife (Quartile with Highest Religiosity)

Husband and Wife did not have children together

Age Cohort

Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce
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Table 5.5 (Continued)
Characteristics that Predict Lower Chance of Divorce (Continued)

Model 1

Model 2

Model 3

Model 4

---

---

-1.41
(2.792)
.197

-.434
(1.826)
.679

N

60

60

60

60

χ2

.225

30.060***

21.860***

31.95**

McFadden’s R2

.005

.293

.391

.532

63.5%

81.0%

85.1%

87.7%

Wife was born outside of U.S.

Model Information

Percent Correctly Classified

Notes: Dependent variable is whether the couple divorced or not. Weighted. The p-values for the variables that predict higher or lower chances based on a one-tailed test.
Logit coefficient (standard error) Odds ratio
*=p<.05 **=p<.01 ***=p<.001
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In Model 2, I added the variables that predict higher odds of divorce in addition to the independent variables from Model 1.
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The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 51.346, p= .000) and increased the
predictive accuracy 12.8% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .128). The model correctly
classified 73.8% of the cases, increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null model
by 12.8%.
Regarding the variables that predict higher odds of divorce, the ones that were significant
were when the wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same household (p= .005),
and when the wife and husband did not have children together (p= .001).When the wife did not
grow up with both of her parents in the same household, the odds of divorce were 2.047 times
higher than couples where the wife did grow up with both of her parents in the same household.
When the wife and husband did not have children together, the odds of divorce were 64.5%
lower than couples where the wife and husband did have children together.
In Model 3, I removed the variables that predicted higher odds of divorce, and I added the
variables that predicted lower odds of divorce. The logistic regression was statistically
significant (χ2 = 47.99, p= .000) and increased the predictive accuracy 14.5% over the null model
(McFadden’s R2 = .145). The model correctly classified 70.3% of the cases, increasing the
percentage correctly classified over the null model by 9.3%.
The results in Table 5.3 indicate that the husband being five or more years older than the
wife was statistically significant (p= .043), with the odds of divorce being 68.8% lower than
couples where the wife and husband were the same age. Regarding the variables that predicted
lower odds of divorce, the ones that were significant were the wife’s age at marriage at the 75 th
percentile through the highest age (p= .000), and when the wife was born outside of the United
States (p= .022). When the wife was married at a higher age (27 years of age through the highest
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age at marriage), the odds of divorce were 82.9% lower than if the wife married between the
ages of 22 and 26 years. When the wife was born outside of the United States, the odds of
divorce were 60.7% lower than when the wife was born in the United States.
In Model 4, I included all of the variables for a full assessment including the control
variables. 3 The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 133.383, p= .000) and
increased the predictive accuracy 24.0% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .24). The model
correctly classified 76.6% of the cases, increasing the percentage correctly classified over the
null model by 15.6%.
Concerning the independent variables, only when the husband was five or more years
older than the wife was statistically significant (p= .021). When the husband was five years older
than the wife, the odds of divorce were 79.6% lower than when the wife and husband were the
same age. Regarding the variables that predict higher odds of divorce, the ones that were
significant were when the wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same household
(p= .020), and when the wife and husband did not have children together (p= .020). When the
wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same household, the odds of divorce were 2
times that of couples where the wife did grow up with both of her parents in the same household.
When the wife and husband did not have children together, the odds of divorce were 53.0%
lower than among couples where the wife and husband did have children together. As for the
variables that predicted lower odds of divorce, the only one that was significant was the wife’s
age at marriage—27 years of age through the highest value (p= .000). When the wife married at
a higher age, the odds of divorce were 88.7% lower than if the wife was between the ages of 2226 at marriage.
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In sum, the results do not provide support for any particular theory. None of the
education variables were significant, thus, there is no support provided for or against hypothesis
3, which predicted that differences in educational attainment between married couples would
increase the odds of divorce. In addition, across the last two models, when the husband is older
than the wife, it consistently lowers the odds of divorce, particularly when he is five or more
years older. This finding is contrary to hypothesis 4, which predicts that differences in age
between married couples will increase the odds of divorce for all couples.
In Table 5.4, for White endogamous couples, Model 1 contained education difference and
age difference between husband and wife. The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2
= 13.811, p= .017) and increased the predictive accuracy 2.1% over the null model (McFadden’s
R2 = .021). The null model and Model 1 correctly classified 71.8% of the cases, thus, Model 1
does not increase the percentage correctly classified over the null model. Results indicated that
none of the results were statistically significant.
In Model 2, I added the variables that predict higher odds of divorce in addition to the
independent variables from Model 1. The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 =
240.7, p= .000) and increased the predictive accuracy 24.6% over the null model (McFadden’s
R2 = .246). The model correctly classified 78.3% of the cases, increasing the percentage correctly
classified over the null model by 6.5%.
Results indicated that the wife having more education than the husband (p= .000) was
statistically significant. When the wife had more education than the husband, the odds of divorce
were 2.522 times higher than when the wife and husband had the same level of education.
Regarding the variables that predict higher odds of divorce, the ones that were significant
were if the couple cohabited prior to marriage (p= .000), when the wife did not grow up with
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both of her parents in the same household (p= .000), when the wife has a religiosity score that is
in the first quartile (i.e., high religiosity; p= .006), when the couple did not have children
together (p= .000), and the age cohort variable (p= .000). When the couple cohabited before
marriage, the odds of divorce were 63.4% lower than among couples that did not cohabit before
marriage. When the wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same household, the
odds of divorce were 99.4% higher than among couples where the wife did grow up with both of
her parents in the same household. When the wife had high religiosity, the odds of divorce were
45.2% lower than for couples where the wife of the couple had average religiosity. When the
couple did not have children together, the odds of divorce were 89.9% lower than among couples
who did have children together. Finally, the cohort variable showed that being older increased
the odds of divorce 2.655 times more than couples who fell into the younger generations.
In Model 3, I removed the variables that predicted higher odds of divorce, and I added the
variables that predicted lower odds of divorce. The logistic regression was statistically
significant (χ2 = 86.09, p= .000) and increased the predictive accuracy 10.5% over the null model
(McFadden’s R2 = .105). The model correctly classified 73.4% of the cases, increasing the
percentage correctly classified over the null model by only 1.6%.
Results indicated that the husband being five or more years older than the wife was
statistically significant (p= .022), with the odds of divorce being 2.01 times higher than among
couples where the wife and husband were the same age. The wife having more education than
the husband was also statistically significant (p= .002), with the odds of divorce being 2.124
higher than among couples where the wife and husband had the same education level. Regarding
the variables that predicted lower odds of divorce, the only significant result was the dummy
variable for the wife’s age at marriage—18 to 21 years of age (p= .000). When the wife was
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married at a younger age (18-21 years of age), the odds of divorce were 2.676 times higher than
if the wife married at an age within the middle two quartiles (22-26 years of age).
Model 4 includes all of the variables plus the control variables. The logistic regression
was statistically significant (χ2 = 321.86, p= .000) and increased the predictive accuracy 33.8%
over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .338). The model correctly classified 80.9% of the cases,
or the model increased the percentage correctly classified over the null model by 9.1%. Results
indicated that the wife having more education than the husband was statistically significant (p=
.000). When the wife had more education the husband, the odds of divorce were 2.745 times
higher than couples where the wife and husband had the same level of education.
Regarding the variables that predict higher odds of divorce, the ones that were significant
were if the couple cohabited before marriage (p= .023), when the husband was previously
married (p= .007), when the wife did not grow up with both of her parents in the same household
(p= .012), when the wife had high religiosity (p= .003), when the wife and husband did not have
children together (p= .000), and the age cohort variable (p= .000). When the couple cohabited
before marriage, the odds of divorce were 40.4% lower than couples that did not cohabit before
marriage. When the husband was previously married, the odds of divorce were 2.458 times
higher than couples where the husband was not previously married. When the wife did not grow
up with both of her parents in the same household, the odds of divorce were 71.6% higher than
couples where the wife did grow up with both of her parents in the same household. When the
wife had high religiosity, the odds of divorce were 55.6% lower than for couples where the wife
of the couple had average religiosity. When the couple did not have children together, the odds
of divorce were 89.3% lower than couples who did have children together. Finally, the cohort
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variable showed that being older made the couple 3.492 times more likely to divorce than those
who fell into the younger generations.
As for the variables that predicted lower odds of divorce, the ones that were significant
were the wife’s age at marriage—18 to 21 years of age (p= .002) — and the husband’s age at
marriage —30 years of age through the highest value (p= .018). When the wife married at a
younger age, the odds of divorce were 2.589 times higher than couples where the wife was
between 22 and 26 years of age at marriage. When the husband married at an older age, the odds
of divorce were 66.1% lower than couples where the husband was between 24 and 29 years of
age at marriage.
The only control variable that was statistically significant was the dummy variable for the
bottom 25th percentile of education for the husband (p=.007). The odds of divorce were 72.0%
higher for couples where the husband had the lowest level of education than among couples
where the husband had educational attainment that fell in the middle of the distribution.
In sum, the results provide a look at the similarities and differences in divorce odds for
Black and White couples. For both Black and White couples, divorce risk decreased with the
absence of children, and this was also true for the models for all couples in Table 5.2. In
addition, the analysis of endogamous Black and White couples suggests the stability of the
wife’s parent’s relationship while she was growing up has a significant effect on the stability of
her own marriage. In addition, older couples are more likely to divorce, that may be due to the
length of marriage. Regarding differences between the results in Tables 5.3 and 5.4, there are
many more significant effects for White endogamous couples than for Black endogamous
couples. These differences may be due to the smaller sample size for Black people, or it may
indicate that the models do not include relevant factors that influence divorce among Black
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couples. Consistent with Tables 5.2, the wife having more education than the husband was a
significant predictor that increased the odds of the divorce. This provides some more support for
hypothesis 3, which predicts that differences in educational attainment between married couples
will increase the odds of divorce for all marriages. Hypothesis 4, which predicts that differences
in age between married couples will increase the odds of divorce for all marriages, found no
support in these models, as age differences were only significant for one variable in one model of
the four—the husband being 5 or more years older than the wife increased the odds of divorce in
model 3, but not in the full model (model 4). It should be pointed out, though, that in models 3
and 4 in Table 5.3, the effects of the husband being 5 or more years older were the opposite from
this, indicating that the husband being 5 or more years older actually decreased the odds of
divorce.
In Table 5.5, for interracial couples, Model 1 contained the following variables: (1) when
the husband was 5 or more years older than the wife; and (2) when the wife has more education
than the husband. The logistic regression was not statistically significant (χ2 = .225, p= .894) and
increased the predictive accuracy 0.5% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .005). The null
model and Model 1 both correctly classified 63.5% of the cases, thus, Model 1 does not increase
the percentage correctly classified over the null model.
Model 2 contained the variables in Model 1, as well as the following: (1) when the couple
cohabited before marriage; (2) when the husband was previously married; (3) when the wife did
not grow up with both parents in the household; (4) the high religiosity variable for the wife; (5)
when the couple did not have children together; and (6) the age cohort variable. The logistic
regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 30.060, p= .000) and increased the predictive
accuracy 29.3% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .293). The model correctly classified
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81.0% of the cases, increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null model by 17.5%.
Results indicated that the only significant variable was when the husband and wife did not have
children together (p= .000), where the odds of divorce were 94.1% lower than couples that did
have children together.
Model 3 contained the two variables from Model 1, in addition to the following: (1) the
wife’s age at marriage (18-21 years of age); (2) the wife’s age at marriage (27 years of age
through the highest age at marriage); and (3) when the wife was born outside of the United
States. The logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 21.860, p= .000) and increased
the predictive accuracy 39.1% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .391). The model correctly
classified 85.1% of the cases, thus increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null
model by 21.6%. Results indicated none of the variables were statistically significant.
Model 4 contained all of the variables included in Model 1, Model 2, and Model 3. The
logistic regression was statistically significant (χ2 = 31.95, p= .002) and increased the predictive
accuracy 53.2% over the null model (McFadden’s R2 = .532). The model correctly classified
87.7% of the cases, thus increasing the percentage correctly classified over the null model by
24.2%. As with Model 2, results indicated that the only significant variable was when the
husband and wife did not have children together (p= .000), where the odds of divorce were
92.5% lower than among couples who did have children together.
In sum, there were few significant results found for interracial couples. Consistent with
the analyses in Tables 5.1 – 5.4, having no children together reduced the odds of divorce. This
effect appears to be strongest for interracial couples, lending some support for hypothesis 2,
which predicts that factors that are typical predictors for divorce will have stronger effects for
interracial couples than for both types of endogamous couples, and contradicting hypothesis 9,
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which predicts that interracial marriages will have a divorce risk that falls in between the divorce
risks for both types of endogamous marriage. There were no other significant variables across
the four models, perhaps due to the extremely small sample size relative to the variables in the
models and collinearity for interracial couples. Thus, no support is provided for any of the
hypotheses that make predictions about differences between interracial and endogamous couples’
odds of divorce.
The results from this study provide little support for any particular theory. Certain
consistencies across all samples are found, but nothing to support either homogamy theory or
social exchange theory in explaining divorce rates. The analysis of variance in Table 5.1 (and
Model 1 in Table 5.2) shows a pattern in the means that is suggestive of the convergence
perspective. However, the post hoc tests (and Model 1 in Table 5.2) show that the mean divorce
rates differ only between White and Black endogamous couples.
In the final chapter, I summarize the findings of the study. I also draw conclusions based
on my findings, discuss limitations, and make suggestions for future research.

1

1

The data are weighted for the analysis by the sample weight provided by the National Survey for Family Growth,
as well as the two sample design variables (N = 1,432).
2
The dummy variable for the bottom 25th percentile of education for the husband was the only significant term of all
of these additional variables (p=.0005), with the odds of divorce being 83.6% higher than couples where the
husband had educational attainment that fell in the middle of the distribution.
3
This was necessary as the sample size for interracial couples was too small to analyze all of the variables included
in the models for other samples of couples.
4
The dummy variable for the bottom 25th percentile of education for the husband was the only significant term of all
of these additional variables (p=.0245), with the odds of divorce being 2.367 times higher than couples where the
husband had educational attainment that fell in the middle of the distribution.
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CHAPTER VI
CONCLUSION

Summary and Interpretation of Results

Tables 6.1 and 6.2 are summaries of the results of this study with the purpose of aiding in
the organization of the discussion of the results. Table 6.1 summarizes the results for the
hypotheses from Chapter III, and refers to which table, and model, either provided support,
suggested support, or provided no support for each hypothesis. Table 6.2 summarizes the results
for all of the variables, and shows which models showed significant or non-significant results for
each variable. The table also shows the direction of each of the significant relationships,
indicated by a plus sign (+) for a positive relationship and a minus sign (-) for a negative
relationship.

Means Difference Test Results

As stated in Chapter V, the oneway analysis of variance means difference test only found
a significant difference in divorce rates between White endogamous couples and black
endogamous couples. In addition, although not all of the results were significant, the order for
the mean divorce rates based on couple composition, ordered from highest to lowest, are as
follows: Black endogamous, White wife and Black husband, Black wife and White husband, and
White endogamous couples.
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Table 6.1 Summary of Support for Hypotheses
Support

No Support

Suggestive
Support

Hypothesis 1:
Black-White interracial married couples will have a divorce risk that is higher than
both White endogamous and Black endogamous couples.

Table 5.1

Hypothesis 2:
Factors that are typical predictors for divorce will have stronger effects for BlackWhite interracial marriages than for both White endogamous and Black endogamous
marriages.

Table 5.5 Models 2 and 4
(Compared to Tables 5.3 and
5.4)

Hypothesis 3:
Differences in educational attainment between married couples will increase the odds
of divorce for all couples.

Table 5.2 Models 2, 3 ,4 and
5; Table 5.4 Models 2, 3, and
4

Table 5.3; Table 5.5

Hypothesis 4:
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Differences in age between married couples will increase the odds of divorce for all
couples.

Table 5.2; Table 5.3;
Table 5.5

Hypothesis 5:
Differences in age and education will have a stronger effect in increasing the odds of
divorce for Black-White interracial married couples than they will for both White
endogamous and Black endogamous couples.

Table 5.5 (Compared to
Tables 5.3 and 5.4)

Table 5.4 Model 3

Hypothesis 6:
Black-White interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than both
White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the husband and wife have
similar educational attainment.

Lack of Significance in
Table 5.5

Hypothesis 7:
Black-White interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than both
White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the couples are similar in
age.

Lack of Significance in
Table 5.5

Hypothesis 8:
Black-White interracial marriages between a Black wife and a White husband will be
less likely to divorce than marriages between a White wife and a Black husband.

Table 5.1

Hypothesis 9:
Table 5.5 Models 2 and 4
(Compared to Tables 5.3
and 5.4)

Black-White interracial marriages will have a divorce risk that falls in between the
divorce risks for White endogamous and Black endogamous married couples.
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Table 5.1; Table 5.2
Models 1, 2, and 4

Table 6.2 Summary of Logistic Regression Results1
All Couples

Black Couples

White Couples

Interracial Couples

Black Wife + Black Husband

Models 1, 2, and 4 (+)

N/A

N/A

N/A

White Wife + Black Husband

No Significance

N/A

N/A

N/A

Black Wife + White Husband

No Significance

N/A

N/A

N/A

Husband is 2-4 years older

Model 5 (-)

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Husband is 5 or more years older

No Significance

Models 3 and 4 (-)

Model 3 (+)

No Significance

Wife is older

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Wife has more education

Models 2, 3, 4 and 5 (+)

No Significance

Models 2, 3 and 4 (+)

No Significance

Husband has more education

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Couple cohabited before marriage

Models 3 and 5 (-)

No Significance

Models 2 and 4 (-)

No Significance

Husband was previously married

Model 5 (+)

No Significance

Model 4 (+)

No Significance

Wife Did Not grow up in a 2-parent household

Models 3 and 5 (+)

Models 2 and 4 (+)

Models 2 and 4 (+)

No Significance

Religiosity of Wife
(Quartile with Highest Religiosity)

Models 3 and 5 (-)

No Significance

Models 2 and 4 (-)

No Significance

Religiosity of Wife
(Quartile with Lowest Religiosity)

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Husband and Wife did not have children together

Models 3 and 5 (-)

Models 2 and 4 (-)

Models 2 and 4 (-)

Models 2 and 4 (-)

Age Cohort

Models 3 and 5 (+)

No Significance

Models 2 and 4 (+)

No Significance

Independent Variables
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Variables that Increase Divorce Odds
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Table 6.2 (Continued)
All Couples

Black Couples

White Couples

Interracial Couples

Wife’s age at marriage
(Lowest age through 25th percentile)

Models 4 and 5 (+)

No Significance

Models 3 and 4 (+)

No Significance

Wife’s age at marriage
(75th percentile through highest age)

Model 4 (-)

Models 3 and 4 (-)

No Significance

No Significance

Husband’s age at marriage
(Lowest age through 25th percentile)

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Husband’s age at marriage
(75th percentile through highest age)

Model 5 (-)

No Significance

Model 4 (-)

N/A

Wife was born outside of United States

No Significance

Model 3 (-)

No Significance

No Significance

Wife's Income

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Wife's Education

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Husband’s Education
(Lowest through 25th percentile)

Model 5 (+)

No Significance

Model 4 (+)

N/A

Husband’s Education
(75th percentile through highest)

No Significance

No Significance

No Significance

N/A

Variables that Decrease Divorce Odds
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Controls

1

The race-sex variables were not used in tables 5.3, 5.4, and 5.5, so there are N/As in each of those spots. In addition, not all variables were used in model 5.5, so there are N/As in
those spots as well.
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Although the results were nonsignificant, they lend suggestive support for Hypothesis 9, based
on the convergence perspective, which states that Black-White interracial marriages will have a
divorce risk that falls in between the divorce risks for White endogamous couples and Black
endogamous married couples. This also means that there is no support found for Hypothesis 1,
which states that Black-White interracial married couples will have a divorce risk that is higher
than both White endogamous and Black endogamous couples. These results also seem to suggest
the divorce rate is tied to the husband’s race, as the couples with a Black husband had higher
divorce rates than those with White husbands.
Hypothesis 8, which states that Black-White interracial marriages between a Black wife
and a White husband will be less likely to divorce than marriages between a White wife and a
Black husband, found suggestive support in that the divorce rate ranking for this study followed
that order, however, the results were not significant for interracial couples, and therefore it
cannot be claimed that support was found. A few previous studies found interracial marriages
mostly likely to end (Kreider 2000b; Klamijn et al. 2005; Fu 2006; Zhang et al. 2009; Smith et
al. 2012; Grether 2012), while a few others found that Black endogamous couples were most
likely to divorce (Heaton 2002; Jones 2010; Fu et al. 2011; Feng et al. 2012), with all but Heaton
(2002) lending some support for the convergence perspective. Overall, additional research would
need to be done, perhaps with a larger sample size to improve the strength and reliability of the
results, to provide support for either hypothesis based on this test. It also would be pertinent to
compare divorce rates between both types of Black-White interracial marriage to further explore
the potential influence of the husband’s race on the divorce rate, and to better test hypothesis 8.
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Independent Variables

Hypothesis 3, which predicts that differences in educational attainment between married
couples will increase the odds of divorce for all couples, found at least some support, whereas
hypothesis 4, which predicts differences in age between married couples will increase the odds
of divorce for all couples, found only suggestive support at best. Regarding educational
attainment differences, a consistent finding throughout the study was that the wife having more
education than the husband increased the odds of divorce le. This was significant in the full
model, as well as the White endogamous model, but not for Black endogamous couples, nor
interracial couples, which may have something to do with the White endogamous sample size
compared to the other two, or perhaps educational differences are just not significant predictors
for these types of relationships. In addition, across the board, the wife having more education
than the husband had a higher positive effect on the divorce odds of the couple than when the
husband had more education than the wife, and this effect was strongest for interracial couples,
though it was not significant.
Heaton (2002) also found that women having more education than men was a factor that
increased divorce odds. Grether (2012) found that while all couples found the effect of the wife
having higher education to have a significant positive effect, it was most prevalent in same-race
couples. Grether’s (2012) results seem most similar to the present study, as the only significant
results were from the full-sample model and the White endogamous model, but, as stated before,
this may be due to a smaller sample size of Black endogamous couples and interracial couples in
comparison to White endogamous couples.
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Overall, I see the results for education differences as consistent with Jones (2010) who
suggests that both race and gender jointly influence divorce. There are more women in this
sample with graduate-level education than men, which suggests that these women have more
access, resources, and capital to be more financially independent than women of decades past.
This increased stability and independence could be why women with more education than their
husbands has a positive relationship with divorce. However, this relationship was only
significant for White women in endogamous relationships, as well as the full-sample size where
the majority of the respondents were White women in racially endogamous marriages, which
suggests the results depict a representation of divorce that is not informed by the intersectional
marginalization Black women face (as the respondents of the dataset), and is therefore largely
explanatory of White women’s experience.
The NSFG 2015-2017 oversampled Black women (as well as Hispanic women and
teenagers), so the lack of significance in Table 5.3 (Black endogamous couples), particularly
with educational differences, seems to suggest that there are other factors and strains that affect
relationship stability for Black women/Black endogamous marriages that are not represented by
the variables in the present study. Further, the abundance of significant effects in Table 5.4
(White endogamous couples) in comparison to Table 5.3 (Black endogamous couples) lends
support to the claim that the social location of Black women in society leads to different lived
experiences, and additional institutional barriers faced, and both of these interactively weigh on
which factors may significantly increase or decrease divorce risk for Black women/Black
endogamous marriages in comparison to White women/White endogamous marriages, including
how much educational differences actually weigh on the couple’s marital stability. While it may
be a typical factor to examine in divorce research, perhaps it is just not a significant predictor for
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Black endogamous marriages. Previous research is what informed the factors analyzed in the
present study, but it must be considered that this same previous research did not utilize an
intersectional approach in method or analysis, therefore repeatedly erasing potential factors and
measures that might make for a more complete examination of divorce risk for all couples.
The other independent variable, age, had very inconsistent significant results across
models. For example, in the final model of for the full sample, the odds of divorce were lower in
couples where the husband was 2 to 4 years older than the wife. In the last two models for Black
endogamous couples, the husband being 5 or more years older than the wife decreased the odds
of divorce. The opposite was found for the third model for White endogamous couples, where
the husband being 5 or more years older than the wife increased the odds of divorce. In the
interracial couple sample, the age variable was not significant, but the husband being 5 or more
years older slightly increased the odds of divorce, but less than it did for White endogamous
couples.
Again, it cannot be ignored that these differences could be due to lack of other variables
that have been found to be important predictors of divorce in previous research that were not
included in the dataset. It is also plausible, though, that the excessive persecution of young Black
men in the United States, compared to White men, could perhaps be an underlying factor in why
the husband being 5 or more years older than the wife significantly decreased the divorce odds
for Black endogamous married couples. This finding is unique in the present study, as this trend
was not observed for either White endogamous couples or interracial couples. The
disproportionate number of Black men behind bars leads to a smaller pool of young Black men
available for marriage. Therefore, Black endogamous marriages where the husband is older may
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be more frequent, and potentially have more space to be stable than young Black endogamous
marriages.
Another speculation is derived from the idea of “trophy wives” which is a label used to
describe women, typically young women, married to older men, typically rich older men, in a
relationship based on exchange—the wife’s beauty for the husband to flaunt in exchange for the
husband’s wealth shared with the wife. To make this speculation applicable to the present study,
though, there would need to be a variable to represent the difference between the husband’s
income and the wife’s income, as well as additional variables examining motivation for
marriage, to further explore and consider how age and wealth intermingle in marriage formation
and stability. This is all required before we could accurately compare the similarities and
differences between racial groups in terms of numbers of potential marriages based on exchange
like this, and divorce risk. However, based on the overall unequal wealth distribution between
Black people and White people in the United States, the social divides found between all facets
of identity, and the power dynamics of the United States, I would speculate that White
endogamous marriages are more likely to fall into this category. Therefore, it is not surprising
that in White endogamous marriages where the husband is older, there is a higher divorce risk,
but this, again, is only conjecture. In sum, there is only suggestive support for hypothesis 4,
provided by Table 5.4 in Model 3, so age differences remain a variable that should be considered
in future research.
Hypothesis 5, which predicts that differences in age and education will have a stronger
effect in increasing the odds of divorce for interracial married couples than they will for both
White endogamous and Black endogamous married couples, did not find any consistent,
significant support for neither the educational differences, nor the age differences that would
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make me claim support for this hypothesis. In addition, hypothesis 6, which predicts interracial
married couples will be more likely to divorce than both White endogamous and Black
endogamous couples when the husband and wife have similar educational attainment, and
hypothesis 7, which predicts that interracial married couples will be more likely to divorce than
both White endogamous and Black endogamous couples when the couples are similar in age,
both did not find support in the present study, as these effects fail to be statistically significant in
Table 5.5 and make it inappropriate to speculate about what the results mean. These hypotheses
need to be examined further, or some variation of them, with potentially different variables to
offer stronger tests of homogamy theory, because of the conflict between homogamy theory,
social exchange theory, and the convergence perspective with respect to the subject of interracial
divorce.

Significant Variables Expected to Increase the Odds of Divorce

The most consistent finding, and the only consistent significant finding found throughout
this entire study, was that having children together decreases the odds of divorce for all couple
types, regardless of race. This negative effect was highest for interracial couples (-92.5%),
followed by white endogamous couples (-89.3%) and black endogamous couples (-53.0%). This
finding is particularly interesting considering Kreider (2000a) found that when a couple was
childless, specifically for interracial couples, the odds of divorce increased significantly. Zhang
and Van Hook (2009) also found that having no children significantly increased the odds of
divorce for couples.
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The finding in the present study that opposes findings from 10-20 years ago makes one
wonder what has changed in the past couple of decades. One possible explanation could be that
wages have been stagnant since the mid-1970s while income inequality increased dramatically
(Wisman 2013.) To avoid income inequality, with an increase in productivity, the workers
should receive their fair share of the increased profits, but this has historically not been the case
as the top one percent of society, those who own and manage production, have taken the lions
share compared to their working-class counter-part, creating a substantial gap between the
median wage and the mean wage (Wisman 2013). In addition, it must be considered that
advances in technology have decreased the value of the average working-class individuals,
making them replaceable cogs in the eyes of the capitalist machine than as worthy wage-earners
who are due their fair share of the profits. Therefore, over the past few decades, individuals have
seen a consistent downward trend in financial stability, making the idea of having and raising
children in a secure situation even harder to achieve. This is just one facet (financial) where
having children can impact the stability of a marriage. Future research should consider this, as
well as potentially identifying the effects of children on the stability of marriage rooted in
appropriate theories and research.
Cohabitation prior to marriage was another variable examined, and it was significant in
both Models 3 and 5 in Table 5.2 for the entire sample and White endogamous couples, but not
for Black endogamous couples, nor for interracial couples. Interracial couples’ divorce odds
were almost identical to Black endogamous couples regarding the cohabitation variable, and
these odds were both weaker than the odds for White endogamous couples. However, all couple
combinations had lower divorce odds when the couple cohabited before marriage. This is in
direct opposition to results in previous studies (Heaton 2002; Jones 2010) which found
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cohabiting before marriage to be detrimental to marriage stability. Much like Jones (2010), the
present study does little to present significant differences in divorce rates for interracial couples
and endogamous couples based on cohabitation, and instead only contributes to the general
knowledge about divorce trends. Overall, these findings suggest a need for future research to
continue to examine the effects of cohabitation prior to marriage on the divorce rates for couples
because of disagreement across studies in the direction of the effect.
When the husband was previously married, there were also some significant results, such
as in Model 5 of Table 5.2 where it greatly increases the odds for divorce compared to couples
where the husband was not previously married, similar to findings in some previous studies
(Heaton 2002; Jones 2010). Between the different race-marriage combinations, there is only a
significant positive effect for Black endogamous couples. Although not significant, the same
variable in the interracial model has a stronger positive effect on the divorce odds, and in the
White endogamous model the odds of divorce were less than the odds of divorce for interracial
couples, but more than the odds of divorce for Black endogamous couples. The significant
results are too sporadic to draw any conclusions, but it is interesting that the strongest effect for
this variable was for interracial couples, consistent with the convergence perspective.
A finding with more significant and consistent results was the effect of the wife’s
parent’s marital stability during her childhood (under the age of 18). Similar to previous studies
(Heaton 2002; Jones 2010; Fu et al. 2011), results in all models showed that if the wife did not
grow up in a two-parent household, the odds of divorce increased, but these results were not
significant for interracial couples. This variable had the strongest positive effect on the odds of
divorce of Black endogamous couples, followed by White endogamous couples, and then
interracial couples. Although the effect for interracial couples was non-significant, it is worth
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noting that the order of the racial pairings for the couples based on the odds of divorce is unlike
what either of the theories and perspective being considered would have predicted.
Previous studies examined the effects of religious heterogamy on divorce risks (Heaton
2002; Kalmijn et al. 2005; Fu et al. 2011), but unfortunately the present study did not allow for
that type of analysis due to lack of variables representing religiosity for the husbands. Kreider
(2000b) also examined religion as a factor in predicting divorce odds, however, she was looking
at type of marriage ceremony, where she found those who had civil ceremonies were more likely
to divorce than couples who had religious ceremonies. The present study examined the effect of
religiosity of the wife on divorce odds and the results showed that high religiosity of the wife
was significant and negative in both the full sample final model and the White endogamous final
model, but not for the Black endogamous final model, nor the interracial final model. The
divorce odds ratios were greatest for White endogamous couples, then interracial couples, and
lastly, the least for Black endogamous couples. Again, we are unable to draw conclusions due to
lack of statistical significance, but we do find the odds for interracial couples fall in-between the
odds for the same-race couple pairings. Overall, though, based on the full sample model, there is
some kind of tie between religiosity and marital stability that is worth being examined in future
research, but was outside the scope of this project.
Overall, the logistic regression results of factors expected to increase the odds of divorce
provide little-to-no significant support for hypothesis 2 – which predicts that factors that are
typical predictors for divorce will have stronger effect for Black-White interracial marriages than
for both White endogamous and Black endogamous married couples. Regarding being childless
and its effects on the divorce odds for couples, we do see that the effects of the variable increase
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the odds of divorce most for interracial couples, which does provide a bit of support for
hypothesis 2, but that is all the support provided in the present study.

Significant Variables Expected to Decrease the Odds of Divorce

The age of both the husband and the wife at marriage were found to be significant
throughout multiple models in the present study, but the results vary depending on the race-sex
composition of the marriage. For example, in the last two models for the full sample, the wife
being young at the time of marriage significantly increased the odds of divorce, and the wife
being older at the time of marriage significantly decreased the odds of divorce in one of the
models. For the age of the husband, the effects are only significant in the final model for the full
sample, which showed that the husband being older at the time of the marriage significantly
decreased the odds of divorce. For the models for Black endogamous couples, the only
significant finding was when the wife married at an older age, the odds of divorce decreased. For
the models for White endogamous couples, the significant findings were when the wife married
at a younger age, the odds of divorce increased, and that when the husband married at a higher
age, the odds of divorce decreased. Although there were no significant findings for interracial
couples and age at marriage, the odds ratios for the wife’s age at marriage being low in both
models were dramatically larger than both same-race couples and showed an increase in the odds
of divorce when the wife married young. Taken together, all of these results suggest that when a
couple marries at a younger age, their odds of divorce are higher. This finding is consistent
across studies in the literature (Heaton 2002; Sweeney and Phillips 2004; Zhang and Phillips
2009; Smith et al. 2012). Unfortunately, due to lack of consistent significance in the results of
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the present study, I am not able to confidently draw conclusions on what this means for
interracial couples versus same-race couples.
The variable United States nativity found no support across the models except for in
Model 3 in Table 5.3 (Black endogenous couples), which suggests that for couples where the
wife was born outside of the United States, the divorce rate is significantly lower than for
couples where the wife was born in the United States, however, this effect dropped to nonsignificance in the final model. Due to the lack of significant results, I am unable to draw
conclusions about this variable.
Finally, for this group of variables, there was no significant support found for hypothesis
2 – which predicts that factors that are typical predictors for divorce will have stronger effects for
Black-White interracial marriages than for both White endogamous and Black endogamous
married couples. This was the only testable hypothesis based on the variables in this section.

Theoretical Implications of Findings

The overall pattern of findings by race in Table 6.2 has important theoretical
implications. First, there are only two statistically significant factors that influence the odds of
divorce for both Black and White couples in the same manner—the wife growing up in a
household without both parents significantly increased the odds of divorce in both cases, and not
having children together significantly decreased the odds of divorce in both cases. Second, and
more importantly, seven variables were statistically significant for White couples, but not for
Black couples—the wife having more education than the husband, the couple cohabiting before
marriage, the husband having been previously married, the wife’s age cohort, the wife’s age at
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marriage being low, the husband’s age at marriage being low, and the husband having low
education. Third, one variable, wife’s older age at marriage, had a significant negative effect on
the odds of divorce for Black couples, but not for White couples. Finally, the significant effect
for higher levels of education is positive for White couples and negative for Black couples.
Taken together, these results suggest that the theories of divorce and other predictive factors
proposed in the literature are biased toward the experience of White couples in U.S. society, and
fail to capture the factors that influence divorce among Black couples. More theoretical work
will need to be done to explicate black experience of divorce. The contradictory effect of wives
having more education than husbands on divorce is a case in point. Based on my findings, when
White women have higher levels of education, marriages are more likely to end in divorce, while
no significance is found for this variable among Black couples. Overall, it seems there are
unaccounted for variables that may more accurately represent what is affecting marital stability
for Black endogamous marriages based on the Black lived experience, and that the present study
is reflective of the White endogamous experience and divorce factors and odds that arise
therefrom.

Limitations, Future Research, and Conclusion

The present study does have several limitations, with the first being the sample size of
interracial marriages. As mentioned previously, although this was a nationally representative
sample, and one that also over-sampled minority populations, it still yielded a very small number
of interracial marriages. This is a possible reason for the lack of significance in the results for
interracial couples. It also limited the method of approach to examining variables that affect
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divorce odds in the interracial couple models. This same issue also limited the ability to
accurately assess intersectionality, although I agree with Jones (2010) that both race and gender
jointly impact the odds of divorce, and this is something to include (if possible) in future
research on the subject. Without it, I do not think we have an accurate picture of the dynamics
that affect interracial marriages and may lead to divorce, in particular the differences between
interracial couples and same-race couples.
Another limitation of the study is that the dataset did not provide as many variables for
the husband as they did for the wife, and this limited the ability to more thoroughly assess the
theories. For example, had there been a religiosity measure for the husband, or a socio-economic
status variable, there could have been more significant evidence lending support, or lack thereof,
for social exchange and social homogamy theories. Another variable that would have been useful
to include if it were available would be one indicating social support for the marriage. Grether
(2012) researched and tested the effects of social support in his study, but found it did not
significantly impact divorce odds. It would have been beneficial to examine the effects of social
support in this larger sample, had that been an option. Future researchers should take this into
consideration when conducting similar studies.
Lastly, I think a mixed-methods approach would have been useful, if there were more
time and resources to conduct such an analysis. Marriages and divorces are qualitatively deep
and qualitative nuanced in ways that cannot be measured quantitatively. I think that using
qualitative methods, such as interviews or focus groups, could provide a more in-depth and
intimate examination into why marriages end in divorce. Overall though, I think a mixedmethods approach would provide a clearer picture of the reasons for divorce that differ by race,
and interracial divorce specifically.
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Presently, we still see issues in our nation along racial lines, and the literature seems to
suggest that these issues, along with typical divorce predictors, present increasing challenges for
the duration of these interracial marriages in comparison to endogamous marriages. While the
present study did not provide much empirical support to back up these claims, the findings of the
study do suggest a need for: (1) more research needs to determine which factors increase and
decrease divorce, respectively, to have a more complete list of factors for both examination and
explanation; (2) theoretical work to identify the factors that influence black couples to divorce;
and (3) studies that can address intersectionality in divorce in more depth.
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