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Abstract 

All You Need Is Love? An Examination of Interracial Divorce 

 Using data from the 1998-2004 Marriage Matters survey (N=700), this study 

examines how social support is related to marital dissolution among interracial couples in 

Louisiana. Social support – the perceived level of support from family members, friends, 

and other networks – has been shown to increase marital stability. However, little is 

known about the impacts social support has on interracial marriages and even less is 

known about its impact in curbing divorce, particularly within interracial unions. 

Given that there is a growth in the visibility of interracial marriages in the United 

States, focusing on factors that predict interracial divorce is timely. A primary focus of 

this research then is to explore how social support is related to the likelihood of divorce 

among interracial couples. Recent research suggests that measures generally associated 

with divorce (couple-level characteristics, individual characteristics, premarital events) 

operate similarly within interracial and same-race unions (Fu 2006). Thus, a second focus 

is to analyze how these measures may be moderated by social support. Situated in the 

homogamy perspective and the investment model, this research uses longitudinal, couple-

level data from Louisiana to assess (a) if variables associated with divorce will be 

predictive of divorce for interracial marriages in Louisiana, (b) if interracial unions are 

likely to end in divorce compared to same-race unions, (c) whether social support 

explains the difference in divorce among interracial and same race unions, and (d) 

whether traditional measures associated with divorce operate similarly within same-race 

and interracial unions. 
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Results indicate that interracial marriages are more likely than same-race 

marriages to end in divorce. Even when controlling for variables associated with divorce 

and social support, interracial marriages are more likely to end in divorce than same-race 

marriages. Social support is not a reliable predictor of divorce among interracial couples, 

but one particular measure of social support (premarital counseling) reduces the 

likelihood of divorce for same-race marriages. Regardless of marriage type, income 

differences reduce the likelihood of divorce and cohabitating with others before marriage 

is positively related to marital dissolution for wives. 
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Chapter 1: Introduction 

 The percentage of interracial marriage in the United States has dramatically 

increased over several decades. In 2008, 14.6 percent of newlywed couples were 

interracial as compared to 6.7 percent in 1980 (Passel, Wang and Taylor 2010). 

Representing a significant and growing percentage of the married population, the rise in 

interracial marriage is significant for at least three reasons. First, many scholars argue 

that interracial marriages can provide a measurement of the social distance between races 

(Kalmijn 1998; Qian and Lichter 2007; Romano 2003; Root 2001). Researchers maintain 

that social indicators (such as socioeconomic status, educational attainment levels, 

occupation, and place of residence) once viewed as keeping racial groups separate are 

becoming less visible, resulting in increased interaction among the races showing “that 

members of different groups accept each other as social equals” (Kalmijn 1998: 396). 

The increasing trends in interracial marriages are, therefore, believed to be barometers for 

racial equality in the United States (Chen 2010). 

Second, along with the election Barack Obama as the United States’ first biracial 

president, the rising trends in interracial marriages are often utilized to corroborate the 

notion that the United States is becoming a “color-blind” society (Bonilla-Silva 2003). 

Articles in major news outlets, major motion pictures, and testimonies of interracial 

couples typically depict interracial couples as choosing to downplay racial boundaries 

when choosing a martial partner or as having not to deal with issues of race because it is 

not relevant when it comes to matters of love. The claims of a “color-blind” society are 

intriguing but when considering such issues as the discrepancies in income, incarceration 

rates, and educational attainment between people of color and whites, color-blind 
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assertions obscure the many nuances in which race continues to structure the lives of 

many people living in the United States. 

Finally, rising trends in interracial marriage are significant because these 

marriages may represent the future of marriages in the United States (Passel et al. 2010). 

Interracial marriages may be viewed as an example of future marriages mainly because of 

changes in the demographic landscape of the United States. By the year 2050, the U.S. 

Bureau of the Census estimates that people classifying themselves as a “person of color” 

will be the majority of the population (Weeks 2008). If current demographic trends 

continue, this would represent an unprecedented moment in the history of the United 

States where whites would be in the minority of the general population. Additionally, as 

we approach the year 2050, the opportunity for an individual to marry outside of their 

race will increase dramatically, which could significantly increase the number of 

interracial marriages in the United States. Increasing immigration rates can also factor 

into the growing prevalence of interracial marriage (Qian 2005). The rising trends in 

immigration represent alternative opportunities for individuals to marry outside of one’s 

race. Moreover, research has demonstrated the further removed from the civil-rights era 

the United States is, interracial marriages will become more acceptable and this is 

especially apparent among the Generation X and Millennial population (Pew Research 

Center 2010).  

While the rise of interracial marriages is noteworthy and an intriguing social 

phenomenon, divorce rates among interracial couples are often overlooked. There are two 

reasons for the paucity of research on interracial divorce. First, because interracial 

marriage is a relatively new phenomenon, most of the research tends to focus on 
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explanations for the formation of these marriages (Kalmijn 1998, Romano 2003), rather 

than the mechanisms that cause these marriages to appear less stable than same-race 

marriages. The field of interracial marriage scholarship has been saturated with articles 

assessing both how and why people choose to marry outside of their race. However, this 

focus leaves much to be desired in examining why these marriages end in divorce so 

frequently.  

Second, because interracial marriages only comprise a small portion of the 

marriage population, there are limited statistics on this phenomena in which research can 

be conducted. Since interracial marriage has only been legal since the landmark case of 

Loving v. Virginia 1967, the number of interracially divorced individuals is relatively 

small. Consequently, divorce statistics on interracial marriages are scarce and present 

many challenges when attempting to conduct a study on interracial divorce. Research that 

has managed to examine interracial divorce has noticed some social variables that are 

associated with divorce, such as socioeconomic class (Fu 2006; Fu 2000), nativity (Zhang 

and Van Hook 2009), cohabitation history (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Jones 2010), 

religion (Kalmijn et al. 2005), race (Kposowa 1998; Sweeney and Phillips 2004), and 

education and family background (Bumpass et al. 1991). 

Framing the issues of union dissolution under the social and status exchange 

theories, researchers have attempted to build a body of work demonstrating, among other 

variables, the effects of socioeconomic status (Fu 2006), education (Gullickson 2006), 

and cohabitation (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Jones 2010) on the propensities for 

interracial divorce. Results have not supported the social or status exchange theories 

which have guided the theoretical assumptions for interracial divorce for the last 30 
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years. Attempting to find alternative explanations, some scholars have begun to focus on 

variables associated with marital quality (Forry et al. 2007; Hohmann-Marriott and 

Amato 2008; Leslie and Letiecq 2004) and happiness (Waite, Luo, and Lewin 2009) to 

determine their association with divorce. Among the discussion of alternative 

explanations for interracial divorce is the concept of social support.  

Social support refers to a married couple that can rely on support networks (such 

as family, friends, religious leaders, and marriage counselors) for emotional, material, 

informational, or conciliatory assistance in matters relating to their marriage (Leslie and 

Letiecq 2004). Recent research suggests there are beneficial aspects of social support for 

marriages. There is a strong association between the amount of social support a married 

couple receives from their family, friends,  and professional counselors and their 

commitment to maintain a marriage (Cox et al. 1997), family health (Ren 1997), and 

quality of marriage (Dehle et al. 2001). Qualitative work on interracial marriages 

suggests that social support is just as important, if not more important than for same-race 

couples, for these marriages to be happy (Killian 2001; Killian 2002; Romano 2003; Root 

2001). Interracial couples have expressed that support received from their immediate and 

extended social networks serves as buffers for experiences of discrimination, racism, 

public scrutiny, and other perceived negative sanctions on their marriage (Yancey 2007). 

Similar sentiments are echoed in non-white same-race marriages, but these problems are 

compounded when individuals cross the color-line to marry, suggesting that interracial 

couples’ reliance on social support networks play a vital role to the vitality of their 

marriage. What remains unclear, however, is how the lack of social support for interracial 
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marriages may contribute to the marital dissolution of these marriages, or even if it 

matters at all when interracial couples decide to divorce.  

Therefore, the purpose of this study is twofold. It first examines how social 

support is related to the likelihood of divorce among interracial couples. Because recent 

research suggests that measures generally associated with divorce (couple-level 

characteristics, individual characteristics, and premarital events) operate similarly within 

interracial and same-race unions, the second aim is to examine how these measures may 

moderate the relationship between social support and divorce among interracial couples. 

This study furthers our understanding of the mechanisms associated with interracial 

divorce and explores the claim that interracial marriages are less stable than same-race 

marriages.
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Chapter 2: Interracial Marriage, Interracial Divorce, and Social Support 

Interracial Marriage  

 In 1960, interracial marriages constituted approximately 0.4 percent of all 

marriages in the United States (U.S. Bureau of the Census 1998). Since that time the 

number of new interracial marriages has increased every decade (Root 2001) and have 

more than doubled from 6.7 percent in 1980, to 14.6 percent in 2008 (Passel et al. 2010). 

Overall, interracial marriages constitute approximately 7 percent of the current marriage 

population of the United States (Wang 2012). In the course of collecting data on 

interracial marriage, researchers have suggested there are several mechanisms that help 

contextualize why people form interracial unions.  

 For example, using 1980, 1990, and 2000 census data, Gullickson (2006) 

examined how the level of education will influence the likelihood of interracial marriage 

among African Americans and whites. Results indicate that individuals earning more 

education are more likely to enter into an interracial marriage. Fu (2006) examined 

whether socioeconomic standing, or race, was more of a determining factor on interracial 

mate selection and divorce in Hawaii. Fu suggests that in a state where interracial 

marriages constitute the majority of marriages, socioeconomic standing is more dynamic 

in predicting mate selection rather than race. This finding suggests that class barriers may 

be harder to breach than racial ones. Lichter and colleagues (1991) indicate that local 

economic opportunities, local supply of economically “attractive” males, and racial 

difference in marriage market conditions can greatly influence the marital patterns among 

African American and white women. Cohabitation (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Jones 

2010; Qian and Lichter 2007), location of residence (Holloway et al. 2005), and patterns 
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of adolescent interracial relationships (Joyner and Kao 2005) are some of the other 

examples used as possible explanations for interracial union formation.  

Research on interracial marriage indicates great variation among racial groups in 

interracial marriage rates. Using data from the 5-percent Public Use Microdata Sample of 

1990 and 2000 censuses, Qian and Lichter (2007) note that interracial marriage was 

lowest among whites and highest among Native Americans, and there appeared to be 

modest sex differences in interracial marriage among whites, Hispanics, and Native 

Americans, but substantial sex differences among African Americans and Asians. African 

Americans were the least likely of all racial/ethnic groups to marry whites, while mixed-

raced individuals were the most likely.  

 Passel, Wang, and Taylor (2010) provide similar results to Qian and Lichter. 

Using the Pew Research Center’s analysis of demographic data about new marriages in 

2008 from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) and data from 

a nationwide telephone survey among a nationally representative sample of 2,884 adults, 

Asians and Hispanics were the most likely to marry interracially while African 

Americans and whites were the least likely among all newlyweds in 2008 to marry 

interracially. The researchers also note similar gender patterns. Of all African American 

male newlyweds in 2008, 22 percent married outside their race as compared with 9 

percent of African American female newlyweds. Conversely, 40 percent of Asian female 

newlyweds married outside their race in 2008, compared with just 20 percent of Asian 

male newlyweds. No gender differences in intermarriage rates were found among whites 

and Hispanics, even though some research has suggested gender differences in the racial 
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pairing within interracial marriage (Jones 2010).  These current trends in interracial 

marriage are often linked with the history of interracial marriage in the United States.  

  Interracial marriage in the United States can be traced back as early as the 17
th

 

century (Botham 2009). As most scholars recognize, interracial marriages were occurring 

with the founding of the United States. However, the social and political climate in which 

these marriages occurred was vastly different than today as evidenced from the 

recognition of miscegenation laws.  

 Miscegenation laws prohibited individuals classified as being white and African 

American from having sex, marriage, or any type of physical intimacy with one another. 

Interestingly, the statutes only applied to those individuals classified as being “African 

American” and “white” but did not stipulate about relationships between individuals 

classified as “African American” and “Asian”, “African American” and “Hispanic”, 

“African American” and “Native American”, “Native American” and “Asian”, and other 

racial/ethnic pairings (Kennedy 2003; Pascoe 2009; Wallenstein 2004). The enactment 

and enforcement of these laws were not governed by the federal government, but rather 

by the states which harbored miscegenation laws. The first miscegenation law passed in 

Maryland in 1661 and eventually 41 out of 50 states had miscegenation laws (Botham 

2009). Because the states were (and still are) responsible for regulating the legal 

definition of marriage, marriage laws varied from state to state which meant that while 

miscegenation laws exited in some states, they did not exist in all states. It was not until 

the 1967 Supreme Court Case, Loving V. Virginia that these laws were ruled as a 

violation of the 14
th

 amendment and subsequently ruled unconstitutional.  
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 Documenting the origins of interracial marriage to colonial America demonstrates 

that first, interracial marriage is something which has always existed in America. While 

the explosion of these marriages is indicative of the late 20
th

 and early 21
st
 centuries, the 

presence of interracial marriages during colonial America provided one of the first 

challenges to a racial hierarchal system which positioned “whites” atop the system and 

“African Americans” at the bottom (Botham 2009; Kennedy 2003). Second, the offspring 

of interracial marriages – multi-racial children – were and are confounding results to the 

racial classification in the United States. Because bi-racial children have parents from 

different racial groups, questions concerning how these individuals should be racially 

classified proved to be, and are, serious impediments in racial classification during 

slavery, in the legal system, and in current census data collection (Botham 2009; 

Kennedy 2003; Wallenstein 2004). Finally, documenting the tumultuous history 

surrounding interracial marriage is important in understanding the color-blind society 

framework currently crafted by some interracial marriage scholars, politicians, reporters, 

and interracial couples. Proponents of this framework maintain that in spite of a history 

full of racial prejudice, people choosing to marry outside of their race are willing to 

“move beyond” race, not letting past events dictate future actions, in order to create a 

more equitable society (Bonilla-Silva 2006). While one of the implications of this project 

is to provide evidence to the contrary, the history of interracial marriage is also important 

because just before and certainly after the Loving decision in 1967, statistics on 

interracial marriage began to emerge, providing scholars’ new alternatives in which to 

explore this phenomenon.  
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Despite the knowledge acquired from the literature on interracial marriage it is not 

without limitations. One of the more noticeable trends is the homogenization of the 

interracial marriage phenomenon. While distinctions are made in the literature 

concerning the particular racial makeup of interracial marriages, the theoretical 

frameworks explaining this phenomenon are assumed to apply across all types of 

interracial marriages. This assumes, therefore, that all racial groups undertake similar 

decision making processes and face identical structural obstacles and opportunities when 

marrying interracially.  

 This assumption is a fallacy because the decision to marry interracially varies 

differently depending on the historical, social, political, religious, and ideological 

standpoints which can influence an individual’s sense of self (Goffman 1959). These 

processes, in turn, greatly influence how an individual will act and react to the world 

around them. For example, it cannot be assumed that what motivates Hispanic women to 

marry African American men will be the same for Asian men marrying white women. 

The homogenizing of the interracial marriage phenomenon obscures the intricate ways in 

which individuals in interracial marriages formulate opinions about their marriage.  

 There also is a tendency within the literature of interracial marriage to minimize 

the many social upheavals that many interracial marriages continue to face. Oftentimes 

researchers, authors, and reporters make such color-blind assertions as, interracial 

marriages are the clearest indication America is beyond race, the growing acceptance of 

interracial marriages among younger generations indicates race is mattering less, and 

people do not see color anymore because of the willingness of some people to marry 

interracially. These assertions promulgate notions of racial progress rooted in the civil 
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rights movement, the emergence of an African American-middle class, and the election 

of the first African American president (Bonilla-Silva 2006). While there may be some 

truth to these assertions, it is presumptuous to declare interracial marriages as barometers 

of racial progress when the testimonies and high divorce rate of interracial couples can 

refute such proclamations.  

 Qualitative work on interracial marriage provides rich examples of the pernicious 

nature of race (Killian 2001; Killian 2002; Romano 2003; Root 2001; Yancey 2007). 

Indeed, many interracial couples report instances of public scrutiny, harassment from 

strangers, discrimination, and the loss of social support systems. Focusing on the 

prevalence and significance of interracial marriage obfuscates the complex 

manifestations in which racism and discrimination continue to operate and impact 

interracial marriages. Even though the individuals in interracial marriages may not be 

bothered by racial differences, they are situated within a society where issues of race are 

still bothersome to many which, in turn, can influence the happiness, quality, and 

duration of interracial marriage. Even though interracial union formation has been studied 

with great breadth, interracial divorce and understanding the mechanisms in which 

interracial marriages dissolve has been relatively unexamined.   

Even though 14.6 percent of newlywed couples are interracial (Passel et al. 2010), 

41 percent of these marriages will not last beyond 10 years of marriage, as compared to 

31 percent of same-race marriages (Bramlett and Mosher 2002). The high risk of divorce 

among interracial unions makes examination of this topic especially necessary. Before 

assertions can be made that interracial marriages are barometers of racial progress, the 

high divorce rates among interracial marriages need to be assessed.  
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By not discussing interracial divorce statistics, the literature on interracial 

marriage does not present an accurate depiction of interracial marriage.. Therefore, the 

innovative methods in which racism and discrimination continue to impact the lives of so 

many people become obscured. For instance, research has demonstrated that interracially 

married couples will act like they are not married in order to avoid public scrutiny, 

harassment, or worse (Killian 2001; Killian 2002). However, emerging research on 

interracial divorce has begun to address some of the limitations brought up by the 

interracial marriage literature by enhancing understanding of the upheavals interracial 

couples face, which helps to present a fuller picture of this complicated topic.  

Interracial Divorce 

 During the 20
th

 century research on interracial divorce was sparse (Heer 1966; Ho 

and Johnson 1990; Monahan 1970; Monahan 1976), due in large part to interracial 

marriage being legalized in 1967. However, one of the first studies on interracial divorce 

was conducted by Thomas Monahan (1970) who examined marriage and divorce data on 

interracial couples and same-race couples living in Iowa from 1944 to 1967. Results 

suggest that over the 30–year period the divorce ratio (divorces and annulments per 100 

marriages) was higher among interracial marriages than same-race marriages, interracial 

marriage between African Americans and whites were less likely to divorce than same-

race marriages between African Americans, and these rates varied depending upon the 

racial combination of the couple. Monahan’s study is important not only because 

subsequent researchers have replicated it with similar results (Bratter and King 2008; Fu 

2000; Zhang and Van Hook 2009), but also because he notes several methodological 

issues which researchers continue to face. Among other challenges, racial classification 
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schemas, migration of couples, and lag time between marriage and divorce pose serious 

challenges in accurately measuring interracial divorce. Nonetheless, research on this topic 

has persisted. 

 Overwhelmingly, research suggests that interracial marriages are more likely to 

end in divorce than same race marriages (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Bratter and King 

2008; Fu 2006; Fu 2000; Zhang and Van Hook 2009), there is variation in divorce rates 

among the different “types” of interracial marriages (Bratter and King 2008; Fu 2006; Fu 

2000; Monahan 1970; Zhang and Van Hook 2009), and some of the reasons that explain 

interracial divorce are the same reasons (regardless of the marriage being interracial or 

same-race) that explain the divorce phenomena.  

 For example, cohabitation is one example in which research has consistently 

demonstrated that individuals who live with their marriage partner or someone other than 

their marriage partner prior to marriage are at a greater risk of divorce than those who do 

not (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Brien et al. 2006; Bumpass et al. 1991). Additionally, 

individuals may have a higher risk of divorce depending on their gender, race, or both 

(Teachman 2003; Jones 2010), if they have cohabited multiple times before marriage 

(Lichter and Qian 2004), or if they are young adults (Guzzo 2009). The presence of 

children prior to marriage is also another consistent factor in the divorce literature 

(Furstenberg 1976; Teachman 1983). In addition to other issues that newly married 

couples face, having children from a partner’s previous marriage can be both a source of 

pleasure and a source of added pressure because of the connection to former spouses, 

increased economic burdens placed on the newly married couples, or tensions between 

children and stepparents. Other explanations for divorce include, age at marriage (Booth 
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and Edwards 1985), differences in socioeconomic class (Fu 2006), and preferences for 

religious homogamy (Kalmijn et al. 2005). When considering this research and the many 

statistics about interracial divorce, perhaps the most salient statistic is that nearly half of 

interracial couples (41 percent) will divorce within the first 10 years of marriage as 

compared to less than one-third (31 percent) of same-race couples (Bramlett and Mosher 

2002).  

 Bramlett and Mosher (2002) derived this statistic using data from Cycle 5 of the 

1995 National Survey of Family Growth questionnaire, while examining the marital, 

cohabitation, divorce, and remarriage patterns among women who ranged in age from 

15–44. They also found that different racial combinations yielded different divorce rates. 

Bratter and King (2008) offer similar results from Cycle 6 of the 2002 National Survey of 

Family Growth. They indicate that by the 10
th

 year of marriage five out of six cohorts –

individuals who married in 1980-1984, 1985-1989, 1990-1994, 1995-1999, and after 

2000 – saw interracial marriages with higher percentages of divorce than same-race 

marriages (for interracial marriages the percentage of divorce was 40.2 for the 1980-1984 

cohort, 55 percent for 1985-1989 cohort, 34 percent for the 1990-1994 cohort, 20.7 for 

the 1995-1999 cohort, and 6 percent for the 2000+ cohort; whereas the percentages were 

39.6, 35.6, 25.6, 13.2, and 4 percent for same-race marriages in each respective cohort). 

Similarly, using six panels of the Survey of Income and Program Participation (from 

1990 to 2001) Zhang and Van Hook (2009) find that the risk of marital disruption is 21 

percent higher among interracial marriages than same-race marriages. 

 Taking a similar approach as Monahan, Fu (2000) examines interracial divorce in 

Hawaii to assess whether interracial marriages are less stable than same-race marriages 
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there. Using marriage and divorce records of Hawaiian residents from 1983 to 1996, Fu 

finds that when age at marriage, level of education, order of marriage for current 

marriage, and number of children in marriage are controlled, interracial marriages are 24 

percent more likely to end in divorce than same-race marriages. Divorce rates, however, 

vary among the different racial makeup of the interracial marriage and gender. Interracial 

marriages with white women are the least stable while interracial marriages with male or 

female Hawaiians are the most stable type of interracial marriage. These results are 

intriguing because interracial marriages constitute the majority of married couples and 

represent almost half of all married couples in Hawaii (Fu 2006; Fu 2000; Fu and Heaton 

1997; Ho and Johnson 1990). Consequently, if interracial unions dissolve frequently in a 

state where they constitute the majority of married couples after controlling for variables 

that are associated with divorce, it becomes all the more important to undertake alternate 

explanations for assessing why the divorce rate for interracial couples is higher than 

same-race couples and what accounts for variation in divorce rates among interracial 

couples. 

 A few articles illustrate the variations of divorce among interracial couples. 

Bratter and King (2008) compare marital instability among interracial and same-race 

marriages. Among other findings, they indicate that the least stable interracial marriage 

involve a white female and African American male, while white male and non-white 

female marriages show little or no difference in divorce rates when compared to same-

race white marriages. Additionally, interracial marriages between whites and Asians, 

whites and Hispanics, and Asians and Hispanics experience similar divorce rates to same-

race white couples. Another study by Zhang and Van Hook (2009) is couched within the 
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homogamy perspective (Blau 1977), which presumes that interracial marriages are more 

likely to end in divorce than same-race marriages, and the ethnic divorce convergence 

perspective (Jones 1996), which argues that the likelihood interracial marriages will 

divorce will fall within the divorce patterns of the racial or ethnic groups involved.  They 

find that white/African American couples and Hispanic/white couples are more likely to 

divorce or separate than same-race marriages from either of the origin groups, lending 

partial support to the homogamy perspective. Additionally, Asian/white couples separate 

or divorce at relatively high levels for white couples and relatively low levels for Asian 

couples, lending partial support for the ethnic divorce convergence perspective. Overall, 

interracial marriages involving African Americans were the least stable, followed by 

Hispanics, whites, and then Asians. Demarcating the different “types” of interracial 

marriages even further, the literature on interracial divorce notes the variation among 

social variables which are associated with risks of divorce. .  

 Researchers have long hypothesized that certain social variables--socioeconomic 

class (Fu 2006), nativity (Zhang and Van Hook 2009), history of cohabitation (Bramlett 

and Mosher 2002; Jones 2010), race (Kposowa 1998; Sweeney and Phillips 2004), 

religion (Kalmijn et al. 2005), education and family background (Bumpass et al. 1991)--

are associated with interracial divorce. Certainly this body of literature contributes to the 

fuller understanding of the interracial marriage phenomenon but is limited in several 

regards. 

 Perhaps the most consistent limitation found in the literature on interracial divorce 

is the understanding of why interracial marriages are more likely to divorce than same-

race marriages. While certain variables may provide indications that an interracial 
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marriage may be at risk of divorce, why these variables matter to the individuals in an 

interracial marriage has not been explained. Furthermore, it remains unclear why certain 

types of interracial marriages are more prone to divorce than others. While perspectives 

such as the “social distance” between races have been offered as explanations for the high 

divorce rate among white/African American couples and the low divorce rate among 

white/Asian couples, the research has not provided an adequate analysis to the many 

gradations of the interracial divorce phenomenon. Not assessing why interracial 

marriages are more likely to divorce than same-race marriages, as well as the variations 

in divorce rates among interracial marriages, obscures the many social upheavals that 

interracial couples must deal with on a daily basis such as racism, discrimination, social 

isolation, and loss of social support networks. 

 Moreover, validations about divorce patterns of cross-ethnic unions cannot be 

ascertained primarily because of the frequent analysis of interracial divorce between a 

white and non-white partner. Consequently, our knowledge about “other” types of 

interracial divorce has been curtailed to interracial marriages with at least one white 

partner. We, therefore, have a limited view on interracial divorce between non-white 

interracial marriages and do not have enough research that can generalize a trend to 

indicate if similar problems occurring in white/non-white interracial marriages are similar 

to interracial marriages where no white person is present. Furthermore, this practice can 

present another example in which white privilege (McIntosh 1988) manifests itself and 

influences how people should research interracial marriage and divorce..  

 The literature also does not account for other factors that can influence interracial 

divorce such as marital quality, marital happiness, and levels of social support. Because 
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the research is largely restricted to explaining interracial divorce by differences in social 

variables, a great number of factors associated with marital disruption are overlooked. 

Factors such as low levels of marital quality and conceptions of racial identity (Leslie and 

Letiecq 2004), awareness of cultural differences (Kalmijn et al. 2005), experiences of 

discrimination (Yancey 2007), unhappiness (Fu et al. 2001; Hohmann-Marriott and 

Amato 2008), sex-role ideology (Forry et al. 2007), and loss of social support (Killian 

2002; Rosenblatt et al. 1995) can also influence for the conditions under which interracial 

couples divorce. Among these factors, social support and its relation to interracial 

marriage have been acknowledged, but it has yet to be addressed how a lack of social 

support for an interracial couple may increase their likelihood of divorce. 

Social Support 

 The growing body of literature on social support is providing more evidence of its 

importance for the health, happiness, quality, and duration of married couples. Earlier 

works indicated that social support networks can provide buffering effects against stress 

(Caplan 1974; Cassel 1976; Cobb 1976), reduce morbidity (House et al. 1988b), and 

mortality (Berkman and Syme 1979; Kitagawa and Hauser 1973). Indeed, towards the 

end of the 1980s research suggested that a lack of social support for social relationships 

can pose a major risk factor for health, “rivaling the effects of well-established health risk 

factors such as cigarette smoking, blood pressure, blood lipids, obesity, and physical 

activity” (House et al. 1988a: 541). Earlier works on social support however, did not 

address the link between social support, marriage, and divorce. While the health effects 

of social support networks on individual health were becoming well established, 

questions remained as to how social support influences individuals in marriages and how 
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the lack of a social support network may contribute to the rising martial dissolution rates 

in the United States.  

 Research on the link between social support and marriage has demonstrated 

similar positive effects as the link between social support and health. This research has 

provided evidence that married couples receiving social support enhance their coping 

ability with stressful life events (Durkheim 1951), health concerns (Gove 1973), and the 

likelihood to engage in healthy behaviors (Syme 1974).  

Using data from the National Survey of Families and Households, Xinhua Ren 

(1997) examined how a variation of family conditions – such as marital status and quality 

of marital and cohabiting relationships – can influence health perceptions among 

American adults. Among other findings, the results support the notion that marriage can 

provide protection from stressful life events, the health impacts of marriage are 

determined by social support networks, and different domains of support (perceived 

financial and emotional support and participation in social activities) yield varying 

influences. One such domain is premarital counseling. 

Premarital counseling may involve professional therapists, religious leaders, or 

preventive programs that provide couples “with an awareness of potential problems that 

may occur after marriage and the information and resources to effectively prevent or 

ameliorate such problems” (Carroll and Doherty 2003: 106). While it is generally 

believed that married couples tend to be happier and more satisfied with their marriage if 

they receive some form of premarital counseling, questions remain about the 

effectiveness of premarital counseling in strengthening marriages and preventing divorce 

(Stanley 2004; Sullivan and Bradbury 1997).  
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Carroll and Doherty (2003) highlight the complex nature of premarital 

counseling. These researchers evaluated the effectiveness of premarital prevention 

programs by reviewing 23 (13 experimental and quasi-experimental and 10 

nonexperimental) studies on the effectiveness of premarital counseling programs. Results 

suggest that individuals who received some form of premarital counseling have 

immediate gains in communication, conflict management skills, and marital quality, and 

these gains endure anywhere from six months to three years. However, it is uncertain if 

premarital counseling has long-term effects, such as reducing the ultimate chances of 

marital dissolution.  

What remains unclear is if past findings of social support and marriage pertain to 

interracial marriages. Because literature on interracial marriage and divorce demonstrates 

that interracial couples face additional internal and external pressures than same-race 

marriages, it is unclear if the benefits of social support networks also have the benefits as 

posited by Ren (1997), or different domains of social support, such as social support, 

influence interracial marriages the same way as same-race marriages. This question is 

both timely and significant because of increasing rates in interracial marriage and because 

of the belief that interracially married couples may face harsher challenges than same-

race marriages (Fu et al. 2001). Recent research has begun to assess the relationship 

between interracial marriage and social support.  

 The relationship between social support and interracial marriage historically has 

been examined in marital quality or marital happiness studies of interracial marriages. 

When comparing the relationship quality between interracial and same-race married and 

cohabitating relationships, Hohmann-Marriott and Amato (2008) indicate that interracial 
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unions generally report lower quality of relationships than same-race unions. Although 

there was not strong evidence of this finding, Hohmann-Marriott and Amato suggest that 

relationships with complex relationship histories, more heterogamous formations, fewer 

shared values, and who received less social support from parents can account for the 

differences in relationship quality. This study uses a national sample of U.S. households 

(the National Survey of Families and Households) and a disproportionate sample of 

unmarried interracial couples with children (the Fragile Families and Child Wellbeing 

Study), and the findings suggest that the most serious challenges facing interracial 

marriages comes from external forces. Qualitative work conducted on interracial 

marriage however, provides inconsistent findings between interracial marriage and social 

support.  

 Leslie and Letiecq (2004) surveyed 76 interracial couples in the Washington 

D.C./Baltimore area to assess the marital quality of individuals in an African American-

white interracial marriage. Among other findings, social support was found to have a 

weak effect on predicting the quality of their marriage. Conversely, Killian (2001; 2002) 

interviewed 10 African American-white interracial couples and discovered that when 

interracial couples do not receive support from their social networks, this may result in 

the removal of the individuals from their social network or motivate them to simply not 

discuss non-supportive family members or close friends when questioned in interviews. 

Rosenblatt and associates (1995) also reported that among the 16 African American-

white couples interviewed, the lack of social support spurred couples from not talking 

with parents, relatives, or friends. Both Killian and Rosenblatt’s research noted how the 

lack of social support increased the problems that interracial couples face, in addition but 
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not restricted to, instances of discrimination or racism, sex-role ideology, racial identity, 

relationship histories, and shared attitudes or values.  

 One limitation these studies share is their failure to consider, or measure, how a 

lack of social support may contribute to an interracial marriage ending in divorce. While 

past research has provided some indication as to how social support influences couples 

currently involved in interracial marriages, there is no indication of how social support 

may contribute to the dissolution of interracial marriages. Even though research has 

demonstrated the importance of social support for interracial couples, there is not an 

understanding how the lack of, or removal of social support systems negatively impact 

the marriage. As such, one of the goals of this project is to contribute to the growing body 

of literature on social support and marital dissolution to present a fuller understanding of 

the association between these concepts.  

 Research on social support and interracial marriage has also been limited to 

examining African American-white marital and cohabiting relationships. As previously 

mentioned, most of the research on interracial marriage and interracial divorce tends to 

focus on African American-white marriages because of the racial legacy between these 

groups in the United States and also because these marriages tend to be the most 

stigmatized interracial couples in the United States. However, since African American-

white unions are the least common form of interracial marriage and are not representative 

of all interracial marriages, it is uncertain if the social support literature also pertains to 

other forms of interracial marriage. Consequently, this project collapses the various types 

of interracial marriages into one category of interracial marriage, in order to determine 

the impact of social support across all types on interracial marriages and to avoid the 
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privilege that African American-white interracial marriages have received in previous 

studies. 

Social Support and Divorce: The Role of Gender 

 Another consistent theme emerging from the literature on social support and 

divorce is the role of gender. Research has long noted gender differences in many aspects 

of marriage; such as the perceptions and reactions to problems during marriage (Crane et 

al. 1984), roles individuals should take when entering a marriage (Goldscheider and 

Waite 1986), the type of communication in a marriage (Noller 1993), and even 

differences in personal fulfillment within the marriage (Riessman and Gerstel 1985).  

Gender differences have also been noted in divorce literature, such as how men 

and women mentally and physically prepare for divorce (Crane et al. 1995), differences 

in levels of depression and increased alcohol use after a divorce (Horwitz et al. 1996), 

and even differences in the levels of social support received from children after a divorce 

(Kalmijn 2007). These findings demonstrate there are gender differences which must be 

recognized when studying divorce. The literature on divorce also demonstrates gender 

differences in the role and importance of social support during, and after, a marriage has 

ended.  

While examining how men and women rely on kin networks for support after a 

divorce, Gerstel (1988) indicates that men with a higher income and who have children 

are more likely to rely on kin networks for emotional support, while women with children 

and a lower income  rely on kin networks for emotional as well as economic support. 

Gerstel also notes an association between women who rely on kin networks and reduced 

psychological distress, however, increased psychological distress was found for men 

relying on kin networks. In reviewing literature on gender differences in social support 
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and physical health, Shumaker and Hill (1991) note that for specific age groups, some 

women with high levels of social support have increased risks of mortality. They also 

suggest that women are more likely than men to develop, maintain, and be exposed to 

negative social outcomes as a result of interacting frequently with their social network. 

Gender differences have also been found in the size of social support networks 

(Antonucci and Akiyama 1987), levels of support received during marriage (Burda et al. 

1984), level of social support received and depression (Turner 1994), as well as the 

amount of social support received and marital satisfaction (Juilen and Markman 1991). 

These findings are important for the present study because they suggest that not 

only do men and women think, prepare, and respond to divorce differently, but that social 

support has a gendered component which cannot be ignored. Consequently, this would 

lead one to expect that a gendered component will exist in how men and women in 

interracial marriages will respond to the level of social support and how it impacts their 

decision to divorce.  
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Chapter 3:Theoretical Framework 

 Peter Blau’s (1977) work Inequality and Heterogeneity postulates one of the 

earlier theories concerning interracial marriage, the homogamy perspective, which is 

derived from a macrosocial theory of social structure. Blau examines the extent to which 

groups interact with others and what the implications in both frequency of interaction and 

non-interaction are for intergroup relations within a society. He indicates that the size of a 

group structures and influences the opportunities it has in interacting with other groups in 

society. For example, “when minority populations grow in size, opportunities for 

intragroup contact necessarily increase and interaction with the majority population 

declines” (Qian and Lichter 2007: 71). 

Occurrences such as assimilation and intergroup marriage are therefore influenced 

by both group size and group interaction. Additionally, because Blau indicates that 

ingroup associations are more prevalent than outgroup associations, “the prevalence of 

homogamy has been observed with respect to a variety of social attributes,” (1977: 37) 

such as homogamous marriages with people of the same religion, geographical location, 

education, occupation, and socioeconomic class. Based upon Blau’s work the homogamy 

perspective derives two assumptions in regards to interracial marriage.  

 First, the homogamy perspective predicts that interracial marriages will be less 

stable than same-race marriages. Because individuals in same-race marriages are 

assumed to have similar social characteristics, these marriage are predicted to have, 

“fewer misunderstandings, less conflict, and enjoy greater support from extended family 

and friends” (Zhang and Van Hook 2009: 96). Conversely, because interracial marriages 

are comprised of individuals with different social characteristics these marriages are 
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assumed to have greater complications, more conflict, and receive less support from 

family and friends.  

Second, because Blau’s work is based upon group interaction the homogamy 

perspective also assumes that the greater social distance between individuals in interracial 

marriages, the greater the chance of divorce. For example, marriages between African 

American and white individuals are expected to have a greater likelihood of divorce than 

marriages between Asian and white individuals. While the latter assumption is not being 

employed in the current research project because of limitations in the dataset, the former 

assumption serves as a major theoretical component to the current project because it 

addresses one of the major questions of the project: are interracial marriages more likely 

to divorce than same-race marriages. While the homogamy perspective has been utilized 

and supported by previous research (Billingsley 1968; Qian 1997; Qian and Lichter 2007; 

Stevens 1991; Zhang and Van Hook 2009) it is not without flaw. 

The homogamy perspective is limited by not accounting for the many microsocial 

processes which occur in an interracial marriage. Throughout the description of the 

homogamy perspective we can see how many internal pressures can account for the 

elevated risks in divorce among interracial marriages, such as differences between the 

individuals in race, education, and class. What is not ascertained from the homogamy 

perspective is how external pressures may influence the likelihood of divorce among 

interracial marriages. For example, it is unclear how instances of discrimination or how 

the role of each individual’s social support network may contribute to, or reduce, the 

likelihood of divorce among interracially married couples. In order to account for some 
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of the microsocial processes involved with interracial marriage, the investment model 

(Rusbult 1980) is also incorporated into the theoretical framework of this project.  

 Originally posited by Rubult (1980), the investment model hypothesizes that 

relationship commitment is comprised of three independent factors: satisfaction, 

perception of alternatives, and investments. Rooted in interdependence theory (Kelly and 

Thibaut 1978) – which argues that individuals in romantic relationships become satisfied 

with their relationships when they believe their needs are being fully met and they do not 

perceive alternative options to their current relationship – the investment model builds 

upon interdependence theory by incorporating investment size as a component of 

relationship satisfaction. In both models, relationship satisfaction is an individual’s 

subjective evaluation of the relationship based upon their partner’s ability to fulfill their 

needs; and perception of alternatives is comprised of an individual’s experience from past 

relationships and their comparisons to similar relationships in order to assess the appeal 

of their current relationship (Kelly and Thibaut 1978; Lehmiller and Agnew 2006; 

Rusbult 1980; Rusbult 1983). In the investment model, investment size is argued to also 

influence relationship commitment by an individual considering the amount of resources 

which have been put into a relationship in order to remain both committed and satisfied 

(Rusbult 1980; Rusbult 1983). Even though the investment model postulates about 

relationship commitment, it is also proves to be useful when examining relationship 

dissolution.  

When the investment model was originally developed it was designed to 

complement interpersonal relationship theories focusing on causal analyses of how 

people become both satisfied and committed in a relationship. Rusbult asserts that, “the 
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investment model was initially proposed as a means of accounting for the development 

and deterioration of satisfaction and commitment, and as a means of accounting for actual 

stay/leave behaviors…” (1983: 103). Over time, the validity of the investment model has 

increased as previous research has supported the notion that individual satisfaction with a 

relationship, perception of alternatives, and investment size are crucial components in 

predicting relationship satisfaction and commitment, and how a loss in satisfaction, 

increase in perception of alternatives, and decrease in investment can have deleterious 

effects on a relationship (Cox et al. 1997; Blair and Holmberg 2008; Kelly and Thibaut 

1978; Lehmiller and Agnew 2006; Rusbult 1980; Rusbult 1983). The investment model 

has been limited however, by not assessing how external forces to a relationship can 

influence relationship satisfaction, perception of alternatives, and investment size, as well 

as not applying this model to different types of relationships, or what Lehmiller and 

Agnew (2006) refer to as “marginalized relationships.”  

As it has been previously noted in this review, the investment model is restricted 

by excluding external pressures from its analysis, which individuals must face in 

relationships and that can potentially influence relationship commitment. Because the 

investment model heavily focuses on the internal dimensions of a relationship, much is 

left to wonder how external events can influence the amount of resources an individual 

may choose to invest into a relationship, the level of satisfaction, and the perception of 

alternatives. For example, the investment model has not accounted for how a birth of a 

child, death of a family member or friend, loss in employment, or a loss of social support 

for a relationship contributes to the stay/leave behaviors postulated by Rusbult (1983). 
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With the exception of Lehmiller and Agnew (2006), the investment model has also been 

limited by not addressing how this analysis can be applied to marginalized relationships.  

 Based upon the literature of interracial marriage and divorce it is evident that 

these types of marriages and relationships are forced to deal with many factors which the 

investment model has not captured. Because interracial relationships battle a myriad of 

additional complications to their marriage (i.e. discrimination, prejudice, and racism), the 

investment model has not been able to capture how these experiences influence 

satisfaction, perceptions of alternatives, and investment in the relationship.
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Chapter 4: Methdology 

Hypotheses 

The aim of this project is twofold. First, it assesses the likelihood of divorce 

among interracial couples using collected data in Louisiana. Data from a local population 

is purposefully done because it is consistent with previous research on interracial divorce 

(Bratter and King 2008; Fu 2006; Fu 2000; Monahan 1970) and because there is a 

scarcity of national divorce statistics for interracial marriages. While findings from the 

current project cannot be generalized beyond Louisiana, the data will be used to enlighten 

readers about trends in Louisiana and situated within the larger body of work on 

interracial divorce.   

Second, it examines how social support is related to marital dissolution among 

interracial couples. Because previous research demonstrates higher martial dissolution 

rates among interracial marriages and the importance of social support networks for 

marriages, this research aims to combine these topics to demonstrate how social support 

may moderate divorce propensities among interracial marriages. Based upon previous 

research on interracial divorce and the theoretical framework outlined above, four 

hypotheses guide this work.   

  : Characteristics associated with divorce (income, age gap in marriage, 

presence of children prior to current marriage, educational attainment, 

cohabitation history, and marital history) will be more prevalent in interracial 

marriages than in same-race marriages. 

   : Interracial marriages will be more likely to divorce than same-race marriages. 
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  : Interracial marriages will have the same likelihood of divorce than same-race 

marriages, when controlling for characteristics associated with divorce and social 

support. 

   : Variables associated with divorce will predict divorce differently among 

 interracial and same-race marriages.  

Data 

 To answer these questions, I rely on a longitudinal survey conducted by Tulane 

University and the University of Virginia from 1998-2004 called Marriage Matters. This 

survey was part of The National Marriage Project (NMP), which is housed in the 

University of Virginia and whose goal is, “to provide research and analysis on the health 

of marriage in America, to analyze the social and cultural forces shaping contemporary 

marriage, and to identify strategies to increase marital quality and stability” (UVA 2010). 

As such, researchers randomly selected, and mailed a 35-page questionnaire over this six 

year period to 700 families in Louisiana to participate in this study. Louisiana was chosen 

as the location by the researchers because of their interests in covenant marriages – 

marriages which legally require the couples to have premarital counseling and have 

stricter divorce procedures – and standard marriages – marriages in which couples are not 

legally required to have premarital counseling and do not have stricter divorce procedures 

(University of Virginia). In order to participate in this survey, each partner in the 

marriage was instructed to fill out the questionnaires separately and not to discuss 

answers with their partner until after completing the survey. To compensate participants 

for their time, each individual was mailed $10 and was asked to provide contact 

information if they were willing to volunteer for follow-up surveys.  
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Of the 700 families who completed the marriage matters survey, 475 were used 

for my study (N=475). Individuals included in my study had to answer basic 

demographic information – age, race, race of partner – and couple-level characteristics – 

income, presence of children prior to current marriage, educational attainment, 

educational attainment of partner, cohabitation history, and marital history. Such 

characteristics are consistent with how previous research on interracial marriage and 

divorce has selected participants to conduct their study (Bratter and King 2008; Fu 2006; 

Hohmann-Marriott and Amato 2008). Of the 475 couples who met the requirements to be 

included in this study, 423 were classified as same-race couples and 52 as interracial, 

meaning that 11 percent of my sample constitutes interracial marriages and 89 percent as 

same-race marriages.  

Variables 

Divorce by Wave 3 is used as the dependent variable. Respondents were asked 

whether they were still married to the same person from when they were previously 

contacted, and if they divorced how the marriage ended. Using responses from the final 

wave of the survey is done in order to track both interracial and same-race marriages 

through the duration of the survey.  

 Interracial marriage and Social Support are used as the independent variables in 

this research. Interracial marriage is operationalized as individuals who responded as 

having a different race than their marital partner, and is coded as “1” in Stata to conduct 

the statistical analyses. Race is assessed by asking respondents what they considered their 

race to be and what they considered their partner’s race to be. Unlike other studies, this 

research did not distinguish between the different types of interracial marriage because of 
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the small sample size of interracial couples (N=52). Distinguishing among the different 

types of interracial marriage would have not produced a large enough sample. 

Conversely, same-race marriage is classified as marriages where individuals recorded 

themselves and their partners as having the same race, and is coded as “0” in Stata. Social 

support was measured by asking respondents how often they share concerns about their 

marriage with family members and friends, seek advice from family members and 

friends, and if they received premarital counseling (e.g. religious or professional). 

Respondents then recorded their answers on a Likert scale (4 = Regularly, 3 = Often, 2 = 

Seldom, 1 = Never) and thus, the totality of these five questions form the measure of 

social support used in this project. While the survey asked other questions in regards to 

an individual’s social support network – such as questions of approval or disapproval 

before and after marriage, or frequency of visits with parents and friends – the included 

questions are the only ones which directly assess the level of perceived support by the 

individuals for their marriage from their social support network, and which can be used to 

assess how social support is related to divorce among interracial marriages in Louisiana. 

The specific questions used from the Marriage Matters survey can be found in Appendix 

A.   

Income, age gap in marriage, presence of children prior to current marriage, 

educational attainment, cohabitation history, and marital history are used as control 

variables for this research. Income, presence of children, educational attainment, 

cohabitation history, and marital history were all self-reported by the respondents. Age 

gap in marriage refers to the age differences of the respondents. This measure is 

determined by subtracting the difference between birthdays in order to determine the 
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number of years separating each married couple. This is slightly different from previous 

literature which typically controls for the age at marriage when examining the association 

between interracial marriage and divorce. Using the ages of the respondents is done 

because of limitations in the data which prevent assessment of the age at marriage for 

each respondent. Nonetheless, age differences of the respondents are used as a control 

measure because of consistent findings in the literature between age and divorce. 

Presence of children is measured by the respondents reporting the number of children 

they have from previous marriages and the number of children from their partner’s 

previous marriage. Educational attainment is assessed by respondents indicating whether 

or not they had a high school and college degree before getting married. Cohabitation 

history is assessed by respondents indicating whether or not they lived with their partner 

prior to getting married or with someone other than their partner before getting married. 

Marital history is determined by the respondents answering how many times they have 

been previously married. Taken together, I chose these control variables because of their 

consistent finding in the literature to be associated with divorce (Bratter and King 2008; 

Fu 2006; Fu 2000; Zhang and Van Hook 2009).  

Analytic Strategy 

 To assess the aforementioned hypotheses I use basic Chi-Square tests, paired t 

tests, and logistic regression models. Chi-Square tests and paired t tests are performed in 

order to test the statistical relationship between the variables used in this study and 

logistic regression models are utilized in order to predict the outcomes that each variable 

would have on marital dissolution for interracial and same-race marriages.    is tested by 

running Chi-Square tests and paired t tests on all of the variables used in this study and 
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  –    are tested by running logistic regression models. The statistical software program 

used to analyze the data is Stata 11.2 (StataCorp 2011). 

 I have analyzed the data according to gender. This is intentionally done because 

there is evidence to support the belief that the data in this study will have a link between 

divorce and gender (Crane et al. 1985; Crane et al. 1995; Gerstel 1988; Kalmijn 2007), 

and because this is consistent with previous literature which has demonstrated gender 

differences in social support (Antoucci and Akiyama 1987; Burda et al. 1984; 

Goldscheider et al. 1986; Horwitz et al. 1996; Julien and Markman 1991; Shumaker and 

Hill 1991; Turner 1994). 
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Chapter 5: Results  

Table 1 provides the descriptive statistics for all of the variables included in this 

study. I have demarcated the results by the dependent and control variables.
1
 For 

interracial marriages, husbands are significantly more likely to divorce their wives by the 

end of Wave 3 (46 percent), than wives who divorce their husbands (37 percent). Among 

the control variables, there is a significant relationship between interracial marriages and 

wives with more education than their husbands (P = 0.02), wives and husbands with the 

same educational attainment (P = 0.02), and husbands who cohabited with others before 

marriage (P = 0.02). In interracial marriages, 13 percent of wives have more education 

than their husbands, 69 percent of husbands and wives have the same level of education, 

and 29 percent of husbands cohabited with someone other than their partner before 

marriage. 

 The results of the social support measures are the result of paired t-tests. When 

comparing the results for wives and husbands in interracial marriages to each measure of 

social support we can see a statistical difference in how wives and husbands respond to 

each measure of social support, with the exception of sharing concerns about their 

marriage with friends. Wives are found to score higher on each measure of social support 

than husbands, which indicates a greater likelihood of sharing or seeking advice from 

one’s social support network. Even though there are statistical differences in these 

responses, it is unclear if there is a relative difference between wives in interracial 

                                                           
1
 Even though data was used for married couples, I only used individuals who had complete information for 

my independent and dependent variables. For instance, for a couple where the wife answers all of the 

questions related to current project, but the husband did not answer for the highest degree attained, 

responses by the wife were kept in the sample but not for the husband. This explains why there differences 

in percentages of divorce among husbands and wives in interracial and same-race marriages. 
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marriages who “seldom” rely on their social support network for help with marriage and 

husbands who “never” rely on their social support network.  

For same-race marriages, husbands are significantly more likely to divorce their 

wives by the end of Wave 3 (25 percent), than wives who divorce their husbands (21 

percent). There is also a significant relationship between same-race marriages and wives 

with more education than their husbands (P = 0.02), wives and husbands with the same 

educational attainment (P = 0.02), and husbands who cohabited with others before 

marriage (P = 0.02). In same-race marriages, 28 percent of wives have more education 

than their husbands, 52 percent of husbands and wives have the same level of education, 

and 17 percent of husbands cohabited with someone other than their partner before 

marriage. 

 When comparing the results for same-race marriages to each measure of social 

support we can see a statistical difference in how wives and husbands respond to every 

measure of social support. Wives are found to score higher on every measure of social 

support than husbands, which suggests a greater likelihood of sharing or seeking advice 

from one’s social support network. Again, qualitatively there is little difference between 

wives in same-race marriages who “seldom” rely on their social support network for help 

with marriage and husbands who “never” rely on their social support network.  

 Results from Table 1 provide some support for   , that characteristics associated 

with divorce will be more prevalent in interracial marriages than in same-race marriages. 

When comparing results between interracial and same-race marriages we can see that 

individuals in interracial marriages have higher percentages of divorcing one another than 

those in same-race marriages. Specifically, more husbands in interracial marriages (46   
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Divorce 

W Who Divorced H 37% ** 21% **

H Who Divorced W 46% *** 25% ***

Control Variables

W Have Greater Income Than H 13% 15%

H Have Greater Income Than W 67% 64%

W and H With Same Income 19% 21%

Large Age Gap In Marriage 27% 21%

W With Children From Previous Marriage 29% 26%

H With Children From Previous Marriage 21% 26%

W With More Education Than H 13% * 28% *

H With More Education Than W 17% 20%

W and H With Same Educational Attainment 69% * 52% *

W Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage 48% 47%

H Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage 50% 47%

W Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage 23% 15%

H Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage 29% * 17% *

W Marital History 69% 70%

H Marital History 71% 72%

Social Support Variables

W Who Share Concerns With Family Members 2.06 (1.02)* 2.11 (0.94)***

W Who Share Concerns With Friends 2.15 (0.13)† 2.10 (0.85)***

W Who Seek Advice From Family Members 2.08 (0.95)* 2.01 (0.96)***

W Who Seek Advice From Friends 2.09 (1.00)* 1.95 (0.87)***

W Who Received Premarital Counseling 69% 69%

H Who Share Concerns With Family Members 1.71 (0.85)* 1.91 (0.95)***

H Who Share Concerns With Friends 1.86 (0.82)† 1.83 (0.79)***

H Who Seek Advice From Family Members 1.67 (0.81)* 1.81 (0.87)***

H Who Seek Advice From Friends 1.77 (0.78)* 1.74 (0.80)***

H Who Received Premarital Counseling 73% 69%

N 52 52 475 423 423 475

Source:  Marriage Matters Data, 1998. W = Wives

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.; † p < 0.10 H = Husbands

Note: Chisquare and paired t-tests are done by gender and marriage type

Table 1:  Descriptive Statistics of Variables by Gender

HBothW H W

Interracial Marriage

Both

Same-Race Marriage
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percent) and same-race marriages (25 percent) divorce their wives by the end of Wave 3, 

than wives who divorce their husbands in interracial marriages (37 percent) and same-

race marriages (21 percent). Interracial marriages have a higher percentage of couples 

with the same level of educational attainment (69 percent) and husbands who cohabited 

with someone other than their partner before marriage (29 percent), as compared to same-

race marriages (52 percent and 17 percent respectively). Conversely, same-race marriages 

have a higher percentage of wives with more education than their husbands (28 percent) 

as compared to interracial marriages (13 percent). 

When comparing the results of social support for interracial and same-race 

marriages we can see similar findings. Wives in interracial and same-race marriages are 

more likely to share concerns or seek advice from their social support networks than 

husbands, but the statistical relationship between social support measures and marriage 

type is stronger among husbands and wives in same-race marriages than for husbands and 

wives in interracial marriages. However, when qualitatively assessing these responses, 

husbands and wives in both interracial and same-race marriages scored relatively similar 

to one another on the social support scale.  

 Predictive models in Table 2 assess divorce among interracial and same-race 

couples in Louisiana. Results from model 1 support   , interracial marriages in 

Louisiana will be more likely to divorce than same-race marriages. This model indicates 

that wives in interracial marriages have 119 percent greater odds of divorce than wives in 

same-race marriages. These results are similar for husbands in interracial marriages, who 

have 160 percent greater odds of divorce than husbands in same-race marriages. The 

predictive nature of this model was statistically significant for both wives (P = 0.01) and 
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Interracial Marriage 2.19 ** 2.60 *** 2.31 * 3.10 ***

Wives Have Greater Income Than Husbands 0.23 *** 0.37 **

Husbands Have Greater Income Than Wives 0.43 *** 0.54 *

Age Gap In Marriage 1.05 1.33

Wives With Children From Previous Marriage 1.54 ---

Husbands With Children From Previous Marriage --- 0.94

Wives Educational Attainment 1.59 † 1.27

Husbands Educational Attainment 1.69 † 1.35

Wives Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage 0.92 ---

Husbands Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage --- 1.09

Wives Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage 1.45 * ---

Husbands Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage --- 1.04

Wives Marital History 1.02 1.06

Husbands Marital History 1.33 1.15

Wives Who Share Concerns With Family Members 0.83 ---

Wives Who Share Concerns With Friends 1.30 ---

Wives Who Seek Advice From Family Members 1.00 ---

Wives Who Seek Advice From Friends 0.80 ---

Wives Who Received Premarital Counseling 0.44 *** ---

Husbands Who Share Concerns With Family Members --- 0.79

Husbands Who Share Concerns With Friends --- 0.71

Husbands Who Seek Advice From Family Members --- 1.57 *

Husbands Who Seek Advice From Friends --- 1.40

Husbands Who Received Premarital Counseling --- 0.40 **

Chisquare 5.95 ** 9.72 ** 47.31 † 46.28 †

Pseudo R-Squared 0.01 0.02 0.09 0.08

-2 Log Likelihood 500.87 545.86 456.01 504.16

N 475 475 473 470

Source : Marriage Matters Data, 1998.

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05.; † p < 0.10

Table 2: Odds Ratios for Predicting Divorce by Wave 3

Model 3

Wives Husbands

Model 1

Wives Husbands
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husbands (P = 0.00). Model 2 introduces control measures typically associated with 

divorce and the social support measure to assess if interracial marriages are more likely to 

divorce than same-race marriages in Louisiana. Results do not provide support for   , 

interracial marriages in Louisiana will have the same likelihood of divorce than same-

race marriages when controlling for characteristics typically associated with divorce and 

social support. In fact, when introducing all of the control measures the odds of divorce 

for wives in an interracial marriage have increased from 119 percent in model 1, to 131 

percent in model 2 and from 160 percent in model 1, to 210 percent in model 2 for 

husbands.  

For characteristics typically associated with divorce, results indicate there is a 

significant relationship between divorce and wives with greater and lesser incomes than 

their husbands. Wives with a higher income than their husbands have 77 percent lower 

odds of divorce than wives with a lower income than their husbands, while wives making 

less than their husbands have 57 percent lower odds of divorce than wives with a greater 

income than their husbands. Additionally, a significant relationship exists between wives 

who cohabitated with others before their marriage and divorce. Wives who cohabited 

with someone other than their partner before marriage have 45 percent greater odds of 

divorce than wives who did not.  

When examining the relationship between social support and divorce for wives, 

we can see a significant relationship between divorce and wives receiving premarital 

counseling. Wives receiving premarital counseling have 56 percent lower odds of divorce 

than wives not receiving premarital counseling. Similarly, husbands receiving premarital 

counseling are significantly found to have 61 percent lower odds of divorce than those 
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who did not. Additionally, husbands with income greater than their wives reduce the odds 

of divorce by 46 percent and by 63 percent if their wives have a greater income. Unlike 

wives, husbands who seek advice from family members are found to significantly have 

57 percent greater odds of divorce compared to husbands who do not seek the advice of 

their family members.  

Table 3 assesses whether variables typically associated with divorce will be 

predictive of divorce for interracial and same-race marriages in Louisiana. Results from 

this table provide support for   , variables associated with divorce will predict divorce 

differently among interracial and same-race marriages in Louisiana. In fact, when logistic 

regressions are run according to marriage type, we can see there is no significant 

relationship between interracial marriages and variables typically associated with divorce 

and social support. Results for same-race marriages however, demonstrate quite different 

results. 

Wives with greater incomes than their husbands (P = 0.00), wives with less 

income than their husbands (P = 0.00), and wives receiving premarital counseling (P = 

0.00) are found to significantly reduce the likelihood of divorce with their husbands. Of 

these variables, premarital counseling is found to reduce the odds of divorce by 60 

percent, wives earning less income than their husbands reduce the odds of divorce by 66 

percent, and wives earning more income than their husbands reduce the odds of divorce 

by 81 percent. Conversely, a significant relationship (P = 0.01) is found between wives 

who cohabited with others before marriage and divorce. This increases the odds of 

divorce for wives in same-race marriages by 54 percent, compared to wives who did not 

cohabit with others before their marriage.  
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Wives Have Greater Income Than Husbands 0.51 0.11 0.19 ** 0.36 ***

Husbands Have Greater Income Than Wives 1.42 0.62 0.34 ** 0.48 ***

Age Gap In Marriage 0.67 0.68 1.33 1.51

Wives With Children From Previous Marriage 2.83 --- 1.27 ---

Husbands With Children From Previous Marriage --- 21.91 † --- 0.77

Wives Educational Attainment 0.92 1.07 1.78 † 1.26

Husbands Educational Attainment 3.94 61.60 † 1.69 1.08

Wives Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage 0.41 --- 0.89 ---

Husbands Who Cohabited With Partner Before Marriage --- 1.03 --- 1.01

Wives Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage 1.22 --- 1.54 ** ---

Husbands Who Cohabited With Others Before Marriage --- 0.80 --- 1.09

Wives Marital History 1.06 4.24 1.01 0.93

Husbands Marital History 7.04 11.35 † 1.09 1.01

Wives Who Share Concerns With Family Members 2.40 --- 0.70 ---

Wives Who Share Concerns With Friends 0.59 --- 1.47 ---

Wives Who Seek Advice From Family Members 0.45 --- 1.08 ---

Wives Who Seek Advice From Friends 2.19 --- 0.71 ---

Wives Who Received Premarital Counseling 0.45 --- 0.40 *** ---

Husbands Who Share Concerns With Family Members --- 0.63 --- 0.85

Husbands Who Share Concerns With Friends --- 0.47 --- 0.70

Husbands Who Seek Advice From Family Members --- 4.01 --- 1.41

Husbands Who Seek Advice From Friends --- 1.27 --- 1.43

Husbands Who Received Premarital Counseling --- 0.39 --- 0.39 ***

Chi Square 10.63 21.63 46.11 32.70

Pseudo R-Squared 0.16 0.30 0.11 0.07 †

-2 Log Likelihood 55.59 50.15 386.02 436.31

N 51 52 422 418

Source : Marriage Matters Data, 1998.

*** p < 0.001; ** p < 0.01; * p < 0.05; † p < 0.10

Table 3: Odds Ratios for Predicting Divorce by Wave 3 among Inerracial and Same-Race Marriages

Interracial Marriages Same-Race Marriages

Wives Husbands Wives Husbands
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  Husbands in same-race marriages with less income than their wives (P = 0.01), 

with more income than their wives (P = 0.01), and who receive premarital counseling (P 

= 0.00) are found to significantly reduce the likelihood of divorce. Husbands with greater 

incomes than their wives reduces the odds of divorce by 64 percent, 52 percent for 

husbands whose income is less than their wives, and 61 percent for husbands receiving 

premarital counseling. Unlike the results for wives, these were the only significant 

relationships found for husbands in same-race marriages.  

Summary of Results 

Results from Table 1 provide some support for the first hypothesis that 

characteristics associated with divorce will be more prevalent in interracial marriages 

than in same-race marriages. Wives and husbands with the same educational attainment 

and husbands who cohabited with someone other than their partner before marriage were 

more prevalent in interracial marriages than same-race marriages. However, same-race 

marriages had a higher prevalence of wives with more education than their husbands. 

While there was a stronger statistical relationship between same-race marriages and 

social support than in interracial marriages, it remains to be seen if there is any qualitative 

difference between married couples who “seldom” and “never” share concerns or seek 

advice about their marriage with their social support network. 

Table 2 provides support for the second hypothesis that interracial marriages will 

be more likely to divorce than same-race marriages. Model 1 demonstrates that being in 

an interracial marriage significantly increases the odds of divorce and even more, the 

odds of divorce for men in interracial marriages is higher (160 percent) than it is for 

women (119 percent). Model 2 does not provide support for the third hypothesis that 
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interracial marriages will have the same likelihood of divorce as same-race marriages 

when controlling for characteristics typically associated with divorce and social support. 

In fact, the chances of divorce for interracial marriages increased when all of the control 

measures are introduced into the regression analysis. This model also indicates that 

regardless of marriage type, the chances of divorce increase for wives who cohabited 

with someone other than their partner before marriage and for husbands who seek advice 

about their marriage from family members. Conversely, the chances of divorce decrease 

when there are income differences in marriages and when couples received premarital 

counseling. 

Table 3 provides support for the fourth hypothesis that variables associated with 

divorce will predict divorce differently among interracial and same-race marriages. The 

results demonstrate that for interracial marriages there is not a significant association 

between any of the control measures and divorce. However, the results indicate that for 

same-race marriages the odds of divorce are reduced when there are income differences 

between husbands and wives and when the couple receives premarital counseling. 

Conversely, the odds of divorce increase for same-race marriages when women cohabit 

with someone other than their partner before marriage. Attention will now be turned to 

discussing the implications of these findings, their relationship to past literature, and their 

concordance with the homogamy perspective and investment model.
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Chapter 6: Discussion 

The current study examined how social support was related to the likelihood of 

divorce among interracial marriages, how measures typically associated with divorce 

moderate the relationship between social support and divorce among interracial couples, 

and explored the claim that interracial marriages are more likely to divorce than same-

race marriages. Using the homogamy perspective and investment model as a theoretical 

framework, this study was guided by four research hypotheses. 

Results provide some support for the hypothesis that characteristics associated 

with divorce will be more prevalent in interracial marriages than in same-race marriages. 

Characteristics associated with divorce significantly found to be more prevalent in 

interracial marriages were husbands and wives with the same educational attainment and 

husbands who cohabited with someone other than their partner before marriage. The only 

characteristics associated with divorce with a higher prevalence in same-race marriages 

are wives with more education than husbands. These findings are consistent with 

previous literature which demonstrates that individuals in interracial and same-race 

marriages tend to seek a partner with the same level of education (Heer 1974; Gullickson 

2006; Monahan 1976; Poterfield 1978; Rosenfeld 2005) and that among men in 

interracial relationships, cohabitation is possibly being viewed as an alternative to 

marriage (Blackwell and Lichter 2004; Lichter and Qian 2004), or is potentially used as a 

method to circumvent the difficulties interracial marriages face (Bennett, Blanc, and 

Bloom 1988; Brown and Booth 1996). Because no other control variables had a 

significant association with interracial marriages and because same-race marriages had a 
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characteristic associated divorce with a higher prevalence, results from this table cannot 

fully support the hypothesis, but can rather only offer some support.  

Another interesting result were the differences between divorce among genders 

within interracial and same-race marriages. Overall, interracial marriages had a higher 

prevalence of individuals divorcing one another than in same-race marriages. However, a 

higher prevalence of husbands divorcing wives was found in both interracial and same-

race marriages. These findings were similar to previous research which has indicated 

gender differences in divorce (Amato and Rogers 1997; Fu 2000; Kalmijn and Poortman 

2006), and could be explained by “his and her divorce” (Amato and Rogers 1997).  As 

the name suggests, this phenomenon points out that men and women are motivated to 

divorce for different reasons. Typically, women indicate their husband’s authoritarianism, 

cruelty, drinking habits, immaturity, untrustworthiness, infidelity, poor money 

management, values, and lifestyle as motivations for divorce; while men indicate that 

wife infidelity and personal drinking, drug use, physical abusiveness, and external causes 

as motivations for divorce (Amato and Rogers 1997). Such explanations could explain 

the gender differences in divorce found in this study, however further research is required 

to explain this finding more fully. 

 Results from this project also provided support for the hypothesis that, interracial 

marriages in Louisiana will be more likely to divorce than same-race marriages. The 

models consistently demonstrated that interracial marriages in Louisiana were more 

likely to dissolve than same-race marriages in Louisiana, even when controlling for 

variables typically associated with divorce. This finding is literature consistent (Bramlett 
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and Mosher 2002; Bratter and King 2008; Fu 2000; Fu 2006; Hohmann-Mariott and 

Amato 2008; Monahan 1970; Qian and Lichter 2007) and this study was no exception.  

 In addition to being literature consistent, these findings also support Blau’s (1977) 

homogamy perspective. When discussing the homogamy perspective, Blau would argue 

that because the sample in this study is comprised largely of whites and with relatively 

few people of color, interpersonal relations in Louisiana are structured in such a way that 

fosters intragroup relations, while restricting opportunities for intergroup relations. As 

such, because intragroup associations are more prevalent in Louisiana, people will seek 

individuals to marry with similar social attributes – such as race, class, education, and 

occupation – which can explain why 89 percent of the sample constitutes same-race 

marriages and 11 percent interracial. Upon seeing the results that interracial marriages in 

Louisiana are more likely to divorce than same-race marriages in Louisiana, Blau would 

argue that the social distance between races and differences in social attributes create 

greater misunderstandings between interracially married couples and more conflict 

between these individuals which leads to the higher dissolution rates. 

  One hypothesis that was not supported by this research is that interracial 

marriages in Louisiana will have the same likelihood of divorce than same-race marriages 

when controlling for social support. Thus, social support was not a reliable predictor of, 

nor did it have a significant relationship with, divorce for interracial marriages in 

Louisiana. This finding contrasts with previous literature on social support which 

indicates the importance of social support networks for interracial marriages in 

combating external pressures to their marriage (Killian 2001; Killian 2002; Rosenblatt et 

al. 1995). There are three possible explanations for this finding.  



49 
 

First, the same sample size of interracial marriages (N=52) was not large enough 

to capture the effects of social support and how it may attenuate divorce propensities 

among interracial marriages. Because the marriage matters survey is not a representative 

sample of interracial marriages in Louisiana, or even all marriages in Louisiana, it is 

possible that with a larger sample size of interracial marriages that findings in this study 

would be more concurrent with previous literature on the importance of social support for 

interracial marriages.  

Second, the geographical location of this survey may have introduced a sampling 

bias in which the results of this project are not indicative of the relationship between 

social support for interracial marriages and divorce. Due to the history of racial animus in 

the United States and the low numbers of interracial marriages in this region of the 

United States, social support networks may not be hospitable or conducive to interracial 

marriages. Because the extent to which interracial marriages rely on social support 

networks was not directly assessed from the marriage matters survey, this remains an 

empirical question.  

Third, the internal pressures postulated by the investment model may have 

influenced interracial couples to divorce more than external pressures. This project was 

seeking to build upon the investment model by arguing that external pressures should be 

accounted for when discussing the stay/leave behaviors of individuals in relationships. To 

accomplish this goal, social support was hypothesized as one way in which external 

pressures could contribute to the stay/leave behaviors of individuals in relationships. 

However, because the results did not support this hypothesis, it could be argued that the 
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internal pressures as discussed in the investment model can account for the rates of 

divorce among interracial couples. 

However, this research supported the hypothesis that variables associated with 

divorce will predict divorce differently among interracial and same-race marriages in 

Louisiana. Interestingly, multivariate models indicated that when marriages are 

demarcated according to marriage type, same-race marriages that received premarital 

counseling were found to have lower odds of divorce than same-race marriages who did 

not receive premarital counseling. While this finding was unexpected, it is nonetheless 

consistent with previous literature which has found mixed results in the effectiveness of 

premarital counseling stemming the likelihood of divorce (Carroll and Doherty 2003) and 

does offer some support for the idea that external forces can account for the stay/leave 

behaviors in relationships as postulated by the Investment model. 

 The final finding of this project was that income and cohabitation were 

significantly related to divorce. This research suggests that income differences between 

husbands and wives did not matter for interracial and same-race marriages in Louisiana. 

It did not matter whether husbands made more than wives, or if wives made more than 

husbands; in both cases the odds of divorce were reduced compared to wives and 

husbands making the same. Such findings indicate that other events which occur during a 

marriage may be more influential in contributing to marital dissolution than income 

differences, such as couple incompatibility, infidelity, or problems with communication 

(Burns 1984; Cleek and Pearson 1985; Kitson 1992; Kitson et al. 1985). 

Cohabitation was found to increase the likelihood of divorce for marriages in 

Louisiana. Results demonstrated that wives who cohabited with others before marriage 
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were more likely to divorce than wives who did not cohabit before marriage. This finding 

is consistent with literature on cohabitation (Bramlett and Mosher 2002; Bumpass et al. 

1991; Jones 2010) and can be potentially be explained by the cohabitating experience 

stifling desires to marry, different expectations are perceived by individuals which can 

contribute to relationships problems, or people simply choose not to marry and view 

cohabitation as a preferred method of relationship commitment. This research on 

interracial unions is directly tied to the Healthy Marriage Initiative (HMI). The HMI was 

founded by the United States Congress in 1996 with the mission statement, “To help 

couples, who have chosen marriage for themselves, gain greater access to marriage 

education services, on a voluntary basis, where they can acquire the skills and knowledge 

necessary to form and sustain a healthy marriage” (Administration for Children and 

Families 2009). However, the HMI has assumed that the “help” provided to married 

couples will apply to all types of marriages. This assumption is a fallacy because, in 

concert with literature on interracial marriage and divorce, the results of this study 

suggest that not only are interracial marriages more likely to divorce than same-race 

marriages but different mechanisms contribute to the higher dissolution rates among 

interracial marriages. Based on these findings, two policy implications arise from this 

study in regards to the HMI. 

First, the HMI would benefit by recognizing that in order to promote healthy 

marriages among the American population, differences need to be recognized in the 

challenges that interracial marriages face which same-race marriages do not encounter. 

Such an approach would not only help to be more concurrent with the HMI mission 

statement, but it could also potentially mitigate the high level of divorce among 
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interracial marriages. Second, the HMI would also benefit by focusing on the 

characteristics associated with divorce among interracial couples. Among others, 

understanding the relationship between interracial divorce and the differences between 

partners in income, education, cohabitation history, and level of social support can help 

the HMI to recognize the many external forces acting upon a married couple that can be 

just as influential in divorce, in addition to the internal influences as well. As with any 

research, this study was limited by four specific reasons.  

First, this study was limited by the small sample size of married couples (N=475) 

and especially the number of interracial marriages (N=52). Consequently, results from 

this study are not generalizable beyond Louisiana and the findings must be interpreted 

with caution. Even though the marriage matters survey randomly selected 700 families 

throughout Louisiana to participate in this study, it is unclear whether a random sample 

of families in Louisiana would be representative of families across the United States. 

Future research examining the relationship between interracial divorce and social support 

should thus include larger nationally-representative sample sizes of interracial marriages. 

Having larger samples of interracial marriages can expand upon the results in this study 

and begin to provide a fuller, statistical, comprehension of how social support is related 

to divorce among interracial couples.  

Second, the geographic location in which this data was collected also limits this 

study. Because Louisiana has a documented history of racial tension, the most recent 

being the instance of the “Jena 6” (Jones 2007), it comes as no surprise that a small 

number of interracial marriages were found in this sample. Taken together, the history of 

Louisiana and the small numbers of interracial marriages restricts the data because the 
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results may not be generalizable to all interracial marriages in Louisiana and the results 

may not accurately reflect the marital dissolution processes occurring in interracial 

marriages. Future research should thus attempt to use data that collects data from 

numerous locations in the United States. Researchers should try to avoid areas where 

interracial marriage is both scarce and ubiquitous because such results can both 

negatively and positively skew the data in one direction. However, because interracial 

marriages make-up only such a small percentage of the married population in the United 

States such a suggestion may prove be difficult until interracial marriages become more 

common. 

Third, region, citizenship and nativity status, and religion were not included in the 

control measures. While these measures have been used in interracial divorce literature 

(Kalmijn et al. 2005; Zhang and Van Hook 2009), they were not included for three 

reasons. First, because this survey was conducted in Louisiana, region could not be 

controlled for. Second, citizenship and nativity status were not assessed in this survey and 

thus unable to be controlled for. Third, religion was not controlled for because of the 

religious homogeneity in the sample.  

Fourth, because of limitations in the data the results were analyzed by gender. 

Future research will need to aggregate husbands and wives to give a more comprehensive 

view of how social support influences interracial divorce. Despite these limitations, two 

unique strengths arise as a result of this study. 

  First, this study gives credence to the argument that interracial marriages are more 

likely to divorce than same-race marriages. Even after controlling for variables which 

have been shown to have a high correlation with divorce, interracial marriages were still 
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more likely to divorce than same-race couples. Such findings suggest that microsocial 

processes are unaccounted for in these statistical models and it remains unclear why 

interracial marriages have a greater likelihood of divorce than same-race marriages. 

Future research however, should investigate further why husbands are more likely to 

divorce wives in interracial marriages. Such a study would require a more sophisticated 

regression analysis than utilized in this study in order to examine gender effects in 

interracial divorce, such as a seemingly unrelated regression. 

 The second strength of this study was that it offered a starting point to assess how 

a mircsocial process may contribute to the high dissolution rates among interracial 

marriages. Social support was used as a starting point because of its significance for 

interracially married couples to combat the many difficulties associated with marriage, 

and the additive difficulties of race. However, results did not indicate that a lack of social 

support was predictive of divorce for interracial couples in Louisiana. This statistical 

non-significance does not however, suggest the relationship between social support and 

interracial divorce is not both statistically and qualitatively significant. Future research 

should continue to expound upon this relationship and begin to use qualitative methods, 

such as interviewing, focus groups, ethnography, case studies, and oral histories, to assess 

why social support matters to interracial marriage and why a lack of social support may 

contribute to the high divorce rates among interracial marriages.
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Divorce And just to make sure we have things right, are you still married to the same person you were 

married to when we last contacted you a little over a year ago? 

Race What race do you consider yourself? And what race is your partner?

1 Black, or African American 1 Black, or African American

2 White - not of Hispanic origin 2 White - not of Hispanic origin

3 Mexican American, Chicano, Mexicano 3 Mexican American, Chicano, Mexicano

4 Puerto Rican 4 Puerto Rican

5 Cuban 5 Cuban

6 Other Hispanic 6 Other Hispanic

7 Asian, including South Asian 7 Asian, including South Asian

8 American Indian 8 American Indian

9 Other:  Please specify  _____________ 9 Other:  Please specify  _____________

Social Support Did you and your partner receive any sort of counseling about marriage before you got married?  

That is, did you receive any premarital counseling from a religious leader or other professional?  

When you have concerns about your marriage, how often do you

    Regularly Often Seldom Never

Share your concerns with family members 4 3 2 1

Share your concerns with friends 4 3 2 1

Seek advice from family members 4 3 2 1

Seek advice from friends 4 3 2 1

Appendix A: Assessments of Variables Used in Thesis
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Income For purposes of statistical calculations only, we would like to know about your family income from all 

sources last year before taxes and other deductions.  Please check the box for you & for your partner

1.  No income …………………. 1.  No income ………………….

2.  Less than $ 5,000 …………………. 2.  Less than $ 5,000 ………………….

3.  $  5,000 - $ 9,999 …………………. 3.  $  5,000 - $ 9,999 ………………….

4.  $10,000 - $19,999 …………………. 4.  $10,000 - $19,999 ………………….

5.  $20,000 - $29,000 …………………. 5.  $20,000 - $29,000 ………………….

6.  $30,000 - $39,999                    ……………………………. 6.  $30,000 - $39,999                    …………………………….

7.  $40,000 - $49,999        …………………. 7.  $40,000 - $49,999        ………………….

8.  $50,000 - $59,999 …………………. 8.  $50,000 - $59,999 ………………….

9.  $60,000 - $69,999 …………………. 9.  $60,000 - $69,999 ………………….

10. $70,000 - $79,999 …………………. 10. $70,000 - $79,999 ………………….

11. $80,000 - $89,999  …………………. 11. $80,000 - $89,999  ………………….

12. $90,000 - $99,999 …………………. 12. $90,000 - $99,999 ………………….

13. $100,000 or more …………………. 13. $100,000 or more ………………….

Age Gap In Marriage What is your birth date?

Presence of Children Do you have any living children from a prior relationship?  That is, did you & another person ever have

any children who are living today?   Count any who are still living, even if they do not live here with you 

and your partner.

1 No.  I have no living children from a previous relationship.  

2 Yes, I have at least one living child from a previous relationship

Does your partner have any children from a previous relationship?  That is, did your partner & another 

person ever have any children who are living today?  Count any who are still living, even if they do not 

live here with you and your partner.

1 No.  I have no living children from a previous relationship.  Skip the shaded box.  

2 Yes, I have at least one living child from a previous relationship

    Your Income Your Partner's Income
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Educational History What is the highest grade in school that you finished and got credit for or the highest degree you have 

earned? And how about your partner? 

 Self: ______ Highest grade completed or highest degree

Partner: ______ Highest grade completed or highest degree 

Cohabitation History Nowadays, many couples live together for a while before they get married. That is, they cohabit. Did you 

and your current partner live together before your marriage?

Have you ever lived with someone other than your current partner, that is, before your current marriage? 

Circle all that apply. 

1 Yes, I lived with an ex-spouse before we got married

2 Yes, but with a person I never married

3 No

Marital History Altogether, how many times have you been married (including your present marriage)?

1 Just this once 

2 Twice

3 Three times

4 Four times

5 Five or more times

Source : Marriage Matters Data, 1998.

 


