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Abstract 

Interracial Marriage in Brazil: a discussion about local marriage market, parents' characteristics, 
and household chores 

 
by 

Maria Carolina Tomás 

Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology and Demography 

University of California, Berkeley 

Professor Michael Hout, Chair 
 
This dissertation focuses on interracial marriage in Brazil and has three main topics of analysis: 
the local marriage market, parental influence on partner choice, and the sexualdivision of labor. 
The main motivation for this research is the fact that most studies have taken for granted the 
formation of marriage and have only utilized an ex post facto methodology. Other studies have 
focused on the status exchange approach using education (i.e. Ribeiro and Silva 2009) or religion 
(Longo 2011) as potential exchangeable characteristics. Thus, it is necessary to better understand 
the formation of interracial marriage in Brazil. 
 
Chapter two, which is entitled “Space and Interracial Marriage: how does the racial distribution 
of the local marriage market change the analysis of intermarriage in Brazil?,” discusses how the 
consideration of the racial distribution in local marriage markets in Brazil influences the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates. The results show that when considering the local racial 
distribution of wives and husbands, the homogamy-heterogamy rates decrease by 15.3 percent to 
43.16 percent, depending on the year and the race of the spouses. The differences are lower in 
2000 compared to 1991. After determining this overall result, I looked at each mesoregion and 
concluded that with very few exceptions, the inclusion of the local racial distribution is important 
for explaining intermarriage rates in all mesoregions. In addition, there are some significant 
regional differences, especially in the South, where the homogamy-heterogamy rates tend to be 
higher than the average level.  
 
The third chapter of this dissertation, “The influence of parental characteristics on a child’s 
probability of interracial marriage in Brazil,” addresses how family formation has a significant 
intergenerational component, in terms of partner choice. The results showed that parental 
endogamy increases the child’s probability of being in a same race union as well. Moreover, 
parental education is also an important factor. Results indicate that the higher the level of 
parental education, the higher the probability is of a child’s homogamy. However, when 
analyzing the effect of parental race on the race of a child’s spouse, parental education is not 
statistically significant and having a nonwhite parent, as expected, decreases the probability of 
marrying a white spouse. These results are important for discussing the racial hierarchy that 
exists in the marriage market, and how other family characteristics, such as education, may 
influence the race of a child’s spouse. It is also worth highlighting that education does not seem 
to offset the role of race, and the cultural (race) aspect of racial assortative mating seems to be 
more significant than the economic trait (education). The main message of this chapter 
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emphasizes that it is not possible to fully understand racial assortative mating without 
considering the family dimension. 
 
In chapter four, “Household chores and interracial marriage in Brazil: interactions between 
gender, race, and type of union,” I approach the relationship between gender, race, type of union 
(intra or interracial), and the sexual division of labor. The results show that both nonwhite men 
and nonwhite women spend more time doing domestic work when they are in interracial 
relationships. The most curious result is the fact that white men tend to not only classify 
traditionally female activities as more female than whites in a homogamous situation, but they 
also tend to overrate the traditionally male activities as being specific to men. Similarly, brown 
women are more likely to work more hours at home, as do brown and black men. Moreover, 
when disentangling the bargaining and discrimination effects by using interaction terms between 
an individual’s own race and whether he/she had a higher income, more education or worked 
more hours in the labor market than their spouse, I found that, especially for the white/brown 
couples, there are important interactions between a couple’s racial composition and bargaining 
power indicators. This means that an explanation is not fully justified utilizing the bargaining 
power approach and that some discrimination may persist in these relationships. Therefore, my 
main conclusion is that there is something intrinsic to interracial unions in terms of gender roles. 
I claim that part of the explanation for this pattern may be the historical meaning of what it is to 
be a white man and white woman in contrast to being a black man and black woman. 
Considering these results, I also assert that we should focus on factors other than education and 
religion in order to study exchanges in interracial marriage. The division of labor is one possible 
characteristic that could be examined. 
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To my parents, Edson and Marta. 

To David and our son João. 
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“(...) tudo depende das circunstâncias, regra que tanto serve 
para o estilo como para a vida; palavra puxa palavra, uma idéia 
traz outra, e assim se faz um livro, um governo, ou uma 
revolução; alguns dizem mesmo que assim é que a natureza 
compôs as suas espécies.”  

Machado de Assis 
 
 

“No book can ever be finished. While working on it we learn just 
enough to find it immature the moment we turn away from it”  

Karl R. Popper 
 
 

 
“Marriage brings one into fatal connection with custom and 
tradition, and traditions and customs are like the wind and 
weather, altogether incalculable.”  

Soren Kierkegaard 
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CHAPTER 1 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 

Scholars have studied marriage because of its importance to the continuation of family and 
society (i.e. Mare, 2000), influence on health and wealth (i.e.Waite 1995), for a better 
understanding of how groups relate to each other and because of the consequences of assortative 
mating on the outcomes of future generations (i.e: Mare and Maralani 2006). Some researchers 
have focused on intermarriage, as an indicator of social distance and also as a form of social 
change. Intermarriage rates are usually interpreted as a result of the strength of social 
boundaries—the more fluid the social boundaries, the higher the rates of intermarriage presented 
in society; on the other hand, lower rates of interracial marriage indicate that the groups are 
strongly separated (i.e: Blossfeld and Timm 2003; Fu 2001; Gordon 1964; Kalmijn 1998; Mare 
1991; Schwartz and Mare 2010). 
 
Another important issue is the fact that the future distribution of characteristics that are socially 
and genetically inherited, such as race, depends on the reproductive behavior of previous cohorts, 
which is associated with assortative mating. Moreover, fertility varies among races and levels 
fluctuate when spouses are from different racial groups (see for instance, Tomás and Fazito 
2012). It is worth highlighting that family economic conditions, that are also influenced by 
assortative mating, impact the race classification of children (Schwartzman 2007). As a result, 
there are two important forces that drive the racial configuration of future families and, therefore, 
the racial configuration of the population: i) interracial marriage and ii) differential fertility. 
Since racial assortative mating is associated  to (but not dependent on) educational assortative 
mating (Gullickson 2006; Ribeiro and Silva 2009), the consequences of interracial marriage are 
not restricted to racial distribution, but also relate to socioeconomic characteristics, such as, 
education and income. As highlighted by Goldstein (1996), intermarriage is an important 
indicator of family composition (demography) and social differentials (social stratification). 
 
This dissertation focuses on intermarriage in Brazil. Since 1940, the Brazilian Institute of 
Geography and Statistics (IBGE) has used the terms: branco (white), pardo (brown), preto 
(black), and amarelo (asian) to describe the race structure in the country. The term indígena 
(indigenous) was added in 1991. Race relations in Brazil are marked by a high level of 
intermarriage, which can be perceived by the high percentage of mixed race people. 
Intermarriage is increasing in Brazil. In 1960, one in 10 marriages was racially exogamous. In 
1980 this number increased to one in five marriages. By 2000, one in three marriages was 
racially exogamous (Ribeiro and Silva 2009), however, most unions were between browns and 
whites. Although endogamy is preferred, which is higher among blacks, followed by whites and 
lowest among browns (Petruccelli 2001a; Silva 1987), the levels of interracial unions in Brazil 
are higher than in the United States and South Africa. Like Brazil, these countries also had a 
significant proportion of blacks and a history of segregation and intense race relations. However, 
marriage is far from being randomly formed and the probability of marrying exogamously is not 
equal for all racial groups. In this dissertation I consider whites, browns, blacks and the couples 
resulting from any combination of these groups are defined as an interracial union (marriage or 
cohabitation).  
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Although, intermarriage has long been studied in Brazil (see Longo 2011; Petruccelli 2001; 
Ribeiro and Silva 2009; Silva 1987; Telles 1993, 2004), many questions remain unanswered, 
especially in regards to the factors that influence intermarriage rates. Three questions that help to 
specify these factors are analyzed in this dissertation. The first question addresses the influence 
of the racial distribution of local marriage markets on national intermarriage rates (Chapter 2). 
The second issue I examine is whether there is an influence of parental characteristics, especially 
in regards to parental endogamy and parental race, on the race of a child's spouse (Chapter 3). 
Lastly, I discuss the relationship between gender, race, type of relationship (intra or interracial) 
and division of labor according to sex. The focus of this third question is on who should be, and 
who is responsible for the domestic chores. In this context, I discuss how personal values that are 
socially constructed relate to intermarriage (Chapter 4). 
 
Therefore, the main topics of the analysis proposed in this dissertation contribute to the 
discussion about intermarriage in Brazil and the local marriage market, parental influence and 
the gender division of labor. The main motivation for this research is the fact that most studies 
have taken for granted the formation of marriage and have only utilized an ex post facto 
methodology. Other studies have focused on the status exchange approach using education (i.e. 
Ribeiro and Silva 2009) or religion (Longo 2011) as potential exchangeable characteristics. Thus, 
it is necessary to better understand the formation of interracial marriage. In the case of this 
dissertation, I propose an analysis of the local marriage market and family dimensions. It is also 
necessary to question the extent of different characteristics that exist between people 
participating in these types of unions—meaning differences in education, family characteristics, 
and sets of preferences and values.  
 
In this sense, this dissertation goes from the more general to the more individualized process of 
choosing a partner: marriage market, family, and an individual’s own preferences and values 
system. It is worth noting that all three spheres are influenced by each other, and that the main 
effort and contribution of this work is to shed light on the formation of mixed race couples in 
order to provide some possible explanations for how and why they married specific individuals. 
This analysis also points to some possible differences that exist between mixed race unions same 
race relationships. 
 
The dissertation is divided into five chapters, including this introduction. The second chapter, 
“Space and Interracial Marriage: how does the racial distribution of the local marriage market 
change the analysis of intermarriage in Brazil?”, discusses how the consideration of racial 
distribution in local marriage markets in Brazil influences the homogamy-heterogamy rates. 
Homogamy-heterogamy rates are a good indicator for analyzing the probability that an 
interracial marriage will occur in contrast to a intraracial union, because they are odd ratios, 
meaning that they indicate whether intraracial is more or less likely than intramarriage. In this 
case, the odds that an intraracial union of two racial groups will happen compared to the 
occurrence of an interracial union between these two racial groups. There are different ways to 
explain intermarriage in a society, they include: 1) individual preferences, 2) marriage market 
conditions (population distribution and sex ratio), and 3) social norms (Kalmijn 1998; Silva 
1987). Therefore, the final rates of intermarriage are a result of individual and group preferences, 
constraints, and opportunities in one’s social environment and marriage market. In other words, 
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without considering the conditions of the local marriage market, such as population distribution, 
it is not possible to interpret the intermarriage rates as the product of group boundaries. 
 
Without considering the population composition of local marriage markets, it is not possible to 
fully interpret the rates as a result of preferences because they are also related to exposure rates. 
This refers to the spouses’ or potential spouses’ characteristics, and in the case of this analysis, 
the racial distribution. I argue that in order to interpret the intermarriage rates as indicators of 
social closure, it is necessary to incorporate racial distribution into the analysis of interracial 
marriage due to exposure. I also recognize that race distribution in Brazil is not random and is 
associated to race relations and historical issues, meaning that being part of a specific marriage 
market is a product of social boundaries. Therefore, the main question of chapter two is whether 
homogamy-heterogamy rates change when the local racial distribution of wives and husbands is 
considered in the calculation. This is a very important question because all intermarriage rates 
calculated for Brazil have considered national data. The main limitations with this approach is 
that the country is defined by only one marriage market or all local marriage markets are defined 
as having the same characteristics. 
 
To my knowledge, the only work on Brazil that analyzed other geographical areas is Telles' 
analysis (1993) of Brazilian Metropolitan Areas. The author explored the relationship between 
interracial marriage and local economic, immigration, and social characteristics, besides the local 
racial distribution. The main result is that regional differences in interracial marriage are mostly 
explained by the racial composition of the metropolitan areas. Therefore, the author concludes 
that propinquity differences and not tolerance differences explain the regional variation in 
Brazilian rates of interracial marriage. The main difference between Telles’ (1993) work and this 
chapter is the estimation of the homogamy-heterogamy rates and the analysis of potential 
variations among the local marriage markets. Telles’ research utilized only one model for all 
markets. Moreover, our concept of a local marriage market differs. While Telles used 
Metropolitan Areas, I am using mesoregions. Finally, my analysis tests the hypothesis of whether 
the information that is not explained by racial distribution is either the same or different among 
the local marriage markets. 
 
In order to analyze the impact of the local racial distribution on the homogamy-heterogamy rates 
I used log-linear models and data are from the 1991 and 2000 Brazilian Population Census. The 
results show that when considering the interaction term between wives’ race and mesoregion; 
and the interaction term between husbands’ race and mesoregion, that the homogamy-
heterogamy rates drop between 15.3 percent to 43.16 percent and the differences are lower in 
2000 compared to 1991. The resulting main conclusion is that without considering the local 
racial distribution, previous research has overestimated the homogamy-heterogamy rates. 
Another important result is that when analyzing the homogamy-heterogamy rates for each 
mesoregion one observes, with very few regional exceptions, that it is important to consider the 
local racial distribution. Moreover, there are some clusters where the rates are above or below the 
average. This means that besides the racial composition of the local population, other local 
characteristics and preferences need to be considered in order to fully understand the racial 
assortative mating process.  
 
Moreover, the fact that there are important differences in the homogamy-heterogamy rates across 
the country, and that racial distribution does not provide a full explanation for these results, 
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indicates that there are important regional differences other than racial composition. It is worth 
highlighting that other local marriage market characteristics that are not considered in this study, 
such as the sex ratio, are also important for this kind of analysis. Therefore, an important 
contribution to future research is the consideration of racial and educational specific sex ratios 
and whether these factors have different effects across the country. 
 
The third chapter of this dissertation, “The influence of parental characteristics on a child's 
probability of interracial marriage in Brazil” discusses how family formation has a significant 
intergenerational component, in terms of partner choice. Parental characteristics influence the 
process of partner choice through the children’s socialization, place of residence, schools and 
social networks, and direct parental influence. Parents also influence their children’s preferences 
because status groups, such as ethnic groups, want to maintain their social status. One way of 
maintaining the privileges of a status group is by parents carefully choosing (or influencing the 
decision of) their son’s and daughter’s spouses. More recently, these forms of control have 
become less strict than they used to be, but parental influence is still important. Besides the 
outcome of children, such as health, education, and occupational status, parental characteristics 
are important factors in family formation (Thornton, Axinn, and Xie 2007) and family 
dissolution (Wolfinger 2011). In addition, Rosenfeld (2007) highlights that the increase in the 
number of children leaving home to pursue higher education, increases the chance for interracial 
and same sex unions.  
 
Chapter three addresses the intergenerational process that occurs in racial assortative mating, 
considering the influence of parental endogamy on a child’s endogamy; and the influence of 
parental race on the race of a child’s spouse. I use data from the 2002 Brazilian Social Survey 
(PESB - Pesquisa Social Brasileira), which is a national representative household survey similar 
to the GSS (General Social Survey) in the United States. The consideration of parental 
characteristics is an important aspect when studying marriage, because of their fundamental role 
in social reproduction (e.g Blau and Duncan 1967; Goldstein 1996; Mare and Maralani 2006). 
Parental characteristics represent social group norms, learned by their children through 
socialization. Parental characteristics also influence which individuals children are more likely to 
meet and date, due to their social and geographical localization in the marriage market. 
Moreover, some families may be more interfering in their children’s choices due to family 
alliances and because they want to protect their family’s resources. However, it is worth 
mentioning that these possible mechanisms: socialization, social and geographical spheres, and 
direct influence; are all related to social closure. Although my objective is to add another 
dimension to the discussion of intermarriage by naming constraints and opportunities for partner 
choice, I recognize that the influence of parental characteristics may also be seen as a process of 
social (racial) closure. The place one chooses to live can also represent this element of closure, 
given the fact that both parental characteristics and location are not random in society. 
 
In sum, the chapter answers the following questions: How does parental race and parental 
assortative mating influence the partner choice of children? Does parental endogamy increase a 
child’s endogamy? Does parental race influence the race of a child’s spouse? This is a very 
innovative analysis because there is no record of using the father’s and mother’s race to research 
interracial marriage in Brazil. I analyzed the data using logit regressions to answer the following 
two questions: 1) whether parental racial endogamy influences the children’s endogamy and 2) 
whether parental race affects the race of the child’s spouse. 
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The results show that, on average, children of racially endogamous couples are about 78.8 
percent more likely to be in an endogamous situation themselves. The analysis showed no 
difference between mother’s and father’s race. Parental education is also an important factor. 
This means that the higher the level of parental education, the higher the probability is of their 
child being in an endogamous union. The results by type of parental show that parental race 
matters only for exogamous couples, and an individual’s own race is more important among 
children of endogamous parents. The results for the second question on whether parental race 
influences the race of their children’s spouses indicate that having a nonwhite parent in 
comparison to a white parent decreases the probability of marrying a white spouse. In this case, 
parental education is not statistically significant. When analyzing this relationship by type of 
parental union, one notes that the effect of having a nonwhite parent is greater among children of 
interracial couples. Being white is only statistically significance among children of endogamous 
parents. These results reinforce the race hierarchy within the marriage market. This hierarchy 
considers parental race and not only the individual’s race. There are also differences by sex and 
age groups that deserve attention. These differences reinforce the gender asymmetry and the fact 
that marrying older and/or higher order marriages have a different pattern. In this sense, one can 
conclude that parental characteristics are important for a series of intergenerational status 
transmissions and they also seemed to be significant for the process of family formation, and 
more specifically for family race relations. 
 
A theory that is largely used to explain interracial unions is the Status Exchange Approach (Davis 
1941; Merton 1941). This framework states that the lower status partner (nonwhite) would need 
to trade a higher economic or social status (education, for instance) in order to marry a white 
spouse. Some authors (i.e. Fu 2001; Gullickson and Fu 2010; Qian 1997) support this framework 
while other researchers (i.e Rosenfeld 2005) claim that there is weak evidence supporting this 
theory. In Brazil, Silva (1987) states that there are no consistent findings to support that 
nonwhites have more education than whites, when marrying exogamously. This seems only to be 
the case when white men marry a black woman, but not when they marry a brown woman Silva 
1987). More recently, Ribeiro and Silva (2009) argue that the increase in interracial marriage is 
independent from the increase in education, and that education and race form different marriage 
markets. However, these evidences do not mean that spouses are not trading something else 
when they marry and that skin color is not an asset within the marriage market. One possible 
explanation is based on the gender division of labor. The economic theory of marriage, based on 
Becker's (1981) work, states that people marry when the sum of gains of being single are lower 
than the gains of being married. The gains to marriage are mostly based on the division of labor. 
Therefore, a successful match is when the man has a high earnings capacity and the woman is 
specialized in domestic labor. Grossbard-Shechtman (1981, 1984) proposed a more general 
approach and believes that spouses trade domestic labor and that each one is more or less likely 
to offer this labor depending on a series of characteristics, which can include the preference of 
being in a homogamous or heterogamous union. In this sense, same and mixed race couples may 
have a different rule for dividing their responsibilities, or the spouses in each of these types of 
unions may be more or less likely to contribute more or fewer hours to domestic labor. In 
addition, it seems that the opportunity cost (or potential earnings in the labor market) not only 
drives this process, but also individual preferences (see Stratton 2012) and experience (see 
Bertocchi, Brunetti, and Torricelli 2012). In this dissertation I argue that the meaning of being a 
white man or a nonwhite woman may also influence one’s expectations about the division of 
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labor in the household and the number of hours spouses spend on household activities. I also 
stress that there are relevant differences regarding domestic labor between couples in same race 
and mixed race unions. 
 
In chapter four, “Household chores and interracial marriage in Brazil: interactions between 
gender, race, and type of union” I approach the relationship between gender, race, type of union 
(intra or interracial), and the sexual division of labor. The chapter is divided into two parts. The 
first component focuses on whether interracial couples and same race couples have different 
opinions about gender specific household and family activities, such as, cooking, cleaning and 
taking care of kids. The analyses show that white men in interracial unions had a statistically 
significant difference in their answers from white men in same race marriages. Given this result, 
I take a closer look at the question of whether there is any difference in the total weekly number 
of hours spent on household chores between interracial couples and same race couples. By 
following this tactic, I am concerned with determining whether the patterns observed in the first 
analysis about opinions are the same in terms of actual behavior (weekly hours). 
 
The motivation for this chapter four is to explore the intersection between race and gender in the 
context of marriage. Although most studies about intermarriage concentrate on how people 
choose their partners or what their characteristics are, such as race, education, and religion (see 
for instance, Longo 2011; Ribeiro and Silva 2009), intermarriage creates a forum for discussing a 
series of other issues, including gender roles, race relations, and the division of labor. The social 
construction of race and gender can be discussed using the different compositions of couples and 
how each person in a different union classifies household or childcare duties as either male, 
female or gender neutral tasks. Moreover, as was already mentioned, people might be 
exchanging something other than status (or education) in interracial unions, such as, domestic 
labor. In this sense, the definition of who is a “black woman” or a “white woman,” and who is a 
“black man” or a “white  man” becomes very important when analyzing who marries whom. 
This meaning includes information on tasks expected of men and women and how they should 
behave. 
 
Given the historical differences attributed to men, women and each racial group, in which the 
women’s place in society has always been secondary to the men’s, and blacks have a lower status 
than whites, one would expect that men married to nonwhite women would attribute more 
domestic labor tasks to their wives. On the other hand, traditional male roles would also  more 
often be attributed to white men in mixed relationships. In reference to the traditional economic 
theory on the marriage market (Becker 1981) which was discussed earlier, one also expects that 
marriages between white men and nonwhite women would have these more traditional gender 
roles.  
 
In the first part of the analysis, I again used data from the 2002 PESB. I adopted an exploratory 
analysis using chi-square statistics to construct two-way tables for analyzing whether being in a 
racially endogamous or exogamous union is associated to how people classify a household or 
childcare task as female, male or the responsibility of both spouses. The tables were constructed 
for all types of unions and for nonwhite and white individuals separately. The variables include 
some typically female household responsibilities, such as, sewing, cleaning, cooking and 
changing diapers. Male tasks include: painting, washing the car, cleaning the yard and simple 
home repairs. Other responsibilities that are more gendered indifferent were also included. 
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The results show that usually people in interracial marriages, especially white men, are more 
likely to answer that a specific activity is more female or male oriented. The interesting result is 
that not only are typically female activities more classified by individuals in interracial 
marriages, but the same is true for typical male activities. This result shows that white 
individuals in racially exogamous relationships seem to place more value on specific gender 
roles in their unions. In the face of this result, it is worth noting that Amarato and Booth (1995) 
found that couples in which women needed to assume more male roles, reported lower levels of 
satisfaction. While others (i.e. Troy, Lewis-Smith and Laurenceau 2006) found that interracial 
couples express higher levels of relationship satisfaction. However, Bratter and King (2008) 
found higher divorce rates with the results differing among race and gender combinations and in 
which minorities were involved. It is worth highlighting that there is no research about distress 
and conflict level differences between individuals in interracial unions and homogenous 
marriages in Brazil. Finally, the results of this chapter also open the debate for more discussion 
about whether people in different kinds of unions think differently from one another, have 
different values and opinions, and to what extent they build different relationships.  
 
The results of chapter four also influence another discussion about whether the observed 
differences regarding opinions and the classification of household chores are translated into 
actual behavior. To address this issue, I turn to the second part of my analysis, in which I used 
data from the 2009 Brazilian National Household Survey (PNAD - Pesquisa Nacional de 
Amostra Domiciliar) to examine the number of hours spent on household chores. The main 
question is whether there is a difference between spouses in intra and interracial unions in terms 
of the number of weekly hours they spend on household chores. The main results are i) darker 
men in interracial marriages do on average 17.64 more minutes of household chores per week 
than men in same race unions; and ii) nonwhite women (mostly brown women) married to white 
men do on average almost 52 more minutes of household activities per week than white women 
married to white men. These results suggest that people in interracial marriages are more likely 
to classify household chores by gender, but they also have a different system for negotiating how 
many hours each spouse dedicates to domestic work. Characteristics such as earnings, education 
and family size also matter in terms of how much time people spend on household work.  
 
The main conclusion of chapter four is that the division of labor is not just a matter of 
opportunity cost, usually measured by potential earnings. I argue in this chapter that it is not 
enough to consider the gender dimension when analyzing the division of labor, but the racial 
composition of the couple also needs to be a factor. This is particularly important because being a 
white man or a white woman is different from being a black man or a black woman. Moreover, it 
seems that there is something specific to interracial unions, which is significant and should be 
investigated further. We know that people in mixed race unions have a different fertility level 
(Tomás and Fazito 2012). We also know that white men tend to have more gender specific roles 
(Chapter 4), nonwhites spend more time doing household chores and white men seem to be more 
conservative.1 All of this evidence points to the fact that there is something specific to mixed 
race unions that is worth being examined in detail. 
 

                                                            
1 I did a preliminary analysis (not included in this dissertation) on opinions about abortion, premarital sex and public 
policies. 
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In my chapter 5, Conclusion, I argue that intermarriage rates are a result of opportunities and 
constraints and are not only a result of preferences or group tolerance. In this dissertation I 
identified the local marriage market and parental characteristics as indicators of both dimensions. 
Another important point is the influence that parents have during childhood and youth, through 
socialization built preferences for spouses/partners with certain characteristics. Moreover, as a 
result of socialization, potential spouses in the parents’ social networks might be introduced. 
Parental control can be viewed as a constraint and local marriage market characteristics, 
represented by place of residence and people’s characteristics in this geographical area, might 
facilitate or hinder the search for a spouse. Therefore, it is necessary to be cautious when 
examining intermarriage rates, remembering that they are a product of social norms and group 
tolerance, but also represent constraints in the marriage market. It is relevant to mention that one 
can also consider the constraints to be a consequence of social norms, or more specifically racial 
tolerance, given the prevalence of residential segregation, for example.  
 
A second issue I discuss, based on chapter four, is the concept of domestic labor as an alternative 
to education and religion in order to better understand the exchange that occurs in interracial 
marriage. The relationship between the gender division of labor and marriage is not new, but has 
received more attention in reference to the economic theory of marriage. Moreover, this 
discussion opens the debate for some potential questions for future research. These questions 
include thinking about similarities and differences in opinions, values and behaviors between 
people in racially exogamous and racially endogamous unions. In this sense, it is interesting to 
ask whether same race and mixed race couples are alike. Do they have different world views? Is 
a comparison between these two groups possible? Besides the gender specific division of labor, 
there are other topics that may benefit from being investigated through the marriage context. 
These include the potential differences of racial tolerance and the meaning of marriage and 
family. 
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CHAPTER 2 
 

SPACE AND INTERRACIAL MARRIAGE: HOW DOES THE RACIAL 
DISTRIBUTION OF A LOCAL MARRIAGE MARKET CHANGE THE ANALYSIS OF 

INTERRACIAL MARRIAGE IN BRAZIL? 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Abstract 
Observed rates of interracial unions are not only a result of preferences, but they are also related 
to opportunities, which include the probability of meeting a spouse with certain characteristics. 
This chapter focuses on the following question: How would interracial marriage rates change 
when considering the racial distribution of the local marriage market? I used data from the 
Brazilian Census for the years 1991 and 2000 and loglinear models. The results show that 
homogamy-heterogamy rates have traditionally been overestimated, as demonstrated by a change 
between 15.3 percent to 43.16 percent, when the local racial distribution of spouses is 
considered. The gap between the percentage differences is smaller in 2000 than in 1991. When 
analyzing the homogamy-heterogamy rates for each marriage market, one observes that the 
interaction between a spouse’s race and the marriage market is important, with very few 
exceptions. In addition, although most mesoregions have homogamy-heterogamy rates equal to 
the average level, there are some important regional differences, especially in the South, where 
the levels are higher than the average. 
Key words: interracial marriage, local marriage market, loglinear models, and Brazil. 
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1. Introduction 
 

How would interracial marriage rates and their analysis change when considering the racial 
distribution of the local marriage market? Most studies about interracial marriage, especially in 
Brazil, calculate rates of homogamy and heterogamy using national data. When national data are 
used, possible differences in local marriage markets are not considered, including racial 
distribution and cultural factors. In this case, researchers assume that there is either one national 
marriage market or no variation across local marriage markets (Harris and Ono 2005). Another 
implication of using this approach is the fact that this method assumes that the probability of 
marrying someone from the local marriage market is the same as marrying someone far away. In 
this chapter, I used Census data for the years 1991 and 2000 to calculate the homogamy-
hetereogamy rates, including information on the local racial distribution of wives and husbands. 
This analysis also sheds light on whether the explanations for interracial marriage, besides racial 
distributions, are the same or different among local marriage markets. In other words, this 
analysis will examine whether there are cultural differences within local markets. 
 
In regards to the United States, Harris and Ono (2005) found that national estimates of race 
effects on partnering declined by about 19 to 53 percent once they controlled for the racial 
composition of local marriage markets (Consolidated Metropolitan Statistical Areas and 
Metropolitan Statistical Areas). For the Brazilian marriage market, it is very important to 
consider local racial distributions because there are great geographical differences in racial 
distribution with a higher concentration of blacks and browns in the North and Northeast and the 
majority of the population being white in the South. Therefore, the consideration of local racial 
distribution differences might lead to a different interpretation of national intermarriage rates. 
The main result is that when analyzing the local racial distribution, the odds ratios for 
intermarriage drop about 15.3 percent to 43.16 percent depending on the racial group, type of 
union, and year. The main conclusion is that without considering the local racial distribution, 
previous research has overestimated homogamy-heterogamy rates and overemphasized the role 
of racial boundaries and racial preferences in the marriage market. The gap between the 
percentage differences is smaller for 2000 compared to 1991.Therefore, changes over time are 
important for explaining the higher increase of unions between whites and blacks than between 
whites and browns. This increase was due more to changes in cultural norms and racial 
composition.  
 
The chapter is divided into five sections, including this introduction. The second section 
addresses background research on racial classification, interracial marriage, and the local 
marriage market in Brazil. The third section presents the data and method I used. Section four 
discusses the results and the chapter concludes with some final considerations. 
 
  



11 
 

2. Literature Review 
 

2.1. Racial Classification in Brazil 
 

Racial identity in Brazil is recognized as something uncertain or unclear; the absence of a 
descent rule has been suggested as the main source of this uncertainty (Degler 1971). Another 
issue is the association between race and socioeconomic conditions (Schwartzman 2007). 
Politics may also influence racial self classification in Brazil (S. R. Bailey 2008). Another 
specific characteristic of the Brazilian racial system is the recognition of mixed-race people as a 
distinct category, which sometimes makes both the creation of specific racial boundaries and 
self-classification difficult. In this sense, the white/nonwhite perspective utilized in the United 
States, does not apply to Brazil. While racial identity is more related to ancestry in the United 
States, in Brazil physical characteristics are the main indicators of race. This means that racial 
classification in Brazil is much more a matter of an individual’s perception of their own physical 
characteristics than to their family’s origins (Bailey 2008; Silva 1987). It is significant to note 
that racial classification also depends on who is doing the reporting because important 
differences arise when comparing self-reporting and classification conducted by another person 
(i.e Telles and Lim 1998; Bailey 2008). This result corroborates the argument about the low 
degree of groupness and how racial boundaries in Brazil are not clearly defined. 
 
Since 1940, the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) has used four racial 
categories in the Census and other surveys: branco (white), pardo (brown), preto (black), and 
amarelo (asian). A fifth category,indígena (indigenous), was added in 1991. One of the main 
concerns about the official terms used by the IBGE is the extent to which they correspond to 
informal terms largely used by the population. In 1976, the National Household Survey (PNAD-
Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicílio), conducted by the IBGE, asked an open question 
about race and received more than 190 answers regarding racial categories. However, most 
people (95 percent) used only six terms, including three of the categories already used by the 
IBGE: white (41.9 percent), light (cor clara) (2.5 percent), light moreno (2.8 percent), moreno 
(34.4 percent), brown (parda) (7.6 percent), and black (preto) (4.4 percent). Therefore, the 
majority of Brazilians seem to use a small number of terms, with white and moreno being the 
most common terms, comprising 76 percent of all answers (Silva 1987: 71). 
 
Another concern about the terms used by the IBGE is the actual meaning of each category. The 
fact that Brazilians largely use other unofficial terms, such as moreno and negro, raises an 
important question: how are these terms related to the official categories? Moreno is a popular 
term, which is reflected by the results of the 1976 PNAD. The term represents the fluidity of the 
racial system in Brazil and refers to: 1) light skinned persons with dark hair; 2) a person of mixed 
color or parentage who generally has dark hair; and 3) a dark skinned person. Negro, on the other 
hand, encompasses the combination of blacks and browns (pardos) and has the objective to 
clearly refer to the Afro-descent population. Proponents of the use of this term include activists 
of the Black Movement (S. R. Bailey and Telles 2006; S. R. Bailey 2008; Telles 2004). Bailey 
and Telles (2006) concluded that there is a negative correlation between education and the use of 
the moreno term, while the opposite is true for negro. Moreover, there is an age effect, meaning 
that older people usually prefer the moreno term and younger people the negro term. It is not 
recommended that these two terms be included with the official categories because the use of the 
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multiracial moreno term could result in a very large moreno population, making an analysis of 
racial inequality difficult. Including the negro term could confound estimates of the racially 
disadvantaged by pushing many non-whites into the white category. Therefore, the use of black 
and brown is more appropriate than the incorporation of the popular moreno and activist negro 
term. 
 
Although there is an understanding that racial boundaries are fluid, racial distribution in Brazil 
remained very stable between 1980 and 2000. During this time period, the proportion of blacks 
was between 5–6 percent, browns was between 39–42 percent, and whites was 54–52 percent 
(IBGE 2004). The preliminary 2010 Census data show that whites represent 47.73 percent of the 
total population, 43.13 percent are brown, and 7.61 percent are black. The main change from the 
last Census in 2000, is the current absence of a majority racial group in Brazil.  
 

2.2. Interracial Marriage in Brazil 
 

Overall, white women are more likely to marry in their lifetime than black women. In 1991, the 
proportions of women that married in their lifetime by race were 59.1 percent among white and 
48.3 percent among black. Black women have a lower probability of marrying even compared to 
black men (57.4 percent). There are more black women who are widowed, single, and divorced. 
Moreover, there is an important regional difference. In the Southeast 47 percent of black women 
are married, whereas in the Northeast 56 percent are married (Petruccelli 2001b). These results 
reinforce Berquó's (1987) claim that black women are the least desired group in the marriage 
market, which is reinforced by the fact that there are more marriages between dark men and 
lighter women than the opposite (Longo 2011; Silva 1987; Telles 2004). 
 
In 1998, 78 percent of all marriages were racially endogamous, with rates being higher among 
whites (83.2 percent) and lower among blacks (60.7 percent). When controlling for the size of 
the population, this relationship inverts and blacks have the highest rate of endogamy (Petruccelli 
2001b). On average, couples are 5.2 times more likely to marry someone of the same race, 
whereas, individuals with mixed ancestry are more likely to marry exogamously (Heaton 2010). 
Although endogamy is preferred, there is less resistance to marriage between persons of 
proximate color in comparison with the much higher resistance to marriage between whites and 
blacks (Telles 1993, 2004) . In an interracial union, white people are 10 times more likely to 
marry a brown spouse than a black one. In 1991, about 14.2 percent of white men had brown 
wives and only 1.3 percent had black spouses (Telles 2004). 
 
Although there are higher levels of intermarriage in Brazil than in the United States and South 
Africa, marriages are far from being random. One possible explanation is the higher acceptance 
of browns/mulattos in society and the fact that most interracial unions are between whites and 
browns. Another explanation suggested by Telles (2004) is the greater exposure of whites to 
nonwhites in Brazil, which also helps to explain the geographical differences in interracial 
marriage rates. The author claims that geographical differences have little or nothing to do with 
variations in tolerance. Rather, propinquity or the extent of interracial interaction determines 
nearly all the regional variation. Telles also cautions and makes clear that exposure does not 
explain all the differences between Brazil and the United States. 
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Over time, racial endogamy has been declining, as has educational and religious endogamy as 
well (Heaton 2010; Longo 2011; Ribeiro and Silva 2009). Overall, endogamy was 77 percent in 
1980, it declined to 73 percent in 1991, and reached 65 percent in 2000 (Longo 2011). But this 
process is not the same for all racial groups. Racial homogamy is greatest for blacks and those 
with mixed ancestry (brown) have much lower rates of homogamy. Homogamy is declining for 
whites and blacks at the same pace, but is increasing slightly for browns (Heaton 2010).  
 
Within intermarriage there are sex and class differences. Petruccelli (2001) estimated that 55 
percent of exogamous unions included more light skinned women than men. There is gender 
asymmetry within the black racial group: 55 percent of black men are in heterogamous unions, 
whereas 66 percent of black women are in this type of relationship. Even among marriages 
between nonwhites there is gender asymmetry: 25 percent of black men are married to brown 
women, whereas only 17 percent of black women are married to brown men. This tendency did 
not change between 1960 and 2000 (Ribeiro and Silva 2009). In terms of social status, some 
studies have shown that nonwhites with a higher socioeconomic status are more likely to marry 
whites. The Status Exchange Theory (Davis 1941; Merton 1941) has been used to explain this 
phenomena in the United States (i.e Qian 1997 ; Fu 2001; Gullickson 2006; Gullickson and Fu 
2010). On the other hand, authors like Rosenfeld (2005), argue that evidence for the status 
exchange explanation is weak. 
 
In regards to Brazil, Telles (2004) argues that blacks differ from browns in that they usually have 
more education when they are married to a white spouse. This means that blacks have a lower 
status in the Brazilian marriage market, as has already been pointed out. This fact also means that 
the Status Exchange Theory would apply to white/black marriages but not to brown/white 
unions, because there is almost no educational difference within these couples. In actuality, the 
educational level of brown men is a little lower than that of their white wives. 
 
Silva (1987) also says that there is no consistency for claiming that race and education are 
traded, because although the proportion of couples in which the man is more educated than the 
woman is higher within marriages between black men and white women, this pattern is not 
uniform. This proportion is lower among couples in which the man is brown and the woman is 
white, as well as, within couples in which the man is black and the woman is brown. Moreover, 
when women are darker than their male partners, there is no pattern regarding education. For 
Silva, there was no evidence affirming that the more extreme the racial boundary, the more 
drastic the educational difference.  
 
Ribeiro and Silva (2009) also find interesting results regarding education and race. Their results 
show that endogamy among whites is higher within more educated groups and endogamy among 
browns is higher within lower educated groups. The same pattern is observed among blacks. 
From 1980 to 2000, endogamy decreased in all three racial groups. The main difference that 
arose is among black women. In 1980, endogamy was higher among more educated black 
women, while in 2000, racial endogamy among black women was similar at any educational 
level. These racial and educational effects contribute to one another, but there is no interaction 
between them. In other words, there is almost no racial effect on a marriage between two people 
with very different educational levels. In such a case, the educational barrier is the factor that 
defines the marriage. However, for marriages with close educational levels (two or three 
educational barriers) the race effect is relevant. Finally, the authors tested the models for 
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exchange status, using Gullickson's (2006) models and they did not adjust to the data. This 
indicates that racial and educational boundaries are predominant characteristics of the Brazilian 
marriage market. It is worth highlighting that Ribeiro and Silva (2009) show that the educational 
and racial components of marriage are independent from one another. The authors emphasize 
that the increase in interracial marriage is not a reaction to the decrease in educational inequality 
among whites, browns, and blacks and is also not a result of the decrease in the educational 
barriers of intermarriage. 
 
Besides education, other factors are important when analyzing interracial marriage and have 
been understudied. I address one of these issues in the next section of this chapter: the racial 
distribution of the local marriage market. 
 

2.3. Intermarriage and the Local Marriage Market 
 

Most studies about local marriage markets have focused on the analysis of sex ratios (see for 
instance, Freiden 1974; Angrist 2002; Queiroz 2004; Posel et al. 2013). A few additional authors 
explored other characteristics such as racial distribution (Harris and Ono 2005; Telles 1993); 
socioeconomic characteristics and immigrant influence (Telles 1993); and economic opportunity 
for females, male economic attractiveness, and racial differences (Posel and Casale 2013). 
 
When considering Brazil, all analyses of interracial marriages using loglinear models utilized 
national level data (i.e Silva 1987; Ribeiro and Silva 2009; Heaton 2010; Longo 2011). The main 
assumptions in this approach, are: i) race is distributed equally across the country or ii) the 
probability of marrying someone that lives close or further away is the same (Harris and Ono 
2005). Another assumption is that race classification is the same in the whole country. However, 
the racial classification of people can vary across the country, and in this sense, racial self and 
the perception of others is influenced by exposure and local social norms. A fourth factor that 
may alter across the country is the geographical difference in the acceptability of having a 
nonwhite in one’s own family. Telles (2004) cites Degler’s work who discussed a series of 
studies showing that there are important geographical differences in this regard. In a research 
project conducted among college students, the acceptability rate of a brown or a black person in 
one’s own family ranges from 14 to 24 percent in Recife, and from 10 to 14 percent in São 
Paulo. Amongst a sample of white high school students in Rio de Janeiro the range was between 
37–43 percent. In Florianópolis, the range was 23–28 percent among middle class people. 
 
For the year 2000 in Brazil, there was a concentration of whites in the South, where 83.6 percent 
of the total population was white. Nonwhites were concentrated in the North of the country: 4.97 
percent of the population was black and 63.97 percent was brown. The proportion of whites in 
mesoregions during this period ranged from 11.07 percent (Norte Amazonense) to 93.86 percent 
(Vale do Itajaí). The distribution of black people ranged from 1.47 percent (Vale do Itajaí) to 
20.24 percent (Metropolinata de Salvador); and the range for browns was from 3.19 percent (Sul 
Catarinense) to72.25 percent(Nordeste Paranaense). Curiously, the mesoregion with the highest 
proportion of browns was in the South, followed by other mesoregions in the North (Norte do 
Amapá, Baixo Amazonas, and Marajó) that were about 70 percent brown. This difference in 
racial distribution influences exposure, which consequently influences opportunities and 
preferences within the marriage market. The group size influences the possibility of finding a 
partner within or outside of one’s racial group. Exposure also influences an individual’s 
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preference by defining what is more socially accepted in his/her social circle. Another element of 
exposure is that it establishes the presence of other interracial couples in the individual’s life . 
 
Therefore, the consideration of local marriage markets is important when studying intermarriage 
(see for instance, Freiden 1974; Angrist 2002; Queiroz 2004; Posel et al. 2013). As Kalmijn 
(1998) states, there are three causes for intermarriage: 1) the preferences for certain 
characteristics in a spouse; 2) the interference of “third parties” in the selection process, and 3) 
the constraints of the marriage market in which candidates are searching for a spouse. Hence, 
marriage patterns are a result of preferences and opportunities. The characteristics of the 
geographical area considered as the marriage market, including the racial distribution, are 
perceived as constraints or as facilitators of intermarriage. In this chapter, I also argue that the 
local marriage market may influence the first intermarriage cause noted by Kalmijn. In other 
words, the amount of exposure to other racial groups experienced by an individual may influence 
his/her preference in terms of a spouse’s characteristics. This occurs because an individual’s 
decision also depends on social expectations and what is considered “normal” (in the sense of 
what is the norm) among one’s social network and family. Moreover, how people are racially 
perceived of by others also depends on local characteristics.  
 
The most common explanation for lower rates of intermarriage than homogamy (i.e. racial, 
religious, educational) is based on Weber's (1978) concept of group closure. The understanding is 
that intermarriage is an indicator of social distance. However, without considering demography 
(group size) it is not possible to fully understand intermarriage as a social boundary (. Silva 
1987). Thus, it is important to consider the conditions of local marriage markets, including the 
racial distribution, because part of the rate can be explained as a lack of opportunity and not 
necessarily the result of preferences.  
 
The consideration of local characteristics is also important for helping to elucidate the main 
reason for intermarriage. Kalmijn (1998) indicates that intermarriage rates in smaller areas might 
be due more to preferences than opportunities. Therefore, this chapter sheds light on to what 
extent previous national rates of intermarriage in Brazil are related to opportunities, while 
answering the question: how would homogamy rates be effected if the racial distribution in 
different areas was considered in the analysis? In other words, how much of the drop in the odds 
ratio is due to a different racial distribution. In this sense, the intermarriage rates that cannot be 
explained by racial distribution may be justified by other local characteristics that are not being 
controlled for. These local characteristics might include individual preferences, opportunities in a 
smaller area, or more specific marriage markets, like the school or workplace environment, for 
example. 
 
For Brazil, Telles (1993) used metropolitan areas as the local marriage market and found that 
racial composition explains most (but not all) of the geographical variation in interracial 
marriage, because the likelihood of out-marriage depends partly on the extent of exposure to the 
outside group. His work was inspired by the debate about regional differences in marriage rates 
between Frazier (1942) and Degler (1986). These authors concluded that the marriage rate 
differences reflected profound regional differences in racial tolerance across the country. Telles’ 
work included different variables to explain the proportion of marriages between two racial 
categories, in order to question whether regional differences are due to differences in racial 
tolerance or are related to variations in racial composition. He found that despite controls for 
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racial composition, white out-marriage to blacks in the South of Brazil is significantly lower than 
in other regions, and thus the white/black social divide is greatest in the South. Similarly, brown 
and black social relations in the marriage market, are more distant in the Northeast and frontier 
regions (Amazonia, Acre, the Federal District, Goias, Mato Grosso, Mato Grosso do Sul, Para, 
and Rondonia). In addition, Telles highlights the importance of other variables, such as the level 
of industrialization, as well as others like the sex ratio, which are not included in the analysis. 
One notable message in his work is related to racial asymmetry. Telles concludes that there are 
small regional differences in the white tolerance level of browns, but the differences in white 
racial tolerance of blacks is more relevant.  
 
The main way in which this chapter differs from Telles’ (1993) work is the estimation of the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates and the analysis of potential differences among the local marriage 
markets. His work only utilized one model for all markets. Moreover, our concept of the local 
marriage market differs. Where he used metropolitan areas, I am using mesoregions. He justified 
the use of metropolitan areas as the representation of where people from different racial groups 
are mostly likely to come into contact with each other. However, one important point worth 
noting is that only considering metropolitan areas results in excluding areas with a concentration 
of one specific racial group from the analysis. Therefore, my study provides a more complete 
picture of the importance of considering the local racial composition. Moreover, my analysis 
tests the hypothesis of whether what is not explained by racial distribution is the same or is 
different among the local marriage markets. This refers to examining whether values, 
preferences, racial tolerance, and other factors influence intermarriage in the same way 
throughout the country. 
 
Finally, it is relevant to highlight that discussing local marriage markets is difficult because there 
is no common agreement on the definition of a marriage market. Spouses can meet one another 
in their neighborhood, but also outside of their community. However, studies have shown that 
people are more likely to find a spouse in their local context (Blau, Blum, and J. E. Schwartz 
1982; Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000); even people who often travel (Harris and Ono 2005). The 
other problem is that it is often difficult to determine where people meet because many databases 
do not have data on marriage history. Different studies have used varying concepts of what 
constitutes a local marriage market, including schools (Blossfeld and Timm 2003; Mare 1991), 
workplaces (i.e Svarer 2007), and small geographic areas (i.e Blau et al. 1982; Lewis 2000; 
Harris and Ono 2005). In this sense, another important reason for considering the geographical 
factor when analyzing intermarriage, is the possible effect of neighborhood or school related peer 
groups (Holmlund 2006). However, the effect of these groups is not evaluated in my work. 
Moreover, it is also significant to mention that residential segregation, which is an indicator of 
how racial groups relate to each other, reflects racial tolerance. Therefore, identifying areas with 
more nonwhite people may indicate a lower tolerance for this racial group. Although a lack of 
exposure decreases the likelihood of whites out-marrying, the ultimate cause of this phenomenon 
is not only a result of exposure or the composition of the population, but is directly related to 
racial segregation. 
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3. Data and Method 
 
3.1. Data 

 
The data are from the Brazilian Census from the Integrated Public Use Microdata Series 
(IPUMS), for the years 1991 and 2000. I linked the head of the family with his/her spouse and 
considered each one’s race and the mesoregion where they lived at the time of the Census. I used 
family as an identifier instead of household, because a household can consist of multiple 
families. Married and cohabiting couples were considered together. The total number of 
mesoregions is 137 and they all correspond to the same areas during the two periods. For this 
analysis I am considering black, brown, and white people and the six possible combinations 
among them: white/white, brown/brown, black/black, brown/black, white/brown, and 
white/black couples. 
  
In order to minimize the effect of migration after marriage, I limited my sample to couples in 
which both women and men are between 20 and 34 years of age. Spouses in this age range are 
more likely to be in their first marriage and less likely to have moved away from where they 
met2. This selection also decrease the potential effect of characteristics associated with second or 
higher order marriages (See Mare 1991; Kalmijn 1994; Qian 1997). Mare (1991) noted that the 
educational pattern of a higher order marriage is different from that of a first marriage. However, 
Blackwell and Lichter (2004) did not find substantive differences in terms of racial assortative 
mating. 
 
I am using mesoregion as an indicator of the local marriage market. Mesoregions are 
combinations of municipalities. They are geographically stable throughout time, with minor 
exceptions, and divide the entire country into relatively coherent geographic units beneath the 
state level (Minnesota Population Center 2010). Internally, they are socially and economically 
homogenous. They have transportation linking the cities within each mesoregion and do not 
cross state boundaries.  
 
I am using three of IBGE’s official racial categories: white, black, and brown. The racial 
classification is self declared, therefore, the categories reflect whether people consider 
themselves to be branco (white), preto (black), or pardo (brown). The brown category usually 
includes a larger range of skin color variation, including moreno and its variants. Interracial 
marriages are the combination of whites and browns, whites and blacks, and browns and blacks. 
I do consider blacks and browns as separate groups due to the fact that they have different 
probabilities of marrying whites. These probabilities even differ by sex, as was discussed in 
subsection 2.2. Although these two groups are much more alike in socioeconomic terms, in the 
marriage market they have different statuses. Finally, I am excluding the Indian and Asian racial 
groups because they represent such a small part of the population. In some regions there is no 
Indian or Asian population, which would compromise the use of the racial distribution of a local 
marriage market.  
 

                                                            
2 Because I am restricting age for both men and women, I am not adopting the strategies suggested by Telles 
(1993)and Blau et al. (1982)of limiting the sample to those people who lived in the area in the past 5 years. Most 
people at this age did not move to another state after they were born (about 85 percent).  
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3.2. Loglinear Approach  
 

I used loglinear models in order to analyze the possible association between the local marriage 
market (mesoregions) and a spouse’s racial distribution, following the previous work conducted 
by Harris and Ono (2005). Loglinear models can be compared to ordinary least squares 
regressions, in the sense that the models estimate a parameter for the row variable, the column 
variable, and interaction effects between these variables for each cell in the table. The row and 
column effects are considered to be main effects and the interaction effects are considered to be 
joint effects that describe how the main effects are related to each other. The objective is to best 
describe the association between the variables in a more parsimonious way (Goodman 1970, 
1972). The main difference is that in loglinear models, a specification of dependent and 
independent variables does not necessarily exist, and all variables in the model are categorical. 
The outcome is the frequency of each cell. When it is possible to differentiate independent and 
dependent variables, the loglinear model can be converted into a logit or linear logistic response 
model (Fienberg 2007)  
 
The models I present follow the work done by Harris and Ono (2005). The first model is the 
independence model. This model states that there is no association among the variables (wives' 
race, husbands' race and mesoregions). The main objective is to establish a baseline to which the 
adjustment of the other model can be compared, so if the models with the interaction terms better 
describe the data the assumption of independence is not corroborate. Considering F as the fitted 
frequency for each cell, i=1 or 2 refers to husband’s race; j=1 or 2 refers to wife’s race and k=1 to 

137 refers to mesoregions and 
M  indicates the market’s parameters, 

H  and 
W  are husband’s 

race and wife’s race parameters. The equation of the independence model is as follow: 
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In the second model, an interaction term between husband’s and wife’s race is included, 

represented by 
HM

. This term means that the spouse’s race is associated to the individual’s own 

race. For instance, the interaction between black/black might be higher than an interaction 
between black/white because a black person is more likely to marry a black spouse than a white 
spouse. Because there is no interaction with the mesoregions, this model reflects the usual 
assumption of independence between the local marriage market characteristics and spouses’ 
characteristics, or a similarity of all local marriage markets. The model is represented by 
Equation 2: 
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In the third model, two interaction terms are added. One term is added between husband’s race 

and mesoregion and one between wife’s race and local marriage market, represented by.
HM  and 

WM
, respectively. These two terms reflect eliminating the assumption of combining all marriage 
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markets, meaning that there is an interaction between the racial distribution of a local marriage 
market and the person someone chooses to marry (or his/her spouse’s race). The inclusion of 
these two terms also assumes that the marriage markets are different and that this difference is 
important to be considered. The hypothesis being tested is whether it is necessary or unnecessary 
to to consider local marriage market racial distribution for calculating hormogamy-heterogamy 
rates. In other words, I seek to determine if model 3 is actually better than model 2. 
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In sum, the models represent the main concern of thischapter:  the interaction between the race of 
a husband and wife (equation 2) and how race is effected when an interaction term is added 
between the husband’s race and mesoregion and between the wife’s race and mesoregion 
(equation 3). Contemplating an interaction is the same as thinking about non independence. The 
main objective of using interaction terms is to analyze whether or not the variables, in this case a 
couple’s race and mesoregion, have or do not have a joint distribution. In other words, the 
objective is to determine whether the racial pairing depends on the local racial distribution.  
 
The coefficient of the loglinear model is the natural logarithm of the ratio of the observed value 
and its predicted value, called the log odds ratio. A positive coefficient means that there are more 
unions in the specific table cell compared to how many there would be in cases where unions 
were randomly assigned. A negative coefficient means that there are fewer unions than if the 
spouse’s characteristics were independent. In other words, a positive coefficient indicates that the 
probability of marrying a brown or black person is greater than a marriage with a white spouse 
(reference category). If the coefficient refers to an interaction term and is positive it shows that 
the married between the racial groups, for instance, a black wife and a brown husband, or a 
brown wife and a brown husband, are more likely than the marriage between a white wife and a 

white husband. The coefficients can be expressed by the odds ratio  e


or as percentages  e
1

. 
Therefore, the odds ratio allows us to interpret each logit as the odds of marrying a black or a 

brown spouse as opposed to a white spouse (reference category). The white category is the 
baseline, which means that this category’s coefficients are equal to zero. 
 
Using the interaction terms between a husband’s and a wife’s race, we can calculate the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates. The homogamy-heterogamy rates are odds ratios. This means that 
the rates indicate whether intraracial union is more or less likely than intramarriage. An odds 
ratio is the ratio of the odds of an outcome occurring within a group compared to another group. 
In this case, I seek to determine the odds of an intraracial union happening in two specific racial 
groups compared to the chance that an interracial union between these two racial groups will 
occur. Because white is the omitted category in the analysis, all loglinear coefficients for whites 
will be equal to ‘‘0,’’ and the exponentiated coefficients will be equal to ‘‘1.’’ As a result, 
homogamy–heterogamy odds ratios for white/black and white/brown marriages can be expressed 

as WH
wh 2,2exp  , WH

wh 3,3exp  . Odds ratios larger than 1 indicate a greater likelihood of intraracial 

marriage as opposed to interracial marriage. The equation for calculating the homogamy-
heterogamy rates is below and follows the course established by Powers and Xie (2000). 
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One example that demonstrates this equation is a coefficient of black/brown equal to 1.7, a 
coefficient of brown/black equal to 1.99, a coefficient of black/black equal to 4.76, and a 
coefficient of brown/brown equal to 2.57. The odds ratio (or homogamy-heterogamy rates) is 

32.38
)99.1exp(*)7.1exp(

)57.2exp(*)76.4exp(
 . This result indicates that intraracial unions among blacks and 

among browns (black/black or brown/brown marriages) are 38.32 more likely to happen than 
interracial unions (browns marrying blacks). 
 
In order to analyze the model adjustment or judge to what extent model 3 is better than model 2, 
I report the Likelihood-Ratio Chi-Square Statistic (L2), the Pearson Chi-Square Statistic (X2), 
and the Bayesian Information Criterion (BIC) for each model. The first two measures follow the 
Chi-Square distribution and in order to choose the better model it is necessary to consider the 
difference in degrees of freedom from the compared models and judge this difference against the 
Chi-Square distribution. When analyzing the BIC, a more negative BIC indicates a better model 
(Raftery 1995). A better model means that it is the most appropriate model given the data. In 
other words, it is the model that best describes the data. 
 
4. Results and Discussion 

 
4.1. Descriptive Analysis 

 
The final sample represents 454,616 couples, in which both spouses were between 20 and 34 
years of age in 1991, and 492,957 couples, who were also between this same age range, in 2000. 
Most of these couples were in racially endogamous unions: 75.43 percent in 1991 and 68.89 
percent in 2000. White-white couples made-up the majority of these unions, representing 43.85 
percent of all couples in 1991 and 39.97 percent of all couples in 2000. Among interracial 
couples, the white/brown union represented the majority (Table 1). 
 
Table 1 - Distribution of the racial composition of couples, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
 

N % N %

Total 454,616 100 492,957 100

Mixed race couples 111,718 24.57 153,349 31.11

Black/Brown 12,020 2.64 17,490 3.55

White/Brown 91,283 20.08 117,452 23.83

White/Black 8,415 1.85 18,407 3.73

Same race couples 342,898 75.43 339,608 68.89

Black-Black couples 9,911 2.18 12,490 2.53

Brown-Brown couples 133,632 29.39 130,064 26.38

White-White couples 199,355 43.85 197,054 39.97

1991 2000

Couples
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An important regional difference3 emerges in terms of racial distribution. Table 2 shows that in 
the South a little more than 80 percent of the population was white in 1991 and in 2000, whereas 
in the North, where there are fewer whites, about 70 percent were brown in 1991 and 64.82 
percent were brown in 2000. The region with a more balanced distribution between whites and 
nonwhites is the Central area of Brazil. There are a few more white wives than white husbands, 
which points to a gender asymmetry in terms of more white women marrying nonwhite spouses 
than white men. 
 
Table 2 - Racial distribution of wives, husbands, and population by regions, Brazil, 1991 
and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
 
Table 3 presents the analysis of the distribution of interracial couples among the mesoregions. .. 
Because there are more than one hundred regions, the table shows only the maximum, the 
minimum and the average proportion, so I will identify the mesoregions in the text. In Vale do 
Itajai (Santa Catarina), only 4.30 percent of unions are interracial in 1991. On the other hand, in 
Central Potiguar (Rio Grande do Norte) 35.54 percent of the couples are mixed race in 1991. It is 
worth highlighting that Vale do Itajai is in the South, where most of the population is white, and 
Central Potiguar is in the Northeast region, where there is a concentration of blacks and browns 
in Brazil. In 2000, the lowest percentage of interracial unions was in Sul Catarinense (6.63 
percent) and the highest was in Baixadas (40.88 percent), which is in Southeast region, where 
there are also more browns and blacks than in the South.  
 
The white/black couples range from zero (Norte do Amapá) to 4.93 percent (Centro 
Fulminenses) in 1991, the average proportion for this period was 1.7 percent; and it ranged from 
1.35 percent (Sertão Sergipano) to 7.42 percent (Baixadas) in 2000, with an average of 7.42 
percent. When comparing unions between whites and browns one can observe that in 1991 the 
minimum was 2.94 percent (Sul Catarinense) and the maximum was 32.74 percent (Pantanais 

                                                            
3 For a better understanding of the Brazilian geographical configuration refer to Picture 1 and Table 1A in the 
annexes to clarify the location of each mesoregion in the regions in Brazil. 

North Northeast Southeast South Central North Northeast Southeast South Central

White 27.00     29.40     65.90     86.19     49.63     30.42     33.99     62.69     84.75     50.01     

Brown 70.14     66.02     29.37     11.50     47.97     65.07     59.07     31.47     11.92     45.83     

Black 2.86       4.58       4.74       2.31       2.40       4.51       6.94       5.85       3.34       4.15       

North Northeast Southeast South Central North Northeast Southeast South Central

White 24.14     25.64     62.16     83.35     46.18     28.40     31.20     59.45     82.60     47.72     

Brown 72.03     68.53     32.10     13.85     50.66     65.28     60.25     33.16     13.44     47.03     

Black 3.83       5.83       5.74       2.79       3.17       6.32       8.55       7.39       3.96       5.25       

North Northeast Southeast South Central North Northeast Southeast South Central

White 22.34     26.34     62.64     82.78     46.59     27.95     32.76     62.29     83.64     49.77     

Brown 72.79     67.80     30.64     13.64     49.28     64.82     59.07     30.24     12.02     44.18     

Black 3.40       5.67       5.98       3.06       3.24       5.23       7.67       6.60       3.59       4.72       

1991 2000

Wives' Race 

Husbands' Race 

Population's Race 
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Sul Mato Grossense). These proportions are much higher than for black/white couples. The 
percentage of black/black couples in 1991 ranged from zero (Norte do Amapá -North) to 8.08 
percent (Centro-Fluminense ) and in 2000, the variation was from 0.51 percent (Centro Oriental 
Paranaense) to 11.33 percent (Metropolitana de Salvador). In contrast, for white/white couples in 
1991, the minimum was 2.45 percent in Norte Amazonense and the maximum was 94.11 percent 
in Vale do Itajaí, located in the South of Brazil. In 2000, the minimum was 4.76 percent (Norte 
Amapá) and the maximum was 94.11 percent (also in Vale do Itajaí). The increase of 
white/black couples was much higher than any other mixed race couples. 
 
The changes over time (1991–2000) were not the same for all groups. Considering the average 
proportion, same race couples decreased from 74.96 percent in 1991 to 68.83 percent in 2000. 
Brown/brown and white/white couples decreased to 14.81 percent and 3.33 percent respectively. 
However, the average proportion of black/black couples increased to 21.4 percent. The 
proportions of all mixed race couples increased—white/black (107.38 percent); followed by 
black/brown (33.22 percent); and white/brown (only 16.63 percent). 
 
These descriptive results confirm the importance of considering geographical differences when 
analyzing interracial marriage in Brazil. In the following section, I discuss the results of the 
loglinear models. 
 
Table 3 - Minimum, maximum, and mean proportion of unions in mesoregions by couple’s 
races, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
  

4.2. Loglinear Models 
 

Table 4 shows the adjustment measures for the three models in order to analyze which one better 
adjusts to the data. The main conclusion is that the third model (that includes two interaction 
terms: one between a wife’s race and mesoregion, and the other between a husband’s race and 
mesoregion) has a better fit in both 1991 and 2000. This result indicates that a spouse’s race and 
the local marriage market are associated, which reassures the importance of considering the local 
marriage market racial distribution when analyzing the partner choice process. Considering the 
difference in the degrees of freedom (1088-544=544) and the critical chi-squared test (599.37 for 

1991 2000 1991 2000

Mixed race min 4.30 6.63 Same race min 64.46 59.12

max 35.54 40.88 max 95.70 93.37

mean 25.04 31.17 mean 74.96 68.83

Black/Brown min 0.14 0.18 Black/Black min 0.00 0.51

max 12.37 16.02 max 8.08 11.33

mean 2.54 3.38 mean 1.98 2.41

White/Black min 0.00 1.35 Brown/Brown min 1.12 1.18

max 4.93 7.42 max 86.53 74.57

mean 1.70 3.53 mean 35.93 30.61

White/Brown min 2.94 3.73 White/White min 2.45 4.76

max 32.74 33.87 max 94.11 90.66

mean 20.80 24.26 mean 37.04 35.81

Couples Couples
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alpha=0.05) the L2 and the X2 are statistically significant. This means that the third model is 
more effective than the second model. Moreover, the BIC is negative for the third equation. As a 
result of the fact that the coefficients of model three are significant and statistically different 
from the second model,4 the statement can be made that local racial characteristics influence the 
level of intermarriage. This information indicates that the assumption that there is only one 
national marriage market, which is made in equation 2, is not correct, but I will present the 
results of both models (2 and 3) for comparison. 
 
Table 4 - Adjustment measures for all models, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
 
In Table 5, I present the coefficients (log odds ratios) for models 2 and 3 for both periods. The 
coefficients are the increase in the log of the predicted frequency, taking, for example, the result 
for black*black couples of model 2 in 2000, 3.393 it means that the a black*black couple about 
3.4 times more likely to happen than a white*white couple. The odds ratio, representing the  
homogamy-heterogamy rates, at the bottom of the table for each year, indicate whether a union 
between two racial groups, black and brown for instance, is more likely to be homogamous, 
meaning between black and black or brown and brown, or heterogamous. I also included the 
difference in the odds ratio for models 2 and 3 in order to better understand how the inclusion of 
the interaction terms changes the interpretation of the homogamy-heterogamy rates. 
 
By analyzing this table, I find that in 1991 unions involving whites and blacks are nearly nine 
times more likely to be homogamous than marriages among whites and browns (116.98 versus 
13.105). When the local racial distribution is considered this difference is 11.5 times more likely 
(85.89 versus 7.45). In 2000, whites and blacks were about four times more likely to be 
homogamous and 4.6 times more likely when considering the spouse’s racial distribution. These 
results confirm that whites prefer to marry a brown spouse as opposed to a black spouse, 
although blacks and brown are socially and economically closer. Browns seem to be in an 
intermediary position within the marriage market. Moreover, endogamy is more pronounced at 
the end of the color spectrum, among blacks and among whites (Berquó 1987; Longo 2011; Silva 
1987; Telles 2004).  
 
Changes over time are also important. Comparing both periods, it is clear that the differences are 
smaller in 2000, except for white/black couples that have a little higher difference This result can 
be explained by more homogeneity of the population across regions or a decrease in the 
importance of local marriage market characteristics over time, for black/brown and white/brown 
couples. Despite the decrease over time, the rates between model 2 and model 3 are still very 
different, meaning that local racial distribution is still important for explaining intermarriage in 
Brazil. The results also confirm the descriptive analysis by showing that, between 1991 and 
                                                            
4 All coefficients were tested and are statistically different at the one percent level. The interaction between a brown 
woman and a black man in 1991 is the only coefficient that is statistically significant at the five percent level. 

Models

L 2 X 2 BIC L 2 X 2 BIC

{H} {W} {M} 352937 532702 338711 286078 400926 271764

{HW} {M} 169899 160657 155726 152490 146440 138229

{HW} {HM} {WM} 4448 4558 -2639 4377 4469 -2753

20001991
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2000, the proportion of black/white couples increased much more than the proportion of 
brown/white couples. Moreover, this increase seems to be due to changes in cultural norms 
because the difference from equation 2 to equation 3 was not drastic between1991 and 2000, like 
in the case of white/brown couples. There is actually an increase in the difference for black/white 
homogamy-heterogamy rates, meaning that the differences over time depend more on racial 
distribution. 
 
These results strongly suggest that intermarriages rates have been overestimated in past research 
because of the lack of consideration of racial composition in the local marriage market. However, 
it is worth noting that the adoption of a different concept of the marriage market would likely 
change the results, which does not mean that the substantive conclusions would be altered. 
Moreover, the differences in homogamy-heterogamy rates between models 2 and 3 are all 
negative (see Graph 1), which specifies that after taking into account the local racial distribution 
of husbands and wives, the odds ratios of marrying homogamously compared to marrying 
heterogamously are lower. 
 
Table 5 - Loglinear results for the interaction between husband’s and wife’s race, Brazil, 
1991 and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
 
  

Model 2 Model 3 Model 2 Model 3

Log odds ratios

Black*Black 4.762 4.453 3.393 3.063

Black*Brown 1.696 1.427 0.975 0.673

Brown*Black 1.993 1.652 1.321 0.981

Brown*Brown 2.573 2.008 2.014 1.536

Odds Ratio Difference (%) Difference(%)

Black/Brown 38.321 29.430 -23.203 22.443 19.011 -15.295

White/Brown 13.105 7.448 -43.164 7.493 4.646 -37.998

White/Black 116.980 85.884 -26.582 29.755 21.392 -28.108

20001991
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Graph 1 - Differences in homogamy-heterogamy rates between equation 2 and equation 3, 
Brazil, 1991 and 2000 (%) 
 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
Note: All differences are negative, which indicates that there is a decrease in the homogamy-heterogamy rate after 
considering the interaction between the racial compositions of the local marriage market. 
 
The main importance of these results is the fact that racial distribution which is an indicator of 
opportunities and constraints in the marriage market reduces in 15.3 to 43 percent (depending on 
the year and spouses' race). Therefore, although it does not fully explain the rates it is an 
important explicative factor to be considered. It is also worth noting that other local 
characteristics need to be added in order to better understand interracial marriage in Brazil, 
moreover the differences among the couples show that different factors, such as tolerance, 
influence differently the racial pairings, also the racial distribution is not random in the country 
being also affected by cultural and social factors. 
 

4.2.1. Local Marriage Market Differences 
 

The main results discussed previously that overall the inclusion of the interaction terms between 
spouses’ race and mesoregions has a statistically significant impact on how to interpret 
interracial marriage rates in Brazil. However, it is important to investigate if including these 
interaction terms is significant for all mesoregions or only for a select group of them. In order to 
answer this question, I calculated the homogamy-heterogamy rates for each mesoregion and 
tested whether each result was statistically significant different from zero. FIG. 1 shows the 
distribution of these rates. Values around zero indicate that there is no significant difference from 
model 2 and model 3 in a specific local marriage market. If this result occurs, the effect of the 
racial distribution is not important in that specific area. There are few mesoregions where the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates are not statistically different from zero. In 1991 these areas 
include: Norte do Amapá (North region) for all three types of couples; Litoral Sul Paulista 
(Southeast Region) and Sudeste Paranaense (South region) for brown/black couples; and Norte 
Amazonense (North region) for white/black couples; note that most of these mesoregions are in 
the North region, where there is a concentration of browns. In 2000, the areas where the 
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homogamy-heterogamy rates are not statistically significant are: Norte Amazonense for 
black/brown couples; and Sul de Roraima for black/brown and white/black couples; and both 
mesoregions in the North region. The main message from this result is that racial distribution is 
not an important factor to explain interracial marriage. Knowing that the rates are not random the 
explanation in these areas may be more a factor of local cultural and historical values. I mean 
other local characteristics, especially because these areas are exceptions and not the rules. 
Therefore, the main message that can be derived from FIG. 1 is that, with very few exceptions, 
the consideration of the local distribution of spouses’ race is statistically significant for each 
mesoregion. 
 
Figure 1 - Histograms of the log odds by interracial union, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
Note: values equal zero are not statistically significative. 
 
FIG. 2 presents the same information of FIG.1, the homogamy-heterogamy rates for each racial 
combination and each time period, in form of maps. Lighter colors indicate lower rates and 
darker colors specify higher values. It is important to remember that homogamy-heterogamy 
rates are odds ratios which indicate whether intraracial marriages are more or less likely than 
interracial unions. The main result is that clusters emerge from the data. The South region is a 
good example of this because in this area rates tend to be higher than in the rest of the country 
for all three racial combinations during both periods. The South region is where whites are 
concentrated. Another area that stands out is the North region, where there are also higher rates 
of concentration.. Another interesting result from the map is the fact that brown/white couples 
are the ones with lower odds ratio  in the whole country. The main message from FIG.2 is that 
marriages between whites and browns are better accepted in Brazil, although in the South region 
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seems to have some resistance to it, not explained by the racial composition of the 
population.Overall the ratios are lower between 1991 and 2000, confirming the previous results 
that there is an increase of interracial marriage over time. 
 
In order to assess whether the differences among the mesoregions are statistically significant, I 
tested whether the rate for each mesoregion is different from the average level. This test is very 
important because if all of the areas have the same difference, the results would suggest that 
although the homogamy-heterogamy rates, when considering the local racial distribution, differ 
from zero, they are the same throughout the country. Rates that do not differ from each other, 
suggest that other possible explanations, besides local racial distribution, are the same 
everywhere. On the other hand, if there are statistically significant differences among the 
mesoregions, the explanations and preferences within the marriage market are also different 
between the local marriage markets, since the model considers the racial composition. This 
indicates that an investigation about what these differences are would be worth future research. 
FIG 3 presents the maps with results for values statistically significant below the average, equal 
to the average, and above the average. The averages are specific for each type of couple for each 
year. If the value is below the average, this means that there are more mixed unions than the 
average. Values above the average level indicate that there are fewer interracial unions than the 
average. 
 
The main results show that most areas have rates equal to the average. However, there are some 
important clusters, especially in the South region. These notable clusters refer to white/brown 
and white/black couples in 1991 and 2000, and black/brown couples in 1991. The values that are 
below the average are more dispersed throughout the country, with some evidence of clustering 
in the Central and Northeast regions for white/brown couples during both periods. Although 
some important differences arise from the analysis, it is worth noting that the values of the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates are close to each other. The lowest values are approximately two 
and the highest are about five. In some cases, such as for white/brown couples in 2000, the range 
is even smaller 1.35 to 3.5. Therefore, although the differences are statistically significant they 
may not necessarily be large. 
 
The results point to important issues when analyzing intermarriage . First, the importance of 
considering the racial composition of local marriage markets, this is very consistent though the 
whole analysis of this chapter. it is worth highlighting that the differences in the homogamy-
heterogamy rates are all lower 50%, meaning that most of the difference is not capture by 
population racial composition. In most cases the explanation is lower than 30%.. The case with 
higher explanation is the white/brown couple in both periods, and the lowest explanation is 
among the brown/black unions Second, from FIG.1 and FIG.2 the South region stands out, as 
well as, part of the North region%. In these areas other variables may be even more important 
than population racial composition for explaining interracial unions rates. Telles (1993) also 
found more differences in these regions, highlighting the lower black-white marriages and 
brown/black relations in the Northeast and frontier regions, part of the explanation is the 
industrialization level, although it does not explain the higher social distance between whites and 
blacks in the South region. And Third, the fact that unions between whites and browns are more 
accepted in all parts of Brazil, which may indicate a common cultural behavior towards this kind 
of relationship, moreover this the main symbol of intermarriage in Brazil. 
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Figure 2 - Maps of the log odds for mesoregions by interracial unions, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Projection: Latitude/Longitude SIRGAS 2000 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
Note: Places where the coefficient is not statistically significant are considered zero and are identified by white. 
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Figure 3 - Maps of the t-test for mesoregions by interracial unions, Brazil, 1991 and 2000 

 
Projection: Latitude/Longitude SIRGAS 2000 
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000. 
Note: Places where the coefficient is not statistically significant are considered zero and are identified by white. 
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5. Final Comments  
 
This chapter aimed to answer the question of whether it is important to consider local racial 
distributions when analyzing interracial marriage in Brazil. Racial distribution and racial 
classification vary across the country, and these differences influence the formation of interracial 
unions locally because of exposure, which affects opportunity in the sense of who people may 
find in their marriage market. It is also known that most people marry someone who lives nearby 
(Blau et al. 1982; Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000). Therefore, it is unreasonable to assume that 
everyone shares a national marriage market with the same likelihood of marrying or cohabiting 
with a person who lives within a close proximity versus someone who lives in a more distant 
location, as the national analyses have been doing. Another issue that needs to be considered is 
that it is not correct to assume that all local marriage markets have the same racial distribution, 
since it is already known that in the South of Brazil there is a concentration of whites  
 
Given these reasons, this chapter analyzed local marriage markets. I considered mesoregions as 
an indicator of a local marriage market. These are socially and economically homogeneous 
geographic areas that are constrained by a state’s boundaries. It is difficult to establish an 
agreement between researchers of what constitutes a local marriage market. Therefore, I opted 
for a large area that would include the most important places where people find spouses and 
receive influence about whom to marry. These places include schools, residential neighborhoods, 
and places of work.  
 
The results of the loglinear models show that when considering the interaction term between 
wives’ race and mesoregion; and the interaction term between husbands’ race and mesoregion, 
the homogamy-heterogamy rates drop  15.3  percent (black/brown - unions in 2000) and the 
change is even greater among white/brown couples in 1991;43.16 percent, confirming the 
importance of considering local racial composition in the analyses of intermarriage. In this sense, 
the main conclusion is that without considering the local racial distribution, previous research 
has overestimated homogamy-heterogamy rates and overemphasized the role of racial 
boundaries and racial preferences in the marriage market. However, more than 50 percent of the 
difference between models 2 and 3 is not explained, suggesting that other local characteristics, 
such as racial tolerance may better explain the racial assortative mating process. Telles (1993) 
found that industrialization level helps to explain the rates. In addition, my analysis also noted 
that changes over time were important for explaining the higher increase of unions between 
whites and blacks than between whites and browns. This increase was due more to changes in 
cultural norms and racial composition. Between 1991 and 2000, there is a decrease in the 
difference of the homogamy-heterogamy rates from model 2 to model 3, except for white/black 
couples.  
 
The analysis of the homogamy-heterogamy rates by mesoregion showed that, with very few 
exceptions, the consideration of the local racial distribution is important when evaluating local 
homogamy-heterogamy rates. There are also significant differences throughout the country. This 
means that there are notable regional differences, other than just racial composition, for 
explaining variation in intermarriage levels in Brazil. The South region stands out because that is 
where the homogamy-heterogamy rates are higher for any type of racial combination and for 
both periods, this result corroborates with the hypothesis that in the South, where there is a 
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concentration of whites the social distance between whites and blacks and whites and browns are 
higher. 
 
In conclusion, as was already noted by Telles (1993), although racial distribution largely 
influences interracial marriage rates, it does not fully explain regional differences and marriage is 
far from being random. Therefore, other factors contribute to a better understanding of the role of 
the marriage market. Some of these factors include a subculture of racism, the sex ratio, 
industrialization level, immigrant influence, and several other components.   
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APPENDICES OF CHAPTER 2 
 
Figure 1A - Brazilian geographical regions  
 
 



 

 

Table 1A - Mesoregions by regions in Brazil

 
 

North Northeast Southeast South Central
Madeira-Guaporé Norte Maranhense Noroeste de Minas Noroeste Paranaense Pantanais Sul Mato-grossense
Leste Rondoniense Oeste Maranhense Norte de Minas Centro Ocidental Paranaense Centro Norte de Mato Grosso do Sul
Vale do Juruá Centro Maranhense Jequitinhonha Norte Central Paranaense Leste de Mato Grosso do Sul
Vale do Acre Leste Maranhense Vale do Mucuri Norte Pioneiro Paranaense Sudoeste de Mato Grosso do Sul
Norte Amazonense Sul Maranhense Triângulo Mineiro/Alto Paranaíba Centro Oriental Paranaense Norte Mato-grossense
Sudoeste Amazonense Norte Piauiense Central Mineira Oeste Paranaense Nordeste Mato-grossense
Centro Amazonense Centro-Norte Piauiense Metropolitana de Belo Horizonte Sudoeste Paranaense Sudoeste Mato-grossense
Sul Amazonense Sudoeste Piauiense Vale do Rio Doce Centro-Sul Paranaense Centro-Sul Mato-grossense
Norte de Roraima Sudeste Piauiense Oeste de Minas Sudeste Paranaense Sudeste Mato-grossense
Sul de Roraima Noroeste Cearense Sul/Sudoeste de Minas Metropolitana de Curitiba Noroeste Goiano
Baixo Amazonas Norte Cearense Campo das Vertentes Oeste Catarinense Norte Goiano
Marajó Metropolitana de Fortaleza Zona da Mata Norte Catarinense Centro Goiano
Metropolitana de Belém Sertões Cearenses Noroeste Espírito-santense Serrana Leste Goiano
Nordeste Paraense Jaguaribe Litoral Norte Espírito-santense Vale do Itajaí Sul Goiano
Sudoeste Paraense Centro-Sul Cearense Central Espírito-santense Grande Florianópolis Distrito Federal
Sudeste Paraense Sul Cearense Sul Espírito-santense Sul Catarinense
Norte do Amapá Oeste Potiguar Noroeste Fluminense Noroeste Rio-grandense
Sul do Amapá Central Potiguar Norte Fluminense Nordeste Rio-grandense
Ocidental do Tocantins Agreste Potiguar Centro Fluminense Centro Ocidental Rio-grandense
Oriental do Tocantins Leste Potiguar Baixadas Centro Oriental Rio-grandense

Sertão Paraibano Sul Fluminense Metropolitana de Porto Alegre
Borborema Metropolitana do Rio de Janeiro Sudoeste Rio-grandense
Agreste Paraibano São José do Rio Preto Sudeste Rio-grandense
Mata Paraibana Ribeirão Preto
Sertão Pernambucano Araçatuba
São Francisco Pernambucano Bauru
Agreste Pernambucano Araraquara
Mata Pernambucana Piracicaba
Metropolitana de Recife Campinas
Sertão Alagoano Presidente Prudente
Agreste Alagoano Marília
Leste Alagoano Assis
Sertão Sergipano Itapetininga
Agreste Sergipano Macro Metropolitana Paulista
Leste Sergipano Vale do Paraíba Paulista
Extremo Oeste Baiano Litoral Sul Paulista
Vale São-Franciscano da Bahia Metropolitana de São Paulo
Centro Norte Baiano
Nordeste Baiano
Metropolitana de Salvador
Centro Sul Baiano
Sul Baiano
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CHAPTER 3 
 

THE INFLUENCE OF PARENTAL CHARACTERISTICS ON A CHILD'S 
PROBABILITY OF INTERRACIAL MARRIAGE IN BRAZIL 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Abstract 
This chapter investigates to what extent parental endogamy can influence the endogamy of a 
child and how parental race affects the race of a child’s spouse, using data from the Brazilian 
Social Survey (PESB) for the year 2002. The analysis also considers the type of parental union 
(exogamy/endogamy) in order to capture possible differences that effect the race characteristics 
of a child’s spouse as a result of the type of union between the parents. The characteristics of a 
parental union may influence the choice of a child’s partner through different mechanisms, such 
as, i) socialization; ii) the individual's marriage market, and iii) direct parental influence 
regarding partner choice. These three factors are directly related to Kalmijn's (1998) claim that 
marriage is a result of preferences, conditions of the marriage market, and third party influence. 
The results show that, on average, children of racially endogamous couples are about 78.8% 
more likely to be in an endogamy union themselves than in a racially exogamous marriage. 
Parental education is also significant. This means that higher parental education leads to an 
increased probability of an endogamous union. The results by type of parental union show that 
parental race matters only for exogamous couples, and an individual's own race is more relevant 
among children of endogamous parents. The results for the analysis of parental race and the race 
of a child’s spouse show that having nonwhite parents decreases the probability of a child 
marrying a white spouse. For this specific case, parental education is not statistically significant. 
These results reinforce the race hierarchy of the marriage market, when considering an 
individual's own race and the race of their parents. The aspect of the intergenerational 
transmission of racial endogamy, as it relates to partner choice, is also clarified. 
 
Key-words: parental race, race of child’s spouse, interracial marriage, Brazil. 
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1. Introduction 
 

In chapter one I approached the importance of considering the racial distribution of local 
marriage markets in order to better estimate homogamy-heterogamy rates. The characteristics of 
the specific marriage market influence the opportunity factors of the partner choice process. 
Moreover, this distribution breaks the assumption that all local marriage markets have the same 
characteristics or that the whole country represents one unique marriage market. Although other 
local marriage market characteristics are also important, such as sex ratio, average education of 
the population, and the local earning's gender gap between males and females, a significant 
portion of what is not explained by racial distribution is other factors such as preferences and 
opportunities as a result of the influence of family and friends. Thus, there is a great deal of,  
room for discussing other potential factors that affect the matching process. One of these factors 
is analyzed in this chapter—the intergenerational transmission of racial endogamy and how the 
race of parents influence the race of their children's spouses. At the same time, it is worth noting 
that family characteristics influence the marriage market of their children and marriage market 
characteristics. For example, a high or low rate of intermarriage may affect how parents socialize 
their children with potential marriage partners. 
 
Marriage is an important social institution because it represents the continuation of society in 
cultural and biological terms. The family formation process says a lot about how society works 
and how groups are related to each other. The family is where social norms are produced and 
reproduced from one generation to another. In this sense, marriage is a way to assure the 
continuation of a social structure, as well as the human species. In this sense, intermarriage, 
broadly speaking, between different groups (for instance groups with varying religious, 
educational, and racial backgrounds) needs to be analyzed as a way to access how people interact 
and reproduce social norms.  
 
Interracial marriage is an important topic in racial studies. In Brazil, different researchers  have 
discussed intermarriage in terms of social closure and racial boundaries (Berquó 1987;. Silva 
1987; Petruccelli 2001; Telles 2004; Ribeiro and Silva 2009; Longo 2011). It is agreed that there 
is an important hierarchy based on skin color in the marriage market. In this hierarchy, browns 
are more likely to marry whites than blacks, especially brown women; and black women are the 
least likely to marry a white spouse. However, there is a lack of discussion about how having a 
white or a nonwhite parent influences the probability of marrying a white spouse. Broadly 
speaking, an investigation needs to be conducted as to whether parental race influences the race 
of a child’s spouse. Moreover, we do not know if endogamy is intergenerationally influenced, as 
is the choice between marriage and cohabitation (Thornton et al. 2007), and the decision to 
divorce (Wolfinger 2011). Some studies have shown that children of racially exogamous couples 
are more likely to engage in risky behavior due to the fact that it is  more difficult for them to be 
accepted into groups (see for instance, (Fryer et al. 2008). These are the questions this chapter 
aims to answer. More specifically, the chapter discusses: 1) whether parental endogamy affects 
the probability of a child’s endogamy, and 2) whether parental race influences the race of a 
child’s spouse. The analysis considers the gender differences in terms of probability of being in 
an interracial marriage within the marriage market (see for instance, Berquó 1987 and Silva 
1987) and other factors, such as age, schooling, and place of residence. The analysis also 
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includes the differences between being children of interracial parents or same race parents, in 
order to better assess the role of parental race on partner choice. 
 
One motivation for this chapter is the fact that interracial marriage is a result of three factors, 
according to Kalmijn (1998): 1) the preference of marrying candidates with certain desired 
characteristics; 2) the interference of “third parties” during the selection process, and 3) the 
constraints of the marriage market. Parental characteristics are important factors for better 
understanding the process of selecting a spouse because they may influence their child’s partner 
choice through three mechanisms. Firstly, socialization influences an individual's preferences. 
Secondly, parental characteristics influence where children live and go to school, which affects 
their potential spouses' characteristics—in sum parental characteristics influence the social 
networks of their children, and therefore have an impact on the marriage market of their children. 
Another issue is racial segregation. For example, white people might live in different 
neighborhoods and go to different schools than nonwhites. They may even have more white 
friends. The third potential mechanism is the direct parental influence or control on who children 
decide to marry. Therefore, the discussion about parental characteristics helps to elucidate the 
process of partner choice and reinforces the previous findings that assortative mating is not a 
random process. 
 
Another motivation for this work is to contribute a different aspect to the discussion about 
marriage and social stratification in Brazil. Assortative mating is an indicator of group closure, 
which serves to explain how different groups (educational, religious, or racial groups) interact 
and have more or less fluidity boundaries. Assortative mating also affects the family background 
of the next generation of children, because having two parents from the same social origin does 
not have the same effect on the outcome of children if they have parents from two different 
social groups (Mare and Maralani 2006; Mare and C. R. Schwartz 2006; Mare 2008). Social 
stratification studies have shown that parental characteristics are important for a variety of a 
child's outcomes, such as, health, education, and occupational attainment. In addition, it is 
important to consider the characteristics of both parents, including the parent that might not live 
in the household with the children (Beller 2009). For this reason, assortative mating is important 
for understanding the intergenerational transmission of inequality, because if there is a strong 
relationship between parental and children's endogamy, inequality might be reinforced over time. 
In the case of race, a strong relationship between the endogamy of parents and children is very 
important because it may indicate how a group's social boundaries are reinforced over time 
within the family, as opposed to previous studies that only focused on the whole society. This is 
very important for understanding why it is harder for some groups, such as blacks, to have 
upward social mobility.  
 
I used data from the Brazilian Social Survey (PESB - Pesquisa Social Brasileira) for the year 
2002, which is a national representative household survey similar to the GSS (General Social 
Survey) in the United States. I used logistic regression models to answer both questions: the first 
about the influence of parental endogamy in child's endogamy and the second about the 
influence of parental race in the race of child's spouse. The dependent variables are: children's 
type of union (endogamy/exogamy) and race of a child’s spouse (white/nonwhite). I will discuss 
more about the survey and give more details about the model in section four. When analyzing the 
endogamy of parents and children, I used the following three racial categories for children: 



 

37 
 

white, black, and brown, as first outlined in chapter 1. However, due to sample size, I used only 
the white or nonwhite classification for the analysis of the influence of parental race 
(white/nonwhite) on the race of a child's spouse (white/nonwhite). The results show that, on 
average, children of racially endogamous couples are about 78.8% more likely to be in an 
endogamy situation themselves. Preliminary analyses have shown no difference between the race 
of the mother and father. Parental education is also important. This means that the higher the 
educational attainment of the parents, the higher the probability of their being in an endogamous 
union. The results by type of parental union show that parental race matters only for exogamous 
couples, and an individual's own race is more important among children of endogamous parents. 
The results for the second question, on whether parental race influences the race of a child’s 
spouse, indicate that having a nonwhite parent in comparison to a white parent, decreases the 
probability of a child marrying a white spouse. In this case parental educational attainment is not 
statistically significant. When analyzing this relationship by type of parental union, it can be 
noted that the effect of having a nonwhite parent is greater among children of interracial couples. 
Being white only has statistical significance among children of endogamous parents. These 
results reinforce the race hierarchy within the marriage market. This hierarchy also considers the 
parents' race and not only the individual's race. There are also differences by gender and age 
groups that deserve attention. These results reinforce gender asymmetry and the fact that 
marrying at an older age and/or higher order within the marriage market has a different pattern. 
In this sense, one can conclude that parental characteristics are important for a series of 
intergenerational status transmissions and they also seemed to be essential for the process of 
family formation, and  more specifically they are significant to family racial relations. 
 
This chapter has six sections, which includes this brief introduction. The second section 
discusses the racial classification system in Brazil and presents the brief historical trend of 
intermarriage in Brazil. The following section approaches how parental characteristics influence 
the characteristics of a child’s spouse and union, utilizing potential mechanisms such as, i) 
socialization, ii) definition of children's marriage market (including neighborhood, school, social 
networks) and iii) direct parental influence. The fourth section presents the data and methods for 
the analysis and the fifth section discusses the findings. The last section of the paper presents , 
some conclusions with suggestions for future research. 
 
2. Racial Classification and Intermarriage in Brazil 

 
For the sake of clarity and the self-containment of each chapter, I reproduce here the same debate 
about racial classification and interracial marriage in Brazil that was presented in chapter one. 
Racial identity and racial classification in Brazil are known for being interpreted loosely due to a 
lack of descent rule, the confounding effect of social class, (see Schwartzman 2007) and the fact 
that racial identity is greatly related to skin color. These factors make an aspect of racial identity 
subjective, and therefore unstable. Public policies can also influence how people identify 
themselves. Bailey (2008) shows that the proportion of people declaring themselves as black, 
when given only two options—black or white—nearly doubles when mentioning the existence of 
quotas. 
 
Since 1940, the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) uses the terms: branco 
(white), pardo (brown), preto (black), and amarelo (asian). The term indígena (indigenous) was 
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added in 1991. The 1900, 1920, and 1970 censuses did not ask the color/race category. The last 
period was during the military dictatorship and during this time the government used the 
argument that there was no racial problem in Brazil, and therefore eliminated the need for asking 
questions about it as a part of the census.  
 
One of the main points of discussion about the official categories is whether they actually reflect 
racial categories people consider on a daily basis, such as moreno and negro. Moreno is a popular 
term that represents the fluidity of the racial system in Brazil, it includes: 1) light skinned 
persons with dark hair; 2) a person of mixed color or parentage who generally has dark hair; and 
3) a dark skinned person. Negro, on the other hand, is defined by the combination of blacks and 
browns (pardos) and has the objective to clearly delineate the Afro-descent population. 
Proponents of the use of this term were mainly members of the Black Movement (S. R. Bailey 
and Telles 2006; S. R. Bailey 2008; Telles 2004). Bailey and Telles (2006) concluded that there is 
a negative correlation between education and the use of the term moreno, while the opposite is 
true for negro. There is also an age effect, meaning that the odds of choosing to use the identifier 
moreno or negro are greater for younger rather than older people. The authors do not recommend 
the addition of moreno or negro terms in official data collection, because the use of the 
multiracial moreno term could result in a very large moreno population. The result would include 
mixing some whites, browns, and blacks, thus making analysis of racial inequality very difficult. 
The inclusion of the term negro could confound the estimates of the racialllydisadvantaged by 
pushing many non-white into the white category, because many blacks and browns do not 
identify themselves with the negro term. Therefore, the use of black and brown is more 
appropriate than the incorporation of the popular moreno and the activist negro term. 
 
Racial distribution in Brazil was very stable between 1980 and 2000. The proportion of blacks 
was between 5-6%, browns was between 39-42%, and whites was between 54-52% (IBGE 
2004). The 2010 Census data show that whites are 47.73% of the population, browns are 
43.13%, and blacks are 7. 
 
Race relations in Brazil are marked by a high level of intermarriage. This practice began during 
slavery, when white men outnumbered white women and they started having nonwhite women , 
mainly, as informal partners. The high levels of race mixture produced the idea that Brazil was a 
racial democracy (Freyre 2006) [1933]; Pierson 1942). However, other authors (Fernandes 1978; 
Azevedo 1966; Pastore and Silva 2000) claimed that although there is a great racial mixing in 
Brazil, racial prejudice is also present, and therefore racial democracy is a myth. Moreover, other 
researchers (i.e. Winant 1999; Federico and Sidanius 2002) question whether the racial 
democracy argument has been used to reinforce racism and to complicate the black movement 
that seeks to advance race specific government actions. The debate also exists that in Brazil 
racial mixture comfortably coexists with a racial hierarchy and ideologies of whitening. This 
approach considers two types of relationships, the vertical one, meaning inequality and 
discrimination and the second is the horizontal, or sociability dimension. Because horizontal 
relationships are quite common, such as, racially mixed friendships and intermarriage, racial 
mixture has been central to the meaning of the nation (Telles and Sue 2009; Telles 2004). 
 
Intermarriage is increasing in Brazil. In 1960, one in 10 marriages were racially exogamous, in 
1980 this number increased to one in five marriages and in 2000, to one in three marriages 
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(Ribeiro and Silva 2009). Most of these marriages were between browns and whites. Although 
endogamy is preferred, the levels of interracial unions are higher than in the United States and 
South Africa, where there is also a statistically significant proportion of blacks, but a more 
intense segregation and racial relations history (Heaton 2010; Telles 2004). Therefore, it is clear 
that marriage is far from being randomly formed and the probability of marrying exogamously is 
not the same for all racial groups. There is less resistance to marriage between persons of 
proximate color in comparison with the much higher resistance to marriage between whites and 
blacks (Telles 1993, 2004). In an interracial union, white people are 10 times more likely to 
marry a brown spouse than a black one. In 1991, about 14.2% of white men had brown wives 
and only 1.3% had black spouses (Telles 2004). There is also a gender asymmetry, meaning that 
nonwhite women are more likely to marry a white spouse than nonwhite men, especially brown 
women (i.e Berquó 1987; Silva 1987; Telles 2004). In the marriage market, browns seem to be 
closer to whites than blacks, which is different from their situation during a socioeconomic 
analysis, in which they are closer to blacks (Silva 1987). 
 
The Status Exchange Theory (Davis 1941; Merton 1941) has been widely used among 
sociologists to explain intermarriage in the United States and the main characteristic used for 
testing this framework is education, which is synonymous with social status. Some authors (Qian 
1997; Fu 2001; Gullickson and Fu 2010) support this explanation, while others consider that 
there is only weak evidence for a status exchange within the American marriage market 
(Rosenfeld 2005, 2010). Regarding Brazil, Telles (2004) argues that black women, as opposed to 
brown women, usually have more education than men when they are married to a white man. 
They also have more education when married to a brown husband. This educational difference 
indicates a lower status for black women in the Brazilian marriage market. This means that in 
order for a black woman to marry a white man she would need to trade a higher social status 
(education) for racial status (lighter skin color). However, Silva (1987) notes the importance of 
not generalizing the explanation of intermarriage using the Status Exchange Theory because 
there are no consistent findings. This means that there is no clear pattern that the partner with 
darker skin has more education than the partner with lighter skin. This is not even constant when 
analyzing only women, meaning that nonwhite women do not always have more education than 
their spouses when they are in a interracial marriage. 
 
Ribeiro and Silva (2009) also find interesting results in this regard. Their findings show that from 
1980 to 2000, endogamy decreased in all three racial groups. The main difference occurs among 
black women. In 1980, endogamy was higher among more educated women, and in 2000, the 
racial endogamy of black women is similar at any educational level. In addition, endogamy 
among whites is higher within more educated groups and endogamy among browns is higher 
within lower educated groups. The same pattern is observed among black people. This result 
would lead to the conclusion that there is a status exchange going on in the marriage market. 
However, the effects contribute to each other but there is no interaction between them. In other 
words, there is almost no racial effect on marriage between two people with very different 
educational levels. In this case, the educational barrier is the one that defines the marriage. 
However, for marriages with close educational levels (two or three educational barriers) the race 
effect is relevant. Ribeiro and Silva (2009) conclude that the educational and racial marriage 
factors are independent of each other. They note that the increase in interracial marriage is not a 
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result of the decrease in educational inequality among whites, browns, and blacks, and is also not 
the result of a decrease in the educational barriers effecting intermarriage. 
 
3. Interracial Marriage and Parental Influence  

 
Parental characteristics are important for analyzing intermarriage because they influence their 
children's decisions about who to marry through different mechanisms, and because parents are 
worried about the addition of a new family member. Previous studies focused on education or 
occupation as creating a family’s status, and the importance of these characteristics within the 
marriage market, the influence of family in the marriage market can be through preferences 
given socialization or exposure (Mare 2008) or due to the desire of family status maintenance 
(Blackwell 1998). However, race can also be considered when defining family status and is also 
a resource that can be traded within the marriage market. The status exchange theory, proposed 
by Davis (1941) and Merton (1941), states that the white spouse would trade his/her whiteness 
for a higher social economic position (usually measured through education) provided by the 
nonwhite spouse. In relation to Brazil, as discussed in the previous section, it seems that this 
explanation only applies to unions between a white man and a black woman (Silva 1987; Telles 
2004; Ribeiro and Silva 2009). However, this does not mean that people are not considering race 
or skin color as an asset within the marriage market. It is known that there is a racial hierarchy 
within the Brazilian marriage market because racial homogamy-heterogamy rates are far from 
being random and are not totally explained by the racial composition of the marriage market (see 
Chapter 1 of this dissertation and Telles 1993). Moreover, people involved in interracial unions, 
especially the white spouse, seem to have different opinions about gender relations (see Chapter 
3 of this dissertation), which is an indicator of the possible differences in values and preferences. 
 
It is worth noting that racial relations in Brazil are quite different from American racial relations. 
Interracial unions always existed in Brazil and there were never formal sanctions against this 
practice since the abolition of slavery (Heaton 2010). In addition, the whitening perspective 
reinforced this type of union. On the other hand, in the United States interracial marriage was 
illegal until 19675 (Moran 2003; Romano 2003). The intermarriage in Brazil created not only a 
racial mixed category in the biological sense, but also an intermediary social position between 
whites and blacks. This intermediary social position and intermediary skin color are fundamental 
to understanding the Brazilian racial hierarchy within the marriage market. 
 
There are additional theories for analyzing marriage. One important perspective is the economic 
theory in which status exchange can also be incorporated, usually in the sense of domestic labor6. 
The economic theory of marriage is analyzed under two mechanisms. The first one is the cost-
benefit or gains of marriage, and the second is the market analysis. In this framework, single 
people are perceived as competing for a spouse within a market and the search for a new spouse 
ends when the cost of the search is equal to the future benefit. People marry when the sum of the 
gains of being single is lower than the gains if married. For the traditional economic theory of 
marriage (Becker 1976, 1981) the division of labor within the household is what drives the 

                                                            
5 Interracial unions were forbidden during different periods in the United States and 10 states have never made this 
kind of union illegal, they are: Alaska, Connecticut, Hawaii, Minnesota, New Hampshire, New Jersey, New York, 
Vermont, Wisconsin, and the District of Columbia (source: www.lovingday.org). 
6 I will discuss this topic in more detail in the next chapter. 
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process of partner choice, meaning the gains to marriage are mostly based on the division of 
labor. Men usually specialize in market activities and women in nonmarket activities; therefore, 
the gender based division of labor can benefit each spouse because each one would utilize one 
another’s skills. Using this approach follows the theory that positive assortative mating is when 
both spouses have similar characteristics, or complimentary traits. Negative assortative mating 
means that the spouses have opposite characteristics, or substitute traits. For Becker (1976), the 
matching process is more successful when a man has potential for high income and the woman 
has a lower earning capacity.  
 
The reviews of the economic theory maintain the division of labor as the core of a person's 
utility. Grossbard-Shechtman (1981 ;1984) developed a more general theory on marriage and 
considers that the allocation of time is crucial to understanding the marriage market, because 
each spouse has an amount of time that is willing to give up to dedicate to his/her partner. 
Moreover, intermarriage depends on the extent to which group norms regarding intermarriage 
have been internalized by individual men and women. Therefore, each person will be more or 
less likely to provide more or less household labor to his/her partner depending on his/her 
preference for homogamy or heterogamy. 
 
Another theory utilized to understand marriage is the social reproduction perspective. In this 
framework, marriage is a way to maintain one’s own social status and the caste or status group 
boundaries. Endogamy, in this perspective, is considered to be a fundamental part of social 
stratification in which the elite group uses marriage strategies to preserve its privileges. Status 
does not necessarily mean economic status. Weber (1978) showed that society is stratified into 
different group, for example, status groups and parties, which represent social and political 
powers that are different from economic power. Status groups are not determined by their 
economic situation, but by a specific positive or negative social estimation of honor, that can be 
linked to a class situation. Status groups are expressed by life status and consist of a group of 
people that claim a special social esteem. Ethnic groups are variants of status groups and are 
different from castes, because blood relations do not define ethnic groups. Racial groups are 
created not because race is an inherited trait, but because race is subjectively perceived of as a 
common trait among some people that splits the population into different groups. Because race 
has very visible characteristics, it is easier to translate these traits into social repulsion or 
attraction, which creates the sense of group membership. In this sense, family and social 
networks play an important role in reinforcing and reproducing this sense of group membership. 
As highlighted by Weber, almost all types of similar or contrasting physical characteristic can 
induce the belief of affinity or disaffinity. Because of this belief group, boundaries are created 
and based on the fact that“[t]he conventional connubium is far less impeded by anthropological 
differences than by status differences(…)” (931). In this sense, marriage is regulated in order to 
keep only those individuals in one’s group who have a specific style of life (Weber 1978). 
 
In summation, for the social reproduction perspective, social rules constrain marriage choice and 
homogamy is perceived of as something fundamental for the process of the intergenerational 
transmission of status. Therefore, while the economic theory explains the motivation for 
heterogamy, in the sense that the gender based division of labor is the main driving force within 
the marriage market, the social reproduction theory better explains homogamy (Blackwell 1998). 
In both perspectives, the marriage market is a social space for the competition of limited and 



 

42 
 

valued resources. Empirical evidence favors the social reproduction perspective because 
homogamy is preferred. However, it is unclear whether there is a competition for the best 
potential partner (whites in the case of race), or high status partner, people end up with a similar 
partner, and lower status groups (blacks, for instance) are denied access to higher status groups 
in order to maintain social privileges or whether people simply prefer to marry within their same 
status group.  
 
Parental characteristics are also central because they help to define a child’s group membership. 
If having a nonwhite father or a nonwhite mother decreases the probability of a child marrying a 
white person, controlling for other indicators, then the importance of the social group, which 
includes social networks, needs to be considered within the marriage market. It is worth pointing 
out that parental race is the biological and social determinant of an individual’s race. Therefore it 
is necessary to investigate whether the effect of parental race manifests through the race of 
children, meaning that an independent effect does not exist. Finally, researchers have found that 
racial endogamy is stronger than educational homogamy (Blackwell and Lichter 2004; Ribeiro 
and Silva 2009). Racial endogamy is considered to be a more cultural aspect of the marriage 
market and educational homogamy is thought of as being a more economic characteristic. 
Because of this, one can conclude that the cultural component of the marriage market might be 
more important than the economic one, as highlighted by Kalmijn (1998). On the other hand, we 
cannot exclude the intimate connection between parental race, socioeconomic characteristics, 
and the geographical location of their children out of the discussion. All of these factors 
influence the marriage market of children and their potential spouses’ characteristics. The 
relationships between these factors are explored in the next section. 
 

3.1. Potential Mechanisms of the Influence of Parental Characteristics  
 

Parental characteristics are important for explaining a series of outcomes for children, such as, 
health, education, and occupation. Some studies have also shown that family formation and 
dissolution are influenced by parental characteristics (Mare 2008; Thornton et al. 2007; 
Wolfinger 2011). The potential mechanisms noting that parental characteristics may influence the 
partner choice  of children are based on Kalmijn's (1998) discussion about the factors that 
influence assortative mating. These factors include: 1) individual preferences; 2) marriage 
market characteristics; and 3) the influence of third parties. Family is directly related to all three 
of these factors through: i) socialization; ii) direct influence/control and through the indirect 
effect; and iii) through the local marriage market (place of residence and social networks).  
 
In terms of socialization, there are two ways of explaining its influence on partner choice. First, 
Mare (2008) states that parents may prefer to socialize their offspring with mates similar to 
themselves. In this sense, socialization would build a preference for endogamy, and would be 
even greater among children of racially endogamous couples. The author highlights that “[t]he 
significance of this effect lies in the capacity for socioeconomic clustering and inequality in one 
generation to reinforce the same tendency in a subsequent generation” (Mare 2008). This means 
that marriage is a way of maintaining social group boundaries and privileges. Therefore, people 
would prefer to marry equals in order to maintain their socioeconomic clustering. In this sense, 
other groups would be excluded from the children's preferences.  
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The second way of approaching the relationship between socialization and preferences and their 
effect on intermarriage refers to Kalmijn (1998) who highlights that “[c]hildren are typically 
brought up with a sense of group identification”(p.400). If both parents are from the same racial 
group, a preference for marrying someone from the same group might be created. The opposite 
might also be true. This means that parents with different characteristics might make the children 
more tolerant and open to racial differences, which influences their openness of marrying 
someone from a different group. This may occur even if the individual perceives of themself as 
being part of one specific group, but they may also consider themself and their family as a part of 
more than one group. This view is quite similar to the one expressed by Grossbard-Shechtman 
(1981) about the internalization of social norms. She highlights the fact that price and market 
theory takes a “micro” approach; and therefore what matters is the extent to which group norms 
regarding intermarriage have been internalized by individual men and women (p.175). This 
occurs in order for them to align themselves accordingly to their individual preferences and to 
know to what extent women from different (racial) groups are substitutable or not.  
 
The second mechanism (direct family influence) is related to the first one (socialization), but 
they are not the same. Direct influence means the acceptance or rejection of a potential spouse 
and the clear intervention of the parents during the partner choice process. Even if a child wants 
to marry someone, the parents may try to convince or obligate the child to choose an alternative 
partner. This is different from the influence of socialization because the preference that is 
established by this process is not forced, but learned as being something “normal or natural” and 
thus expected. Therefore, direct family influence takes the form of conversations, including 
advice and even threats, with parents and/or other relatives about the potential spouse. When one 
is getting married the individual might be worried about societal and familial support. Parents 
worried about their children's choices may clearly express the type of person they want or expect 
to become a part of the family. Moreover, parents might be worried about the acceptance of their 
potential daughter-in-law or son-in-law into their social networks and the kind of support these 
friends may be able to provide to the young couple. 
 
Another way parental characteristics may influence the choice of a child’s partner is through the 
marriage market. It is worth noting that it is hard to define one's marriage market. A marriage 
market usually includes the places where people would potentially find a spouse, such as, in a 
neighborhood, school, and at the workplace. These are all environments where people build their 
social networks. Considering the marriage market as a social space, in which people potentially 
find their partners, children of endogamous parents may be more exposed to a more racially 
homogenous group because of their parent’s social networks, neighborhoods, schools, and other 
spaces. Marriage markets represent the opportunities and constraints of finding a spouse with 
certain characteristics. In this sense, socialization and the locations frequented by individuals 
also influence their social networks. In these environments individuals may find their potential 
partners and these networks may be more homogeneous if the parents are from the same racial 
group. The presence or absence of people from different racial groups in one’s social networks 
can also influence a person’s perceived support of his/her relationship. In addition, it is widely 
discussed that characteristics of the marriage market influence partner choice, such as, racial 
distribution (Telles 1993, Chapter 1 of this dissertation) gender ratio (Angrist 2002; Freiden 
1974; Queiroz 2004), differences in male/female earnings (Freiden 1974), and others. 
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Another aspect that should be considered is whether parental characteristics have a different 
influence on partner choice when parents are in endogamy or exogamy situations, especially 
when the child is white or nonwhite. Studies about the outcomes of mixed race children are 
limited in the United States, and are practically nonexistent in Brazil. In the United States, most 
work focuses on socioeconomic and psychological outcomes of school aged children, and little is 
known about the outcomes of adult children. However, there are some studies on socioeconomic 
status (see for instance, (Gullickson 2003; Harris and Thomas 2002; Okun and Khait-Marelly 
2006). In general, the results of these studies suggest an in-between outcome for mixed race 
children and Fryer et al. (2008) showed that mixed race adolescents are more likely to become 
involved in risky behavior. On the other hand, very few studies have focused on other types of 
outcomes. One example is Okun and Khait-Marelly (2008) who studied the demographic 
behavior of mixed religion ethnic Jews. They found that as opposed to the studies on 
socioeconomic outcomes, the marriage and fertility behavior of multi ethic individuals is nearly 
identical to that of the more socially advantageous ethnic group and quite distinct from that of 
the less advantageous one. In Brazil, Tomas and Fazito (2012) analyzed the fertility outcomes of 
same race and interracial couples in Brazil in a different manner than Okun and Khait-Marelly’s 
(2008) study of Jews. They found that fertility for interracial couples is in-between the two racial 
groups, which is a result that is similar to socioeconomic outcomes in the United States. 
Therefore, this chapter discusses an underexplored topic regarding this area—the influence of the 
characteristics of a parental union on the characteristics of an adult child’s union. 
 

3.2. Empirical Evidence 
 

Although, the mechanisms that parental characteristics influence the characteristics of a child’s 
spouse are very important for a better assessment of how people are pairing up within the 
marriage market, it is the subject of very few analyses. Historically, Johansson (1987) shows 
how the European elite were concerned with protecting themselves from downward mobility. 
According to him, “It was through restricting the access of their surviving offspring to marriage 
that elite couples first practiced a ‘traditional’ version of the modern two-child family,’’ 
(Johansson 1987, p. 449). The author also discusses the role of  dowries and professional career 
decisions. Dowries are highlighted in some economic literature because the process involves a 
transfer to a daughter at the time of her marriage with a clear objective within the marriage 
market. In other words, when one sex was scarce the potential spouses of the opposite sex would 
pay bride prices or dowries. This practice would also protect the incentive of brothers to continue 
to increase parental wealthy because of their heritance. Nowadays, this practice has ended in 
most countries, but the change is due to a change in the environment for producing bridal wealth 
and not due to a change in the relative price of brides and grooms. Transfers are now more 
conducted through investments in human capital (Siow 2003). 
 
Part of this parental control may not be present in modern Western societies; however, as 
Kalmijn (1998) points out there are still ways in which parents can interfere. They can set up 
meetings with potential spouses, play the role of matchmaker, give advice and opinions about the 
candidates, and may withdraw support in the early years of a child’s marriage. Nevertheless, they 
generally don’t have strong sanctions when children decide contrary to their recommendations. 
(Kalmijn 1998: 401). In this sense, Rosenfeld (2007) suggested that the elevated number of 
children that leave home to pursue higher education opportunities in the United States is one of 
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the explanations for the increase in interracial and homosexual unions, as a result of a decrease in 
parental control over the partner choice of their children. Although direct parental control seems 
to be losing its strength, other possible mechanisms may be continuing to have an impact. Some 
studies have shown that characteristics of a parental union influence the union formation and 
dissolution of their children. 
 
Parental influence may be even stronger than would be expected, because its influence does not 
only occur through direct control. Thornton et al. (2007) show that events that occurred in a 
parent’s life even before children were born, influence a child’s decisions about whether to marry 
or cohabit. These events could include whether the parents had a religious wedding ceremony or 
not, and if the mother had a premarital pregnancy. An interesting finding is the influence of both 
the maternal and paternal grandmother’s religion, which reinforces the importance of not only 
the parents, but also the influence of other family members and how family formation 
characteristics may be intergenerationally transmitted. Marital dissolution is also influenced by 
the parents. Wolfinger (2011) concludes that divorce is also intergenerationally influenced, 
meaning that having divorced parents increases the probability that children will also get 
divorced.  
 
Another significant reason for analyzing parental influence in marital choices is the social 
reproduction process. Mare (2008) considers the intergenerational transmission of endogamy as 
an instance of socioeconomic reproduction at the family level. This serves as a mechanism for 
explaining the increase in the aggregate trends in educational assortative mating due to the strong 
relationship between the educational homogamy of the parents’ and children’s generations. The 
results indicate that having parents with the same level of education increases the probability of 
educational homogamy. For Blackwell (1998), a father’s educational level is a family resource 
traded within the marriage market. Her findings show that paternal education has a positive 
effect on the endogamy of children. This suggests that children, whose parents have a higher 
level of education, are more likely to marry at this same educational level. This reinforces the 
concept of group's social status maintenance, which suggests that people in higher status groups 
may be the ones more concerned with the process of assortative mating. The effect varies by 
gender, in such a way that wives appear to benefit more from the added input of paternal 
education than do husbands. Finally, the author argues that inherited educational status may play 
a more important role in determining a daughter’s eventual marital outcome. From these two 
studies on educational assortative mating, we learned that there is an intergenerational 
component to partner choice and it seems to vary based on a child’s gender. 
 
Blau and Duncan (1967) present a different perspective and explore the question of how much of 
the variation in the occupational achievement of a man may be attributed to the difference in the 
status of the woman he marries, especially in relation to the occupational status of the woman’s 
father. They included information on the educational achievement of each spouse, the husband’s 
occupational status, and the occupational status of the father of both the husband and wife in 
order to analyze whether the father-in-law influences an individual’s occupational status. The 
main result concluded that “(...) a man’s occupational status is about as much related to that of 
his father-in-law as to that of this own father” (343).  
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Lam and Schoeni (1993, 1994) also explored the characteristics of a father-in-law by analyzing 
how the schooling of both the father and father-in-law influences earnings and schooling. In 
regards to Brazil, they found that the schooling of a father-in-law has a greater effect than the 
father’s schooling due to strong assortative mating, and not because of work and family relations. 
It is important to highlight the fact that these effects are modest in comparison to those of the 
worker’s own schooling, which is largely influenced by the father’s education. In the United 
States, the father’s education has a stronger association with a child’s income than does the 
father in-law’s education. This is probably because of weaker assortative mating and because of 
the greater significance of unheritated income in a wife’s lifetime 
 
4. Data and Method 

 
I used data from the Brazilian Social Survey (PESB - Pesquisa Social Brasileira) for the year 
2002. The reference period is from July 7, 2002 to September 5, 2002. This is a nationally 
representative household survey and has a sample size of 2,364 individuals. Only one person 
above age 18 in each household answered the questionnaire. Consequently, there is information 
about the parents of only one spouse, which impedes the analysis of the relationship of the 
characteristics of parents and parents-in-law and whether both spouses have the same racial 
background. In order to minimize this problem of gender differences, I also analyzed men and 
women separately. 
 
The Survey has a multistage stratified sampling that considers the Brazilian geographical 
division of five regions, 26 states plus the Federal District, and 5,507 municipalities. In the first 
stage, 102 municipalities were probabilistically selected considering their population size. In the 
second stage, 280 census tracts were selected in each municipality. In the third stage, the 
households were selected proportionally to their family size. Lastly, an adult in each household 
was randomly selected. The lowest level of representativeness is by geographical regions: North, 
Northeast, Southeast, Central, and South. Although it is very important to consider the local 
marriage market, as discussed in Chapter 1, there is no way to use a smaller geographical area in 
the analysis, which would be ideal. 
 
The survey focuses on values, perceptions, and world views, which includes questions about race 
relations. This research followed the standard of the GSS (General Social Survey) conducted 
annually in the United States. This is the first survey in Brazil to treat for these issues. Although 
the original plan was to have an annual study, the survey was only conducted in 2002, therefore 
there is no time series information about these issues in Brazil. The survey was coordinated by 
Alberto Carlos Almeida, Andréia Schroeder, and Zairo Cheibub, all professors at Rio de Janeiro 
State University. What makes this survey significant for this chapter is the fact that it is the only 
national survey with information about parental race and the race of a child’s spouse.  
 
The selected variables for the analyses are: an individual’s race, which is represented by three 
categories in the first model (white, brown, and black) and two categories in the second model 
(white/nonwhite), type of parental union (endogamy/heterogamy), mother’s race, and father’s 
race. However, information on mother’s race and father’s race are combined into one variable. 
The racial categories I am using are : white (branco), brown (pardo), and black (preto), therefore 
I excluded Asian (amarelo) and Indigenous (indígena) from the analysis, and summed browns 
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and blacks when considering nonwhites Any combination among these three categories is 
considered interracial marriage when analyzing the relationship between parental and child 
endogamy. In the second part of the analysis, I’m using only white and nonwhite as racial 
categories due to the sample size when combining the parents’ race and children’s race, but the 
parental interracial marriage variable still considers the combination of browns and blacks as 
exogamy. I will discuss this in greater detail in the section four. 
 
There is no information about the spouse’s parents, therefore, by accounting for differences 
between men and women I run the models by gender. Other potential effects are summed into the 
variables: 1) gender, given the differences; 2) an individual’s race; 3) years of education 
(schooling), which are very important because of the association of race and social class within 
the marriage market; 4) age, because of the lack of information on marriage order and marriage 
timing, age helps capture part of the timing of marriage. It is also known that educational 
homogamy and age have an inverted U-shaped relationship: the odds of homogamy may be 
lower among those who marry at older ages because of the changing nature of the marriage 
market as people age (Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000; Lichter 1990; Mare 1991) and also because 
of the shrinking availability of potential partners (Lewis 2000; Lichter 1990); (5) region, which 
is the lowest geographical level of representativeness in the survey. Controlling for a geographic 
area is necessary because of potential differences between areas, such as, racial composition and 
racial tolerance. Preliminary analyses have shown that whether or not you are located in the 
Northeast is what really matters in terms of regional differences. I also explored the interaction 
between the Northeast and an individual’s own race; 6) state’s capital, which indicates whether 
or not the individual lives in the capital of the state; 7) parental education, in order to get the 
liquid effect of parental race and not a confounding effect with social class of the parents. 
Considering the education of the parents is also important because racially homogamous unions 
tend to be educationally homogamous and vice versa (Blackwell and Lichter 2000). In order to 
deal with multicolinearity between parental characteristics and a child’s (individual’s) 
characteristics, I constrained their coefficients to be equal, which eliminates multicolinearity 
between an individual’s characteristics and those of their parents, as is suggested by Hout and 
Janus (2011). In addition, previous analyses showed that the race of both the father and mother 
have the same effect, as does the educational background of the father and mother. 
 

Table 1 - Independent Variables  

 
 
Retrospective questions about parental characteristics usually have a considerable amount of 
missing data, as reflected by answers such as, “I do not know” or “I do not remember.” For 
parental race, I combined these two answers with Asian and indigenous parents into one 
category, called "not reported”, and included it in the equation in order to control for selectivity. 

Variable Name Description

Parents' race Nonwhite parents/Parents' race not reported

Categorical (White=1 ‐reference, Nonwhite=2 and Other/Not 

reported=3)

Individual's race Brown/Black Categorical (White=1‐reference, Brown=2, Black=3)

Individual's sex Male Categorical (Male=1 and Female=0)

Age Age Continuous

Years of education Schooling Continuous

Northeast  Northeast Categorical (Northeast=1 and Other regions=0)

State's capital Capital Categorical (Capital=1 and Noncapital=0)

Parents' education Parental education Continuous (sum of mother's and father's years of education)
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For mother’s race, 1.09% of the individuals reported that their mother’s race was other and 
1.93% did not report it. For father’s race 0.47% of the individuals reported other race and 3.72% 
did not report any race. A very small percentage of individuals, only 0.007% (9 individuals 
among 1,254), did not report the race of both parents or reported as other race. 
 
There is more missing information for parental education than for parental race: 17.62% of the 
sample did not report father’s education and 11.4% did not report mother’s education, and 0.07% 
did not report either parent’s level of education (91 interviewees among 1,254). In order to deal 
with this problem, I used multiple imputation methods to construct 20 independent data sets 
composed of all observed data and an imputation for each missing case. The results are an 
average of the 20 independent samples (Rubin 2004; Treiman 2008). I used the command mi in 
the statistical software Stata, which assumes that missing data are missing at random; that is, 
missing values do not carry any extra information about why they are missing than what is 
already available in the observed data. The command mi impute, which creates imputations by 
simulating from an (approximate) Bayesian posterior predictive distribution of the missing data, 
following Rubin’s recommendation (Marchenko 2009).  
 
In order to better understand how the process of parental race and type of union influences a 
child’s decision about who to marry, I also analyzed the final models, using the same 
independent variables (if applicable as in Table 1, by gender, individual’s racial group (white, 
brown, and black), age groups (20-30; 30-40; and 40+), educational level (less than high school 
and high school or more), and type of parental type (endogamy or heterogamy) in order to 
analyze whether parental race and an individual’s own race have different effects within different 
groups.  
 
There are potential problems when using this data for analyzing marriage. First, the analysis only 
includes successful marriages at the time of the survey, and if intermarriage is associated with 
more instability and dissolution, (see for instance Ho and Johnson 1990; Kreider 2000; Bratter 
and King 2008) same race unions are more likely to be better represented. Another problem is 
the interpretation of only one time period, hence no conclusions about changes over time can be 
made. Lastly, there is no information on whether the relationship between parents and child is 
formal or informal, and as Longo (2011) showed, cohabitation unions tend to have higher levels 
of racial exogamy. Moreover, parents involved in formal unions might be more concerned about 
their child's union and encourage them to have formal unions rather than cohabiting 
relationships. In the absence of the differentiation between the varying types of union, I use the 
terms marriage and union interchangeably throughout the text.  
 

4.1.  Logistic Regression Model  
 

I used logistic regression models for analyzing i) the influence of parental endogamy on the 
endogamy of children and ii) the effect of parental race on a child’s decision about the race of 
their spouse, because both dependent variables are dichotomous. The first analysis includes type 
of union (endogamy=1 and exogamy=0) as the dependent variable, and in the second analysis, 
the dependent variable is the race of the child’s spouse, meaning white (1) or nonwhite (0). I’m 
using the classification of white and nonwhite for the race of a child’s spouse, and not white, 
black, and brown, because of the sample size. When analyzing the combinations between 
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parental race, an individual’s race, and the race of a child’s spouse for some groups, such as, 
black mother, black father, black child and white spouse, the sample size is very small. This 
limitation does not substantively affect the analysis because the main interest here is to answer 
the question of whether having a white father or mother increases the probability that a nonwhite 
marries a white person. However, it is worth highlighting that blacks and browns have different 
social positions within the marriage market (see for example, Silva 1987; Telles 2004; Ribeiro 
and Silva 2009), so it would be interesting to investigate whether a white mother or a white 
father has a different impact on the race of their child’s spouse. I also included parents for whom 
race information was missing (not answered or did not know) to control for selectivity. 
 
The logistic model is appropriate for analyzing dichotomous outcomes, especially for describing 
an event in terms of the odds of success faced by one group relative to another. In this case, the 
first question can be used as the example, which deals with the presence of homogamy in 
contrast to intermarriage. Odds are the ratio of the probability of one outcome to another, for 
instance, letting p denote the probability of marrying endogamously (success) and 1-p denote the 
probability of marrying exogamously (failure). The odds of endogamy is represented by the ratio

p

p
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 . The odds ratio represents the odds of success associated with belonging to one group 

as opposed to another. The odds ratio, therefore, is a measure of the odds of success in the first 
group relative to the second (Powers and Xie 2000). If the two groups (endogamous union or 
heterogamous union; white vs. nonwhite) have the same odds of success, the odds-ratio equals 
one. The equation is below: 
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Letting p denote the probability of marrying endogamously (success) and the expression (1-p) 
denote the probability of marrying exogamously; and i=1,2,3...i , β the coefficient, X the 
independent variables, ε= error term, the formalization of the logistic model is 
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The coefficient of the model is the natural logarithm of the odds ratio. A positive coefficient 
means that the variable increases the probability of marrying endogamously (first model) or 
marrying a white spouse (second analysis), whereas a negative coefficient indicates a decrease in 

the likelihood of the outcomes. The coefficients can be expressed as odds ratio  e


or 

percentages   100*1e


. In the tables, I present the coefficients and use percentages throughout 

the text, because they are easier to interpret and because they are more appropriate for 
understanding the results for continuous variables. 
  
In order to compare the models I used the Wald test (X2). This test has a chi-squared distribution 
with degrees of freedom equal to the number of independent constraints (variables). The test is 
used for analyzing nested models in order to verify whether the addition or the exclusion of other 
independent variables significantly contributes to the model. The Wald test involves the 



 

50 
 

calculation of only one model, and the evaluation is conducted through extracting and 
manipulating the relevant matrix and vector quantities (Powers and Xie 2000).  
 

One measure of the goodness of fit is also reported: the pseudo-R2. The pseudo R2 is the  
individual regression percentage of explained variation ofMcFadden’s R2 (McFadden 1973) also 
known as the “likelihood ratio index.” The pseudo-R2 compares the model with just the intercept 
to a model with all the parameters. Considering the Mfull,a model with predictors, and the 
Mintercept, a model without predictors, the Pseudo-R2 definition is:  

        (3) 

If model Mintercept equals Mfull (i.e., the slopes are all 0), R2 equals zero, but R2 can never be 
exactly one (Long 1997). 
 

4.2. What are the Main Differences between the Two Models? 
 

As stated in the previous section, there are two main models in the analysis. One model has the 
endogamy of the children as the dependent variable and the second model represents the race of 
a child’s spouse. Both models aim to answer how parental race influences the choice of the race 
of a child’s spouse. The first difference between the models that should be noticed is how a 
spouse’s race is incorporated into the dependent variable. In the first equation, a spouse’s race is 
incorporated into the odds of both spouses having the same race (endogamy) in contrast to the 
odds of both spouses having a different race (exogamy). In this situation, the model explains 
whether both spouses are from the same racial group or not and the fact that they are white or 
nonwhite does not matter, but the equation expresses the individual’s own race as an independent 
variable. In the second equation, the dependent variable is the race of a child’s spouse, so the 
individual’s race (in other words, its relationship to the other spouse’s race) is only considered as 
an independent variable. Therefore, the influence of the independent variables might be different, 
especially for the individual’s own race, since it is part of the dependent variable of the first 
equation. Moreover, it is important to think about the kind of information each equation 
provides. In general, people are more likely to marry equals, when comparing religious, 
educational, age, and racial groups; therefore, the first equation just points out which variables 
are significant to explaining this overall pattern. In the second analysis, the focus is on the 
variables associated to the possibility of marrying someone who is from a different racial group. 
 
Another issue about the models is the fact that over time racial exogamy is increasing in Brazil 
(see Ribeiro and Silva 2009; Longo 2011). This trend seems to be irreversible, because 
interracial marriage has become more accepted, and also because with more interracial marriage 
white people are going to be more exposed to nonwhites. It is worth noting that as opposed to the 
United States, mixed-race marriage has never been illegal in Brazil (see Romano 2003; Moran 
2003; Heaton 2010). And although endogamy is more common, the levels of interracial marriage 
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are higher than in other countries (Heaton 2010; Telles 2004). However, on the other hand, the 
levels are still low if we consider how many intermarriages would have occurred if partner 
choice were random. Therefore, the presence of mixed race people has always been expressive 
and there is still room for increasing the rate of racial exogamous unions in Brazil. In this sense, 
we should question which model is more appropriate for analyzing the partner selection process 
of children, regarding race in the context of increasing rates of intermarriage. This issue is quite 
similar to Duncan's (1966) discussion about how to analyze social mobility in the context of 
economic growth. Social mobility would certainly increase in this context and he then questions 
whether we should use occupational groups or an individual’s occupation to analyze social 
mobility. In the case of marriage, due to the increase of intermarriage, similar to social mobility, 
exogamy tends to be greater in the next generation regardless of parental characteristics. Another 
result of the increase of intermarriage is that the structure of the marriage market changes over 
time. This alteration is identical to the way the occupational structure changes. 
 
The first thing Duncan (1966) calls attention to is the fact that we should not consider the 
occupational distribution of a father as the occupational distribution of the previous generation, 
because when using retrospective data we do not have full access to information on the previous 
generation. This has nothing to do with the fallibility of retrospective reports on parental 
information. The issue is a matter of human demography, because inter-annual changes are not 
necessarily generational changes. This is because the whole generation is not correctly 
represented by the survival of children (those who are alive to answer the question) and the 
occupational history of children (those who are economically active to answer the question), 
while these factors may decrease the representativeness, fathers who have more than one 
surviving child may be over represented. The same can be applied to the racial structure of the 
marriage market. Some children are not married at the time of the survey, while others did not 
survive, and parents with more than one child will have information on each individual. 
Therefore, these factors are considered the family origin status/situation of the children and not 
as information about the father’s generation. Duncan (1966) also calls attention to the fact that 
even if this analysis of origin/destination does not answer all of the questions about social 
mobility, especially in the context of economic growth, it does provide logic. An important 
interpretation is provided of how and to what extent the children achieved statuses in a cohort, 
depending on the statuses where they began. In the case of marriage, instead of thinking about  
two generations, parental information is treated as a potential mechanism for explaining how and 
to what extent the children’s generation married and which spouses they chose. 
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5. Findings for Racial Assortative Mating 
 
5.1. Descriptive Analysis 

 
After selecting only adults who were 20 years-of-age or older and people from the three more 
expressive racial groups: white, black, and brown7; the final total sample size includes 1,254 
individuals. 48.80% are men and 51.20% are women. The ages range from 20 to 86 years-of-age, 
with an average age of 41.12 years-of-age. In the sample, 48.01% are white; 40.43% are brown, 
and 11.56% are black. The racial distribution of the fathers is 50.50% are white; 34.02% are 
brown; 11.19% are black, and 4.20% were classified as other racial group or not reported. The 
mother's race is distributed as 60.82% being white; 30% brown; 6.16% black, and 3.02% 
reported as other or no reported racial group. The average of years of schooling for parents is 6.5 
years; where whites have on average 7.9 years of education, browns 6.1 years, and blacks 5.2 
years. The proportion of homogamous marriage is quite similar for both parents and children; 
52.23% and 55.58%, respectively (Table 2). It is worth highlighting that studies have shown that 
homogamy has been decreasing and that interracial marriage was at about 33% in 2000 (Silva 
and Ribeiro 2009); however previous research usually utilized census data and had a different 
sample represented by couples between 20 and 34 years-of-age. In addition, as Duncan (1966) 
discussed regarding social mobility (see in the previous section), parental information does not 
represent the sample of the previous generation. In this case, the fact that a parent had more than 
one child may inflate parental information. Another way to interpret this information is by 
considering that 62.70% of endogamous couples have parents in endogamy situations. In Table 
3, the relationship between the union of the parents and  the union of their children is clear, since 
children tend to have the same kind of marriage as their parents. 
 

Table 2 - Distribution of parents’ and children’s type of union, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
 

 

                                                            
7 This selection is due to sample size, there are very few cases of asians and indigenous and an inexpressive number 
of intermarriage among these groups. There are also few married people under age 20. This age range includes 
different cohorts and different marriage orders, which means that people probably experienced different influences 
in their marriage market, therefore, in order to minimize this problem I controlled by age and also ran models for 
age groups. 

N %
Parental Endogamy 655 52.23

White/White 435 34.69
Brown/Brown 189 15.07
Black/Black 31 2.47

Mixed Unions 599 47.77
Children's Endogamy 697 55.58

White/White 413 32.93
Brown/Brown 249 19.86
Black/Black 35 2.79

Mixed Unions 557 44.42
Total 1254
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Table 3 - Distribution of parents’ and children’s type of union, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
 

Analyzing the crude odds ratio, we observe that racial endogamy is 161.37% more likely to 
happen among children of parents in endogamous relationships than among children of parents 
in exogamous unions. The Spearman correlation between spousal race is actually low, only 0.3, 
and is about the same as the correlation between the race of a spouse and parental race. The 
correlation between parental education is 0.46 in this sample and the correlation between the sum 
of the years of education for both parents and the individual’s years of education is 0.49 (0.3925 
from the father and 0.4923 from the mother). 
 

5.2. Analysis of the Endogamy of Parents and Children 
 

The main question of this analysis is whether parental endogamy affects the endogamy of their 
children and in to what extent this relationship differs between males and females; among racial 
groups; among people with less than a high school education compared to people with high 
school or more; and for different age groups (20-30; 30-40; and 40 or more years-of-age). And, I 
also compared  children of endogamous and exogamous couples. 
 
I report the results of Model 1 in Table 4. In order to select the best model and to consider the 
role of parental endogamy, the race of the parents and an individual’s own race is considered 
separately. When both variables are in the same equation, I present six models. The first model 
only includes parental endogamy, which is significant to explaining the children’s union type. In 
the second model I added parental race and, although they are both significant,, when adding the 
children’s race the parental race loses significance (Model 4). In Model 3 I tested parental 
endogamy and an individual’s own race. Both elements are important to explaining the 
dependent variable and in the following model I used all three variables: parental endogamy, 
parental race, and the respondent’s race. The main conclusion is that Model 3 and Model 4 do 
not differ (the difference of the Wald test is 0.83 and the chi-squared test for 2 degrees of 
freedom is 5.99, and is statistically significant at the 95% confidence level). Therefore, I 
excluded parental race from the subsequent models, remembering that parental race is included 
in the parental endogamy variable. This inclusion in the parental endogamy variable may be the 
reason that parental race is not statistically significant, as well as the fact that what really matters 
is the type of parental union. In Model 5, I included the control variables and, in Model 6 I 
included the interaction terms between the Northeast and an individual’s own race. Model 6 
adjusts better to the data. The Wald test for the difference between Model 5 and Model 6 is 
20.17. Considering 2 degrees of freedom, the chi-squared test is 9.21, and is statistically 
significant at the 99% confidence level (see Table 4). Therefore I interpret Model 6, and used 

Exogamy Endogamy

339 218 557

60.9% 39.1% 100%

260 437 697

37.30% 62.70% 100%

Total 599 655 1254
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Models 5 and 6 for analyzing possible differences within groups (see Tables 5 and 6). The 

coefficients reported in the tables are analyzed as percentages through the text   100*1 e


.
 

 
Considering Model 6 in Table 4, the main conclusion is that, on average, children of parents in 

endogamous unions are about 78.8%   100*1
581.0  e  more likely to also be in same race 

unions. Compared to the crude odds ratio of 161.37, calculated in the descriptive analysis, there 
is a decrease of 82.6 p.p. when controlling by a variety of variables. An individual’s own race is 
important, and the region where one lives is intimately related when analyzing the probability of 
a person being in a homogamous or heterogamous relationship. This is because of the different 
characteristics of the local marriage market, such as, racial and gender distributions, and 
variations in racial relations. Browns outside of the Northeast compared to whites outside of the 
Northeast have a 66.2% lower probability of marrying a white spouse. Blacks outside of the 
Northeast have an 84.8% lower probability of marrying a white spouse than whites outside of the 
Northeast. Whites in the Northeast are 75.5% less likely to have a white partner than whites 
outside of the Northeast. The Northeast is the region where nonwhites are mainly concentrated. 
Because of this, whites in this region are more exposed to nonwhites and racial relations tend to 
have more fluidity than in areas like the Southeast and South. Parental education is also 
important, and the higher it is the more likely that children are in racial homogamous unions. 
Another variable that is statistically significant is age. For each year of age a person is 1% more 
likely to marry endogamously. In other words, older people are more likely to marry 
endogamously. Other variables, such as, gender, schooling, and whether an individual lives in 
the state’s capital are not important for explaining endogamy. Thus, the first lesson is the fact 
that endogamy has an important intergenerational component given socialization and preferences 
developed through the marriage market or through direct parental influence. Race has a different 
influence depending on where people are located. 
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Table 4 -Results from Logistic Regression Models for Endogamy, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the children's racial endogamy, meaning 1=endogamy and 0 = exogamy 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
 

5.2.1. Comparing Groups 
 

When analyzing different groups (by running separate equations for the groups, see Tables 5 and 
6), one observes that parental endogamy is significant at a 5% level, for all groups (male, female, 
white, black, less than high school and high school or more, 30-40 years-of-age, and more than 
40 years-of-age), except for browns and the age group of 20-30 years-of-age. While there is no 
significance for browns, parental endogamy has a greater impact on blacks than whites, although 
the differences are not statistically significant between them when comparing the confidence 
intervals. These differences by race reflect the tendency that blacks and whites have higher rates 
of endogamy and browns have higher levels of intermarriage (see for example, Silva 1987; 
Telles 2004). 
 
Another difference among racial groups that should be called attention to is that the following 
factors—male gender, age, and years of schooling—have positive coefficients among whites and 
negative among nonwhites. Thus, being a man that is older and has more education increases the 
probability of marrying endogamously for whites and decreases this probability for nonwhites. 
This most likely occurs because nonwhites are more likely to marry a white spouse. Parental 
education is only significant among whites. I would anticipate that education would also be 
significant among nonwhites, because it could serve as an asset to be exchanged within the 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Parental  endogamy 0.997*** 0.807*** 0.755*** 0.793*** 0.674** 0.581***

Parent's  race

Nonwhite  parents ‐0.551*** ‐0.134

Not reported ‐0.046 0.369

Individual 's  race

Brown ‐0.818*** ‐0.716*** ‐0.596***

Black ‐1.94*** ‐1.831*** ‐1.722***

Male ‐0.056 ‐0.080

Age 0.009* 0.01*

School ing 0.010 0.010

Northeast  ‐0.383**

Capita l  ‐0.315* ‐0.229

Interactive  Terms

NOT Northeast*Brown ‐1.084***

NOT Northeast*Black ‐1.883***

Northeast*White ‐1.407***

Northeast*Brown ‐0.782***

Northeast*Black ‐2.440***

Parental  education (SUM) 0 .055*** 0.051***

Constant ‐0.276*** 0.300** 0.391*** 0.406*** ‐0.163 0.0999

N

Wald test 57.18 84.71 129.33 130.16  143.63 163.8

DF 1 3 3 5 9 11

Pseud‐R2 0.0431 0.0708 0.1011 0.1046 0.1188 0.1369

1254
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marriage market, based on Blackwell's (1998) results. On the other hand, it could be expected 
that a white person who comes from a less advantageous family has a higher probability of 
marrying a nonwhite person. Following this logic, a white person coming from a higher social 
status would most likely have parents more concerned with maintaining this status, and 
therefore; parental education in this case would serve as an indicator of an individual’s social 
status background and mark a level of concern for maintaining this specific social status and 
thus, would not function as an asset that could be exchanged within the marriage market.  
 
The differences among age groups, meaning the fact that parental endogamy and being brown is 
not statistically significant among the youngest age group (20-30 years-of-age), are the result of 
two possible explanations. The first is a generational change that suggests that parental 
characteristics may have less of an influence on children from younger cohorts. The second 
possible explanation is that later marriages or higher-order marriages result in a different pattern 
for partner choice. Blackwell and Lichter (2004) found that women in first marriages are more 
educationally homogamous than women in second or higher-order marriages. However, 
Blackwell and Lichter (2004) did not find substantive differences, in terms of racial assortative 
mating, between first and higher-order marriages. In this sense, it seems that the first explanation 
better describes the results. 
 
The differences between males and females are interesting (see Tables 5 and 6). Parental 
education is not statistically significant for women and has a positive effect among men (7.68%), 
meaning that higher parental education increases the probability that males will marry 
endogamously, but the marital outcomes of women is not influenced. Being brown compared to 
being white has a minimal, but positive influence on females (0.4%) and a greater, negative 
effect on males (-71.6%). Being black, as opposed to being white, has no significant effect on 
females and decreases by about 93% the probability of men marrying endogamously. These 
results reinforce the gender asymmetry within the marriage market, in terms of race and gender, 
which suggests browns, especially brown women, are more likely to marry a white spouse (see 
for instance Berquó 1987 and Silva 1987). The results also suggest that blacks, followed by 
whites, have higher endogamy, after controlling for group size (Petruccelli 2001b). The fact that 
black males have a lower endogamy, may be explained by the fact that black women are the 
group that is least desired within the marriage market. Thus, black men who have the opportunity 
to marry a brown or white spouse, choose to do so. 
 
For educational groups there is no difference on the effect of parental endogamy. Although 
education doe have an effect on endogamy, meaning that more education leads to a greater 
chance of being in a homogamous union, the effect for each group is quite similar. The other 
differences are the fact that parental educational is important only among less educated children 
(less than high school) and an individual’s race has a much greater effect on more educated 
children (brown with less than high school=-27.1%, while brown with at least high school= -
65.5%, black with less than high school=-74.3%, while black with high school or more = 
93.07%). This means that nonwhites have a lower probability of endogamy if they have a higher 
level of education. These results are very significant in order to better understand the interaction 
between education and race within the marriage market. Social origin (parental education) is 
more important if the person has less education. This indicates that parental educationis also a 
component traded within the marriage market (Blackwell 1998) and that if the person has a 
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higher level of education, the main difference seems to be the result of an individual’s own race. 
These results also point to another notable role of education, which is the importance of 
schooling as a marriage market in itself (Mare 1991). 
 
Table 5 - Results of Model 5 for Children’s Endogamy - Different Groups, Brazil, 2002 

Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the children's homogamy, meaning 1=endogamy and 0=exogamy 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
 
 
 
Table 6 - Results of Model 6 for Children’s Endogamy - Different Groups, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the children's homogamy, meaning 1=endogamy and 0=exogamy 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
 
  

Variables ALL Male Female White Brown Black <HS HS and more 20‐30 30‐40 40 and more

Parental  endogamy 0.674** 0.702*** 0.717*** 0.878*** 0.147 1.123** 0.534*** 0.839*** 0.452 0.656*** 0.762***

Individua l 's  race

Brown  ‐0.596*** ‐1.258*** 0.004*** ‐0.316* ‐1.064*** ‐0.330 ‐0.466* ‐0.816***

Black ‐1.722*** ‐2.668*** ‐0.969 ‐1.357*** ‐2.669*** ‐1.442*** ‐2.064*** ‐1.604***

Male ‐0.056 0.591*** ‐0.575*** ‐0.863* ‐0.180 0.116 0.177 ‐0.007 ‐0.171

Age 0.009* ‐0.002 0.017** 0.028*** ‐0.014* ‐0.011 0.009 0.007 ‐0.014 0.063 0.006

School ing 0.010 ‐0.010 0.025 0.107*** ‐0.068** ‐0.135* 0.017 0.080 0.020 ‐0.020 0.030

Northeast  ‐0.383** ‐0.043 ‐0.656*** ‐1.273*** 0.316 ‐0.695 ‐0.288 ‐0.559* ‐0.751*** ‐0.150 ‐0.401

Capita l  ‐0.315* ‐0.567** ‐0.208 ‐0.764*** 0.146 0.398 ‐0.561** ‐0.001 0.537 ‐0.421 ‐0.636

Parental  education (SUM) 0 .055*** 0.074*** 0.034 0.035*** 0.042 0.071 0.096*** 0.024 0.031 0.079*** 0.054

Constant ‐0.163 0.637 ‐0.813 ‐1.728*** 0.828* ‐0.357 ‐0.302 ‐0.652 0.349 ‐2.147 0.129

N 1254 612 642 602 507 145 808 446 310 409 535

Wald test  143.63 104.84 56.03 87.58 18.09 11.96 66.06 73.34 32.23 61.45 75.09

DF 9 8 8 7 7 7 9 9 9 9 9

Pseud‐R2 0.1188 0.1884 0.0834 0.1755 0.0306 0.1096 0.0813 0.1809 0.1029 0.1314 0.1438

Variables ALL Male Female <HS HS and more 20‐30 30‐40 40 and more

Parental  endogamy 0.581*** 0.597*** 0.631*** 0.452*** 0.732*** 0.354 0.598** 0.685***

Male ‐0.080 ‐0.188 0.073 0.153 ‐0.030 ‐0.178

Age 0.01* ‐0.002 0.017** 0.009 0.006 ‐0.012 0.056 0.007

School ing 0.010 ‐0.015 0.029 0.019 0.094 0.024 ‐0.017 0.029

Northeast

Capita l ‐0.229 ‐0.455* ‐0.134 ‐0.51** 0.158 0.553 ‐0.366 ‐0.486*

Interaction terms

NOT Northeast*Brown ‐1.084*** ‐1.763*** ‐0.467* ‐0.765*** ‐1.639*** ‐0.669* ‐0.849*** ‐1.428***

NOT Northeast*Black ‐1.883*** ‐3.036*** ‐1.055*** ‐1.427*** ‐2.772*** ‐1.587*** ‐2.114*** ‐1.785***

Northeast*White ‐1.407*** ‐1.242*** ‐1.585*** ‐1.196*** ‐1.679*** ‐1.399** ‐1.070** ‐1.606***

Northeast*Brown ‐0.782*** ‐1.235*** ‐0.342 ‐0.447*** ‐1.288*** ‐1.041** ‐0.368 ‐0.942***

Northeast*Black ‐2.440*** ‐2.809*** ‐2.264*** ‐2.064*** ‐4.495*** ‐2.390*** ‐2.615*** ‐2.475***

Parental  education (SUM) 0.051*** 0.073*** 0.026 0.094** 0.016 0.026 0.076 0.046

Constant 0.0999 0.951* ‐0.610 ‐0.088 ‐0.467 0.495 ‐1.697 0.365

N 1254 612 642 808 446 310 409 535

Wald test 163.8 115.19 69.66 77.43 84.72 34.28 66.32 87.11

DF 11 10 10 11 11 11 11 11

Pseud‐R2 0.1369 0.2067 0.1023 0.0968 0.2038 0.1097 0.1449 0.1714
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5.2.2. Comparing the Effect of Parental Race by Type of Parental Union  
 

Children may have different choices within the marriage market depending on the type of union 
shared by their parents. Because of this face, I analyzed the same models by type of parental 
union (endogamy and exogamy). For children of same race couples I included parental race and 
the individual’s race in the analysis, whereas for children of interracial couples, I used only their 
own race, because all of them have a white parent and a nonwhite parent. It is worth noting that 
although one would expect all children of mixed race unions to be brown, about 49% of them are 
not. There are 33.22% who self-declare as white, 51.08% as brown, and 15.7% as black. This 
distribution contributes to the argument about the fluidity present within the racial classification 
system in Brazil, thus emphasizing the importance of reporting a respondent’s race. Hence, the 
main objective of this comparison is to analyze the possible differences of people from the same 
racial group (or more precisely, self-declaring the same racial category) 8 and their probability of 
marrying endogamously or exogamously based on type of parental union. 
 
When analyzing the effect of parental and an individual’s own race on the probability of their 
marrying endogamously or exogamously based on the situation of their parents’ union (Table 7), 
one observes that considering the Wald test, the best model for children of same race couples is 
Model 4. Model 1 is the best model for children of interracial couples. However, it is worth 
highlighting that although Model 2 does not differ in statistical significance from Model 1 (the 
difference of the Wald test is 4.97 with 6 degrees of freedom, the chi-squared test is 12.59 with a 
confidence level of 95%), parental education is statistically significant and has a similar effect on 
both groups. 
 
The results for children of parents in racially endogamous couples show that having nonwhite 
parents has a negative effect and is significant only when not controlling for an individual’s own 
race. The explanation may be the fact that parental race and an individual’s own race among 
children of same race couples is the same. An individual’s own race drives the process of 
children of racially endogamous couples, meaning that browns have a lower probability, and 
blacks the lowest probability, of being in an endogamous union. Brown children of exogamous 
couples have a 30.65% less chance of marrying endogamously than white children. Blacks 
basically have the same result in both cases (-87.4% and -80.2%, interracial parents and same 
race parents respectively). Whites are the ones with the highest probability of having a same race 
union. This result may indicate a strong preference among whites to marry whites, or their 
exposure is highly correlated to the influence of their families. The difference between browns 
who are children of interracial couples and those who are children of same race couples, may 
demonstrate the fact that having one white parent may help them marry a white spouse. Thus, the 
probability of their marrying a brown spouse is lower than that of children of exogamous parents. 
 
The only two other variables that are important for children of endogamous couples are region 
and parental education. Higher parental education means a higher probability of marrying 
endogamously even when controlling by parental and an individual’s race (an increase of about 

                                                            
8 If we consider descent rule as an essential part of racial group membership, people who have two parents of the 
same race and people who have parents from two different racial groups, may not be considered in the same racial 
group even if they self-declare themselves in the same category. A great example of this is whites whose parents are 
both white, and the ones who have one white and one nonwhite parent. 
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4.6% for each year of education). This result corroborates the discussion about higher social 
status origin, which suggests that the parents and the children may be more concerned about 
maintaining this status. Although this result does not point to a specific mechanism, it 
demonstrates that families are concerned about who the next generation is marrying, and/or 
children are concerned about keeping their status, or they are socialized in an environment that 
facilitates a positive assortative mating. On the other hand, being located in the Northeast is not 
significant when parents are in an interracial union and parental education has a slightly greater 
effect (5.87% higher for each year of schooling - Model 3). The interaction terms show that for 
children of same race couples, whites outside of the Northeast are the ones with the highest 
probability of marrying endogamously. For children of interracial couples, although being brown 
and in the Northeast is not statistically significant and the Wald test is also not statistically 
significant when comparing Models 1 and 3, almost all interaction terms are statistically 
significant. 
 
Table 7 - Results from Logistic Regression Models for Endogamy by Type of Parental 
Union, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the children's racial endogamy , meaning 1=endogamy and 0 = exogamy 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
† there is no case of not reported or other racial category among parents who were in a racially endogamous union. 

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Parent's  race

Nonwhite  parents ‐0.630*** ‐0.060 0.009 0.051

Individual 's  race

Brown ‐1.285*** ‐0.915*** ‐0.241 ‐0.188

Black ‐1.906*** ‐1.618*** ‐1.739*** ‐1.681***

Male 0.05 0.037 ‐0.145 ‐0.174

Age 0.01 0.011 0.004 0.004

School ing 0.022 0.027 ‐0.014 ‐0.014

Northeast ‐0.749*** ‐0.006

Capita l ‐0.341 ‐0.196 ‐0.336 ‐0.292

Interactive  Terms

NOT Northeast*Brown ‐1.511*** ‐0.594**

NOT Northeast*Black ‐1.762*** ‐1.866***

Northeast*White ‐1.981*** ‐0.777**

Northeast*Brown ‐1.394*** ‐0.1168

Northeast*Black ‐2.828*** ‐1.987***

Parental  education (SUM) 0.054** 0.045* 0.053** 0.0503**

Constant 1.168*** 1.362*** 0.565 0.653 0.066 ‐0.084 0.155

N

Wald test 41.47 62.8 77.88 93.3 24.99 29.96 37.87

DF 1 3 9 11 2 8 10

Pseud‐R2 0.0615 0.0947 0.1302 0.1531 0.0471 0.0572 0.0694

Variables

Endogamous Exogamous

655 599
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5.3. The Relationship between Parental Race and the Race of a Child’s Spouse 
 

The main objective of the second part of the analysis is to discuss whether parental race 
influences a child’s choice of their spouse’s race. Particularly of note is whether having a white 
parent influences the probability that a nonwhite individual will marry a white spouse and vice-
versa. The results of this analysis are in Table 8. There are five models and the fifth one adjusted 
better to the data compared to the fourth model without other variables (Wald test = 185.99-
144.39=41.6 with 5 degrees of freedom; the chi-squared test with 5 degrees of freedom is 
11.070). In this analysis, I did not explore the interaction terms between an individual’s race and 
whether they lived in the Northeast because an individual’s race is not statistically significant. 
The first model includes the parental endogamy, then I added the individual’s race and/or the 
parental race in order to assess whether the parental race effect is only a reflection of an 
individual’s own race or whether it is associated with endogamy. When parental race and 
parental endogamy are in the same model, the latter loses its significance. When an individual’s 
race and parental race are in the model, they are both statistically significant with the same signal 
of when they are by themselves (Model 4) and the coefficient for an individual’s own race 
decreases significantly. This decrease indicates that part of the effect of the individual's own race 
is due to parental race. On the other hand, when other variables are considered, an individual’s 
own race loses its significance, and for this reason I did not use the interaction terms when 
analyzing the different groups (being white is only statistically significant among females at the 
10% level).  
 
Unlike the analysis of the endogamy of children, other variables besides an individual’s own race 
seem to be more important when explaining a child’s decision about the race of their spouse. 
This result is very interesting because it indicates that people within the marriage market may 
consider a set of different characteristics during the process of partner choice. The main 
conclusions are: Firstly, that parental endogamy is not important for explaining the probability of 
a child marrying a white or a nonwhite spouse. Secondly, nonwhite parents decrease the 
probability of their child marrying a white spouse by about 56.4% (Model 5). This is quite an 
interesting result, because it reinforces the intergenerational cycle. When analyzing the effect of 
other variables, one can observe that being a male, of an older age, with a higher level of 
education, can increase the probability of marrying a white person as opposed to a nonwhite. 
More educated people tend to marry at an older age than less educated people. Whites tend to 
have later marriages and be more educated, and it is know that later marriages (also represented 
by the positive effect of age) tend to have a positive assortative mating (Mare 1991). Moreover, 
schools also represent a part of one’s marriage market, meaning that the longer a person remains 
in school the higher the probability of their marrying someone with a higher level of education, 
who would most likely be white (Mare 1991). While living in the Northeast and in the state’s 
capital decreases this probability. As was discussed previously, living in the Northeast increases 
the probability of a person’s exposure to more nonwhites. The main difference between this 
analysis and the previous one, in which the dependent variable is the endogamy of children, is 
the effect of being a man; here the effect is positive and in the other equation the effect is 
negative (Table 8). This result is very meaningful because previous studies have found that 
nonwhite women are more likely to marry a white spouse than the opposite (Berquó 1987; Silva 
1987; Telles 2004). Results in this study indicate that when controlling for an individual’s own 
race, men are more likely to marry a white person. One possible explanation is that previous 
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works utilized a different kind of analysis that only used loglinear models without control 
variables and the gender difference may be explained by other variables, as the present 
discussion demonstrates. Another explanation could be the age group of the sample and the 
period that was analyzed. On the other hand, as I show in the next section, being white is not as 
statistically significant for men as it is for women, and all other variables have a very similar 
effect for both genders. 
 
Table 8 - Results from Logistic Regression Models for the Race of a Child’s Spouse, Brazil, 
2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes:  The dependent variable is the race of a child’s spouse, meaning 1=white and 0=nonwhite 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
 

5.3.1. Comparing Groups 
 

Because there may be differences in how people from different educational levels, age groups, 
genders, and races choose their partners, and the fact that parental race may influence this 
process, I analyzed the effect of parental race on the race of a child’s spouse among different 
groups (see Table 9). The results show that there is no significant difference in the effect of 
parental race on a spouse’s race among the groups. The main differences are: 1) the fact that an 
individual’s own race only matters among females, meaning that white women have a higher 
probability of marrying a white husband (55.91%); and 2) the fact that many variables are not 
statistically significant for the age group representing individuals between 20 and 30 years-of-
age. This result is very important because previous studies have reported that assortative mating 
has a different pattern between first and higher-order marriages (Mare 1991). Following this 
logic, most results presented here seem to be valid when analyzing the prevailing marriages in 
Brazil in 2002. Parental race seems to be the driving force behind a child’s decision about the 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 5 Model 6

Parental  endogamy 0.661*** 0.375*** 0.19 0.165

Parent's  race

Nonwhite  parents ‐1.052*** ‐0.908*** ‐0.829*** ‐0.784***

Not reported ‐0.798*** ‐0.694*** ‐0.618** ‐0.604**

White 1.153*** 0.368** 0.208

Male 0.820*** 0.808***

Age 0.018*** 0.019***

School ing 0.086*** 0.088***

Capita l ‐0.543*** ‐0.503***

Northeast ‐0.766***

Interaction terms

NOT Northeast*White 0.470**

Northeast*Nonwhite ‐0.448**

Northeast*White ‐0.875***

Parental  education (SUM) 0.010 0.006

Constant ‐0.116 ‐0.519*** 1.094*** 0.80*** ‐0.550 ‐0.745

N

Wald test 26.09 95.27 133.54 144.39 185.99 194.58

DF 1 2 3 4 9 10

Pseud‐R2 0.0192 0.0719 0.1145 0.1178 0.1653 0.1697

1254
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race of their spouse. Therefore, parental influence is very important, although the main 
mechanism cannot be uncovered in this analysis. This chapter suggests that parental influence 
does not only manifest through an individual’s race, but has a direct influence on the race of a 
child’s spouse, which may be expressed through socialization, direct familial influence, or even 
through the marriage market. This means that parents influence the neighborhoods their children 
frequent, their social networks, schools they attend, and so on. Moreover, because parental 
education is not important for explaining the race of a child’s spouse, the cultural aspect of the 
marriage market seems to be more important at the parental level. The economic aspect 
(education) is more pertinent at the individual level, because an individual’s own race is not 
significant, but his/her education is relevant. However, it is worth highlighting that when 
analyzing the endogamy of children, parental education is important. This means that higher 
parental education translates into a higher probability of their children having an endogenous 
union. 
 
Table 9 - Results of Model 6 for Race of a Child’s Spouse - Different groups, Brazil, 2002 
 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: the dependent variable is the race of a child’s spouse, meaning 1=white and 0=nonwhite 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
 

5.3.2. Comparing the Effect of Parent's Race by Type of Parental Union 
 

It is also interesting to analyze the race of a child’s spouse by type of parental union. For children 
of racially endogamous parents, the best model is the fourth one (including the interaction 
terms), and for children of interracial couples the second model is the best one (without the 
interaction terms), according to the Wald tests. The models have a higher explicative power 
(almost double) in order to explain the race of a child’s spouse for children of same race couples 
(see the Pseudo-R2). It seems that for children of heterogamous couples, other variables that are 
not included in the model may better explain their partner choice. These factors may be more 
related to marriage market characteristics, personal preferences, and social norms that are not 
expressed by the selected variables (Table 10). 
 
Among children of same race couples, having nonwhite parents decreases their probability of 
marrying endogamously. For children of exogamous couples, his/her own race is not as 
important as for children of endogamous couples. For this group, being white increases the 

Variables ALL Male Female White Nonwhite <HS HS and more 20‐30 30‐40 40 and more

Parent's  race

Nonwhite  parents ‐0.829*** ‐0.873*** ‐0.785*** ‐0.928*** ‐0.691*** ‐0.755*** ‐0.934*** ‐1.197*** ‐0.563*** ‐0.945***

Not reported ‐0.618** ‐0.784** ‐0.450 ‐0.552 ‐0.571* ‐0.707** ‐0.189 ‐1.449** ‐0.179 ‐0.706*

White 0.208 ‐0.05 0.444* 0.102 0.412 ‐0.176 0.395 0.238

Male 0.820*** 0.636*** 0.930*** 0.603*** 1.173*** 0.557* 1.207*** 0.696***

Age 0.018*** 0.017** 0.021*** 0.025*** 0.012 0.022*** ‐0.001 0.037 ‐0.006 0.021*

School ing 0.086*** 0.120*** 0.055* 0.099*** 0.076*** 0.109*** 0.446*** 0.070 0.129*** 0.056*

Capita l ‐0.543*** ‐0.400 ‐0.678*** ‐0.725*** ‐0.245 ‐0.514** ‐0.635** ‐0.198 ‐0.774*** ‐0.555*

Northeast ‐0.766*** ‐0.710*** ‐0.852*** ‐1.247*** ‐0.469* ‐0.707*** ‐0.858*** ‐0.408 ‐0.754** ‐1.099*

Parenta l  education(SUM) 0.010 0.022 ‐0.003 0.060 ‐0.055 0.006 ‐0.004 0.008 0.082* ‐0.034

Constant ‐0.550 0.195 ‐0.511 ‐0.566 ‐0.539 ‐0.689 ‐3.975** ‐0.195 ‐0.773 ‐0.189

N 1254 612 642 602 652 808 446 310 409 535

Wald test 185.99 96.66 87.44 91.23 52.2 101.76 70.78 51.24 65.93 95.01

DF 9 8 8 8 8 9 9 9 9 9

Pseud‐R2 0.1653 0.1748 0.1681 0.1865 0.0855 0.1382 0.2263 0.1698 0.1942 0.2011
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probability of marrying a white person on average 105% (model 3). On the other hand, being 
white has no effect among children of interracial couples.  
 
Parental education is not as statistically significant as it was in the previous analysis of 
endogamy, reinforcing the importance of the parental cultural aspect in contrast to the economic 
one. The explicative power of some other variables is also different. These include gender and 
schooling for both groups. Being a man and having more education also translates into a higher 
probability of marrying a white, especially among children of endogamous couples (the effect is 
almost double for these children compared to the children of interracial couples). Age is also 
important for children of interracial couples (the probability of having a relationship with a white 
person increases by 2.9% with the addition of each year). This is very interesting because it may 
indicate, together with the results regarding education, that older people and more educated 
people are more likely to be selected by a white in the case of having  parents from different 
racial groups. 
 
Table 10 - Results from Logistic Regression Models for the Race of a Child’s Spouse by 
Type of Parental Union, Brazil, 2002 

 

Data source: PESB, 2002. 
Notes: The dependent variable is the children's racial endogamy, meaning 1=endogamy and 0 = exogamy 
* p<0.1; **p<0.05; *** p<0.01 
† there is no case of not reported or other racial category among parents who were in a racially endogamous union. 

 

  

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4 Model 1 Model 2 Model 3

Parent's  race

Nonwhite  parents ‐0.985*** ‐0.535*** ‐0.543*** ‐0.501***

White 1.171*** 0.721** 0.281 0.198

Male 0.779*** 0.767*** 0.895*** 0.888***

Age 0.008 0.009 0.030*** 0.029***

School ing 0.109*** 0.117*** 0.076 0.076***

Northeast ‐1.169*** ‐0.432**

Capita l ‐0.790 ‐0.711*** ‐0.400 ‐0.384*

Interaction terms

NOT Northeast*White 1.089*** 0.337

Northeast*Nonwhite ‐0.622* ‐0.290

Northeast*White ‐0.931*** ‐0.401

Parental  education (SUM) ‐0.008 ‐0.014 0.020 0.019

Constant 1.234*** 0.238 ‐0.487 ‐0.825 ‐0.215* ‐2.13*** ‐2.183***

N

Wald test 91.41 103.11 117 128.76 2.05 46.31 47.23

DF 1 2 8 9 1 7 8

Pseud‐R2 0.1421 0.164 0.2379 0.247 0.0032 0.0752 0.0767

Variables

Endogamous Exogamous

655 599
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6. Conclusions 
 

Parental characteristics influence a series of children's outcomes, such as health, education, and 
occupation (see for instance, Bianchi 2000; Gable and Lutz 2000; Gullickson 2003; Kalmijn 
1994b; Lareau 2003; McLanahan and Sandefur 1997). It is also known that events in the parents’ 
lives and parental characteristics also affect the union formation of children. This includes union 
type (cohabitation or marriage) (Thornton et al. 2007) and divorce (Wolfinger 2011). Although 
interracial marriage has been widely studied, there is a lack of discussion about the relationship 
between parental characteristics and racial endogamy or the race of a child’s spouse. Previous 
studies that analyzed the effect of parental characteristics on the characteristics of a child’s 
spouse have focused on educational assortative mating (Blackwell 1998; Mare 2008) and 
occupational status (Blau and Duncan 1967) in the United States.  
 
This chapter analyzed one aspect that has not been explored in previous analyses of interracial 
marriage—whether parental characteristics influence their children's choice of partner. First, I 
analyzed the relationship between parental racial endogamy and the racial endogamy of the 
children, meaning to what extent having same race parents influences the probability of marrying 
someone from the same racial group. The second part of the analysis focused on the relationship 
between parental race and the race of a child’s spouse. One of my objectives was to investigate 
whether the fact that a nonwhite person with a white father or mother would increase his/her 
probability of marrying a white spouse. Moreover, I sought to determine whether this 
relationship changed between distinct groups, especially between males and females, given the 
fact that there are important variations in the process of assortative mating (e.g. Berquó 1987; 
Telles 2004) and different effects as a result of a father's education on educational assortative 
mating (Blackwell 1998). 
  
Endogamy unions represent the majority and the results suggest a strong intergenerational 
influence. First, having parents in an endogamous union increases by about 78.8% the 
probability of being in a same race relationship, controlling for a variety of other characteristics. 
This is a much more significant effect than was observed for the United States where children of 
educationally homogamous parents are between 5 to 10% more likely to be in homogamous 
unions themselves (Mare 2008). Although Mare's results are for the American marriage market, 
Heaton (2010) showed that American educational homogamy rates are similar to Brazilian rates. 
In addition, other studies have also discussed the greater effect race has on the paring process 
than that of education (see for instance, (Ribeiro and Silva 2009 for Brazil and Blackwell and 
Lichter 2004 for the U.S.). Considering this result, one can say that although interracial marriage 
is more common in Brazil than in other countries, families are still quite closed to members from 
a different racial group. Parental education is also significant, meaning that the higher the 
parental education the higher the probability is of their children being in an endogamous union. 
Secondly, the results by type of parental union show that parental race matters only for 
exogamous couples, and an individual’s own race is more relevant among children of 
endogamous parents. Thirdly, the results for the analysis of parental race and the race of a child’s 
spouse show that having nonwhite parents decreases the probability of marrying a white spouse 
and that parental education is insignificant for explaining the race of a child’s spouse. In this 
second part of the analysis, parental endogamy has no effect when controlling by parental race 
and individual race has no effect when considering a series of control variables. These results are 
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similar to the ones noted by Hout and Janus (2011): “[a] common observation in inequality 
studies is that "like goes with like" across generations. The most important family factor in a 
study of income inequality is the parents' incomes, the most important family factor in a jobs 
study is the parents' jobs, and the most important family factor in an educational study like this 
one is the parents' education.” 
 
The strong relationship between family racial origin and race of a child’s spouse reflects how 
racial groups are closed. Some people may think that the racial groups are not closed because the 
brown or mixed race population is increasing, however, part of this increase is due to changes in 
how people report themselves and differential fertility, because the fertility level of nonwhites is 
higher than whites, and most browns marry browns. Thus, mixed race people are not all born to 
interracial couples.  
 
Unfortunately, there is little evidence for specifying which mechanism is most important as to 
whether the lower status group (nonwhite, especially black) is denied access to spouses from the 
higher status group (whites) or if people in general just prefer to marry endogamously. On the 
other hand, there are some hints that indicate a general preference for whites and the importance 
of parental race over parental education, thus in general, there is no strong evidence for an 
exchange at the parental level. Individual characteristics also play a relevant role, especially 
among children of interracial couples. The characteristics of gender, schooling, and age are more 
significant than the children’s own race. These results suggest that the main exchange, if any, 
between education and race is at the individual level and not at the parental level. Moreover, the 
race and gender interaction within the marriage market is quite significant because of the notable 
differences between males and females. Finally, it is worth highlighting that it seems having the 
race of a child’s spouse as the dependent variable is a better way to associate the effect of 
individual parental characteristics on who people marry, and the models presented here have a 
higher explicative power for children of racially endogamous parents. 
 
In the end, it is also worth noting that the addition of other variables would help to better 
understand the intergenerational relationship between parents’ and their children's union 
formation, including the type of union for both parents and children. The exploration of potential 
interactions between parental characteristics and marriage market characteristics (gender ratio, 
racial distribution, etc) would also be interesting. Another issue related to this interaction is the 
place where spouses meet. These locations could include the gym, school, or work and may 
differ according to parental characteristics, since they are related to class and childbearing style. 
A final aspect to be considered in future research about interracial union is the use of skin color 
gradation. This would be significant to allow for better capturing the nuances of racial 
boundaries and especially to linking this information to the racial classification based on the 
official categories. 
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APPENDICES OF CHAPTER 3 
 
Table 1A - Descriptives Statistics 

 

 
Source: PESB, 2002 
 
 

Mean Std Dev

Age 41.12 14.087

Schooling 6.51 3.976

%

Male 48.80      

Northeast 27.43      

Capital 23.37      

White 48.01      

Brown 40.43      

Black 11.56      

White mother 58.85

Brown mother 31.34

Black mother 6.62

Mother other race or 

not reported 3.19

White father 48.72

Brown father 35.41

Black father 11.64

Father other race or 

not reported 4.23
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CHAPTER 4 
 

HOUSEHOLD CHORES AND INTERRACIAL MARRIAGE IN BRAZIL: 
INTERACTIONS BETWEEN GENDER, RACE, AND TYPE OF UNION 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Abstract 
This chapter focuses on the intersection between gender and race in the context of marriage. In 
the first part I analyzed the classification of household chores into female, male or gender neutral 
activities and compared the perspectives of white and nonwhite men and white and nonwhite 
women on domestic duties. I also considered whether the individual was in a same race union or 
an interracial union. The main results show an overall agreement amongst groups on which 
chores are female, male, and gender neutral. However statistically significant differences appear 
among whites in interracial marriages, especially in regards to white men, who tend to classify 
the tasks with a more gendered position in relation to both female and male activities. Given this 
result, I used data on weekly hours spent on domestic labor, and analyzed whether this difference 
in the classification is also indicated by how much time whites and nonwhites in interracial and 
intraracial unions devote to household chores. The strategy utilized multiple linear regression 
modeling and the main result is that women in interracial unions, on average, work on household 
chores about 24 minutes per week more than women in racially endogamous unions; when 
analyzing by a spouse’s race, the only statistically significant case is when brown women (48 
minutes of household chores per week) are married to white men when compared to white 
women married with white men. In regards to the amount of time men devote to household 
chores, overall men in interracial marriages do not dedicate more time to these tasks. However, 
black/brown men spend about 17.64 more minutes per week on household chores than men in 
same race unions, and this relationship is statistically significant for couples with white or brown 
women. The main implications of these findings suggest the need to include the couple’s racial 
composition in the analysis of the division of labor, and to be cautious when interpreting 
intermarriage as a way to overcome discrimination. 
 
Key-words: gender roles, sexual division of labor, interracial marriage, Brazil 
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1.Introduction 
 
In the first chapter I discussed how the racial distribution of local marriage markets influences 
the interracial marriage rates. In the second chapter I approached the concept of how parental 
race is related to a child’s probability of being in an interracial union and how parental 
characteristics relate to a spouse’s race. While these two chapters uncovered components of the 
process of partner choice, some other factors may also be important. The present chapter adds to 
the discussion because it considers personal beliefs about gender roles and how couples share 
domestic labor in the framework of intermarriage in Brazil. This chapter also relates theories on 
partner choice to the bargaining power in the household in order to analyze whether race or 
bargaining characteristics have more of an influence on the division of domestic labor. Chapter 
four focuses on two analyses. First, the classification of household chores into female, male, or 
gender neutral tasks by comparing white and nonwhite women and men in same race and 
interracial unions. The second analysis aimed to verify whether the pattern observed in the first 
examination is the same when considering the amount of weekly hours devoted to domestic labor 
by each partner. The analysis considers each spouse’s race and the family’s characteristics. 
 
When considering the economic theory (Becker 1981), the division of labor is a central part of 
the explanation of gains to marriage because the achievements are higher when one spouse 
specializes in domestic labor, while the other one specializes in the labor market. Therefore, in 
this framework, heterogamy, in terms of potential earnings, can be considered a successful match 
to this concept. However, most unions are homogamous in terms of education, race, and religion. 
Because of that, some authors (i.e.: Fu, 2001; Gullickson and Fu, 2010; Longo, 2011; Ribeiro 
and Silva, 2009) consider exogamy to be an exception and use the status exchange theory, 
formulated by Davis (1941) and Merton (1941) to explain intermarriage. In this approach, a 
person from a lower status group (i.e. black) would need to trade another status characteristic 
(i.e. higher education) in order to marry a spouse from the higher status group (i.e. white). Most 
studies in Brazil consider education and religion as an asset to be traded in the marriage market 
(Heaton 2010; Longo 2011; Ribeiro and Silva 2009; Silva 1987). However, this theory seems ill-
fitted to Brazil because there is evidence that the nonwhite spouse only has more education than 
the white spouse among white men and black women (Berquó 1987; Silva 1987). In addition, 
Ribeiro and Silva (2009) concluded that education and race are part of two different processes of 
partner choice.  
 
Grossbard-Shechtman (1981, 1984) proposed a more general theory based on the marriage 
market theory, while also using the status exchange idea in a different way. The author uses the 
compensating differentials as the main aspect of intermarriage. The main difference between 
status exchange and compensating differentials is that the first idea relates to the concept of 
bargaining power in which the spouse with the lower status needs to exchange/pay with another 
higher status indicator. For example, a higher educated black man would be married to a less 
educated white wife. The second theory (compensating differentials) turns the previous concept 
around and indicates that the black man would need to materially compensate for his wife 
(Grossbard-Shechtman and Neuman 1988)9. In this framework, each spouse is willing to devote 

                                                            
9 In this sense, I understand that intermarriage may happen without status exchange (the couples are educationally 
homogamous, for instance) or that the exchange is not sufficient enough to make the distribution of the gains to 
marriage more equal.  



 

69 
 

a certain amount of time to the marriage. This results in each spouse demanding and offering 
domestic labor to their partner, and based on the individual’s opportunity cost of being in the 
labor market, each individual devotes a specific amount of time to domestic labor. For this 
author, the domestic sphere and the labor market are complementary markets. 
 
The gender and race relations framework are fundamental for understanding how couples divide 
domestic labor. Although, women usually have lower status than men, evidence has found that 
even more educated women do more household chores than men. One explanation comes from 
the “doing gender” framework. This concept defines gender identity as being socially 
constructed and related to other people’s expectations (West and Zimmerman 1987). Thus, 
highly educated women do household chores in order to construct their gender identity. In 
addition, although the participation of women in the labor market has increased, families have 
became smaller, and technology has helped to decrease the amount of time people devote to 
domestic labor (see for instance, Bailey 2006; Goldin and Katz 2002; Goldin 2006; Souza, Rios-
Neto, and Queiroz 2011). However, women still do more household chores than men (i.e.: 
Bianchi and Raley 2005; Bianchi and Casper 2000). It is worth noting that increased female 
labor force participation should decrease the gains to marriage, however, this does not appear to 
be true because the division of labor has remained unequal. 
 
It is also necessary to consider racial dimension. Men and women do not represent a unique 
group. Important differences exist within each group and one significant characteristic to 
consider is race. Historically, nonwhites are highly associated with domestic labor, especially 
black women. In contrast, whites have higher social prestige. This means that besides bargaining 
power and individual status characteristics (education and income) the division of labor may be 
associated to cultural norms and values systems. This would even explain why the division of 
labor has been so historically gendered based. In this sense, interracial marriage serves as a good 
forum for considering the division of labor, gender, and race relations. If the effect of the 
differences in bargaining power is eliminated, such as higher education or higher income, race 
maintains its importance in regards to the number of hours women and men devote to domestic 
labor. This explanation is not solely based on status exchange, since the exchange does not assure 
the same decision power in the marriage. Moreover, if the differences are upheld for both 
nonwhite men and nonwhite women, the explanations using gender relations are not sufficient 
and the racial dynamics need to be added to the analysis. Therefore, the main proposal of this 
chapter is to look to interracial unions, using domestic labor as a potential exchangeable asset in 
the marriage market. 
 
In sum, this chapter represents an important theoretical contribution to the analyses of 
intermarriage, especially in regards to the context that an exchange is not clearly explained by 
education. Moreover gender roles are associated to a series of marriage outcomes. The way in 
which couples share their responsibilities may influence their marital satisfaction. Some studies 
have shown that changing gender roles inside of a marriage are associated with lower marital 
satisfaction for women (Amato and Booth 1995). On the other hand, the relationship between 
intermarriage and the level of satisfaction has contradictory findings. Troy et al. (2006) found 
higher levels of satisfaction and no differences were found in regards to reported conflicts or 
attachment style. However, others authors, like Bratter and Eschbach (2006), concluded that 
interracial couples have lower levels of marital satisfaction due to higher rates of distress than 
same race couples. Interracial marriage is associated with increases in severe distress for Native 
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American men, white women, Hispanic men, and women married to non-white spouses, 
compared to endogamous members of the same groups. Higher rates of conflict are observed for 
intermarried persons with African American or Native American husbands or wives, and for 
women with Hispanic husbands. A lower socioeconomic status explains approximately half of 
the increased distress experienced by white women, while higher socioeconomic status partially 
suppresses increases in conflict for Hispanic men and women. 
 
The main questions to be addressed are whether men and women in different types of unions 
(intra or interracial) have different opinions about who should do what tasks in the household and 
whether they effectively devote different amounts of time to domestic labor. This chapter has two 
parts with different data analyses. In the first part, I discuss whether people in same race and in 
interracial unions tend to classify household chores differently in terms of being a female, male 
or gender neutral activity. The focus is to explore the intersection between race and gender, in the 
context of the racial composition of the couple. This process uses how females and males and 
whites and nonwhites in interracial or same race unions classify household and childcare tasks. 
More generally, this analysis questions whether individuals in different types of unions have a 
different opinion about gender roles associated with household chores, when controlling by 
gender and race. For this part of the study, I used data from the Brazilian Social Survey (PESB - 
Pesquisa Social Brasileira) for the year 2002 and employed an exploratory and descriptive 
analysis. The results show that overall there is an agreement about what activities are considered 
female, male or more gendered neutral. However, there are important differences in the 
classifications between individuals in interracial relationships and individuals in racially 
endogamous unions. These differences are mainly among whites. This means that whites in 
exogamous marriage are more likely to report higher levels of gender based answers (both for 
female and male activities) than whites married to whites. This relationship is not strong among 
nonwhites.  
 
Given the results of this first analysis, I investigate whether an individual’s actual behavior, 
meaning the number of weekly hours they devote to domestic labor, is also different between 
whites and nonwhites in intra or interracial unions. This is the second component analyzed in this 
chapter. I explore the possible differences in the amount of hours per week each partner spends 
doing household chores. For this analysis, I used data from the Brazilian Household Survey 
(PNAD - Pesquisa Nacional por Amostra de Domicílios) for the year 2009. The surveys are from 
different years and have distinct samples. In the PESB the smallest representative area is region 
and in the PNAD the smallest measurement is by state. Although both are nationally 
representative, the PNAD’s sample size is much larger than the PESB’s. The main difference 
from the first analysis is the racial classification that is used. For the first analysis, I used only the 
categories of white and nonwhite due to sample size. In the second analysis, I used three official 
categories: white, brown, and black. Any spouse’s racial combination among these categories is 
considered a mixed race union.  
 
The results are consistent with the first analysis (with very few exceptions). They show that both 
nonwhite men and nonwhite women in interracial marriages spend more time doing household 
chores. Overall, nonwhite women (mostly brown) in interracial unions spend, on average, 52 
more minutes per week doing household chores and nonwhite men in interracial unions do, on 
average, 17.64 more minutes of domestic labor than nonwhite men in same race unions. 
Characteristics such as earnings, education, and family size also matter in terms of how much 
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time people spend doing household work. This result is very interesting because it shows that the 
cost of opportunity, usually measured by potential earnings, is not the only important factor for 
deciding which individuals are responsible for domestic labor. In fact, other family 
characteristics, such as the racial composition of the couples that can indicate an existence of 
some level of discrimination in the family, also need to be considered. The interaction between 
differences in bargaining power (differences in spouses’ education and spouses’ income) and race 
is overall not relevant. A higher income or more education among women both have a negative 
effect. In other words, they do less domestic labor regardless of their race. However, race has a 
significant and independent effect. Therefore, customs, social norms, and pre-marital experiences 
(i.e. socialization) regarding gender and race are important for explaining the division of labor in 
the household. In addition, it is worth highlighting that nonwhite men also do more domestic 
labor. This is not a female characteristic and suggests that the main explanation is not only 
related to gender. The fact that nonwhite men also do more domestic labor when they are in an 
interracial union does not mean that men and women do the same household chores. The 
inability to identify the activities in the survey data is one of the main limitations of the study. 
Therefore, I argue in this chapter that it is not enough to consider the gender dimension when 
analyzing the division of labor, but the racial composition of the couple is also a factor. For 
example, even controlling for the other spouse’s race and the family’s characteristics, race has an 
independent effect on the number of hours men and women devote weekly to domestic labor and 
this evidence indicates discrimination inside the family. 
 
This chapter is divided into five parts, including this introduction. The second section discusses 
the racial categories and gives a brief overview on interracial marriage in Brazil. The following 
part approaches the relationship between interracial marriage and the division of labor. I present 
the data and the methods utilized in the fourth section, which is followed by the results and 
conclusion. 
 
2. Race Categories and Interracial Marriage in Brazil 
 
For the sake of clarity and the self-containment of each chapter, I am reproducing a similar 
debate about racial classification and interracial marriage presented in chapters two and three. 
Racial identity and racial classification in Brazil are known for being loose due to a lack of 
descent rule, the confounding effect with social class (see Schwartzman 2007), and the fact that 
racial identity is greatly related to skin color (S. R. Bailey 2008). These factors make part of 
racial identity subjective and therefore unstable. Public policies can also influence how people 
identify themselves. Bailey (2008) shows that the proportion of people self declaring as black, 
when given only two options—black and white—nearly doubles when mentioning the existence 
of quotas. Since 1940, the Brazilian Institute of Geography and Statistics (IBGE) has used the 
terms: branco (white), pardo (brown), preto (black), and amarelo (asian). The term indígena 
(indigenous) was added in 1991.  
 
One of the main discussions around the official categories is whether they actually reflect racial 
terms that people consider on a daily basis, such as moreno and negro. Moreno is a popular term 
that represents the fluidity of the racial system in Brazil, it includes: 1) light skinned persons 
with dark hair; 2) a person of mixed color or parentage who generally has dark hair; and 3) a 
dark skinned person. Negro, on the other hand, is defined by the combination of blacks and 
browns (pardos) and has the objective to clearly delimit the Afro-descent population. Proponents 
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of the use of this term were mainly members of the Black Movement (S. R. Bailey and Telles 
2006; S. R. Bailey 2008; Telles 2004). Bailey and Telles (2006) concluded that there is a 
negative correlation between education and the choice of using the term moreno, while the 
opposite is true for negro. There is also an age effect. This means that the odds of choosing to use 
the terms moreno or negro are greater for younger individuals than for older people.  
 
Bailey and Telles do not recommend the addition of the moreno or negro terms to official data 
collection, because the use of the multiracial moreno term could result in a very large moreno 
population. This would result in difficulties when analyzing racial inequality because the 
inclusion of negro could confound estimates of the racially disadvantaged by pushing many 
nonwhite into the white category. Therefore, the use of the black (preto) and brown (pardo) 
terms is more appropriate than the incorporation of the popular moreno and the activist negro 
term. 
 
Although racial classification is unclear in Brazil, people seem to consistently identify 
themselves with one of the official categories, since the racial distribution in Brazil was very 
stable between 1980 and 2000. The proportion of blacks was between five and six percent, the 
proportion of browns was between 39-42 percent, and the proportion of whites was between 54-
52 percent. The 2010 Census data show that whites are 47.73 percent of the population; browns 
are 43.13 percent, and blacks are 7.61 percent. Therefore, there was a slight decline of the white 
population between 2000 and 2010. 
 
Race relations in Brazil are marked by a high level of intermarriage, which can be perceived by 
the high percentage of mixed race people. This process started during slavery, when white men 
outnumbered white women and they began having relationships with nonwhites, especially as 
informal partners (Pacheco 2006; Samara 1989). The high levels of race mixture produced the 
idea that Brazil was a racial democracy (Freyre 2006). However, other authors (i.e. Burdick 
1998; Twine 1998) have claimed that this mixing has been used to reinforce racism and to inhibit 
the advancement of the black movement and to make specific actions by the government in 
reference to race more difficult. The argument also exists that the main motivation for a mixed 
union was the eroticization of brown women. In this sense, these relationships are the realization 
of a sexual desire (Moutinho 2004; Pacheco 2006). Telles (2004) and Telles and Sue (2009) 
discuss that racial mixture comfortably coexists in Brazil with a racial hierarchy and ideologies 
of whitening. The authors consider two types of relationships—the vertical one, meaning 
inequality and discrimination; and the horizontal, which refers to sociability, including interracial 
marriage. Because horizontal relationships are quite common, which include racially mixed 
friendships and marriage, racial mixture has been central to the meaning of the nation. 
 
Intermarriage is increasing in Brazil. In 1960, ten percent of marriages were racially 
exogamously, in 1980 this number increased to one in five marriages, and in 2000 this number 
was one in three marriages (Ribeiro and. Silva 2009). However, most of these unions were 
between browns and whites. Although endogamy is preferred, which is higher among blacks, 
followed by whites, and lower among browns (Petruccelli 2001; Silva 1987), the levels of 
interracial unions in Brazil are higher than in the United States and South Africa. Both of these 
countries also have a significant proportion of blacks and a history of segregation and intense 
race relations. However, marriage is far from being randomly formed and the probability of 
marrying exogamously is not the same for all racial groups. There is less resistance to marriage 
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between persons of proximate color in comparison with the much higher resistance to marriage 
between whites and blacks (Telles 1993, 2004). In an interracial union, white people are ten 
times more likely to marry a brown spouse than a black one. In 1991, about 14.2 percent of white 
men had brown wives and only 1.3 percent had black spouses (Telles 2004). Gender asymmetry 
also exists. This means that nonwhite women are more likely to marry a white spouse than 
nonwhite men. This is especially true for a brown woman (i.e Berquó 1987; Silva 1987; Telles 
2004). In the marriage market, browns seem to be more closely related to whites than blacks. 
This is different from their social economic situation, in which they are more closely related to 
blacks (Silva 1987). 
 
3. Intermarriage and the Sexual Division of Labor 
 
Different theories are used for explaining the partner choice process and the division of labor is 
an important aspect to be considered when analyzing marriage and intermarriage. The economic 
theory of marriage (Becker 1976, 1981) considers that the decision to marry is based on the  
weight of costs and benefits, and marriage happens when the person’s benefits are maximized. In 
other words, when the gains of marriage exceed the sum of each spouses’ gains of being single. 
In the weighting process of costs and benefits, people consider marriage market characteristics, 
including partner availability, which is usually measured by the sex ratio, the social stigma 
associated to being single, the cost of divorce, which includes religiosity, and social network 
pressures. The gains to marriage that are considered come from the division of labor, but also 
from love, companionship, the economic scale of the household, public goods (e.g. children), 
and other factors. 
 
For the economic theory of marriage, the traditional division of labor in the household is what 
drives the process of partner choice and is the main indicator of gains to marriage. Men usually 
specialize in market activities and women in nonmarket activities; therefore, the gender based 
division of labor can benefit each spouse because each individual would utilize one another’s 
skills. This allows each spouse to fully develop one skill, resulting in a greater return and more 
efficiency in the marriage. In this sense, a successful assortative process is when the man has the 
potential for a high income and the woman has a lower earning capacity. Utilizing this approach, 
it follows that positive assortative mating is when the couple has similar characteristics, or 
complimentary traits. Negative assortative mating means that the spouses have opposite 
characteristics, or substitutes. In this sense, an explanation for intermarriage is the fact that black 
women are highly associated with a lower earning capacity and more with household tasks, and 
white men are associated to financial prosperity. Therefore, interracial unions would be more 
gender based than others.  
 
On the other hand, it is also possible to consider race as representing status groups, so people 
may prefer to marry someone with the same background (social norms, cultural aspects, and 
expectations). This is positive assortative mating and the process is better explained by the 
sociological approach of social groups and their reproduction (Bourdieu 1976; Haller 1981). The 
main argument is that through marriage, higher status groups maintain their privileges by 
marrying people from their own social circle. In this sense, the less educated white men would be 
the ones who marry nonwhite women. However, this practice does not mean that these white 
men have lower earning power than their respective wives. 
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Another important concept is the status exchange theory (Davis 1941; Merton 1941). This model 
is largely used among sociologists to explain intermarriage in the United States, although some 
authors (see Rosenfeld 2005) claim that the evidence is weak for supporting this framework. In 
relation to Brazil, Telles (2004) argues that black women, unlike brown women, usually have 
more education when they are married to a white men. They also have more education when 
married to a brown husband, which indicates a lower status for black women in the Brazilian 
marriage market. This suggests that they would need to trade a higher social status (education) 
for racial status (lighter skin color). However, Silva (1987) highlights the importance of not 
generalizing the explanation of intermarriage using the status exchange theory because there is 
no consistency in the findings. In other words, there is no clear pattern that the darker skin color 
spouse has more education than the lighter skin color spouse. This is not even consistent when 
analyzing the relationship by gender, meaning nonwhite women have more education than their 
white spouses.  
 
Ribeiro and Silva (2009) also find interesting results in this regard. Their work shows that from 
1980 to 2000, endogamy decreased in all three racial groups. The main difference is that among 
black women, in 1980, endogamy was higher among the more educated, and  in 2000, racial 
endogamy among black women was similar at any educational level. In addition, endogamy 
among whites is higher within more educated groups and endogamy among browns is higher 
within lower educated groups. The same pattern is observed among blacks. This result would 
lead to the conclusion that there is a status exchange going on in the marriage market. However, 
the effects add to each other, but there is no interaction between them. In other words, there is 
almost no racial effect regarding marriage between two people with very different educational 
levels. In this case, the educational barrier is the factor that defines the marriage. However, for 
marriages with close educational levels (two or three educational barriers) the race effect is 
relevant. Finally, Ribeiro and Silva (2009) find that the educational and racial components of 
marriage are independent to each other. They highlight that the increase in interracial marriage is 
not a reflex of the decrease in educational inequality among whites, browns, and blacks. They 
also do not believe this increase is a result of the decrease in the educational barriers influencing 
intermarriage. 
 
Another possible exchange is between racial and the religious backgrounds. There are few 
analyses on religion (Heaton 2010; Longo 2011) investigating how religion and racial assortative 
mating influence each other. Ninety percent of couples are in a religious endogamous 
relationship and interracial unions are more prevalent among spouses from different religious 
groups.  Because the results for education and religion are not consistent or robust enough to 
generalize the exchange, there may be a need to analyze different potential trades within the 
marriage market. In this sense, I discuss the role of domestic labor in the context of 
intermarriage. Although the economic and status exchange theory are usually discussed 
separately, the idea of status exchange is highly related to the gains of  marriage in Becker’s 
concept. Becker’s theory indicates that people marry because the sum of the spouses’ utilities is 
higher than the sum of their utility when single. Moreover, most studies that tested this 
framework used education, and the trade could utilize another characteristic like domestic labor. 
Considering both the marriage market and the status exchange approaches, Grossbard-
Shechtman (1981) formulated what she calls a General Theory of Marriage (GTM). In this 
framework the exchange between spouses is considered a type of labor, so people in a marriage 
situation demand and supply labor. For her, the marriage and the labor markets are mutually 
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related (or interdependent) and the value of the time of a married woman varies according to the 
number of single men and single women in their marriage market. A woman is in a better 
position if there are more women within the marriage market than men.  
 
The author assumes that marriage is an exchange of household labor between spouses and 
includes tasks like child care, cooking, gardening or counseling. This means that men demand 
female domestic labor and vice-versa. People can spend time in three different ways: labor, 
household labor, and self-dedication. Both categories of labor benefit others (employers and 
spouses) and can provide direct utility or disutility to the individual (worker). They also produce 
non-pecuniary rewards and these rewards may vary across forms of labor, the amount of time 
devoted to an activity, and individual preferences (Grossbard-Shechtman 1984). 
 
In this sense, wages within labor markets affect marital behavior and also affect conditions in the 
markets in relation to household labor (Gossbard-Shechtman 1984: 869). If the supply of labor at 
home is seen as a particular type of labor, the higher the wages are in alternative occupations and 
the lower the satisfaction a spouse derives from the household activities, will decrease the 
amount of work done by that spouse at home (Grossbard-Shechtman 1981). Unlike the 
compensation for other types of labor, household work has a nonmonetary compensation, which 
includes the other spouse’s services. Therefore, “[i]n a monogamous society marriage tends to 
occur when at the equilibrium male’s value of time and female’s value of time, a man demands 
the amount of household labor a woman wants to supply and that woman demands the amount of 
labor supplied by the man” (869). 
 
This view of marital relations differs from previous economic analyses in its emphasis on the 
time spouses devote to each other’s service. Changing outside factors can lead not only to 
changes in income redistribution between the spouses or to marital breakup (as in Becker 1973, 
1981), but also to new marital labor relations. Thus, a married woman’s sudden realization that 
attractive labor market opportunities are open to her could possibly lead to a new spousal 
employment contract, resulting in the wife reducing her burden of household labor. This stems 
from the idea that marital and labor markets are complementary. The main difference from the 
sociological status exchange approach is discussed by Grossbard-Shechtman and Neuman 
(1988), where the authors address the concept of compensating differentials. Compensating 
differentials are based on the idea that the nonwhite spouse would materially compensate his/her 
white partner. Thus, whites in this situation would have a lower probability of working and may 
work fewer hours at home. The explanation for spending fewer hours in the labor market is based 
on the fact that the spouse would materially satisfy all of his wife’s needs (Grossbard-Shechtman 
and Neuman 1988), and the case of compensating with domestic labor is a nonmonetary 
compensation. In the case of domestic labor, Grossbard, Gimenez-Nadal, and Molina (2010) 
found that the darker partners devote more time to domestic labor. This means that both intra-
household bargaining and hedonic marriage markets, operating with the help of an implicit price 
mechanism, can lead to a premium for individuals who perform chores, work in households, and 
have lighter skin than their partners. Conversely, those with darker skin need to pay a 
compensating differential. 
 
The hypotheses about intermarriage that follow this theory are based on the extent to which 
group norms regarding intermarriage have been internalized by individual men and women. This 
shapes the individual’s preferences in terms of who to marry. These preferences are primarily 
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based on group relations and family socialization. Each person will be more or less likely to 
provide more or less household labor to his/her partner depending on his/her preference for 
homogamy or heterogamy (Grossbard-Shechtman 1981). Furthermore, because the amount of 
time is also related to earning capacity, if nonwhites expect to have (or actually have) a lower 
income, they may dedicate more time to household chores than whites. Moreover, according to 
the traditional economic theory of the marriage market (Becker 1981), a successful assortative 
mating (meaning the type with higher expectations regarding the gains of marriage) is between a 
woman with a lower earning capacity and a man with a higher income potential. In this sense, 
the marriages between white men and nonwhite women would follow expectations of the more 
traditional gender roles, as was previously discussed. Finally, it is worth highlighting that if race 
is indicative of potential earnings, the nonwhites in interracial marriages will tend to devote more 
time to domestic labor. This is especially true for the nonwhite women, who have the lowest 
earning capacity in the labor market (Abramo 2006; Cacciamali and Hirata 2005; Carvalho, Néri, 
and Silva 2006). Another aspect that may add to this status difference is the historical place of 
whites, blacks, and browns. This concept is the topic of next section. 
 
 3.1 Gender and Race Issues 
 
The main importance of discussing intermarriage and the division of labor lies in the fact that 
although a woman’s place in society has always been secondary to a man’s, there are important 
differences among black and white women (Collins 2000) and black and white men (Connell 
1995; Gutmann 1997; Pascoe 2007). Therefore, the context of intermarriage makes the analysis 
of gender, race relations, and their intersection possible. Men in Latin America are perceived as 
being machistas (Gutmann 1997). Family in Brazil has been based on the patriarchal system in 
which men are the breadwinners and women take care of the house (see for instance, Durham 
1982; Samara 2002). Although women have increased their participation in the labor market, and 
this model has lost force (for example, Goldani 1994; Goldani 1994; Oliveira 1996), many 
differences between women and men persist. 
 
Moreover, emotions and affection are related to cultural and historical aspects of society. The 
historical context of Brazil designates as blacks a lower status group and whites as having higher 
social prestige. Black women have a marginalized social position in the marriage market and are 
the least desired (Berquó 1987). They are also mostly associated with household work (Steedman 
1987). In contrast, white women are identified more with feminine forms of expression and are 
also associated with better socioeconomic conditions. This suggests that they delegate household 
tasks to other women (bell hooks 1999; Berger 1972; Williamson 1986) and that these 
responsibilities usually go to a black woman. During slavery, even breastfeeding was something 
allocated to black women (Quintas 2009); and today, most domestic workers are poor women 
who are mostly nonwhite (Reichmann 1995). On one hand, white men are associated with a 
higher status, and serve as the role model of a good husband—someone who is successful and 
earns enough income to support their family. On the other hand, black men are usually identified 
as having a lack of income and less successful occupations in the labor market. The lower 
earning capacity of black men has been associated with a worse marriage market for black 
women because white men prefer white women, and black men have lower earnings and higher 
instability in the labor market (see for instance, Lichter et al. 1992; Raley 1996).  
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Given these differences between racial groups and the historical context, one would expect that 
men married to nonwhite women would attribute more domestic labor to them regardless of their 
bargaining characteristics. In addition, traditional male roles would also be more often attributed 
to white men in mixed relationships. It is worth highlighting that evidence has shown that 
earnings (or earning capacity, as discussed previously) are not the only reason for differences, 
but differences in human capital and experience are also important factors to consider (Bertocchi 
et al. 2012). In addition, Stratton (2012) argues that preferences also play an important role in 
explaining gender differences in time use, although the opportunity cost of time for women 
matters substantially more than for men. Men’s preferences also play a greater role than those of 
women. In the face of these differences, one would expect that nonwhite women, in general, 
devote more time to domestic activities than white women due to a historical association with a 
lower status and socialization that involves more training in domestic labor. Studying machismo 
in Mexico, Gutmann (1997) calls attention to the importance of primary socialization. In his 
study, the author was concerned about machismo and how parents, especially fathers, teach their 
sons how to treat a woman. This process is an important element in the son’s process of 
constructing his masculinity. In many countries, fathers are responsible for initiating the sexual 
lives of their sons. This was especially true in the past. In this sense, socialization may be 
important for the construction of both a gender and racial identity, which is going to influence 
the children’s adult behavior.  
 
Besides utilizing discriminatory and historical approaches, a behavioral framework may also 
help explain the division of labor by couples. The “doing gender” approach (West and 
Zimmerman 1987) would predict more time spent on household chores for all women. This time 
would increase for nonwhite women, not because of a lower bargaining power or earning 
capacity, but because black women are associated with being less feminine and they may do 
more housework in order to compensate for this view. This framework is similar to the marginal 
man approach used to explain the riskier behaviors of mixed race adolescents. In this case, mixed 
race adolescents do not have a natural peer group, and therefore have a need to engage in more 
risky behaviors in order to gain acceptance (Fryer et al. 2012). The question behind both 
approaches is how far or what the stigmatized group needs to do in order to be accepted? On the 
other hand, if nonwhite men also do more household chores, it is first necessary to qualify which 
chores they do more than women. Secondly, the argument based on “doing gender” may not be 
sufficient for explaining this variation or the significance of considering race in the analysis. 
Moreover, this evidence also raises questions about the union context. This context addresses the 
fact that intra or interracial marriage also matters, and that perhaps something that is intrinsic to 
this choice helps explain the difference in how much time is dedicated to household activities. 
 
 3.2 Bargaining Theories and Race 
 
The division of labor can be perceived of as being a result of bargaining between spouses. 
Becker’s demand and supply model in the marriage market implicitly addresses the concept of 
the price and gains to marriage. This means that each spouse has a price in the market and that 
the gains are the income from marriage that men and women receive (Grossbard 2006). An 
individual’s price and the difference between these prices play an important role in defining who 
is going to be responsible for household chores, which is directly related to each spouse’s gains 
in marriage. Bargaining theories usually use income (or potential income) or educational 
differences between spouses as a measure of the power for negotiation. In the case of 
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intermarriage, the implicit price is the status of the racial group. In the marriage market, whites 
have a higher price (status) than blacks. This framework does not determine how the gains to 
marriage are distributed between husbands and wives, which leaves room for bargaining theories 
(Grossbard 2006). In this sense, in racially exogamous marriages, spouses have different 
bargaining power and the spouse with the higher racial status would have higher gains to 
marriage. Therefore, the lower status (darker) spouse would do more household chores. 
 
The status exchange theory is related to the bargaining theory in the sense that partners have 
exchanged different status characteristics, such as being white (higher racial status) for higher 
education. This exchange means that spouses have equal power in the household, because they 
already compensated for their differences during the partner choice process. In this case we 
would not expect differences in how many hours spouses devote to household chores. However, 
if the status exchange or the unions are homogamous in other characteristics (such as education), 
then spouses would need to compensate for their differences, and doing more household chores 
is one form of compensation and a source of distributing the gains of marriage. Thus, the 
differences in interracial marriage can be interpreted as bargaining power differences between 
spouses, considering race as a measure of price. Another possible explanation is discrimination, 
which is unexpected given the fact that interracial marriage is usually interpreted as the ultimate 
act of crossing boundaries. However, one may also think that the difference is due to pre-marital 
investments and socialization, even if controlling for education and income (or potential 
income). 
 
It is worth thinking that although income and education may be very important for the 
negotiation process of spouses, other issues, such as cultural norms, and discrimination are also 
important. In the first case, these two factors define higher/lower status in the marriage market, 
and secondly, they define what is more “natural” or expected from each individual member of 
the group. Finally, it is important to clarify and state the hypotheses that the previous discussions 
raise. First, considering race as an indicator of status in the marriage market, the darker partner 
has lower bargaining power and would need to compensate for his/her lighter skin spouse by 
doing more household chores than if s/he were in a same race union. This is even true after 
controlling by other couples’ characteristics. Secondly, if intermarriage is a locus where there is 
no discrimination we could expect no difference in the time devoted to domestic labor between 
who is in an interracial situation and who is in an intra racial union. Thirdly, we would not expect 
differences, even if darker people would need to trade a status characteristic in order to be 
married to a white person, because the fact that s/he had already traded another status 
characteristic, such as education, would mean that the relationship is more equal. Fourthly, even 
in a more equal relationship considering the “doing gender” approach, we could expect that 
women do more household chores than men, even with a higher bargaining power, and among 
nonwhite women this would be even greater. 
 
4. Data and Methods 
 
 4.1 Household Chores Classification and Interracial Marriage 
 
For the first part of the analysis, meaning the gender classification of household activities, the 
data are from the Brazilian Social Survey (PESB - Pesquisa Social Brasileira) for the year 2002. 
The reference period is between July 7, 2002 and September 5, 2002. The PESB is a nationally 
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representative household survey and includes a sample of 2,364 people. Only one person above 
18 years-of-age in each household answered the questionnaire. Consequently, there is 
information about the parents of only one spouse.  
 
The sample is a multistage stratified sampling and considers the following Brazilian 
geographical divisions: 5 regions, 26 states plus the Federal District, and 5,507 municipalities. In 
the first stage, 102 municipalities were probabilistically selected considering their population 
size. In the second stage, 280 census tracts were selected in each municipality. In the third stage, 
the households were selected proportionally to their family size. Lastly, an adult in each 
household was randomly selected. The lowest level of representativeness is the geographical 
regions: North, Northeast, Southeast, Central, and South. Although it is very important to 
consider the local marriage market, as discussed in chapter one, there is no way to use a smaller 
geographical area in the analysis, which would have been ideal. 
 
The research focuses on values, perceptions, and world views, which includes questions about 
race relations. This research followed the standard of the General Social Survey (GSS) 
conducted annually in the United States. The PESB is the first research in Brazil to treat certain 
issues. Although the original plan was to implement an annual study, the survey was only 
conducted in 2002 in Brazil. Therefore, there is no time series information about these issues in 
Brazil and parental information was reported by the interviewees. The survey was coordinated by 
Alberto Carlos Almeida, Andréia Schroeder, and Zairo Cheibub, all of whom are professors at 
Rio de Janeiro State University. This survey is important for this research because of the fact that 
it is the only national survey with information about the race of parents and spouses.  
 
I adopted an exploratory analysis using chi-square statistics for two-way tables to analyze 
whether being in a racially endogamous or exogamous union is associated to classifying a 
household or childcare task as female, male or the responsibility of both spouses.  
 
The chi-square statistic aims at testing whether the variables are independent or not. The null 
hypothesis (H0) is that the variables are independent and the alternative hypothesis (H1) is that 
they are dependent. The test is based on the comparison between the observed joint distribution 
of the variables. The calculated chi-square (Equation 1) is compared to the chi-square 
distribution for each degree of freedom and at each level of significance. Considering 2 the chi-
square statistics, O the observed counts, and E the expected counts, the formula for calculating 
the statistic is: 
 

 


E

EO 2
2 )(           (1) 

 
Considering n the sample size, the degrees of freedom are calculated by )1( n . 
 
The variables I used are some typically female household responsibilities, such as, sewing, house 
cleaning, cooking, and changing diapers. Some of the male tasks include painting, washing the 
car, cleaning the yard, and small home repairs. Other included tasks are more gender neutral.  
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 4.2 Hours Spent in Household Chores and Interracial Marriage 
 
In the second part of the study, I used the Brazilian National Household Survey (PNAD - 
Pesquisa Nacional de Amostra Domiciliar) for the year 2009. This survey is conducted annually 
by the Brazilian Census Bureau (IBGE - Instituto Brasileiro de Geografia e Estatística). The 
main objective of the survey is to collect socioeconomic data about the Brazilian population. 
 
The sample is nationally representative, except for the rural area of six states in the North Region 
(Rondônia, Acre, Amazonas, Roraima, Pará and Amapá). The sample is stratified into three 
stages. The first stage is the municipalities. The municipalities that are part of metropolitan areas 
have the probability of being selected once, and the others are selected by their size. The second 
stage is the census tracts, which are also selected by their size. The last stage selects households 
according to the number contained in each census tract. Finally, everyone in the household 
answers the questionnaire.  
 
As opposed to the other survey, there is no way to know what household activities people are 
doing, because the question about how many hours the person dedicated to household chores in 
the survey is referred to by week. The main disadvantage of this variable is the fact that it is 
impossible to know whether there are differences between the kinds of chores men and women 
are doing. I used interracial marriage and whether the person is lighter, darker or of the same race 
of his/her partner to test the influence of type of union on the number of hours spent on 
household chores. The other variables included in the model are 1) work income or potential 
earnings, which is an important indicator of bargaining power and opportunity cost (for 
individuals who do not participate in the labor market I predicted hourly wages using Heckman's 
(1979) Maximum Likelihood selection model. The variables for the wage’s equation are 
education, age, and age squared. For the participation equation the variables are age, squared 
age, education, partner’s age, partner’s squared age, and family size for both men and women); 
2) number of hours each spouse spends doing paid work, which is directly related to how much 
time people can dedicate to activities other than work; 3) each spouse’s education - men with 
higher education tend to dedicate more time to domestic labor; 4) total family income; 5) age and 
age squared; 6) partner’s age difference (older men) - older husbands offer higher material 
compensation and wives are less likely to be in the labor market , the expectation is that older 
husbands do more household chores (Grossbard et al. 2010); 7) family size; 8) urban/rural; and 
9) state of residence. 
 
In order to analyze the influence of intermarriage in hours spent on household activities, I used 
Linear Regression Models because I obtained the same results when using Tobit Regression 
Models, if left censored (zero hours per week), and also if both sides are censored (zero and 52 
hours a week). Equation 2 presents the Linear Regression model, in which Y= the dependent 
variable - the weekly number of hours dedicated to household chores and the Xs are the 
independent variables. 
 

    (2) 
 

In Model 1, the only independent variable is the dummy for interracial union. In the second 
model, I included all of the other variables. For the third model, instead of using interracial as a 
variable, I used lighter versus darker spouse. I also ran the equations for the spouse’s race, 

  iiiiiiiiii XXXXY 11332211
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controlling by individual’s race, in order to analyze possible differences in time allocation by a 
couple’s racial composition. 
 
 4.3 Potential Limitations 
 
There are potential problems when usingthe data from PESB and PNAD for analyzing marriage. 
First, the analysis only includes successful marriage at the time of the survey, and if 
intermarriage is associated with more instability and dissolution (see for instance Ho and 
Johnson 1990; Kreider 2000; Bratter and King 2008) the homogamous unions are more likely to 
be better representative. Another problem is the interpretation of only one period in time. Hence, 
no conclusions about changes over time can be made. Lastly, there is no information about 
whether the children’s and parent’s relationship is formal or informal.  
 
5. Results  
 
 5.1 Household Chores Classification and Interracial Marriage 
 
The main objective of this analysis is to investigate whether spouses in interracial unions classify 
the household chores differently than spouses in same race unions. The analysis considered the 
individual’s gender and race, in order to investigate whether a white woman, for example, in an 
interracial marriage has a different opinion than a white woman in a racially endogamous union. 
 
Using the data from the PESB for the year 2002, the final sample is 1,247 people, of which 48.68 
percent are men and 51.32 percent are women. There are 650 nonwhite and 597 white 
individuals; 326 are nonwhite males and 324 are nonwhite females; 281 individuals are white 
males and 316 are white females. There are no important differences in the average education, 
age, and sex distribution between people in same race unions and interracial marriages. The 
distribution across regions is slightly different, especially in the Northeast and South (Table 1). 
This is important because the analysis is descriptive when only including a few control variables 
(only sex). 
 
Table 1 - Descriptive statistics of selected variables, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data source: PESB, 2002. 
 
The results for the two way tables confirm that sewing, house cleaning, cooking, and changing 
diapers are considered typical female tasks. On the other hand, painting, washing the car, 

Mean Std.Dev Mean Std.Dev

Schooling 6.27 4.00 7.43 4.02

Age 40.68 13.20 42.81 13.93

Male 53.3% 0.50 52.5% 0.50

North  4.9% 0.22 4.7% 0.21

Central 8.1% 0.27 5.9% 0.23

Northeast 35.3% 0.48 20.3% 0.40

Southeast 40.8% 0.49 46.4% 0.50

South 10.9% 0.31 22.7% 0.42

Interracial Same Race

Variable
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cleaning the yard, and making small home repairs are designated to men. Other activities, such 
as, buying groceries, taking the kids to school, and taking the children to the doctor, are viewed 
as more gender neutral chores, because these task have a more balanced distribution between 
being an activity for both spouses. Overall, there are important differences in the classification 
between individuals in interracial relationships and individuals in racially endogamous unions. 
These differences are mainly among whites, meaning that whites in exogamous marriages are 
more likely to report higher levels of gender based answers (both for female and male activities) 
than whites married with whites. This relationship is not strong among nonwhites. 
 
The results for each activity are as follows: 

 
a) Sewing  

Overall, sewing is considered a female activity. More than 70 percent of the interviewees 
answered that it is a typically female task. Considering the whole sample, people in interracial 
unions are more likely to report higher levels of the task being a female activity (75.1 percent in 
contrast to 73.8 percent). However, the main difference is that they are also more likely to report 
it as a male activity (3.2 percent in contrast to 1.3 percent) There is no significant difference 
among males and females depending on the type of relationship. Between whites and nonwhites, 
it is worth highlighting that whites in interracial unions have higher levels for female or male 
(meaning it is a more gender based activity) than whites married with whites, who have higher 
levels of reporting sewing as an activity for both men and women. This is regardless of whether 
the respondent is a man or a woman. In sum, sewing is considered a female activity and white 
people in interracial marriages are more likely to report it as a gendered based task than a gender 
neutral activity, as is more common among whites married with whites. 
 

b) House Cleaning  
Overall the sample identified cleaning the house as a female activity by about 74.5 percent. The 
significant difference in the answers from people in different types of unions in the top part of 
the table is due to significant differences among whites, regardless the respondent’s gender. 
Looking at the bottom part of the table we observe more than a ten percent difference in 
reporting house cleaning as a female activity (68.8 percent among whites in endogamous unions 
and 80.3 percent among whites in interracial marriages). The outcome that really demands 
attention is the fact that no whites in an interracial marriage consider cleaning to be a male 
activity, and there is a striking difference in reporting this task as a gender neutral activity 
compared to whites in racially endogamous unions. 
 

c) Cooking 
Cooking is also considered a female chore (65.8 percent of the whole sample had this response). 
In general, there is no important difference between being in an intra or inter racial union, as well 
as for being a man or a woman. The only statistically significant difference appears among white 
people. Whites in interracial marriages are more likely to consider cooking as a more female role 
than male or neutral. While 59 percent of whites in racially endogamous marriages considered it 
a female task, 72.3 percent of whites in interracial unions had the same opinion. Only 26.1 
percent of whites married to nonwhites considered cooking an activity for both spouses, while 
38.7 percent of whites married to whites shared the same opinion. This relationship is significant 
for women and men when analyzed separately (bottom of the table). 
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d) Changing Diapers 
Changing diapers is another task that is mainly considered female for about 66.6 percent of the 
total sample. Overall, there is no significant difference between people in inter and intra racial 
marriages, while the proportion in the first group that considers changing diapers to be a female 
role is 64 percent, and in the second group the proportion is 70 percent. Among males and 
females and nonwhites there is no significant difference in these two kinds of unions. The main 
difference is among whites. While 59.6 percent of whites married to whites consider changing 
diapers to be a female task, 74.5 percent of whites married to nonwhites have the same opinion. 
No whites in interracial marriages consider it to be a male role; and there is a 7.5 percent 
difference in considering it an activity that both spouses should do.  It is important to highlight 
that the results maintain statistical significance when analyzed by race and gender. Some other 
activities that involve childcare are more gender balanced, including taking the kids to school 
and taking the children to the doctor, as I discuss below. 
 

e) Painting  
Painting the house is considered to be a male task by about 80 percent of the whole sample. 
There are important differences between being in a same race union and in an interracial union. 
Overall, individuals in interracial marriages are more likely to report painting as a male activity 
(84.2 percent in contrast to 77.3 percent among individuals in racially endogamous unions) and 
less likely to report it as a task for both spouses (13.3 percent in contrast to 20.3 percent).  This 
relationship is statistically significant for men and women. However, there is no important 
difference among nonwhites who are in a different type of relationship. Among whites, 
especially white males, there is an association between the classification of painting and being in 
a same race or interracial marriage. 
 

f) Washing the Car 
Washing the car is another male activity, according to about 80 percent of the sample. There is no 
significant association between its classification and the type of marriage among all individuals 
and among whites. When analyzing only white interviewees, similar to other activities, 
individuals in interracial marriages classify the activities in a more gendered way (85 percent of 
them in contrast to 73.9 percent). This relationship is not significant when analyzing white 
women separately, but it holds statistical significance at the 5 percent level when analyzing white 
males; the difference is about 15 percent in considering it a male activity and -15 percent in 
considering it a neutral task. 
 

g) Cleaning the Yard 
Almost 66 percent of the sample considers cleaning the yard to be a male activity. This includes 
a majority; however, compared to washing the car and painting, it is a much less gender based 
task. Overall, there is no significant difference between respondents in interracial or same race 
marriages. The differences appear when doing an analysis by individual’s race. In both cases, 
there is an association between the variables. Among nonwhites, in general, the tendency of 
being in a mixed race relationship increases the probability of classifying cleaning the yard as a 
male activity (62.7 percent in contrast to 59.9 percent), not as a female task (13.6 percent in 
contrast to 20.8 percent), and more as an activity for both men and women (23.7 percent in 
contrast to 19.4 percent). This relationship is statistically significant for nonwhite females, but 
not for nonwhite males, when analyzed separately. Among whites, the opposite occurs. The 
relationship is statistically significant among white men and there is no association among white 
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women. Another difference is that, although individuals in mixed race unions are more likely to 
report cleaning the yard as a male activity, they are less likely to classify it as a task for both 
genders.  
 

h)  Small Home Repairs  
Men are expected to do small home repairs. This is determined by more than 90 percent of the 
sample. Even with this high level of agreement, differences between being in a mixed or same 
race marriage exist. The main difference is the overall alterations in classifying it as an activity 
for both sexes (9.6 percent of individuals in a racially endogamous marriage and 5.2 percent of 
individuals in a mixed race marriage). Among all men, the difference is even greater, nine 
percent of men in same race unions reported that making small home repairs is an activity for 
both sexes, while only three percent of men in mixed race marriages had this same opinion. It is 
interesting that when analyzing the association by race, it is only significant among whites, with 
larger differences among white men: 12.7 percent of men in endogamous relationships classified 
small home repairs as a task for both sexes; while only 1.4 percent of white men in mixed race 
unions felt this way. Among white women, the proportion in endogamous marriages is quite 
similar to that of white men (12.6 percent), but much higher for interracial marriages (5.1 
percent).  
 

i) Buying Groceries 
Buying groceries seems to be a more gender balanced activity. Overall, 44.6 percent of the 
sample considered it to be an activity for both men and women. However, 21.4 percent 
considered it to be a male activity and 34 percent considered it a female task. There are no 
important differences between type of union and gender. The only group in which there is an 
association between mixed or same race union and the classification of buying groceries is 
among white men. White men in interracial marriages tend to classify it as a more male task 
(35.7 percent compared to 20.7 percent) than gender neutral or female activity. 
 

j) Taking the Kids to School 
Taking the kids to school is also a more gendered balanced task. Overall, it is perceived as being 
a female activity by 35.5 percent of the sample, a male task by 16 percent, and 48.2 percent of 
the sample classify it as a gender neutral activity. Among nonwhites, the association is only 
statistically significant among women. Women in interracial unions tend to report taking the kids 
to school as a more gender neutral activity (56.5 percent in contrast to 42.2 percent of women in 
same race marriages). The difference is totally compensated by the decrease in reporting it as a 
female task: 28.8 percent, while women in racially endogamous unions report 42.9 percent. 
Among whites, the relationship between type of union and the classification of taking kids to 
school is statistically significant at the one percent level, and holds significance with the same 
pattern for females and males. People in mixed race unions tend to classify taking the kids to 
school as a more female role; 46.3 percent have this opinion in contrast to 29.4 percent of whites 
in a racially endogamous relationship. In addition, 54.4 percent of interviewees reported taking 
the kids to school as an activity for both men and women. 
 

k) Taking the Children to the Doctor 
In general, taking the children to the doctor is an activity for women or for both spouses. When 
analyzing the sample, 40.5 percent considered it to be a task for men and women; 10.5 percent as 
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a male activity, and 49 percent classified it as a female role. When analyzing only nonwhites, 
there is no association between type of relationship and classifying the activity as either female 
or male. On the other hand, whites in interracial marriages tend to classify this task as more 
female (58 percent in contrast to 44.6 percent) than male (11.7 percent in contrast to 7.8 percent 
among whites in racially homogenous marriages); and are less likely to consider it an activity for 
both sexes. This pattern is also statistically significant among white males and at the 10 percent 
level of significance for white females. 
 
In summation, there is a great level of agreement when classifying certain tasks and the main 
differences are among white men in an interracial marriage. These variations point to a more 
gender based opinion regarding the classification of tasks as both female and male specific 
chores. This result indicates that not only does a gender difference exist, but a racial issue is 
present as well. Therefore, the justification of discrimination (Grossbard et al. 2010), based on 
the historical ideas about the position of blacks within society (Moutinho 2004; Pacheco 2006), 
may be more appropriate for explaining the differences in the classification of household chores. 
In the next section, I present the results of the number of weekly hours devoted to domestic 
labor, in order to analyze whether the same pattern is observed. 
 
 5.2 Analysis of Number of Hours Spent on Household Chores and Intermarriage 
 
The main objective of this second analysis is to investigate whether the pattern identified in the 
first component is the same when considering the actual time spent by people doing household 
chores. The first analysis identified the expectations about which individuals should do what. In 
this section I discuss which spouses, more specifically the darker spouses in interracial couples, 
do more household chores. The dependent variable is the reported weekly number of hours that 
each individual indicates as the time dedicated to household chores. 
 
Using the Household Survey (PNAD) for 2009, the final sample is 49,995 couples between 20 to 
64 years-of-age. The average female age is 40.22 years old and the average male age is 43.54 
years old. Women, on average, dedicate 28.7 hours per week to household chores and men spend 
5.12 hours per week on domestic tasks. On the other hand, women work in the labor market 
17.16 hours per week and men work 32.47 hours per week (Table 2). The descriptive analysis 
also shows that brown women are the ones who dedicate more time to domestic labor (30.05 
hours per week) and among men, the blacks are the ones who follow this pattern (5.39 hours per 
week).  
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Table 2 - Mean and standard deviation of selected variables, Brazil, 2009 

Data Source: PNAD, 2009 
 
In Table 3, depending on the spouse’s race, it is possible to observe that there are important 
differences in the amount of hours women and men devote to domestic labor. While a white 
woman married to a white man spends on average 27.05 hours per week on household chores, a 
brown woman married to a white man spends 29.88 hours on the same tasks. Brown women do 
the most domestic labor. On the other hand, women married to brown men do more household 
chores, than women married to white men. This may reflect socioeconomic conditions that do 
not allow for a domestic worker, especially because white woman married to white men are the 
ones who do less domestic labor. Moreover, the bargaining theory would predict that darker 
women would do more household chores, especially when married to lighter men, given their 
higher potential earnings. 
 
When analyzing the men’s weekly hours dedicated to household chores we observe that black 
men, especially the ones married to white women, commit more time to domestic labor and that 
white men married with brown women spend less time on household chores. Because asymmetry 
is present in both situations–women’s and men’s hours spent on domestic labor–the main 
explanation may not be the “doing gender” approach (West and Zimmerman 1987). This is 
because this framework better explains men’s and women’s differences, and in this case, the 
racial component seems to be more important than the gender dimension. In this sense, the 
exchange status and discrimination frameworks probably provide a better explanation. The 
differences between these two theories will become more clear in the next section, when I 
analyze the regression results. 
 

Mean Std. dev

hours in household actv 28.72 17.68

age 40.22 10.61

hours in paid work 17.16 17.22

schooling 8.19 4.43

ln income if work 1.99 0.81

hours in household actv 5.12 7.70

age 43.54 10.74

hours in paid work 32.47 15.91

schooling 7.58 4.55

ln income if work 3.23 0.65

older than women 0.37 0.48

Urban 0.84 0.37

Family size 3.66 1.26

Ln family income 7.82 3.55

Men is  lighter 0.15 0.36

Men is darker 0.18 0.39

Women's characteristics

Men's characteristics

Other characteristics



 

87 
 

Table 3 - Descriptive analysis of weekly hours by couples’ racial composition, Brazil, 2009 

 
Data Source: PNAD, 2009 
 
The results of the Heckman estimations are included in the annexes (Table 12A). The Rho is 
positive for both men and women, meaning that unobservable characteristics are positively 
correlated with one another. Thus, in a wage model, results are considered important if ability is 
an unobservable, and it is positively related to working (stage 1), and positively related to wages 
(stage 2). The full results for the regressions are also in the annexes (Table 13A and Table 14A). I 
only present graphs illustrating the results for the variables related to race and interracial 
marriage in the text. First, I present the results for women’s hours for all women and by spousal 
race. Secondly, I analyze the number of hours men spend on household chores. The main result is 
that the darker partner spends more time on domestic labor, regardless of gender. In general, 
women in interracial unions spend on average 24.18 minutes more doing domestic labor. When 
comparing darker, lighter, and same race women, the darker women do on average 45.84 more 

white black Brown Total

mean 27.05 28.78 29.88 27.77

std dev (17.42) (18.19) (17.95) (17.61)

n 17716 800 5661 24177

mean 27.49 28.87 29.66 28.80

std dev (17.54) (16.96) (18.11) (17.57)

n 1035 1390 1462 3887

mean 28.89 29.41 30.17 29.74

std dev (17.80) (17.28) (17.70) (17.72)

n 6695 937 14259 21891

mean 27.55 29.01 30.05 28.72

std dev (17.55) (17.38) (17.79) (17.68)

n 25446 3127 21382 49955

white black Brown Total

mean 5.28 5.06 4.80 5.16

std dev (7.55) (7.92) (7.55) (7.57)

n 17716 800 5661 24177

mean 5.62 5.43 5.19 5.39

std dev (8.69) (8.47) (7.55) (8.20)

n 1035 1390 1462 3887

mean 5.25 4.92 4.95 5.04

std dev (7.83) (7.28) (7.72) (7.74)

n 6695 937 14259 21891

mean 5.28 5.19 4.92 5.12

std dev (7.68) (7.99) (7.66) (7.69)

n 25446 3127 21382 49955

Men's 

race

Women's race

Men's hours

white

Black

Brown

Total

Women's hours

Women's race

Men's 

race

white

Black

Brown

Total



 

88 
 

minutes of domestic labor than women in same race unions, when considering all control 
variables (Graph 1). 
 
Graph 1 - Results for women’s hours devoted to domestic labor - Brazil, 2009 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
Graph 2 shows that women’s race is statistically significant only in the case of brown women 
when comparing white women who are married to white men. They do more household chores 
per week (49.2 minutes more). In all other cases there are no difference.  
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Graph 2 - Results for women’s hours devoted to domestic labor by spouse’s race - Brazil, 
2009 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
The results for men’s hours are in Graphs 3 and 4. The main finding is that interracial marriage is 
not statistically significant in Models 1 and 2. However, in Model 3, darker men in interracial 
marriages do on average 17.64 minutes more of domestic labor than men married with same race 
women. This result is important because, if both men and women have an increase in how much 
time they spend on domestic labor when they are darker than their spouses, this shows that the 
pattern is not a matter of “doing gender.” This is because the “doing gender” framework better 
explains the differences between the hours men and women spend on household activities. 
However, the resulting explanation relates to race relations, including discrimination inside the 
household, since the equations are controlled by hours in the labor market and income or 
potential income, which are indicators of bargaining power.  
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Graph 3 - Results men’s hours devoted to domestic labor, Brazil, 2009 

  
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
Graph 4 presents the results by the race of wives. Nonwhite men married with white women do 
more household chores, 31.44 minutes more for black men and 26.04 for brown men. In the case 
of having a brown wife, black spouses do on average, 30.66 minutes more work and brown men 
devote 24.9 minutes more to household work. It is worth saying that the fact that nonwhite men 
do more household chores than white men does not mean that they do the same activities as 
women. They may be focusing on small household repairs, or on buying groceries more often 
than other men. 
 
The fact that both nonwhite men and women dedicate more time to domestic labor means that 
the best explanation may not be through the “doing gender” approach, as was already 
highlighted. The most probable explanation is discrimination, especially because although the 
overall result for interracial unions is statistically significant for women and not for men, when 
analyzing the specific racial composition of the couple, the main result is that the nonwhite 
spouse does more domestic labor in couples where only one spouse is white. Therefore, it is not 
any interracial union, but especially the ones between a white and a brown person that are 
significant (or black in the male case, and also when the wife is brown), which is the majority 
among racially exogamous unions. Moreover, it is worth mentioning that differences in human 
capital and experience (Bertocchi et al. 2012) may also help to explain these differences because 
nonwhites traditionally have lower human capital than whites, and may experience higher levels 
of domestic labor socialization 
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Graph 4 - Results for men’s hours devoted to domestic labor by spouse’s race, Brazil, 2009 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009. 
 
 5.3 The Influence of other Variables on Weekly Hours Spent on Domestic Labor 
 
The analyses focused on the type of union and racial results. However, other variables have an 
important effect on supplying domestic work. In the case of women’s race, the only individual 
characteristic that has a positive effect on weekly hours spent on household chores is age. This 
means that for each additional year added to overall age, women do on average three more 
minutes of domestic labor, controlling for other variables. The other variables, such as, hours 
spent on paid work, schooling, and income (or potential income) have a negative effect. This 
suggests that more time in the labor market, more education, and a higher income decrease 
women’s domestic labor responsibilities. Possible explanations are a higher bargaining power 
through financial independence, which creates the opportunity for women to pay someone else to 
do their domestic labor; the same explanation can be used for the statistically significant negative 
effect of a family’s income. On the other hand, the more time the husband dedicates to the labor 
market, the more likely the wife works at home. The interesting result of this scenario is that 
husband’s education and husband’s income10 have opposite effects. Although education and 
income are highly associated, they also have different meanings. Higher education seems to be 
related to different conceptions of the division of labor. Studies have shown that highly educated 

                                                            
10 I tested whether the result would change when excluding family income from the equations, and the coefficients 
and standard error are about the same. 
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men, dual earning couples, and younger men with children are associated with higher levels of 
the participation of men on domestic labor (Bianchi and Raley 2005; Evertsson and Nermo 2006; 
Coverman 1985).  
 
When analyzing men’s hours, the results show only a slight difference. Age, unlike for women, 
hours spent on paid work, and income have a statistically significant negative effect on the hours 
men dedicate to domestic labor. Schooling, as expected, has a positive influence. On the other 
hand, all three characteristics of the wife: hours spent on paid work, schooling, and income have 
a positive effect. This corroborates the hypotheses based on the bargaining power because these 
relationships show that when women have more bargaining power (work, income, and 
schooling) men are more involved in household activities. Men’s involvement in household 
chores has been shown to be the main factor that decreases the time spent by women on domestic 
labor (see for instance, Evertsson and Nermo 2006). While larger families require more domestic 
work for women, the opposite is indicated for men. This may suggest that men do less when the 
wife has other helpers, like assistance from their children. 
 
 5.4 Disentangling bargaining power and racial discrimination inside the family 
 
The results from the previous section can be interpreted as a result of some kind of 
discrimination or differences in premarital socialization. However, it is not possible to fully 
exclude the role of higher bargaining power, even controlling for spouse’s education and income 
(or potential income). Therefore, in this section I explore the role of differences in spousal 
education and spousal income by time devoted to domestic labor. In order to do this, I used 
interaction terms between the differences and the individual’s race. I created two variables. One 
variable is the difference in income and the other is for the difference in education. If I am 
analyzing women’s hours, I used wife minus husband, and the opposite for when analyzing 
men’s hours, in order to simplify the interpretation of the results. 
 
The main results show that higher education and higher income decrease the amount of time 
women dedicate to household activities. Among men, the result is similar for the case of income, 
but it is the opposite for education. Men with a higher level of education than women, tend to do 
more household chores (see Graph 5). 
 
 

  



 

93 
 

Graph 5 - Results for differences in spouses’ income and education on women’s and men’s 
hours devoted to domestic labor,  Brazil, 2009 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
Figure 1 presents the predicted values for women’s hours spent on domestic labor, considering 
all variables but race, the difference in spousal income, and the interaction term between race and 
the income differential. The main results are: 1) the lines reinforce that for higher levels of 
income, women do less domestic labor; 2) the line for white women is basically the same 
regardless of her husband’s race; 3) that for most cases the interaction term (represented by the 
slope) is not significant and that the effect caused by brown and black women has a very similar 
behavior. As an example, for the case of women married to white husbands, the lines for brown 
and black women are the same. In contrast, among women married with brown husbands, those 
who have a lower income (or lower potential income) than men, on average; do the same amount 
of household work. However, when they have a higher income (or potential income), white 
women do less domestic labor. 
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Figure 1 - Predicted values for women’s hours spent on domestic labor, considering her 
race, spouse’s race, and spousal income differences, Brazil, 2009 

 

Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
Figure 2 shows the predicted values considering the differences in education. The results vary a 
little from the outcomes for income differentials, especially the differences between brown and 
black women, because some alterations are more pronounced. This is the case of women married 
to black husbands, in which brown women have a very different line than black women, and 
even dedicate a similar amount of time to domestic labor as a white woman when she has more 
education than her spouse. 
 
When the husband is white, a white wife with higher education does much less domestic labor 
than black and brown women. In this case, the main difference is due to race and not due to 
different returns relating to education differences. In contrast, black and brown women married 
to brown husbands have a flat line. This means that the differences in education are not important 
for explaining differences in hours spent on household chores. 
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Figure 2 - Predicted values for women’s hours spent on domestic labor, considering her 
race, spouse’s race, and spousal educational differences - Brazil, 2009 
 
 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
Figures 3 and 4 present the results for men’s hours considering wives’ race and differences in 
income and education. For men, some interaction terms are important and blacks are more 
distant from browns than when analyzing women. Brown men are, in many situations, similar to 
whites. A good example of this is when the wife is white. When men earn less than their wives, 
they do the same amount of domestic labor regardless of their race. However, when they receive 
more income, whites and browns do the same amount of domestic work and blacks spend 
significantly more time on the same tasks. An element that also demands attention is the flat line 
for white men when they are married to a black wife. This pattern means that regardless of the 
spousal income difference, a white man in a union with a black woman does the same amount of 
household chores as his partner. This is also evidence of the status and market value of white 
men in the marriage market. The overall result is that higher levels of education among men, 
increase the time men devote to domestic labor only in the case of brown and black men married 
to brown and black women. As noted in Figure 4, white men are almost not affected by education 
differences. 
 
For women and men, in general, the interaction between differences in bargaining power 
(differences in spousal education and income) and race is not relevant. A higher income or higher 
education among women has a negative effect. In other words, they do less domestic labor 
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regardless of their race. However, race has a significant and independent effect. Therefore, 
customs, social norms, and pre-marital experiences (i.e socialization) regarding gender and race 
are important for explaining the division of labor in the household. But a more important aspect 
seems to be the presence of discrimination in the household, because women not only in an 
interracial union do more domestic labor, but also men in this type of relationship. Thus, the 
context (type of marriage) is an important consideration in the analysis of the division of labor. It 
means that the greater amount of time dedicated to household chores depends on the racial 
dynamics in the marriage, regardless of bargaining power characteristics.  
 

Figure 3 - Predicted values for men’s hours spent on domestic labor, considering his race, 
spouse’s race, and spousal income differences - Brazil, 2009 
 
 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
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Figure 4 - Predicted values for men’s hours spent on domestic labor, considering his race, 
spouse’s race, and spousal educational differences - Brazil, 2009 
 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
6. Discussion and Conclusion 
 
Interracial marriage provides a rich context for analyzing race relations and gender. The social 
construction of what it means to be a black woman and a white man is important for analyzing 
why there might be differences in classifying household chores and in how many hours each 
spouse devotes to domestic labor. Therefore, the relationship between gender roles, race 
relations, and marriage is important. This chapter presented two analyses. First, an exploratory 
and descriptive analysis was conducted as to whether the classification of household and 
childcare activities into female, male or gender neutral tasks is associated with being in an 
interracial or same race marriage. The analysis also considered the individual’s race (white and 
nonwhite) and gender (male or female). The results showed that overall, there is strong 
agreement in terms of what is considered a more female or male activity. However, there are 
relevant differences when considering race and type of union (inter or interracial), which means 
that whites, especially white men, tend to give more gender specific answers. 
 
After finding this pattern, I looked at data on the weekly number of hours devoted to household 
activities. First, I compared weekly hours spent on domestic labor by each spouse, considering 
their race and type of union (intra or interracial). The main result is that women in interracial 
marriages do about 24 minutes more work per week than women in racially endogamous unions. 
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Darker women do on average 48 minutes of work per week. When analyzing by spouse’s race, 
the only statistically significant case is when brown women are married to white men, compared 
to when white women are married to white men. The results for male hours spent on domestic 
chores, is that overall men in interracial marriages do not dedicate more time to these tasks. 
However, darker men do about 17.64 minutes more domestic work when in an interracial union 
than in a same race union. This relationship remains statistically significant when the wife is 
white or brown. Other characteristics, such as, partner’s schooling, hours spent on paid work and 
income, the total family income, and family size influence the weekly hours an individual spends 
on household activities. It is important to mention that although both brown women and 
nonwhite men do more domestic labor, it does not mean that they do the same household chores. 
From this second analysis, it is clear that division of labor is not only a gender issue, but also a 
racial issue. More specifically, a couple's racial combination is very significant. The darker 
partner trades/exchanges more household hours, especially in unions involving whites and 
browns. The main explanation for this can be justified through compensating differentials and 
discrimination. In the context of marriage, people who have a lower racial status do devote more 
time to domestic labor in a mixed race union than if they were in a racially endogamous 
relationship. 
 
There are several important implications resulting from these analyses. First, the division of 
labor considered as an asset of exchange has more general findings than education, especially 
because it holds true for nonwhite men and not for nonwhite women. Secondly, race has an 
independent effect even when controlling by the characteristics of both spouses and differences 
in bargaining power, which means that we may need to use caution when interpreting interracial 
marriages as a sign of decreased discrimination. One explanation for this effect may be pre-
marital socialization. In other words, nonwhites were always more involved with domestic labor 
and learned this behavior from their parents, for instance.  
 
Another possible explanation is provided by discrimination, which seems to be contradictory 
when considering that intermarriage assumes that the higher racial group (i.e. whites) would 
have crossed this threshold. Therefore, the partner choice theories cannot be analyzed without 
considering the cultural context of the marriage market. This seems to be the best explanation 
considering the data and limitations of this study, because the results are not only different when 
comparing individuals from different racial groups, but these differences depend on racial 
matching. 
 
Although the results are quite interesting and important for intermarriage studies, the overall 
analysis has several limitations. First, the lack of longitudinal data does not make it possible to 
obtain a better understanding of changes in gender roles, and whether there are differences that 
exist before and after marrying. Secondly, there is also a lack of data on whether the type of 
relationship involves marriage or cohabitation. Finally, it is worth mentioning that the results 
raise important questions, such as, whether people in interracial marriages look for a more 
gender bounded relationship or whether they prefer a more unbalanced division of labor. Or are 
the observed partners a consequence of relationship dynamics? 
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APPENDICES OF CHAPTER 4 
 
Table 1A - Relationship between sewing, type of marriage, gender, and race,  Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 24.9 1.3 73.8 25.4 2.3 72.2 24.4 0.3 75.3

Interracial marriage 21.6 3.2 75.1 20.5 5.2 74.3 22.7 1.4 76.0

Total 23.5 2.2 74.4 23.3 3.6 73.1 23.6 0.8 75.6

n 1249 610 639

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 21.3 2.1 76.6 23.1 3.9 73.1 19.7 0.7 79.6

Interracial marriage 23.9 2.5 73.6 23.2 3.5 73.2 24.7 1.2 74.1

Total 22.8 2.3 74.9 23.2 3.7 73.2 22.4 0.9 76.7

n 650 328 322

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 27.4 0.7 71.8 26.9 1.4 71.7 28.0 0.0 72.0

Interracial marriage 17.1 4.8 78.1 12.9 10.0 77.1 19.7 1.7 78.6

Total 24.2 2.0 73.8 23.4 3.6 73.1 24.9 0.6 74.5

n 599 282 317

Chi‐square (2 df) 17.04** 15.58** 5.92*

MALE FEMALE

MALE FEMALE

WHITE

6.92** 5.11† 2.71

0.74 0.02 1.43

SEWING

NONWHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

ALL

ALL
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Table 2A - Relationship between house cleaning, type of marriage, gender, and race, Brazil, 
2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 27.3 0.7 72.0 28.3 0.6 71.1 26.3 0.9 72.9

Interracial marriage 22.3 0.2 77.5 22.4 0.4 77.2 22.2 0.0 77.8

Total 25.1 0.5 74.5 25.7 0.5 73.8 24.5 0.5 75.1

n 1253 611 642

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 22.5 0.7 76.8 20.0 0.8 79.2 24.7 0.7 74.7

Interracial marriage 23.6 0.3 76.1 23.2 0.5 76.3 24.1 0.0 75.9

Total 23.2 0.5 76.4 22.0 0.6 77.4 24.4 0.3 75.3

n 652 328 324

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 30.5 0.7 68.8 33.3 0.5 66.2 27.5 1.0 71.5

Interracial marriage 19.7 0.0 80.3 20.0 0.0 80.0 19.5 0.0 80.5

Total 27.1 0.5 72.4 30.0 0.4 69.6 24.5 0.6 74.8

n 601 283 318

Chi‐square (2 df) 3.93

0.75 0.55 1.13

4.012.936.15*

9.33** 4.89†

NONWHITE

WHITE

CLEANING

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

MALE FEMALE

MALE FEMALE

MALE FEMALE

ALL

ALL

ALL



 

101 
 

Table 3A - Relationship between cooking, type of marriage, gender, and race, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 35.0 1.7 63.3 35.0 1.2 63.9 35.0 2.3 62.7

Interracial marriage 29.9 1.3 68.9 27.2 1.9 70.9 32.3 0.7 67.0

Total 32.7 1.5 65.8 31.6 1.5 66.9 33.8 1.6 64.6

n 1253 611 642

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 29.6 1.06 69.4 28.5 0.8 70.8 30.5 1.3 68.2

Interracial marriage 31.8 1.09 67.1 28.8 2.0 69.2 35.3 0.0 64.7

Total 30.8 1.07 68.1 28.7 1.5 69.8 33.0 0.6 66.4

n 652 328

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 38.7 2.2 59.1 39.0 1.4 59.6 38.5 3.0 58.5

Interracial marriage 26.1 1.6 72.3 22.9 1.4 75.7 28.0 1.7 70.3

Total 34.8 2.0 63.2 35.0 1.4 63.6 34.6 2.5 62.9

n 601 283 318

Chi‐square (2 df) 6.05*9.78** 4.54

NONWHITE

WHITE

0.37 0.84 2.91

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

ALL MALE FEMALE

COOKING

ALL MALE FEMALE

ALL MALE FEMALE

4.43 4.47 3.31
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Table 4A - Relationship between changing diapers, type of marriage, gender, and race, 
Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 34.3 1.7 64.0 32.9 1.2 65.9 35.6 2.3 62.2

Interracial marriage 29.1 0.9 70.0 25.8 0.8 73.5 32.3 1.0 66.7

Total 32.0 1.4 66.6 29.8 1.0 69.2 34.1 1.7 64.2

n 1253 611 642

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 28.9 0.7 70.4 25.4 0.8 73.9 31.8 0.7 67.5

Interracial marriage 31.0 1.4 67.7 27.8 1.0 71.2 34.7 1.8 63.5

Total 30.1 1.1 68.9 26.8 0.9 72.3 33.3 1.2 65.4

n 652 328 324

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 38.0 2.4 59.6 37.6 1.4 61.0 38.5 3.5 58.0

Interracial marriage 25.5 0.0 74.5 20.0 0.0 80.0 28.8 0.0 71.2

Total 34.1 1.7 64.2 33.2 1.1 65.7 34.9 2.2 62.9

n 601 283 318

Chi‐square (2 df) 8.18*

1.210.29

CHANGE DIAPERS

NONWHITE

5.76† 4.15 2.39

1.05

WHITE

14.92** 8.76*

ALL MALE FEMALE

ALL MALE FEMALE

MALE FEMALEALL

BOTH RACIAL CATEGORIES
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Table 5A - Relationship between painting, type of marriage, gender, and race, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 20.3 77.3 2.5 18.4 79.0 2.6 22.1 75.6 2.3

Interracial marriage 13.3 84.2 2.5 11.9 84.3 3.7 14.6 84.0 1.4

Total 17.2 80.3 2.5 15.6 81.3 3.1 18.7 79.4 1.9

n 1251 610 641

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 13.7 83.1 3.2 10.8 86.2 3.1 16.2 80.5 3.3

Interracial marriage 15.2 82.3 2.5 14.7 81.3 4.0 15.9 83.5 0.6

Total 14.6 82.7 2.8 13.1 83.2 3.7 16.1 82.1 1.9

n 652 328 324

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 24.8 73.2 2.0 23.1 74.5 2.4 26.6 71.9 1.5

Interracial marriage 9.6 87.8 2.7 4.3 92.9 2.9 12.7 84.8 2.5

Total 20.0 77.8 2.2 18.4 79.1 2.5 21.5 76.7 1.9

n 599 282 317

Chi‐square (2 df) 18.76**

NONWHITE

WHITE

12.40** 8.72*

PAINTING

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

10.59** 5.17† 6.84*

0.56 1.32 3.18

ALL MALE FEMALE

ALL MALE FEMALE

ALL MALE FEMALE
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Table 6A - Relationship between washing the car, type of marriage, gender, and race, 
Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 20.3 78.1 1.6 17.8 80.7 1.5 22.7 75.6 1.7

Interracial marriage 16.3 82.1 1.6 14.3 83.4 2.3 18.1 80.9 1.0

Total 18.5 79.9 1.6 16.3 81.9 1.8 20.6 78.0 1.4

n 1247 607 640

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 14.4 84.2 1.4 10.0 88.5 1.5 18.2 80.5 1.3

Interracial marriage 18.0 80.6 1.4 16.8 80.6 2.6 19.4 80.6 0.0

Total 16.5 82.2 1.4 14.1 83.7 2.2 18.8 80.6 0.6

n 650 326 324

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 24.4 73.9 1.7 22.6 75.9 1.4 26.3 71.7 2.0

Interracial marriage 12.8 85.0 2.1 7.3 91.3 1.5 16.1 81.4 2.5

Total 20.8 77.4 1.8 18.9 79.7 1.4 22.5 75.3 2.2

n 597 281 316

Chi‐square (2 df)

WASH THE CAR

2.273.541.5

10.44** 8.08* 4.40

WHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

ALL MALE FEMALE

NONWHITE

3.33 1.78 2.75

ALL MALE FEMALE
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Table 7A - Relationship between cleaning the yard, type of marriage, gender, and race, 
Brazil, 2002 

 
 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 27.4 56.2 16.4 25.7 63.0 11.4 29.2 49.6 21.3

Interracial marriage 23.2 61.8 15.0 18.7 70.2 11.2 27.5 54.0 18.5

Total 25.6 58.7 15.8 22.6 66.1 11.3 28.4 51.6 20.0

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 19.4 59.9 20.8 16.9 72.3 10.8 21.4 49.4 29.2

Interracial marriage 23.7 62.7 13.6 19.7 70.2 10.1 28.4 53.9 17.8

Total 21.8 61.4 16.7 18.6 71.0 10.4 25.1 51.7 23.2

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 33.0 53.6 13.4 31.0 57.3 11.7 35.2 49.8 15.1

Interracial marriage 22.3 60.1 17.6 15.7 70.0 14.3 26.3 54.2 19.5

Total 29.7 55.7 14.7 27.2 60.4 12.4 31.9 51.4 16.7

Chi‐square (2 df)

CLEAN THE YARD

ALL MALE FEMALE

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

4.2 4.44 1.37

NONWHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

6.48* 0.41 6.44*

WHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

7.48* 6.20* 3.00
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Table 8A - Relationship between small home repairs, type of marriage, gender, and race, 
Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 9.6 89.5 0.9 9.0 89.8 1.2 10.2 89.2 0.6

Interracial marriage 5.2 94.0 0.7 3.0 97.0 0.0 7.3 91.3 1.4

Total 7.7 91.5 0.8 6.4 92.9 0.7 8.9 90.2 0.9

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 5.3 94.0 0.7 3.1 96.2 0.8 7.1 92.2 0.7

Interracial marriage 6.0 93.7 0.3 3.6 96.4 0.0 8.8 90.6 0.6

Total 5.7 93.9 0.5 3.4 96.3 0.3 8.0 91.4 0.6

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 12.6 86.4 1.0 12.7 85.9 1.4 12.6 86.9 0.5

Interracial marriage 3.7 94.7 1.6 1.4 98.6 0.0 5.1 92.4 2.5

Total 9.8 89.0 1.2 9.9 89.1 1.1 9.8 89.0 1.3

Chi‐square (2 df)

SMALL HOME REPAIRS

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

ALL MALE FEMALE

8.52* 12.44** 2.73

NONWHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

0.8 1.56 0.31

WHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

11.82** 8.67** 6.93*
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Table 9A - Relationship between buying groceries, type of marriage, gender, and race, 
Brazil, 2002 

 
 
 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 45.5 21.2 33.3 44.0 25.1 30.9 46.9 17.5 35.6

Interracial marriage 43.4 21.6 35.0 40.7 30.2 29.1 46.0 13.6 40.4

Total 44.6 21.4 34.0 42.6 27.3 30.1 46.5 15.8 37.8

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 38.7 27.5 33.8 36.9 32.3 30.8 40.3 23.4 36.4

Interracial marriage 44.7 22.9 32.4 42.4 28.3 29.3 47.3 16.6 36.1

Total 42.1 24.9 33.0 40.2 29.9 29.9 44.0 19.8 36.2

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 50.1 17.0 32.9 48.4 20.7 31.0 52.0 13.0 35.0

Interracial marriage 41.0 19.2 39.9 35.7 35.7 28.6 44.1 9.3 46.6

Total 47.3 17.6 35.1 45.2 24.4 30.4 49.1 11.6 39.3

Chi‐square (2 df)

BUY GROCERIES

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

ALL MALE FEMALE

0.57 2.02 2.55

NONWHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

2.79 1.07 2.80

WHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

4.43 6.86* 4.36
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Table 10A - Relationship between taking the kids to school, type of marriage, gender, and 
race, Brazil, 2002 

 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 49.3 16.7 34.1 49.4 19.0 31.6 49.2 14.4 36.4

Interracial marriage 46.8 16.0 37.2 43.3 18.3 38.4 50.0 13.9 36.1

Total 48.2 16.4 35.5 46.7 18.7 34.6 49.5 14.2 36.3

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 41.9 17.3 40.9 41.5 20.0 38.5 42.2 14.9 42.9

Interracial marriage 50.8 16.6 32.6 46.0 18.2 35.9 56.5 14.7 28.8

Total 46.9 16.9 36.2 44.2 18.9 36.9 49.7 14.8 35.5

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 54.4 16.3 29.4 54.3 18.4 27.4 54.5 14.0 31.5

Interracial marriage 38.8 14.9 46.3 35.7 18.6 45.7 40.7 12.7 46.6

Total 49.5 15.8 34.7 49.7 18.4 31.9 49.4 13.5 37.1

Chi‐square (2 df)

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS

DROP KIDS OFF AT SCHOOL

ALL MALE FEMALE

3.29 0.061.37

NONWHITE

MALE FEMALEALL

7.80*5.76† 0.63

WHITE

FEMALEALL MALE

17.10** 9.20** 7.53*



 

109 
 

Table 11A - Relationship between taking kids to the doctor, type of marriage, gender, and 
race, Brazil, 2002 

 
 
Data Source: PESB, 2002 
Note Notes: † p<0.1; * p<0.05; **p<0.01; *** p<0.001 
 
  

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 43.2 9.5 47.4 46.4 15.7 37.9 40.1 3.4 56.5

Interracial marriage 37.1 11.7 51.2 38.4 20.9 40.7 35.9 3.1 61.0

Total 40.5 10.5 49.0 42.9 18.0 39.1 38.2 3.3 58.5

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 36.6 12.0 51.4 36.2 20.0 43.9 37.0 5.2 57.8

Interracial marriage 40.6 11.7 47.7 41.4 19.2 39.4 39.6 3.0 57.4

Total 38.9 11.8 49.3 39.3 19.5 41.2 38.4 4.0 57.6

Chi‐square (2 df)

Both Male Female Both Male Female Both Male Female

Endogamous marriage 47.7 7.8 44.6 52.6 13.2 34.3 42.5 2.0 55.5

Interracial marriage 30.3 11.7 58.0 30.0 25.7 44.3 30.5 3.4 66.1

Total 42.3 9.0 48.8 47.0 16.3 36.8 38.1 2.5 59.4

Chi‐square (2 df) 16.26** 12.30** 4.78†

WHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

1.11 0.96 1.15

NONWHITE

ALL MALE FEMALE

5.22† 4.72† 1.31

ALL MALE FEMALE

TAKE KIDS TO THE DOCTOR

BOTH RACIAL GROUPS
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Table 12A - Heckman Results, Brazil, 2009  

 
 
Data Source: PNAD, 2009 
 

Women Men

Individual's education 0.163*** 0.167***

Indvidual's age 0.060*** 0.107***

Individual's squared age ‐0.001*** ‐0.001***

Constant 3.653*** 3.295***

Work/Not Work 3.184*** 0.137***

Individual's age 0.117*** 0.117***

Individual's square age ‐0.001*** ‐0.002***

Individual's education 0.105*** 0.025***

Partner's age ‐0.063*** 0.006682

Partner's squared age 0.001*** ‐0.0002**

Family size ‐0.067*** ‐0.001

Constant ‐3.319*** ‐0.780***

rho 0.029 0.164

sigma 2.731 2.999

lambda 0.080 0.491

Censored obs 24436 6386

Uncensored obs 25519 43569

Y= log wage

Selection equation
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Table 13A - Regression results for women’s hours devoted to domestic labor,  Brazil, 2009 

 
 
Data Source: PNAD, 2009 
Note: * 10% significance level; ** 5% significance level, *** 1% significance level. 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 White Husband Black Husband Brown Husband

Union's characteristics

Interracial union 0.912*** 0.403***

Lighter woman 0.110

Darker woman 0.764***

Older Men 0.218 0.219 ‐0.008 0.109 0.536**

Respondent's characteristics

Age 0.051*** 0.051*** 0.050** ‐0.002 0.066***

Hours spend on paid work ‐0.347*** ‐0.347*** ‐0.325*** ‐0.363*** ‐0.374***

Schooling ‐0.236*** ‐0.237*** ‐0.305*** ‐0.175** ‐0.150***

Ln  Wage ‐0.330*** ‐0.330*** ‐0.456*** ‐0.104 ‐0.207***

Black 1.157* 0.701 ‐0.101

Brown 0.820*** 0.812 0.025

Partner's characteristics

Hours spend on paid work 0.058*** 0.058*** 0.055*** 0.019 0.067***

Schooling  ‐0.109*** ‐0.109*** ‐0.147*** 0.128* ‐0.081**

Ln  wage 0.761** 0.765** 0.479 0.050 1.291**

Other variables

Family size 1.086*** 1.085*** 1.240*** 1.278*** 0.949***

Urban 0.004 0.007 ‐0.513 ‐1.340 0.605**

Ln Family income ‐0.121*** ‐0.121*** ‐0.158*** ‐0.016 ‐0.063*

Constant 28.777*** 29.528*** 29.505*** 30.977*** 31.372*** 26.723***

Include State YES YES YES YES YES

N 24177 3887 21891

R2 0.0006 0.2118 0.2119 0.2252 0.1851 0.2023

R2 adj 0.0006 0.2112 0.2113 0.2239 0.1769 0.2009

Women's Hours 

49995
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Table 14A - Regression results for men’s hours devoted to domestic labor,  Brazil, 2009 

 
 
Data Source: PNAD, 2009 
Note: * 10% significance level; ** 5% significance level, *** 1% significance level. 
 

Variables Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 White Wife Black Wife Brown Wife

Union's characteristics

Interracial union ‐0.084 0.109

Lighter man ‐0.117

Darker man 0.294***

Older Men 0.189** 0.189** 0.270** ‐1.063*** 0.228**

Respondent's characteristics

Age ‐0.040*** ‐0.040*** ‐0.054*** 0.038 ‐0.029**

Hours spend on paid work ‐0.101*** ‐0.101*** ‐0.112*** ‐0.093*** ‐0.087***

Schooling  0.030*** 0.030*** 0.010*** 0.090** 0.064***

Ln wage ‐0.540*** ‐0.539*** ‐0.814*** 0.713 ‐0.359978

Black 0.524** 0.468 0.511**

Brown 0.434*** 0.168 0.415***

Partner's characteristics

Hours spend on paid work 0.041*** 0.041*** 0.044*** 0.032* 0.038***

Schooling 0.050*** 0.050*** 0.064*** 0.124** 0.0409**

Ln Wage 0.036* 0.036* 0.038 0.046 0.032

Other variables

Family size ‐0.142*** ‐0.142*** ‐0.124*** ‐0.052 ‐0.179***

Urban 0.176* 0.174* 0.041*** 0.017 0.239*

Ln Family income ‐0.046*** ‐0.046*** ‐0.043*** ‐0.062 ‐0.043**

Constant 5.157*** 11.399*** 11.401*** 12.728*** 4.751* 9.856***

Include State YES YES YES YES YES

N 25446 3127 21382

R2 0 0.0677 0.0679 0.0745 0.0683 0.0634

R2 adj 0 0.067 0.0672 0.073 0.0565 0.0617

Men's Hours 

49995
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Graph 1A - Results for differences in spousal income and education on the number of hours 
women devoted to domestic labor by husbands’ race- Brazil, 2009 

  
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
 
 
Graph 2A - Results for differences in spousal income and education on the number of hours 
Men devoted to domestic labor by wives’ race- Brazil, 2009 

 
Data source: PNAD, 2009 
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CHAPTER 5  
 

CONCLUSION AND FUTURE RESEARCH 
 

This dissertation focused on the analysis of three important aspects of interracial marriage in 
Brazil that have not been previously documented. These aspects include the influence of the 
racial distribution of the local marriage market on homogamy-heterogamy rates; the influence of 
parental race on the race of a child’s spouse and their type of union (intra or interracial); and the 
relationship between gender, race, and the sexual division of labor. Therefore, the main 
contribution of this discussion was to shed light on different factors that influence the process of 
partner choice, and to contrast the issues discussed in this analysis with the status exchange 
approach. I divided the dissertation into five chapters. The first component was the introduction, 
followed by three substantive chapters, each one self contained, and this conclusion. 
 
The second chapter, “Space and Interracial Marriage: how does the racial distribution of the local 
marriage market change the analysis of intermarriage in Brazil?” discussed the influence of the 
distribution of a husband’s and wife’s race in local marriage markets (mesoregions) on interracial 
marriage rates. The main motivation for this focus was the fact that most studies calculated the 
intermarriage rate using national data. There are two main problems when using national level 
data: either the assumption is made that only one national marriage market exists or that the 
racial distribution of all local marriage markets is the same. Both implications are complicated 
because usually people marry individuals within a close proximity to themselves (Blau et al. 
1982; Harris and Ono 2005; Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000) and because racial distribution in 
Brazil is very uneven throughout the country. In this sense, considering the local racial 
distribution is important because it reflects some possible opportunities or constraints related to 
the marriage market. In other words, people may or may not be exposed to potential spouses 
from other racial groups. Hence, chapter two’s discussion intended to contribute to a better 
understanding of the factors that influence intermarriage. The main results of chapter two 
showed that when considering the local racial distribution of wives and husbands, the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates decrease by between 15.3 percent  to 43.16 percent depending on 
the year and the race of the spouses. The differences are lower in 2000 compared to 1991. After 
determining this overall result, I looked at each mesoregion and concluded that with very few 
exceptions, the inclusion of the local racial distribution is important for explaining intermarriage 
rates in all mesoregions. In addition, there are some important regional differences, especially in 
the South region, where the homogamy-heterogamy rates tend to be higher than the average 
level.  
 
This result reinforces the need to consider not only the racial distribution, but other local 
characteristics as well, when analyzing intermarriage. The fact that there are some differences 
across the country raises important questions about what factors explain intermarriage rates. It is 
important to investigate which differences, in reference to race relations and preferences, are 
responsible for these regional variations, besides only considering exposure.  Chapter two 
uncovered part of the explanation for intermarriage rates, but other factors remained unclear due 
to data limitations and the necessity for other discussions. One of these factors was addressed in 
the third chapter—the issue of familial relations and the intergenerational process of family 
formation. 
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The third chapter, “The influence of parental characteristics on a child’s probability of interracial 
marriage in Brazil” approached whether parental endogamy affects the children’s endogamy and 
whether parental race influences the race of a child’s spouse. Many studies have shown that 
parental characteristics and life events influence decisions about relationships (Thornton, Axinn, 
and Xie 2007) and decisions about divorce (Wolfinger 2011). The possible mechanisms by which 
parental union characteristics can influence a child’s partner choice process are: 1) through 
socialization, which builds and influences preferences; 2) locale of residence, which may 
influence the location of the child’s potential marriage market; and 3) direct influence, meaning 
that parents may directly express their opinions about what they expect in their child’s future 
spouse. 
 
The results for parental characteristics showed that parental endogamy increases the child's 
probability of being in a same race union as well. Moreover, parental education is also important, 
meaning that the higher the level of parental education, the higher the probability is of a child’s 
homogamy. However, when analyzing the effect of parental race on the race of a child’s spouse, 
race, parental education is not statistically significant and having a nonwhite parent, as expected, 
decreases the probability of marrying a white spouse. These results are important for discussing 
the racial hierarchy in the marriage market, and how other family characteristics, such as 
education, may influence the race of a child’s spouse. It is also worth highlighting that education 
does not seem to offset the role of race, and the cultural (race) aspect of racial assortative mating 
seems to be more important than the economic one (education). The main message of this 
chapter is that it is not possible to fully understand racial assortative mating without considering 
the family dimension. Therefore, for future research, it would be interesting to analyze which 
mechanisms are more important in terms of parental influence. It would also be significant to 
determine whether the construction of family resources, such as cultural capital, is different 
between whites and nonwhites, as this would contribute to the understanding of whether each 
group prefers to marry spouses from their own racial group or not. These suggestions for future 
research are relevant because they address the main limitation of my work, which is the 
description of the mechanisms of how parents influence a child’s partner choice. 
 
Chapter four, “Household chores and interracial marriage in Brazil: interactions between gender, 
race, and type of union”, analyzed the relationship between gender, race, type of union (intra or 
interracial), and the classification of household chores as being typically female, male or gender 
neutral. Given the results of this analysis, I turned to different data and analyzed whether the 
observed outcome, interracial unions tend to reflect a more gender based classification, was 
reproduced in terms of actual behavior. Following this, I compared same and mixed race couples 
in terms of the number of weekly hours each spouse spent on household chores. The results show 
that both nonwhite men and nonwhite women spend more time doing domestic work when they 
are in interracial relationships. The most curious result is the fact that white men not only tend to 
classify the traditional female activities as more female than whites in a homogamous situation, 
but they also tend to overrate the traditionally male activities as being specific to men. Similarly, 
as well as brown women working more hours at home, so do brown and black men. Moreover, 
when disentangling the bargaining and the discrimination effects by using interaction terms 
between an individual’s own race and whether he/she had more income, more education or 
worked more hours in the labor market than their spouse, I found that, especially for the 
white/brown couples, there are important interactions between a couple’s racial composition and 
bargaining power indicators. This means that the explanation is not fully justified by the 
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bargaining power approach and that some discrimination may persist in these relationships. 
Therefore, the main conclusion is that there is something intrinsic to interracial unions in terms 
of gender roles. I claim that part of the explanation for this pattern may be the historical meaning 
of what it is to be a white man and white woman in contrast to being a black man and black 
woman. Considering these results, I also assert that we should look to factors other than 
education and religion in order to study exchanges in interracial marriage. The division of labor 
is one possible characteristic that could be examined. The main limitation of this analysis is that 
we do not know which household chores people are doing, and the fact that nonwhite men do 
more domestic labor does not mean that they do more traditionally female activities. They may 
do more traditionally male chores, such as simple home repairs. 
 
In sum, the main conclusions of the dissertation are that there are different levels influencing the 
process of partner choice. These levels include the local marriage market, the family and 
personal beliefs. I considered an individual’s ideas about gender roles as a facet of their personal 
beliefs. Although I treated each of these issues as separate spheres, it is worth noting that they are 
all related to each other, as was discussed in chapter three in regards to how parental 
characteristics influence a child’s marriage market and his/her preferences and world view 
through socialization. The main contribution of this work was to contribute different factors, 
which have not been considered by other research, to the discussion about intermarriage in 
Brazil. These contributions include considering the racial composition of a local population and 
other possible assets that can be traded in the marriage market like parental race, parental 
education and domestic work. As I have mentioned in this chapter, the work has several 
limitations that should be explored through future research. These main issues are: 1) the 
inclusion of local marriage market characteristics, other than the racial distribution, in the 
discussion of interracial marriage; 2) the analysis of the mechanisms that parental characteristics 
influence the children’s decision about whom to marry; 3) the study of other opinions, values and 
behaviors that may vary between people in same and mixed race unions; and 4) the exploration 
of other assets that may be traded in the marriage market, other than education and religion, 
which is commonly discussed by other authors (e.g. Gullickson 2006; Longo 2011; Ribeiro and 
Silva 2009) using the status exchange framework. 
 

For future research, some relevant questions can be raised. For example, an investigation about 
similarities and differences in opinions, values and behaviors between people in racially 
exogamous and racially endogamous unions would be valuable. Along this same line of thinking 
it would be relevant to ask whether same race and mixed race couples are alike. Do they have 
different world views? Is a comparison between these two groups possible? Besides the gender 
specific division of labor, there are other topics that may benefit from being investigated through 
the marriage context. These include the potential differences in racial tolerance, abortion, public 
policies, use of contraceptives and premarital sex. 
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