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Abstract

In the present paper, the editors address the topic of interethnic marriage within the United States.  The editors begin by outlining five major objectives for the present edition (i.e., to discuss conceptual and methodological concerns regarding research on interethnic marriage; to examine interethnic marital relationship processes, especially through the lens of interdependence theory; to review attitudes towards interethnic marriage; to assess the clinical and policy implications for interethnic marriages; and to synthesize the contemporary scholarship on this still-pervasive topic), identifying those papers in which the respective sets of authors within the present edition address each of the objectives.  Next, the editors review several previous studies dealing with intermarriage.  Afterward, the editors provide an overview of interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), which they view as a general framework for studying interethnic marriage.  Finally, the editors invite readers to join in exploring state-of-the-art theorizing and research on interethnic marriage, in this first-of-its-kind JSI edition on such a timely and important social issue.
Interethnic Marriage in the United States:  An Introduction

In 2008, a record-high 14.6% of new marriages (and 8% of marriages overall) in the United States were between persons who belonged to different ethnic groups (Passel, Wang, & Taylor, 2010).  Although these statistics are considerably lower than random mate selection would predict (Emens, 2009), the trajectory of interethnic marriage rates within the U.S. clearly has been on the upswing in the decades that have passed since the U.S. Supreme Court ruled in Loving v. Virginia (1967) that rendered state anti-“miscegenation” laws unconstitutional.   As Gordon Allport anticipated in The Nature of Prejudice (1954/1979), once the federal government assumed a leading role in affirming civil rights (especially the civil rights of African Americans and other ethnic minorities), public opinion and public behavior gradually but steadily changed in favor of couples’ right to marry, regardless of the ethnic background of the spouses (Bobo & Charles, 2009).


Despite the lifting of legal sanctions against interethnic marriage and consequent rise in the rate of interethnic marriages in the United States, many interethnic couples still experience various forms of racism (e.g., individual, institutional, cultural; see Jones, 1997) in this ostensibly “post-racial” era (see Kim, 2013).  For example, many individuals have sued potential or former employers for job discrimination after learning that their would-be employers disapproved of their interethnic marriages (Leslie & Letiecq, 2004).  Similarly, interethnic couples are especially likely to suffer residential segregation, especially when compared to White male/White female couples (Emens, 2009).  Finally, interethnic couples – particularly Black male/White female couples – frequently are targets of hate speech, if not overt violence (Glaser, Dixit, & Green, 2002). 

In the present edition of the Journal of Social Issues (JSI), we examine major theoretical, empirical, and policy-related perspectives on interethnic marriage in the United States.  To our knowledge, no such edition has ever been published in JSI.  Drawing upon the subject areas of intergroup relations and interpersonal relations, and including contributions from authors across various disciplines and interdisciplinary fields (including psychology, sociology, history, journalism, communications, writing, American studies, and family sciences), the present edition offers comprehensive coverage regarding contemporary scholarship on interethnic marriage.  Given the status of interethnic marriage as a potential bellwether of social change in the United States (Lewis & Ford-Robertson, 2010), and given the influence of Loving v. Virginia upon the U. S, Supreme Court’s recent decision in Obergefell v. Hodges (2015) that same-sex couples (like heterosexual interracial couples) possess a fundamental right to marry (Eskridge, 2015), we believe that the present edition is as timely as it is important.
Objectives of the Present Edition

The objectives of the present edition are as follows:  (1) To discuss conceptual and methodological concerns regarding research on interethnic marriage; (2) to examine interethnic marital relationship processes, especially (though not exclusively) through the lens of interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959); (3) to review attitudes towards interethnic marriage; (4) to assess the clinical and policy implications for interethnic marriages; and (5) to synthesize the contemporary scholarship on this still-pervasive issue.  With regard to the first objective, the paper by Stephanie Afful, Corinne Wohlford Taff, and Suzanne Stoelting addresses conceptual issues involving race and racial identity within the literature on interracial marriage; and the paper by Kellina Craig-Henderson and Richard Lewis addresses methodological concerns within the literature on interracial and intercultural marriage, such as sampling design sensitivity of the subject matter.  With regard to the second objective, the paper by Zheng Wu, Christoph Schimmele, and Feng Hou addresses racial minority group differences in intermarriage with White Americans from the standpoint of macrostructural theory; the paper by Gina Castle Bell and Sally Hastings addresses the impact of dual-family versus one-sided family approval on the stability of interracial romantic relationships from the standpoints of interdependence theory and facework theory; and the paper by Marianne Dainton addresses relationship maintenance communication among interracial married couples from the standpoint of interdependence theory.  With regard to the third objective, the paper by Jennifer Ware, Geri Alumit Zeldes, and Jennifer Hoewe addresses societal attitudes as reflected historically in newspaper coverage preceding the U. S. Supreme Court decision in Loving v. Virginia (1967); and the paper by Mary Campbell and Melissa Herman addresses racial minority and majority group members’ contemporary attitudes about interracial marriage in general.  With regard to the fourth objective, the paper by Leigh Leslie and Jenni Young addresses challenges and opportunities for clinicians in working with interracial married couples; and the paper by April Schueths addresses the impact of current U. S. immigration policy on the stability of mixed-status interracial and other interethnic married couples.  Finally, with regard to the fifth objective, the paper by Eddie Clark, Priscilla Fernandez, Abigail Harris, Michelle Hasan, and Katheryn Votaw offers an integrative summary of the aforementioned papers in the present edition (applying a detailed interdependence analysis, in the tradition of Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) and suggests directions for future conceptualization and research concerning interethnic marriage. 

Before we proceed further, we believe that it is necessary to define the crucial terms “race” and “ethnicity.”  For the purposes of the present edition, we define race as individuals’ presumed biological heritage; and we define ethnicity as individuals’ presumed biological and/or cultural heritage.  Using these definitions, we hope to make it clear that we view race as part and parcel of individuals’ ethnicity (see also Markus, 2008).  Furthermore, we hope to make it clear that we view each of the articles in the present edition (most of which refer to race in particular) as addressing one or more of our stated objectives (all of which refer to ethnicity in general).  Finally, although the articles in this edition tend to use the term interracial marriage, we note that interracial marriages constitute the specific type of interethnic marriage that the U. S. Supreme Court addressed in Loving v. Virginia (1967). 
How does Interethnic Marriage Qualify as a Social Issue?

Despite the dramatic rise in the rate of interethnic marriage that has occurred within the United States since the 1960s, interethnic marriage remains a potent social issue.  As Duck and VanderVoort (2002) pointed out, many individuals view interethnic marriage as “inappropriate” (see also Goodwin & Cramer, 2002); among those individuals, negative sentiment can vary along a continuum from viewing interethnic marriage as unconventional (e.g., worthy of suspicion), to disapproved (e.g., worthy of scandal), to forbidden (e.g., worthy of punishment).  Moreover, as Gaines and Leaver (2002) noted, not only do some individuals act upon those negative sentiments (e.g., by engaging in physical and/or psychological abuse toward interracial couples); but some individuals behave as if they are defending informal custom (even though they are violating formal law) when displaying such negativity toward interethnic marriage. 

In the state of Alabama, interethnic marriage (and, specifically, interracial marriage) has proven to be especially volatile as a social issue.  In Pace v. State of Alabama (1883), the state went all the way to the U.S. Supreme Court to defend its anti-“miscegenation” law (and, thus, to affirm its decision to imprison a Black male/White female couple, Tony Pace and Mary Cox, for having engaged in sexual relations) – and won (Sollors, 2000).  Despite subsequent U.S. Supreme Court decisions in McLaughlin v. Florida (1964) and Loving v. Virginia (1967) that specifically overturned Pace v. Alabama, the state kept its anti-“miscegenation” law on the books until 2000 – and even then, 40% of voters indicated that they still wanted that law on the books, even though it had not been enforceable for more than 30 years (Maillard, 2009).
Why Focus on the United States as a Context for Studying Interethnic Marriage?
Historically speaking, the majority of empirical studies on interethnic marriage have been conducted in the United States (Jacobson & Heaton, 2008).  However, for a nation that tends to view itself as progressive along many dimensions of social equality (Hochschild, 2006), intermarriage rates in the United States during the post-Civil Rights Era have been relatively unexceptional (e.g., higher than rates in South Africa during the post-apartheid era, lower than rates in modern-day New Zealand, and comparable to rates in contemporary Canada; Jacobson & Heaton, 2008).  This persistent disconnect between individuals’ endorsement of social equality and actual entry into intermarriage (the latter of which arguably is the ultimate barometer of social equality, especially concerning intergroup relations between persons of African descent and persons of European descent; Rosenfeld, 2005) makes the United States an especially intriguing context for studying interethnic marriage.
According to some social commentators, the election of President Barack Obama in 2008 (and re-election in 2012) signifies the emergence of a “post-racial” American society (Kenney & Kenney, 2012).  However, racism remains endemic within American society and likely will continue to contribute to relatively low rates of intermarriage for the foreseeable future (Jacobson & Heaton, 2008). In addition, many couples who do intermarry are likely to continue seeking professional help in a societal context that, all too often, subjects those couples to especially high levels of stereotyping, prejudice, and discrimination – a vivid reminder that interethnic marriage remains a potent social issue in the United States, with negative practical consequences for many couples’ individual and relational well-being (Kenney & Kenney, 2012). 
Review of Previous Research on Interethnic Marriage


As the title of the present paper indicates, the subject matter of interethnic marriage represents a conceptual and methodological intersection between the areas of intergroup relations and interpersonal relations (see also Gaines & Liu, 2000).  Prior to Loving v. Virginia (1967), few published empirical studies dealt substantively with interethnic marriage.  However, in the post-Loving era, several empirical studies of interethnic marriage have been published.  In the present paper, we shall focus on the results of two qualitative studies (Porterfield, 1978; Rosenblatt, Karis, & Powell, 1995) and two quantitative studies (Gaines et al., 1999; Leslie & Letiecq, 2004) that, collectively, have helped to define the post-Loving literature on interethnic marriage.

Porterfield (1978).  One of the best-known sociological studies of interethnic marriage is Ernest Porterfield’s (1978) primarily qualitative study of 40 interracial (and, specifically, Black-White) interracial married couples in Chicago.  Porterfield acknowledged the conceptual relevance of pioneering sociologist Robert Merton’s (1941) homogamy theory, which proposes that throughout American society, individuals tend to marry partners who possess similar social and psychological characteristics.  However, despite the fact that homogamy theory is consistent with the prevalence of intraracial and other intraethnic marriages within the United States, Porterfield noted that homogamy theory does not adequately explain why some individuals marry partners who do not belong to their ethnic group(s).  Based on the results of interview data, Porterfield (1978) reported that participants in his study gave three types of reasons for marrying outside their ethnic (and, specifically, racial) group:  (1) Non-race-related reasons, (2) race-related reasons, and (3) marginality, with most of the participants offering non-race-related reasons (especially love)for entering into interethnic marriage.  

Rosenblatt, Karis, and Powell (1995).  One of the most influential psychological studies of interethnic marriage is Paul Rosenblatt, Terri Karis, and Richard Powell’s (1995) qualitative study of 21 interethnic (and, specifically, Black-White) couples—19  of whom were married—in Minneapolis.  Rosenblatt and colleagues not only were influenced methodologically by Porterfield’s (1978) earlier qualitative study of Black-White couples but also reached the same conclusion that Porterfield had reached concerning love as the primary reason why individuals marry partners outside their ethnic group(s).  Unlike Porterfield’s (1978) earlier study, Rosenblatt et al.’s study did not refer to a specific theoretical orientation.  However, given the emergence of ethnic (and, specifically, racial) identity as a major issue for participants who married partners outside their ethnic group(s), and given Rosenblatt et al.’s allusions to Paul Spickard’s (1989) conceptual work on interethnic marriage and ethnic identity in the process of interpreting their own results, we believe that the clues to Rosenblatt et al.’s implicit (if not explicit) theoretical foundation lie within Spickard’s work.  Spickard specifically drew upon Erik Erikson’s (1968) ego psychology, which emphasises the achievement of identity as a primary task for individuals’ personality and social development.  Moreover, Spickard’s work suggests that some individuals might experience identity crises after entering into interethnic marriage (although the potential for individuals’ development of identity crises well into adulthood should not be overestimated). 

Gaines et al. (1999).  So far, we have described results of qualitative studies of interethnic, predominantly (if not exclusively) married, couples.  However, as the field of relationship science has matured (Berscheid, 1999; Reis, 2007), some quantitatively oriented studies of interethnic relationships have emerged within that field.  Stanley Gaines et al.’s (1999) quantitative, psychologically orientated study of 91 interethnic couples (approximately 75% of whom were married) across the United States was influenced to some extent by the aforementioned qualitative studies of Porterfield (1979) and Rosenblatt et al. (1995).  However, Gaines and colleagues were inspired primarily by U. G. Foa and E. B. Foa’s (1974) resource exchange theory (which proposes that close relationships are established and maintained largely on the basis of the give-and-take of intangible “commodities,” namely love and respect) when interpreting the results of their study concerning love as reciprocated significantly among all couples, whether intraracial or interracial.  In addition to finding that love was exchanged, Gaines et al. concluded that respect also was exchanged significantly among individuals in interethnic relationships.  All in all, results by Gaines and colleagues reinforce the theme of love (Porterfield, 1978; Rosenblatt, et al., 1995) as essential to the establishment and maintenance of interethnic marital relationships.

Leslie and Letiecq (2004).  The theme of ethnic identity that surfaced in Rosenblatt and colleagues’ (1995) qualitative, psychologically orientated study also surfaced in Leigh Leslie and Bethany Letiecq’s (2004) quantitative, psychologically oriented study of 76 interethnic (and, specifically, Black-White) married couples in the Baltimore/Washington, D.C. area.  However, unlike Rosenblatt and colleagues (who emphasized implications of interethnic marriage for individuals’ racial identity development), Leslie and Letiecq emphasized implications of individuals’ racial identity for the quality of interracial marital relationships.  Indeed, Leslie and Letiecq found that among White as well as Black participants, at least one aspect of individuals’ level of ethnic identity was a significant positive predictor of marital quality (operationalized as love, conflict, ambivalence, and maintenance; Braiker & Kelley, 1979).  Like Rosenblatt et al. (1995), Leslie and Letiecq (2004) did not mention a particular theoretical orientation.  However, Leslie and Letiecq’s choice of Braiker and Kelley’s (1979) measures of marital quality suggest that Leslie and Letiecq were influenced implicitly (if not explicitly) by Thibaut and Kelley’s (1959; Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978) interdependence theory, which guided the development of Braiker and Kelley’s measures (see also Kelley et al., 1983).  In any event, Leslie and Letiecq’s (2004) results complement Rosenblatt et al.’s earlier results by demonstrating that ethnic identity can be viewed as cause and/or consequence of interethnic romantic relationships.
Toward a Theoretically Driven Approach to Studying Interethnic Marriage   

In his classic qualitative study, Porterfield (1978) pointed out that the literature on interethnic marriage tends to be atheoretical.  However, the quantitative studies by Gaines et al. (1999) and Leslie and Letiecq (2004) indicate that reinforcement-based theories of close relationships, such as resource exchange theory (Foa & Foa, 1974) and interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), are relevant to relationship scientists’ understanding of dynamics within interethnic marital relationships (for a review of reinforcement-based theories that have been applied to close relationships, see Berscheid, 1985).  Given the emergence of interdependence theory as the most influential reinforcement-based theory of close relationships (Berscheid & Reis, 1998), in the present paper, we advocate interdependence theory as the means toward a theoretically driven approach to studying interethnic marriage.

What, exactly, do we mean by “interdependence?”  Basically, interdependence refers to the mutual influence that relationship partners exert upon each other’s thoughts, feelings, and behavior (Kelley et al., 1983).  Moreover, Rusbult and van Lange (2003) observed that, according to an interdependence-based analysis of close relationships in general, “...[A]n interaction (I) between persons A and B can be conceptualized in terms of their needs, thoughts, and motives in relation to one another (A and B) in the context of the specific social situation (S) in which their interaction transpires. . . . Expressed in an equation, I = f (S, A, B).” (p. 352).  Overall, we believe that interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) offers a broad, general framework for studying close relationship processes within the context of interethnic marriage.
By the same token, our application of interdependence theory to interethnic marriage represents a stretch for interdependence theory in practice, if not in principle.  During the decades in which Thibaut and Kelley developed and refined interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959), the Civil Rights Movement swept across the United States, giving rise to fundamental changes in interethnic relations (Jones, 1997).  Thibaut and Kelley scarcely could have envisioned such far-reaching changes throughout American society.  Prior to the “decade of ethnicity” (i.e., the 1990s; see Shweder & Sullivan, 1993), interdependence theorists tended to speak in terms of a single American culture (e.g., Kelley et al., 1983); and even after that decade had passed, interdependence theorists tended to operationalize that single culture in terms of an individualistic value orientation (e.g., Kelley et al., 2003).  Given that interethnic marriage necessarily involves partners from different cultural backgrounds (with the caveat that even the concept of “race” is socially constructed and, thus, is culturally informed; Landrine & Klonoff, 1996), we are aware that we are extending interdependence theory beyond its customary boundaries; yet we believe that interdependence theory is sufficiently flexible to transcend such boundaries.    

After designing and conducting an experimental study on social perceivers’ evaluations of Black male/White female couples on the basis of marketplace theory (Elder, 1969) and the concept of status incongruity (Porterfield 1978), T. Joel Wade (1991) concluded that a different conceptual approach was needed in order for future researchers to understand how relationship outsiders’ negative attitudes toward interracial couples can be attenuated (if not eradicated).  Wade specifically endorsed interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) as a means toward promoting relationship outsiders’ increasingly fact-based evaluations of, and behavior toward, interracial couples.  On the one hand, we agree with Wade’s endorsement of interdependence theory.  On the other hand, we differ from Wade in that we encourage increased attention to the mutual influence of attitudes and behavior among relationship insiders – that is, those individuals who choose to marry across racial and other ethnic lines (see Gaines & Ickes, 2000, regarding the importance of the outsider-insider distinction within the literature on interethnic relationships).  It is precisely this attention to mutual influence among relationship partners that sets interdependence theory apart from other major theories within relationship science (Berscheid & Reis, 1998). 
Conclusion

At the beginning of the present paper, we observed that interethnic marriages are increasingly common but still constitute a small minority of all marriages in the U.S.  The relatively low interethnic marriage rate raises the possibility that such marriages are difficult to establish and maintain (Gaines & Ickes, 2000).  Throughout the present edition of JSI, with interdependence theory (Kelley, 1979; Kelley & Thibaut, 1978; Thibaut & Kelley, 1959) as our primary theoretical foundation, we attempt to understand the processes by which interethnic marriages develop within a societal context that has become increasingly tolerant, albeit not as tolerant as Allport (1954/1979) might have hoped.  
We are indebted to Ann Bettencourt (Editor-in-Chief, JSI) and her editorial team, as well as the reviewers (not all of whom were known to us), for helping to bring this current edition to fruition.  More than three years have passed since we began to develop the present edition.  At the outset, we had no idea that the issue of same-sex marriage equality would culminate in validation by the U.S. Supreme Court, or that same-sex marriage equality would bring the issue of interethnic marriage back into the headlines.  We hope that readers will accept our invitation to join in the journey of learning about contemporary conceptual and empirical perspectives on interethnic marriage.
 References

Afful, S. E., Taff, C. W., & Stoelting, S. M. (2015).  Beyond “difference”:  
Examining the process and flexibility of racial identity in interracial marriages.  Journal of Social Issues.
Allport, G. W. (1979).  The nature of prejudice.  Reading, MA:  Addison-

Wesley.  (Original work published 1954)

Bell, G. C., & Hastings, S. O. (2015).  Exploring parental approval and disapproval 

for Black and White interracial couples.  Journal of Social Issues.
Berscheid, E. (1985). Interpersonal attraction. In G. Lindzey & E. Aronson (Eds.), 


The handbook of social psychology  (3rd ed., Vol. 2, pp. 413-484). New York: 
Random House. 

Berscheid, E. (1999).  The greening of relationship science.  American Psychologist, 


54, 260-266.

Berscheid, E., & Reis, H. T. (1998). Attraction and close relationships. In D. T. 


Gilbert, S. T. Fiske., & G. Lindzey (Eds.), The handbook of social psychology (4th ed., Vol. 2, pp. 193-281). Boston: McGraw-Hill.

Bobo, L. D., & Charles, C. Z. (2009).  Race in the American mind:  From the Moynihan report to the Obama candidacy.  Annals of the American Academy of Political and Social Science, 621, 243-259.
Braiker, H., & Kelley, H. H. (1979).  Conflict in the development of close relationships.  In R. L. Burgess & T. L. Huston (Eds.) Social exchange in developing relationships (pp. 135-168).  New York:  Academic Press.

Campbell, J., & Herman, M. (2015).  Both personal and public:  Measuring 

intermarriage attitudes.  Journal of Social Issues.

Clark, E. M., Fernandez, P., Harris, A. L., Hasan, M., & Votaw, K. L. B. (2015).  

Concluding thoughts:  Interethnic marriage through the lens of interdependence theory.  Journal of Social Issues.
Craig-Henderson, K., & Lewis, R., Jr. (2015).  Methodological considerations and 
challenges to conducting research on interethnic relationships:  Using the right took kit!  Journal of Social Issues.
Dainton, M. (2015).  An interdependence approach to relationship maintenance in 
interracial couples.  Journal of Social Issues.
Duck S., & VanderVoort, L. (2002).  Scarlet letters and whited sepulchres:  The social 

marking of relationships as “inappropriate.”  In R. Goodwin & D. Cramer (Eds.), Inappropriate relationships:  The unconventional, the disapproved, and the forbidden (pp. 3-24).  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum.
Elder, G. (1969).  Appearance and education in marriage mobility.  American 
Sociological Review,  34, 519-533.
Emens, E. F. (2009).  Intimate discrimination:  The state’s role in the accidents of sex 


and love.  Harvard Law Review, 122, 1308-1402.

Erikson, E. H. (1968).  Identity:  Youth and crisis.  New York:  Norton.
Eskridge, W. N., Jr. (2015).  Original meaning and marriage equality.  William N, Houston Law Review, 52, 1067-1120.
Foa, U.G., & Foa, E. B. (1974).  Societal structures of the mind.  Springfield, IL:  Thomas.
Gaines, S. O., Jr. & Ickes, W. (2000).  Perspectives on interracial relationships.  In W. Ickes, & S. Duck (Eds.), The social psychology of personal relationships (pp. 55-78).  Chichester, UK:  John Wiley & Sons.
Gaines, S. O., Jr., & Leaver, J. (2002).  Interracial relationships.  In R. Goodwin, & D. Cramer (Eds.), Inappropriate relationships:  The unconventional, the disapproved, and the forbidden (pp. 65-78).  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum.

Gaines, S. O., Jr. & Liu, J. H. (2000).  Multicultural/multiracial relationships.  In C. Hendrick and S. S. Hendrick (Eds.), Close relationships:  A sourcebook (pp. 97-108).  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage.
Gaines, S. O., Jr., Rios, D. I., Granrose, C. S., Bledsoe, K. L., Farris, K. R., Page Youn, M. S., & Garcia, B. F. (1999).  Romanticism and interpersonal resource exchange among African American/Anglo and other interracial couples.  Journal of Black Psychology, 25, 461-489.
Glaser, J., Dixit, J., & Green, D. P. (2002).  Studying hate crimes with the Internet:  
What makes racists advocate racial violence?  Journal of Social Issues, 58, 
177-193.
Goodwin, R., & Cramer, D. (2002).  Inappropriate relationships in a time of social 

change… some reflections on culture, history, and relational dimensions.  In R. Goodwin, & D. Cramer (Eds.), Inappropriate relationships:  The unconventional, the disapproved, and the forbidden (pp. 247-263).  Mahwah, NJ:  Erlbaum.  

Hochschild, J. L. (2006).  Ambivalance about equality in the United States or, Did de 

Tocqueville get it wrong and why does that matter?  Social Indicators Research, 19, 43-62.
Jacobson, C. K. & Heaton, T. B. (2008).  Comparative patterns of interracial 

marriage:  Structural opportunities, third-party factors, and temporal change in immigrant societies.  Journal of Comparative Family Studies, 39, 129-149.
Jones, J. M. (1997).  Prejudice and racism (2nd ed.).  New York:  McGraw-Hill.

Kelley, H. H. (1979).  Personal relationships:  Their structures and processes.  Hillsdale, NJ:  Erlbaum.
Kelley, H. H., Berscheid, E., Christensen, A., Harvey, J. H., Huston, T. L, Levinger, 


G., McClintock, E., Peplau, L. A., & Peterson, D. R. (1983).  Close relationships.  New York:  Freeman.

Kelley, H.H., Holmes, J.G., Kerr, N.L., Reis, H.T., Rusbult, C.E., & van Lange, P. A. M.  (2003).  An atlas of interpersonal situations.  New York:  Cambridge University Press.
Kelley, H. H., & Thibaut, J. W. (1978).  Interpersonal relations:  A theory of interdependence.  New York:  Wiley.
Kenney, K. R., & Kenney, M. E. (2012).  Contemporary US multiple heritage couples, individuals and families:  Issues, concerns, and counseling implications.  Counselling Psychology Quarterly, 25, 99-112. 

Kim, J. Y. (2013).  Postracialism:  Race after exclusion.  Lewis & Clark Law Review, 17, 1063-1139.  

Landrine, H., & Klonoff, E. A. (1996).  African American acculturation:  Deconstructing race and reviving culture.  Thousand Oaks, CA : Sage.
Leslie, L. A., & Young, J. L. (2015).  Interracial couples in therapy:  Common 

themes and issues.  Journal of Social Issues.
Leslie, L. A., & Letiecq, B. L. (2004).  Marital quality of African American and 

White partners in interracial couples.  Personal Relationships, 11, 559-574.
Lewis, R., Jr., & Ford-Robertson, J. (2010).  Understanding the occurrence of 


interracial marriage in the United States through differential assimilation.  
Journal of Black Studies, 41, 405-420.

Loving v. Virginia, 388 U.S. 1 (1967).
Maillard, K. N. (2009).  Miscegenation:  An American Leviathan.  Human Rights, 36, 

15.
Markus, H. R. (2008).  Pride, prejudice, and ambivalence:  Toward a unified theory 


of race and ethnicity.  American Psychologist, 63, 651-670.
McLaughlin v. Florida, 379 U.S. 184 (1964).
Merton, R. K. (1941).  Intermarriage and social structure:  Fact and theory.  Psychiatry, 4, 361-374.
Obergefell v. Hodges, 576 U.S. ___ (2015).
Pace v. Alabama, 106 U.S. 583 (1883).
Passel, J. S., Wang, W., & Taylor, P. (2010).  Marrying out:  One-in-seven new U.S. marriages is interracial or interethnic.  Washington, DC:  Pew Research Center.

Porterfield, E. (1978).  Black and White mixed marriages:  An ethnographic study of 


Black-White families.  Chicago:  Nelson-Hall.

Reis, H. T. (2007).  Steps toward the ripening of relationship science.  Personal Relationships, 14, 1-23.
Rosenblatt, P.C., Karis, T.A., & Powell, R. D. (1995).  Multiracial couples:  Black and white voices.  Thousand Oaks, CA:  Sage.

Rosenfeld, M. J. (2005).  A critique of exchange theories in mate selection.  American Journal of Sociology, 110, 1284-1325.
Rusbult, C. E., & van Lange, P. A. M. (2003).  Interdependence, interaction, and relationships. 
Annual Review of Psychology, 54, 351-375.

Schueths, A. (2015).  Immigration policy issues concerning mixed-status 
interethnic/interracial married couples.  Journal of Social Issues.
Shweder, R. A. & Sullivan, M. (1993).  Cultural psychology:  Who needs it?  Annual 

Review of Psychology, 44. 497-523.
Sollors, W. (2000).  Interracialism:  Black-White intermarriage in American history, literature, and law.  Oxford:  Oxford University Press.
Spickard, P. R. (1989).  Mixed blood:  Intermarriage and ethnic identity in twentieth-century America.  Madison, WI:  University of Wisconsin Press.
Thibaut, J. W., & Kelley, H. H. (1959).  The social psychology of groups.  New York: Wiley.
Wade, T. J. (1991).  Marketplace economy:  The evaluation of interracial couples.  

Basic and Applied Social Psychology, 12, 405-422.
Ware, J., Zeldes, G. A., & Hoewe, J. (2015).  News as a cultural mirror reflecting 
views of Loving v. Virginia (1967).  Journal of Social Issues.
Wu, Z., Schimmele, C., & Hou, F. (2015).  Group differences in intermarriage with 
Whites between Asians, Black, and Hispanics:  The effects of assimilation and structural constraints.  Journal of Social Issues.
