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!his article e,amines competing theoretical claims regarding how an indi4idual6s education will 
affect his or her li8elihood of interracial marriage. I demonstrate that prior models of interracial mar;
riage ha4e failed to ade<uately distinguish the >oint and marginal effects of education on interracial 
marriage and present a model capable of distinguishing these effects. I test this model on blac8;white 
interracial marriages using 1AB0D 1AA0D and E000 U.S. census data. !he results re4eal partial support 
for status e,change theory within blac8 maleHwhite female unions and strong isolation of lower;class 
blac8s from the interracial marriage mar8et. Structural assimilation theory is not supported because 
the educational attainment of whites is not related in any consistent fashion to the li8elihood of in;
terracial marriage. !he strong isolation of lower;class blac8s from the interracial marriage mar8et 
has gone unnoticed in prior research because of the failure of prior methods to distinguish >oint and 
marginal effects. 

he characteristics of indi.iduals who cross racial lines in matrimony ha.e long been a 
sub6ect of both popular speculation and scholarly in8uiry. W.E.B. =u Bois stated in !he 
Philadelphia Jegro that >It is often said that only the worst @egroes and lowest whites 
intermarryA B=u Bois 1DEEFGHHI. Based on his own sample of GG intermarried couples 
from the Se.enth Ward of PhiladelphiaL howe.erL =u Bois found this claim to be dubious 
at best Bpp. GH0NHOI. 

=emographers and sociologists ha.e long been interested in this topic because it falls 
at the intersection of race and class. Plthough we Qnow that both race and status characterR
isticsL such as educationL are important factors in determining who marries whomL the 8uesR
tion of whether and how these two characteristics might interact in the >marriage marQetA 
is considerably more compleS. The ma6or theories maQe somewhat contrary predictions. 
Status eSchange theory argues that blacQRwhite unions are fre8uently formed through an 
eSchange relationship in which both white and blacQ partners bene! t by trading status 
characteristics B=a.is 1EU1V Merton 1EU1I. Xn the other handL the assimilationist school 
of thought sees education as a ma6or force in the structural assimilation Bincluding marital 
assimilationI of groups BGordon 1EHUI. More recentlyL social scientists ha.e begun to conR
sider how the pre.alence of racial segregation might affect this relationshipL particularly in 
regard to the isolation of lowerRclass blacQs.

Plthough all of these perspecti.es ha.e been noted in prior research and status eSR
change theory in particular has been tested numerous timesL researchers ha.e failed to 
appreciate the often contradictory predictions generated by these different theories. More 
importantL empirical eSploration has been inade8uate because it has failed to de.elop modR
els that effecti.ely distinguish these eSpectations. 

In this articleL I maQe two contributions to the literature. FirstL I present a comparison 
of current theories regarding the educational characteristics of interracial blacQRwhite 
couples that clari! es the empirical eSpectations of each theory. SecondL I de.elop a modelR
ing frameworQ that can be used to test these different theoretical eSpectations within the 
same modelL and I use this model to perform such a test on three decades of census data. 
This frameworQ is not simply another methodV it is a comprehensi.e model that addresses 
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all of the ways in which education might affect the liQelihood of interracial marriage. My 
eSposition of this model addresses a ma6or shortcoming in the ! eldL namelyL the failure to 
distinguish the 6oint and marginal effects of spousesb education on the liQelihood of interR
racial marriage. The results from this model are partially no.el and re.eal that an eSclusi.e 
focus on status eSchange theory has hidden other aspects of the relationship between educaR
tion and interracial marriage. 

My focus in this article is eSclusi.ely on nonR_ispanic blacQNwhite interracial marR
riages. The primary reason for this focus is that the ma6ority of theories discussed here were 
de.eloped to eSplain this highly racialiced di.ision within the U.S. population Bassimilation 
being the ob.ious eSceptionI. I discuss in my conclusions the applicability of the theories 
and models presented here to other ethnic/racial di.ides. 
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In two highly in" uential articlesL Merton B1EU1I and =a.is B1EU1I argued that interracial 
marriages would fre8uently in.ol.e an eSchange of status characteristics. _ighly educated 
blacQs would trade their educational status in order to reap the bene! ts associated with the 
racial status of a potential white spouse.1 SimilarlyL whites with low le.els of education 
would trade their racial status for the educational status of a potential blacQ spouse. ConseR
8uentlyL a blacQRwhite marriage was liQely to in.ol.e a blacQ spouse with greater education 
than the white spouse because these types of indi.iduals would each ha.e something to gain 
from the union. Interracial marriages in.ol.ing white spouses with greater education than 
their blacQ spouses would be much less liQely because blacQs would ha.e nothing to offer 
their potential white spouse in return for the white spouse >marrying downA in terms of 
race. Both Merton and =a.is belie.ed that this process of status eSchange was applicable 
only to blacQ maleNwhite female unions because a blacQ manbs educational bacQground 
would be more closely tied to future potential earnings and prestige than would a blacQ 
womanbs education. 

eacQing empirical data to con! rm this hypothesisL Merton pro.ided the frameworQ for 
a future test of the theory. Pccording to MertonL the correct procedure would be to compare 
the relati.e fre8uency of three types of interracial marriageF educationally homogamous 
unions BGroup PIL unions in which the white member marries >upwardA Bwhite hyperR
gamyI in terms of education BGroup BIL and unions in which the white member marries 
>downwardA Bwhite hypogamyI in terms of education BGroup CI.^ Group B should be the 
most common type because it in.ol.es the eSpected eSchange of status characteristicsL and 
Group C should be the least common type.

@umerous scholars ha.e since shown that this test fails because most interracial marR
riagesL liQe intraracial marriagesL are educationally homogamous BBernard 1EHHV _eer 
1EOUV Monahan 1EOHV Porter! eld 1EODV fosenfeld ^005I. Indi.iduals ha.e a strong tenR
dency to marry partners of a similar educational bacQgroundL and this tendency has been 
increasing o.er the last halfRcentury BMare 1EE1V Schwartc and Mare ^005I. 

_owe.erL Mertonbs test is actually not a .ery satisfactory test of status eSchange theory. 
It should not be surprising that homogamy is strong in interracial unionsL gi.en that it seems 
to be such a strong determinant of marriage formation in general. The important 8uestionL 

1. Merton and =a.is actually referred more abstractly to >upperRclassA blacQs rather than to highly educated 
blacQs. fesearch has typically used education as a proSy for class on the marriage marQet because of its .alue in 
predicting future earnings and prestige. ThusL I refer speci! cally to education throughout this article.

^. _ypergamy and hypogamy mean >upward marriageA and >downward marriageLA respecti.ely. UnfortuR
natelyL these terms ha.e traditionally been applied eSclusi.ely to the marriage patterns of womenL limiting the 
ability to discuss hypergamy and hypogamy among other groups. Throughout this articleL I will refer to hypergamy 
and hypogamy in a genderRneutral sense.
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howe.erL is whether the pattern of nonhomogamous educational assortati.e mating within 
interracial marriages is different from the pattern within intraracial marriages. The eSpectaR
tion of status eSchange theory is that white womenL and possibly white menL will be more 
educationally hypergamous and less educationally hypogamous in an interracial marriage 
than their respecti.e seSes would be in an intraracial marriage. 

To better address this 8uestionL halmi6n B1EEGI introduced the hypergamy ratio test. 
P hypergamy ratio is calculated as the number of people in a certain group marrying up in 
education di.ided by the number of people in that group marrying down. halmi6n B1EEGI 
compared the obser.ed hypergamy ratios within interracial marriages to the eSpected hyR
pergamy ratios under a model in which educational assortati.e mating is the same across 
interracial and intraracial unions. Using .ital statistics data from 1EO0 to 1EDHL he found 
that both white men and white women are more liQely to marry up in education within interR
racial unions than would be eSpected if educational assortati.e mating were independent of 
racial combination. iian B1EEOI found similar results in his analysis of interracial marriage 
in the 1ED0 and 1EE0 censuses. 

Fu B^001I argued that the fundamental core of status eSchange theory is that whiteness 
is a .alued resource on the marriage marQetL and thus blacQs suffer from a racial penalty in 
terms of ac8uiring desirable spouses. Ps a resultL whites are able to ac8uire blacQ spouses 
of higher education than the blacQ spouses of fellow blacQsL thus positi.ely selecting blacQ 
members of interracial unionsV blacQs will ac8uire white spouses who are less educated than 
the white spouses of fellow whitesL thus negati.ely selecting white members of interracial 
unions. Fu de.eloped a logRlinear model to test this eSpectation by using 1EE0 census data 
and found support for the theory. 

Fubs approach was a departure from prior formulations of status eSchange theory beR
cause it was not directly concerned with whether an eSchange occurred between spouses 
themsel.es. In more formal termsL Fu was interested in each spousebs marginal distribuR
tion of education across racial combinations rather than the 6oint distribution of education 
among couples across racial combinations. 

Part of the appeal of Fubs approach is that status eSchange theory does eSpect a relaR
tionship between interracial marriage and the marginal distribution of each spousebs eduR
cation. _owe.erL this relationship is merely a byRproduct of the eSchange process itself. 
BlacQs with more education will ha.e a greater ability to marry across racial linesL and 
whites with less education will ha.e more reason to marry across racial linesL thus leading 
to a positi.ely selected group of blacQs and a negati.ely selected group of whites in interR
racial marriages. Fubs model treats this byRproduct as a fundamental aspect of eSchange. 
I will demonstrate that the failure to eSplicitly consider the 6oint distribution of education 
among interracial couples maQes Fubs approach problematic. 

R&3#$&#3%,*JTT'<',%&'()*
The distinction between how the 6oint educational characteristics of spouses condition the 
liQelihood of interracial marriage and how each spousebs education independently condiR
tions this liQelihood distinguishes status eSchange theory from structural assimilation theR
ory. Pccording to structural assimilation theoryL education and the educational system play 
Qey roles in the structural assimilation of groups because they promote uni.ersalistic and 
democratic normsL which tend to breaQ down group barriers BCondran 1EOEV Gordon 1EHUV 
Greeley and Sheatsley 1EO1V _yman and Sheatsley 1EHUV _yman and Wright 1EOEFH1V 
halmi6n 1EEDFU1GV eieberson and Waters 1EDDV iuinley and GlocQ 1EOEF1DDV SelcnicQ and 
Steinberg 1EHEV TaylorL SheatsleyL and Greeley 1EODI. ThereforeL the propensity to marry 
across racial lines will increase with education. fesearch indicates a positi.e relationship 
between education and support for abstract principles of racial e8ualityL including support 
for interracial marriage and opposition to antimiscegenation laws BSchuman et al. 1EEOI. 
SimilarlyL =emo and _ughes B1EE0I found that a blacQ personbs socioeconomic status has 
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a negati.e effect on that indi.idualbs feelings of closeness to other blacQsL suggesting that 
education reduces the strength of inRgroup attachments. 

This theory has not been without its detractorsL who ha.e noted that the positi.e 
effect of education on racial attitudes is hardly uni.ersal. In generalL 8uestions about 
 speci! c policy inter.entions generate inconclusi.e and inconsistent results with regard 
to the effect of educationL suggesting that high le.els of education simply allow whites to 
conform better to standards of racial eti8uetteL without ha.ing an effect on the structure 
of racial ine8uality Bsee in particular jacQman and Muha 1EDUI. @onethelessL researchers 
ha.e found e.idence of a positi.e relationship between education and the liQelihood of 
interracial marriage for certain groups. eieberson and Waters B1EDDI found e.idence that 
education is positi.ely related to interethnic marriage among white ethnics. Three studies 
of intermarriage among Psian Pmericans found miSed results. Two of these studies on 
Chinese Pmericans found that education is associated with higher rates of  outmarriage 
for both men and women BSung 1EE0V Wong 1EDEIL but a third study on a .ariety of 
Psian Pmerican groups found a negati.e relationship for women and no relationship for 
men B_wangL SaencL and Pguirre 1EE5I. 

Pside from its >liberatingA in" uenceL the college campus might also ha.e an effect on 
interracial unions simply by pro.iding a local marriage marQet where blacQs and whites 
are unusually integrated. This propin8uity argument differs somewhat from the propensity 
argument described abo.eL but I group them together here for simplicity. 

2T(,%&'()*
Both status eSchange and structural assimilation theory largely predate the massi.e transR
formation of Pmericabs racial landscape that occurred during the Ci.il fights period. 
halmi6n B1EEGI linQed the issue of interracial marriage to broader research on race relations 
in the postNCi.il fights era by suggesting that the isolation of lowerRclass blacQs from the 
interracial marriage marQet may be related to broader processes of eSclusion. Pccording to 
Wilson B1EODL 1EDOIL the decline of a strict caste system of racial oppression has led to a 
bifurcation in the life chances of blacQs. The Pmerican mainstream is now partially accesR
sible to middleR and upperRclass blacQsL while lowerRclass blacQs ha.e been further isolatedL 
creating a hyperstigmaticed urban underclass. In particularL middleRclass blacQs ha.e been 
geographically separated from lowerRclass blacQs due to higher le.els of spatial mobility. 
This spatial differentiation has led to the economic decline and social marginalication of 
innerRcity neighborhoods. 

The isolation of lowerRclass blacQs may seriously affect their marriage opportunities 
with whites through both their lacQ of propin8uity and their marriageability as percei.ed by 
whites. I refer to this as isolation theory. halmi6n argued that status eSchange itself is inR
dicati.e of such isolation. _owe.erL status eSchange only mechanically isolates lowerRclass 
blacQs because they ha.e fewer opportunities to marry down in terms of education than 
do upperRclass blacQs. Isolation should re" ect the relationship between a blacQ spousebs 
education and his or her liQelihood of interracial marriageL independent of the education 
of a potential white spouse. ThusL isolation theory would predict that blacQs will ha.e difR
ferential access to the interracial marriage marQet depending on their le.el of educationL 
and that this access will increase with education. 

Plthough there is little doubt that middleRclass blacQs are less segregated from whites 
than are lowerRclass blacQsL the magnitude of that difference is a matter of some debate. PcR
cording to the indeS of dissimilarityL the mostRaf" uent blacQs are still more segregated from 
whites than the leastRaf" uent Psians and _ispanics BMassey and =enton 1EEGFDOV Massey 
and Fischer 1EEEI. _owe.erL a far more ! tting measure with regard to interracial marriage 
is P,y

[ L which measures the percentage of y residents in the typical , personbs neighborhoodL 
because this can be thought of as a measure of eSposure to members of other racial groups. 
PlbaL eoganL and Stults B^000I used the P,y

[  measure to show thatL on a.erageL increases in 
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education and income among blacQs lead to signi! cant increases in the number of whites 
they are eSposed to in their neighborhood. ThusL differences in education among blacQs 
should lead to differential le.els of eSposure to potential white spouses.

901(31&'$%,*!UW1$&%&'()T*
The empirical eSpectations of these theories about the relationship between education and 
the liQelihood of interracial marriage are summariced in Table 1. For different reasonsL all 
three theories eSpect blacQs to be positi.ely selected into interracial unions. The distinction 
between the theories is dri.en by different eSpectations regarding the selecti.ity of white 
spouses and the degree to which white hypergamy occurs. 

Status eSchange theory holds that highly educated whites will ha.e fewer opportuniR
ties of an educationally upward marriage with blacQs and will thus be less liQely to enter 
such unions. Structural assimilation theoryL on the other handL predicts that highly educated 
whites will be the most open to the idea of crossing racial boundaries in marriage and will 
thus be the most liQely group to enter such unions. Isolation theory assumes no particular 
relationshipL either positi.e or negati.eL between a white spousebs education and the liQeliR
hood of interracial marriage. 

This distinction between the latter two theories has perhaps not been appreciated beR
cause of a tendency to focus on the oneRway assimilation of minority groups. If education 
plays a role in increasing tolerance and acceptance of intergroup relationsL then it should 
play such a role for both minority groups and whites. Xn the other handL if education is 
associated only with an increase in intergroup relations for a particular minority groupL we 
must focus on structural issues speci! c to this populationL such as the issues of segregation 
outlined abo.e. 

Plthough scholars ha.e been aware of the different eSpectations of these theoriesL the 
degree to which these theories maQe competing claims has not been fully appreciated. In 
order to sort out the e.idence for each theoryL it is necessary to de.elop a single model that 
can distinguish these theoretical eSpectations. 

4KG!LR*
In this sectionL I outline a logRlinear model that can separate the effect of each spousebs 
education indi.idually on the odds of interracial marriage from the effect of 6oint spousal 
education. The logRlinear model used here is constructed from fourRway contingency tables 
of husbandbs race BiIL wifebs race B >IL husbandbs education B8IL and wifebs education Bl I. 
face is coded as white B1I or blacQ B^IL and education is coded as four nono.erlapping 
categoriesF less than high school B1IL high school diploma B^IL some college BGIL and colR
lege degree or more BUI. 

The Qey parameters in the model can be interpreted as gi.ing the change in the logR
odds of interracial marriage for spouses in different educational categories. FirstL I de.elop 
parameters to test how the odds of interracial marriage change as each spousebs education 

Table 1. Diff erent " eoretical Expectations Regarding the Relationship Between Education and 
Interracial Marriage

  Education–Interracial Marriage Association  ______________________________________
! eory Black Spouse White Spouse White Hypergamy

Status Exchange + – Yes
Structural Assimilation + + No
Isolation + 0 No
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increases indi.iduallyL regardless of his or her partnerbs education le.el. Then I de.elop 
parameters that indicate how the odds of interracial marriage change when I consider 
different combinations of spousal education. The former parameters will help ad6udicate 
between structural assimilation and isolation theoryL while the latter parameters will test for 
the eSistence and strength of status eSchange and an educational propin8uity effect among 
collegeReducated couples. 

For ease of presentationL I treat the Qey parameters as if they ! t identically to blacQ 
maleNwhite female BBMRWFI unions and white maleNblacQ female BWMRBFI unionsL imR
plying gender symmetry in the parameters between these two types of unions. In the actual 
analysisL I ! t the parameters to these groups separately. 

I begin with a baseline model in which the educational characteristics of spouses do not 
differ between interracial and intraracial unionsL apart from compositional issues. FormallyL 
the model isF 

logBFi>8lI k ! l !i l !> l !8 l !l l !i> l !8l l !i8 l !>l. 

This model assumes that there is nothing in particular to eSplain about interracial unions 
that is not eSplained by the general pattern of racial endogamy B!i>IL the general pattern of 
educational assortati.e mating B!8lIL and the different racial distributions of education B!i8 
and !>lI. I refer to this model as the conditional independence model. Pll of the subse8uent 
models are nested within this model.G 

I begin by eSamining how the odds of interracial marriage change by the educational 
le.el of each spouse indi.idually. Speci! callyL I measure how the logRodds of interracial 
marriage change across ad6acent educational categories. FormallyL the model isL

logB IFi>8l i > 8 l i> 8l i8 >l p= + + + + + + + + +! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! ! η ,, ypi> < <i>
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When each gender combination is ! t separatelyL this model ! ts the saturated threeRway 
tables of husbandbs race by wifebs race by husbandbs education and husbandbs race by wifebs 
race by wifebs education.

The parameters for these models are the logRodds ratios of interracial marriage between 
ad6acent educational categories for blacQ menL blacQ womenL white menL and white women. 
Positi.e .alues of # indicate that the odds of interracial marriage increase for blacQs across 
the educationalRrele.ant boundaryL while negati.e .alues indicate that the odds of interR
racial marriage decrease for blacQs across the educational boundary. " pro.ides the same 
information for whites. I refer to these parameters as the educational boundary terms. 

G. This model ! ts somewhat poorly by traditional tests because the pattern of educational assortati.e mating 
is somewhat different between blacQ and white endogamous unions. It is possible to allow for these differencesL but 
the models here become considerably more compleS because one has to set a baseline eSpectation for what educaR
tional assortati.e mating should be within interracial couples. The parameters from such models are .ery similar 
to the ones presented hereL which simply looQ at the de.iation of interracial couples from >a.erageA educational 
assortati.e mating. The formal 6usti! cation and results are a.ailable from the author upon re8uest.
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By comparing the odds ratios presented here with those resulting from Fubs genR
eral modelL it can be shown that both parameterications lead to the same eSpected cell 
counts. Fubs model attempted to test status eSchange theory by eSamining spousesb marR
ginal  educational distributions across racial combinations. Ps I will showL status eSchange 
 theory is better tested by eSamining the 6oint educational distribution of spouses across 
racial combinations. 

The fundamental test of status eSchange theory is a test for different patterns of educaR
tional assortati.e mating BEPMI between interracial and intraracial unions. The model I use 
follows Mertonbs in spirit. Interracial unions can be di.ided into three types based on the 
educational matching of spousesF B1I unions in which the blacQ member has more education 
than the white member Bwhite hypergamyIL B^I unions in which the blacQ and white member 
ha.e the same le.el of education BhomogamyIL and BGI unions in which the blacQ member 
has less education than the white member Bwhite hypogamyI. My interest is in whether 
hypergamy will be more common among white spouses within interracial marriages than 
among white spouses of the same seS within intraracial marriagesL and whether hypogamy 
will be less common among white spouses within interracial marriages than among white 
spouses of the same seS within intraracial marriages. 

The incenti.e to hypergamy and the disincenti.e to hypogamy are both measured relaR
ti.e to homogamy. This ordering can be eSpressed with the following modelF 

logBFi>8lI k ! l !i l !> l !8 l !l l !i> l !8l l !i8 l !>l l $,i>8l l %yi>8l . 

When i k > Bracial endogamyIL ,i>8l and yi>8l both e8ual cero. When i k ̂  and > k 1 BBMRWFIL
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When i k 1 and > k ^ BWMRBFIL these assignments are re.ersed. The eSpectation is that 
$ will be positi.e and % will be negati.e because the former parameter symbolices the inR
centi.e to white hypergamy and the latter parameter symbolices the disincenti.e to white 
hypogamy. 

In conceptL this model is .ery similar to the hypergamy ratio test used by halmi6nL 
but it has two ad.antages o.er that method. FirstL because they are ! tted parametersL the 
hypergamy/hypogamy terms can be inserted directly into logRlinear models. SecondL the 
hypergamy ratio test compares hypergamous unions directly with hypogamous unions and 
ignores homogamous unions. ThereforeL it cannot distinguish an incenti.e to white educaR
tional hypergamy from a disincenti.e to white educational hypogamy. 

P different parameterication of 6oint spousal education can be used to test an educaR
tional propin8uity argument. The propin8uity argument assumes that colleges ser.e as loR
cal marriage marQets that gi.e indi.iduals unusual access to partners of other races. ThusL 
interracial unions will be more liQely in cases in which both spouses ha.e at least some 
college education. 

This eSpectation can be modeled by simply >blocQing offA the collegeReducated corR
ner of the tableL thus allowing for a different rate of interracial marriage among collegeR
 educated couplesF 

logBFi>8lI k ! l !i l !> l !8 l !l l !i> l !8l l !i8 l !>l l &,i>8l . 

When the marriage is interracialL ,i>8l e8uals 1 if 8 e8uals G or U and l e8uals G or UL and 
cero otherwise. The resulting parameter can be considered the change in the logRodds of 
interracial marriage when I consider couples in which both members are collegeReducated. 
The eSpectation is that & will be positi.e. 
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The lacQ of distinction between the marginal and 6oint effects of education on the liQeR
lihood of interracial marriage has caused considerable confusion in the ! eld. To illustrate 
this pointL I eSamine how the odds of interracial marriage change as one partner mo.es 
from homogamy to white hypergamy. Similar odds ratios showing the disincenti.e to white 
hypogamy could also be constructed. These odds ratios are shown for each raceRseS group 
in the second column of Table ^.

Plthough these odds ratios intuiti.ely seem to pro.ide some measure of status eSR
changeL they are not an ade8uate test of status eSchange theory because it is possible to 
build a model with the same patterns of EPM but differences in these odds ratios. It is 
illuminating to show how these odds ratios will ! t under the status eSchange modelL the 
educational boundary modelL and both parameterications togetherL as shown in Table ^. 
The status eSchange parameterication alone leads to odds ratios e8ual to $. _owe.erL the 
educational boundary parameterication alone also leads to these odds ratios being ! t by 
the educational boundary terms for the marginal educational distributions. If both status 
eSchange parameters and educational boundary parameters are ! t in the same modelL then 
the resulting odds ratios will be a combination of these terms. 

These results demonstrate that only by ! tting both the educational boundary and status 
eSchange parameters in the same model can the e.idence for different theories be clearly 
sorted out. This is the ma6or shortfall of prior tests of status eSchange.

GJ9J*
To test these modelsL I use the 5% samples of the 1ED0L 1EE0L and ^000 U.S. censusesL 
made a.ailable through the Integrated Public Use Microdata Sample Bfuggles and SobeQ 
1EEOI. I pool the data across different yearsL so that the actual tables are ! .eRway tables 
that include a threeRcategory dimension indicating year of census. I interact all of the paR
rameters from the baseline conditional independence model with this year .ariableL thus 
allowing each parameter in the baseline model to .ary across the three census years. BeR
cause interracial marriage is such a rare e.entL pooling across multiple censuses impro.es 
the robustness of the analysis. 

Table 2. Log-Odds Ratios of Interracial Marriage Between White Hypergamous and Homogamous 
Unions According to Diff erent Models

  Model  _______________________________________________
  Status Educational 
Group Odds Ratio Exchange Boundary Both
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I restrict the sample to married unions of nati.eRbornL nonR_ispanic blacQ and white 
indi.iduals in which the husband is ^5NG5 years old. The foreignRborn population is eSR
cluded because foreignRborn indi.iduals may ha.e faced .ery different marriage marQets 
when they were younger and may not be affected by the U.S. racial hierarchy in the same 
manner as the nati.eRborn population. The age restriction is intended to reduce biases asR
sociated with using pre.alence measures of unions rather than incidence measures Bi.e.L 
marriage licensesI. Because the census data pro.ide information only on the current stocQ 
of marriagesL the data may be affected by both union attrition and by patterns that pre.ailed 
in the past. I can reduce the effect of attrition and temporal change by identifying unions 
that are more liQely to ha.e been recently formed. 

The ^000 census allowed respondents to checQ multiple boSes on the race 8uestions. 
Pmong nati.eRbornL nonR_ispanic married couples in which the husband was ^5NG5 years 
oldL 0.E5% of those spouses who checQed blacQ or white also checQed another race. In order 
to perform the analysis hereL I must decide how to reclassify these multiracial indi.iduals 
as blacQL whiteL or neither. To be consistent with lay understandings of race in the United 
StatesL I use a >oneRdropA coding scheme that identi! es as blacQ anyone who identi! ed at 
least one of their races in the ^000 census as blacQ. Indi.iduals are coded as white only 
if they claimed no other race. Plternati.e coding schemes produced eStremely similar 
results. 

The total sample sice is 1L^5HLD1^ couples. Plthough racially eSogamous couples are 
roughly only about twoRthirds of a percent of the total sampleL I still ha.e a suf! ciently 
large sample of DLUUU unions due to the o.erall sice of the sample. Because BMRWF unions 
are far more common than WMRBF unionsL I ha.e a much larger sample of the former 
BHLU^OI than the latter B^L01OI. 

In 1EE0 and ^000L the Census Bureau used a strati! ed sampling techni8ue of the 
longRform responses to construct the 5% sampleL so weights must be used to generalice 
accurately to the United States population BIPUMS ^00GI. I use the weighting techni8ue 
described by Clogg and Eliason B1EDOI. 

The analysis that follows is largely a comparison between competing models. Because 
I ha.e a large sample and I am comparing nonnested modelsL the standard liQelihood ratio 
test is not an appropriate method of comparison. I instead use the Bayesian Information 
Criterion BBICI suggested by faftery B1EE5I. The BIC is a more parsimonious measure 
than the liQelihood ratio test BefTIL particularly when the sample is largeL and it can be 
compared directly across nonnested models. eower .alues of BIC indicate a betterR! tting 
model.U

J>JLYR2R*
Tables GL UL and 5 present estimated parameters from the models discussed abo.e. In Table GL 
all of the parameters are ! t in a single model. I then attempt to ! nd more parsimonious modR
elsL shown in Tables U and 5L by remo.ing terms. I ! t blacQ maleNwhite female BBMRWFI 
unions and white maleNblacQ female BWMRBFI unions separately because of the potential 
differences between these raceRgender pairings. Each of these models is nested within the 
baseline conditional independence model Bdf k 11OL G^ k 1L05E.OL BIC k N5DUI.

I begin  by ! tting in Model 1 only the educational boundary terms to see how these 
terms change with the inclusion of the status eSchange terms. For BMRWF unionsL the reR
sults suggest indirect support for status eSchange theory. The odds of interracial marriage 

U. The high de.iances obser.ed in these models may be an indication of o.erdispersion in the underlying 
data. @egati.e binomial models ha.e been proposed to account for such o.erdispersionL but the de.iance of the 
saturated model is unde! ned for the negati.e binomial modelL maQing model comparison dif! cult. faftery B1EEHI 
proposed a method of accounting for o.erdispersion within the frameworQ of BICL but I do not employ that method 
here because it leads to e.en more parsimonious model selection than BIC normally would. fesults using this 
techni8ueL howe.erL only strengthen the ! ndings presented here.
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increase with education for blacQ men and decrease with education for white women. The 
change in the oddsL howe.erL .aries considerably by which educational boundary is eSamR
ined. For blacQ menL the only strong boundary appears to be between high school and some 
collegeL while this is the only nonsigni! cant boundary for white women. 

For WMRBF unionsL the results suggest positi.e selecti.ity of blacQ women and no 
relationship for white men. eiQe blacQ menL the only important boundary for blacQ women 
appears to be between high school and some college. 

Table 3. Estimated Log-Odds Ratios From Full Models of the Relationship Between Education and 
Interracial Marriage

Parameter Model 1 Model 2

BM-WF Couples
Status exchange

White upward mobility   0.322** (0.07)
White downward mobility   –0.009 (0.07)

College propinquity   –0.060 (0.08)
Black educational boundaries    

High school vs. less than high school 0.100 (0.05) –0.017 (0.07)
Some college vs. high school 0.430* (0.03) 0.321** (0.07)
College vs. some college 0.126* (0.04) 0.016 (0.06)

White educational boundaries    
High school vs. less than high school –0.212* (0.05) –0.076 (0.07)
Some college vs. high school 0.065 (0.03) 0.230*** (0.07)
College vs. some college –0.278* (0.04) –0.153*** (0.06)

WM-BF Couples    
Status exchange    

White upward mobility   0.137 (0.12)
White downward mobility   –0.282* (0.12)

College propinquity   –0.103 (0.15)
Black educational boundaries    

High school vs. less than high school –0.001 (0.10) –0.163* (0.13)
Some college vs. high school 0.281* (0.06) 0.181 (0.13)
College vs. some college –0.083 (0.07) –0.249** (0.11)

White educational boundaries    
High school vs. less than high school –0.010 (0.10) 0.112 (0.12)
Some college vs. high school 0.015 (0.06) 0.233 (0.13)
College vs. some college –0.124 (0.07) 0.048 (0.10)

G 2 738.0 680.2 
df  105 99 
BIC –737– –710–

Notes: Standard errors are shown in parentheses. All models contain the parameters for the baseline model in addition to the 
listed parameters. ! e baseline model has 117 degrees of freedom, a deviance of 1,059.7, and a BIC of –584.

Sources: Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples of the 1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S. censuses.
*p < .05; **p < .01



!"#$%&'()*%)"*+,%$-./0'&1*2)&133%$'%,*4%33'%51* 6E8

These results are only tentati.eL howe.erL because without controlling for the status 
eSchange parameterL these terms potentially con" ate more than one process. Model ^ conR
trols for all the terms discussed in the pre.ious sectionL including the educational boundary 
termsL status eSchange termsL and an educational propin8uity term. The educational propinR
8uity coef! cients are small and statistically indistinguishable from cero for both types of 
couples. FurthermoreL their point estimates are in the wrong direction. ThusL there is little 
e.idence of a college propin8uity effect.5

Controlling for the status eSchange terms has a signi! cant effect on the educational 
boundary terms. For BMRWF unionsL the high schoolNsome college boundary remains 
important for blacQ menL but the educational boundary parameters for white women 
change dramatically. Plthough two of the educational boundary terms for white women 
are statistically distinguishable from ceroL these results are misleading because there is 
little o.erall change across the span of educational groups. Figure 1 shows the o.erall 
difference in the logRodds of interracial marriage for blacQ men and white women by 
each education le.el relati.e to the less than high school group. The boundary between 
high school and some college is .ery clear for blacQ men. For white womenL on the other 
handL there is no consistent pattern across educationL e.en though the differences between 
ad6acent pairs may be large. 

For BMRWF unionsL there is also strong but asymmetric e.idence of status eSchange. 
White women in interracial marriages are more liQely than white women in intraracial 
marriages to be upwardly mobile in terms of educationL but they are not less liQely to be 
downwardly mobile. ThusL the e.idence suggests a strong asymmetry in the pattern of 
status eSchange within BMRWF unions. 

5. This model cannot be impro.ed by including only a parameter for couples who ha.e both graduated college 
rather than simply attended. In factL the results from such a model are e.en weaQer.

Figure 1. Change in the Log-Odds of Interracial Marriage by Education, Relative to the Less " an 
High School Category
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The results are much more dif! cult to characterice clearly for WMRBF couples. The 
smaller sice of this group and a potentially more compleS pattern maQe all of the estimates 
highly unstable across models. The increase in standard errors from Model 1 to Model ^ 
also suggests signi! cant collinearity in the estimated parameters that may account for some 
of this instability. 

Model ^ pro.ides some support for status eSchange in WMRBF unionsL although only 
the results for white hypogamy are statistically distinguishable from cero. The  educational 
boundary terms change considerably from Model 1 to Model ^. The educational boundaries 
suggest that a blacQ womanbs education is negati.ely related to her liQelihood of interracial 
marriageL eScept for a possibly positi.e or negligible association at the high schoolNsome 
college boundary. The educational boundary terms for white men are in the direction of 
positi.e selecti.ityL but none of them is statistically distinguishable from cero.

In Table UL I pursue a more parsimonious model than Model ^ for both BMRWF and 
WMRBF unions. For BMRWF unionsL Model G includes only the white hypergamy termL 
the high schoolNsome college boundary for blacQ menL and the educational boundaries for 
white womenL while Model U eScludes the educational boundaries for white women due 
to their ambiguous directionality. By BIC standardsL the models are a tie in terms of goodR
ness of ! t. ThusL the educational patterns of BMRWF unions are fairly easy to characterice. 
There is e.idence of strong white hypergamyL and the odds of interracial marriage increase 
signi! cantly for blacQ men across the boundary from high school completion to college 
attendance. Xn the other handL there is no clear directionality to the relationship between 
a white womanbs education and her odds of interracial marriageL apart from the negati.e 
selecti.ity generated by white hypergamy. 

For WMRBF unionsL Model 5 includes the status eSchange terms and each educational 
boundary termL resulting in a model that is not preferred to the conditional independence 
model. ClearlyL a more parsimonious ! t is necessary. Because the estimates are highly senR
siti.e to model speci! cationL I must proceed in an eSploratory fashion. 

Models H and O eSamine how the estimates change when the educational boundary 
terms are included only for blacQ wi.es or white husbandsL respecti.ely. Ps shownL the reR
sults .ary considerably. When the educational boundary terms are considered only for blacQ 
wi.esL the status eSchange results almost completely disappearL and the initial result from 
Model 1 showing a strong positi.e effect only at the high schoolNsome college boundary 
for blacQ wi.es reappears. In Model HL when only the educational boundary terms for white 
husbands are includedL there is also a reduction in the status eSchange parametersL although 
not as large. FurthermoreL the only boundary that seems important for white husbands is 
liQewise the high schoolNsome college boundary. @either of these models is preferred to 
the conditional independence model. 

In Model DL I ! t only the high schoolNsome college boundary for both spousesL since 
the results from Models H and O suggest that these boundaries are the rele.ant ones. PlR
though this model ! ts better than any of the pre.ious models by BICL the only statistically 
signi! cant parameter is the educational boundary term for blacQ wi.es. ThereforeL in Model 
EL I ! t only this parameterL which is strong and statistically distinguishable from cero. This 
model is also the only model preferred to the conditional independence model by BIC. It is 
also preferred to all of the pre.ious models by the lessRparsimonious efT test. The superior 
! t of this model suggests that the pre.ious parameters combined in a way that was .ery 
similar to ! tting the more straightforward educational boundary between high school and 
some college for blacQ women. Because of the instability of these estimated parametersL 
howe.erL the results for WMRBF couples should be considered more tentati.e than the 
results for BMRWF couples. 

These results for both groups can now be summariced in the models shown in 
Table 5. Because both BMRWF and WMRBF couples had a similar educational boundary 
for blacQ spousesL I model the high schoolNsome college boundary for blacQ spouses as 
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a genderRsymmetric term. I also model the white hypergamy term for BMRWF couples. 
In Model 10L I include the educational boundary terms for white womenL while I eSclude 
these terms from Model 11. 

The terms for the blacQ spousebs educational boundary and white hypergamy are 
 consistent across the models. The additional terms for white wi.esb educational boundR
aries impro.e the ! t somewhat by the efTL but the parameters hardly mo.e in any 
 consistent fashion. 

X.erallL the results do not support structural assimilation theoryL through either propinR
8uity or indi.idual propensity. In generalL the relationship between white spousesb educaR
tion and their liQelihood of interracial marriage cannot be described in any uniform fashion. 
There is no relationship between white husbandsb education and their liQelihood of interR
racial marriage at allL and the relationship between white wi.esb education and their liQeliR
hood of interracial marriage is inconsistent and ultimately little different than >noise.A 

The association between a blacQ spousebs education and the liQelihood of interracial 
marriageL howe.erL is consistent. For both blacQ husbands and blacQ wi.esL the critical 

Table 4. Estimated Log-Odds Ratios From Reduced Models of the Relationship Between Education 
and Interracial Marriage

 BM-WF Couples WM-BF Couples  ____________________   ___________________________________________________
 3 4 5 6 7 8 9

Status Exchange       
White upward  0.345** 0.291** 0.173 0.026 0.143* 0.048

mobility (0.04) (0.03) (0.11) (0.06) (0.06) (0.07) 
White downward    –0.262* –0.127* –0.181 –0.102

mobility   (0.12) (0.06)  (0.06) (0.07)
Black Educational 

Boundaries       
High school vs. less    –0.156 –0.042

than high school   (0.13) (0.10)   
Some college vs.  0.286** 0.336** 0.136 0.262**  0.187* 0.235**

high school (0.04) (0.03) (0.10) (0.06)  (0.07) (0.05)
College vs. some    –0.246* –0.149*

college   (0.11) (0.06)  
White Educational 

Boundaries       
High school vs. less  –0.068  0.130  0.094

than high school (0.05)  (0.12)  (0.09)  
Some college vs. 0.204**  0.181  0.165** 0.026

high school (0.04)  (0.10)  (0.06) (0.08)
College vs. some  –0.151**  0.048  –0.052

college (0.04)  (0.11)  (0.06)  

G 2 714.0 753.1 1,024.5 1,028.3 1,038.5 1,033.9 1,037.2
df  112 115 109 112 112 113 116
BIC –859– –862– –506– –545– –534– –553– –592–

Notes: Standard errors are shown in parentheses. All models contain the parameters for the baseline model in addition to the 
listed parameters. ! e baseline model has 117 degrees of freedom, a deviance of 1,059.7, and a BIC of –584.

Sources: Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples of the 1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S. censuses.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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di.iding line is between those with a high school education or less and those who ha.e at 
least attended college. Pccording to Model 11L blacQ spouses in the latter category are G5% 
more liQely to be in an interracial marriage than those in the former group. Gi.en this ! ndR
ing and the ! nding of no consistent relationship between white spousesb education and their 
liQelihood of interracial marriageL these results are more consistent with isolation theory 
than with structural assimilation theory. 

FinallyL these results pro.ide e.idence of status eSchange for BMRWF couples but not 
for WMRBF couples. _owe.erL this ! nding must be 8uali! ed because there is little e.idence 
of a disincenti.e toward white hypogamy. Plthough most scholars ha.e focused only on 
the issue of hypergamyL a disincenti.e to white hypogamy is e8ually important to status 
eSchange theory. 

IK>ILHR2K>R*
The foregoing analysis was an attempt to sort out the empirical e.idence for .arious theoR
retical claims about the relationship between education and the liQelihood of interracial 
marriage. I ha.e presented a modelL whichL unliQe models used in prior researchL is capable 
of distinguishing these claims. 

Two distinct patterns are apparent with regard to the educational characteristics of 
interracial spouses. FirstL both blacQ men and blacQ women with lower le.els of education 
Bhigh school or lessI are less liQely to be in an interracial marriage than blacQs with higher 
le.els of educationL suggesting that lowerRclass blacQs are largely eScluded from the interR
racial marriage marQet. It is liQely that residential segregation plays a role hereL due to its 
importance in shaping local marriage marQets. 

SecondL white women married to blacQ men are more liQely to be in an educationally 
hypergamous union than white women married to white men. This ! nding lends some 

Table 5. Estimated Log-Odds Ratios From Final Models of the Relationship Between Education 
and Interracial Marriage

Parameter Model 10 Model 11

Gender-Symmetric Terms
Black educational boundaries

Some college vs. high school 0.259**    (0.03) 0.302** (0.03)
BM-WF Couples

Status exchange
White upward mobility 0.361**   (0.04) 0.302** (0.03)
White downward mobility

White educational boundaries
High school vs. less than high school –0.058   (0.05)
Some college vs. high school 0.213** (0.04)
College vs. some college –0.145** (0.04)

G 2 696.0 737.9
df  112 115
BIC –877– –877–

Notes: Standard errors are shown in parentheses. All models contain the parameters for the baseline model in addition to the 
listed parameters. ! e baseline model has 117 degrees of freedom, a deviance of 1,059.7, and a BIC of –584.

Sources: Integrated Public Use Microdata Samples of the 1980, 1990, and 2000 U.S. censuses.
*p < .05; **p < .01
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support to status eSchange theory. Xn the other handL educational hypogamy among white 
women married to blacQ men is not lower than hypogamy among white women married to 
white men. This latter ! nding is contrary to the eSpectations of status eSchange theory. 

The e.idence found for status eSchange theory could potentially be interpreted within 
the frameworQ of isolation theory. I ha.e modeled isolation theory as if there eSisted a 
clear di.iding line in the educational distribution of blacQs in terms of their eSposure to 
whitesL but in fact this pattern of raceRclass eSposure may be considerably more compleS. 
fesearchers ha.e found that blacQs li.ing in predominantly white neighborhoods tend to 
li.e with whites of a lower class bacQground than themsel.es BPlba et al. ^000I. The status 
mismatch of the neighborhoods blacQs li.e in could potentially create the Qind of pattern we 
obser.e for BMRWF couples for whom both the educational boundary and white hypergamy 
are important. @onethelessL if this were the caseL I can see no reason why the same pattern 
would not hold for WMRBF unions. 

There is little e.idence to support the claims of structural assimilation theory that 
education generally increases the liQelihood of interracial marriage. White spousesb 
education le.el has neither a consistent positi.e nor negati.e effect on the liQelihood of 
interracial marriage. In prior researchL support for structural assimilation theory has been 
claimed on the basis of the minority groupbs education alone. _owe.erL unless this same 
relationship holds for whitesL the generality of the education effect does not hold. The 
relationship obser.ed here between blacQ spousesb le.els of education and their liQelihood 
of interracial marriage is more consistent with a story of isolation and eSclusion than with 
a story of assimilation. 

There is also little e.idence of a propin8uity effect of college campuses. The educaR
tional propin8uity argument has often been con" ated with the educational propensity arguR
ment. Ps I ha.e shownL the two arguments do generate different eSpectations of the data. 
@onethelessL neither of these eSpectations is con! rmed. It should be notedL howe.erL that 
the propin8uity measure used here was 8uite crude. 

I ha.e intentionally limited my focus here to blacQRwhite interracial couplesL e.en 
though much of the intermarriage literature co.ers a broader set of interracial/interethnic 
marriages. I ha.e done so because two of the theories Bstatus eSchange and isolationI were 
deri.ed speci! cally to address the blacQRwhite di.ide. FurthermoreL the model used here is 
easier to demonstrate for groups that donbt in.ol.e the added compleSity of immigration 
and nati.ity. @onethelessL the eStent to which the models presented here ! t other interracial 
unions is potentially .ery interesting. Ps I noted earlierL there is some support for structural 
assimilation theory among white ethnics and Psian PmericansL but this e.idence was deri.ed 
without controlling for the competing models presented here. The Qey 8uestionL of courseL 
is whether the intermarriage marQet has been structured differently for both historical and 
contemporary migrant groups than it has been for blacQRwhite interracial marriages. 

I ha.e also intentionally limited my focus to interracial marriagesL e.en though most 
blacQRwhite seSual relationships in U.S. history ha.e not been marital. This limitation is 
commonly used in the literature because of the belief that crossing the racial di.ide in leR
gitimated union formation is the best measure of social distance. This limitation comes at a 
costL howe.er. If we desire to study interracial union formation to understand the growth and 
dynamics of a multiracial populationL then our focus on marriage may miss the larger picture. 
Gi.en the growth of a contemporary multiracial population and the increase in nonmarital 
cohabitation and childbearingL it is paramount to looQ beyond marriage in future research. 
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