
   

Revista Latinoamericana de Población

E-ISSN: 2393-6401

alap.revista@alapop.org

Asociación Latinoamericana de Población

Organismo Internacional

Tomás, Maria Carolina

Space and Interracial Marriage: How Does the Racial Distribution of a Local Marriage

Market Change the Analysis of Interracial Marriage in Brazil?

Revista Latinoamericana de Población, vol. 11, núm. 21, julio-diciembre, 2017, pp. 113-

139

Asociación Latinoamericana de Población

Buenos Aires, Organismo Internacional

Available in: http://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=323854675006

   How to cite

   Complete issue

   More information about this article

   Journal's homepage in redalyc.org

Scientific Information System

Network of Scientific Journals from Latin America, the Caribbean, Spain and Portugal

Non-profit academic project, developed under the open access initiative

http://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=3238
http://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=3238
http://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=323854675006
http://www.redalyc.org/comocitar.oa?id=323854675006
http://www.redalyc.org/fasciculo.oa?id=3238&numero=54675
http://www.redalyc.org/articulo.oa?id=323854675006
http://www.redalyc.org/revista.oa?id=3238
http://www.redalyc.org


113
Space and 
Interracial 
Marriage: 
How Does 
the Racial 
Distribution 
of a Local 
Marriage 
Market 
Change 
the Analysis 
of Interracial 
Marriage 
in Brazil?

Revista
Latino-
americana
de Población

Año 11
Número 21

Primer
semestre

Enero
a junio
de 2017

Space and Interracial Marriage: 
How Does the Racial Distribution 
of a Local Marriage Market Change 
the Analysis of Interracial Marriage 
in Brazil?1

El espacio y el matrimonio interracial: 
¿cómo la distribución racial de 
un mercado local cambia el análisis 
del matrimonio interracial en Brasil?

Maria Carolina Tomás2

Pontifícia Universidade Católica de Minas Gerais

1 �is paper is part of the author’s dissertation entitled “Interracial Marriage in Brazil: a discus-
sion about local marriage market, parents’ characteristics, and household chores” concluded in 
December 2012. Some discussions and re�ections have been added since then, however by that time 
the 2010 Brazilian Census data were not available, which is why the paper focuses on 1991 and 2000 
years.

2 Possui doutorado em Sociologia e Demogra�a (2012) pela University of California, Berkeley, mes-
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Abstract

�is article 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. �e results show that 
homogamy-heterogamy rates have traditionally 
been overestimated, as demonstrated by a 
change that ranges between 15.3 percent and 

Resumen

Este artículo se centra en la siguiente pregunta: 
¿Cómo las tasas de matrimonios interraciales 
cambiarían al considerar la distribución racial 
del mercado matrimonial local? Se utilizan 
datos de los censos brasileros de 1991 y 2000 y 
se estiman modelos log-lineales. Los resultados 
muestran que las tasas de homogamia-
heterogamia han sido tradicionalmente 
sobreestimadas, como lo demuestra un cambio 
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43.2 percent, when the local racial distribution 
of spouses is considered. �e gap between 
the percentage di�erences 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 meso-regions have 
homogamy-heterogamy rates similar to the 
average, there are some important regional 
di�erences, especially in the South, where the 
levels are higher than the average.

Keywords: Interracial marriage. Local 
marriage market. Loglinear models. Brazil.

entre el 15,3% al 43,16%, cuando se considera 
la distribución racial local de los cónyuges. La 
diferencia entre las diferencias porcentuales 
es menor en 2000 que en 1991. Al analizar 
las tasas de heterogamia y homogamia para 
cada mercado matrimonial, se observa que 
la interacción entre la raza de un cónyuge y 
el mercado matrimonial es importante, con 
muy pocas excepciones. Además, aunque 
la mayoría de las mesorregiones tienen 
tasas de homogamia-heterogamia iguales al 
nivel promedio, existen algunas diferencias 
regionales importantes, especialmente en el 
Sur, donde los niveles son más altos que el 
promedio.

Palabras clave: Matrimonio interracial. 
Mercado matrimonial local. Modelos log-
lineales. Brasil.

Recibido: 3/5/2017. Aceptado: 19/12/2017
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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 di�erences in local marriage markets are not con-
sidered, 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 mar-
riage market is the same as marrying someone far away. In this article, I used Census data 
for the years 1991 and 2000 to calculate the homogamy-hetereogamy rates, including in-
formation on the local racial distribution of wives and husbands. �is analysis also sheds 
light on whether the explanations for interracial marriage, besides racial distributions, 
are the same or di�erent among local marriage markets. In other words, this analysis will 
examine whether there are speci�c di�erences within local markets, such as, cultural, eco-
nomic, and social.

In regard to the United States, Harris and Ono (2005) found that national estimates 
of race e�ects 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 impor-
tant to consider local racial distributions because there are great geographical di�erences 
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. �erefore, the con-
sideration of local racial distribution di�erences might lead to a di�erent interpretation of 
national intermarriage rates. 
�e 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. �e main conclusion is that without considering the local ra-
cial distribution, previous research has overestimated homogamy-heterogamy rates and 
overemphasized the role of racial boundaries and racial preferences in the marriage mar-
ket. �e gap between the percentage di�erences is smaller for 2000 compared to 1991.
�erefore, changes over time are important for explaining the higher increase of unions 
between whites and blacks than between whites and browns. �is increase was due more 
to changes in cultural norms and racial composition. Moreover it is worth highlighting 
the possible changes due to racial reclassi�cation between Censuses (Miranda, 2017).
�e article is divided into �ve sections, including this introduction. �e second section 
addresses background research on racial classi�cation, interracial marriage, and the local 
marriage market in Brazil. �e third section presents the data and method I used. Section 
four discusses the results and the article concludes with some �nal considerations.
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Literature Review

Racial Classi�cation and Interracial Marriage in Brazil

Racial identity in Brazil is recognized as something quite di�erent from other countries, 
especially because of the absence of a descent rule, which means that Brazilians consider 
di�erent factors when classifying one’s race (Degler, 1971). Another issue is the association 
between race and socioeconomic conditions (Schwartzman, 2007). Politics may also in-
�uence racial self classi�cation in Brazil (Bailey, 2008). Another speci�c characteristic of 
the Brazilian racial system is the recognition of mixed-race people as a distinct category, 
which sometimes makes both the creation of speci�c racial boundaries and self-classi�ca-
tion di�cult. In this sense, the white/nonwhite perspective utilized in the United States, 
does not apply to Brazil. As noted by Ribeiro (2017) the racial classi�cation in Brazil is 
much more a continuum than a set of �xed categories. While racial identity is more re-
lated to ancestry in the United States, in Brazil physical characteristics are the main indi-
cators of race. �is means that racial classi�cation 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 signi�cant to note that racial classi�cation also depends on 
who is doing the reporting because important di�erences arise when comparing self-re-
porting and classi�cation conducted by another person (i.e. Telles and Lim, 1998; Bailey, 
2008). �is result corroborates the argument about the low degree of groupness and how 
racial boundaries in Brazil are not clearly de�ned.

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 ��h category, indígena (indigenous), was added in 1991. 
One of the main concerns about the o�cial 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 regard-
ing 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). �erefore, 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).

Although there is an understanding that racial boundaries are �uid, racial distribu-
tion in Brazil remained very stable between 1980 and 2000. During this time period, the 
proportion of blacks was between 5–6 percent, browns were between 39–42 percent, and 
whites were 54–52 percent (ibge 2004). �e 2010 Census data show that whites represent 
47.73 percent of the total population, 43.13 percent is brown, and 7.61 percent is black. �e 
main change from the last Census in 2000 is the current absence of a majority racial group 
in Brazil. Because of that important change it is fundamental to investigate what looks like 
the Brazilian marriage market a�er 2000.

In 1998, 78 percent of all marriages were racially endogamous, with rates being high-
er 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 
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of endogamy (Petruccelli, 2001). 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 resist-
ance 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 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).

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 geo-
graphical di�erences in interracial marriage rates. �e author claims that geographical 
di�erences 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 di�erences between 
Brazil and the United States.

Over time, racial endogamy has been declining, as have educational and religious en-
dogamy 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 ho-
mogamy. Homogamy is declining for whites and blacks at the same pace, but is increasing 
slightly for browns (Heaton, 2010). 

Intermarriage and the Local Marriage Market

Most studies about local marriage markets has 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 in�uence (Telles, 1993); and 
economic opportunity for females, male economic attractiveness, and racial di�erences 
(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). �e 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 classi�cation is the same in 
the whole country. However, the racial classi�cation of people can vary across the country, 
and in this sense, racial self and the perception of others is in�uenced by exposure and 
local social norms. A fourth factor that may alter across the country is the geographical 
di�erence 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 di�erences 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 
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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. �e 
proportion of whites in mesoregions during this period ranged from 11.07 percent (Norte 
Amazonense) to 93.86 percent (Vale do Itajaí). �e distribution of black people ranged 
from 1.47 percent (Vale do Itajaí) to 20.24 percent (Metropolitana de Salvador); and the 
range for browns was from 3.19 percent (Sul Catarinense) to 72.25 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 composed by about 70 percent of brown people. �is di�erence 
in racial distribution in�uences exposure, which consequently in�uences opportunities 
and preferences within the marriage market. �e group size in�uences the possibility of 
�nding a partner within or outside of one’s racial group. Exposure also in�uences an in-
dividual’s preference by de�ning 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.

�erefore, 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. �e 
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 
article, I also argue that the local marriage market may in�uence the �rst intermarriage 
cause noted by Kalmijn. In other words, the amount of exposure to other racial groups ex-
perienced by an individual may in�uence his/her preference in terms of a spouse’s charac-
teristics. �is 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. 

�e 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. �e 
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). �us, it is important to consider the conditions of local 
marriage markets, including the racial distribution, because part of the rate can be ex-
plained as a lack of opportunity and not necessarily the result of preferences.

�e 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. �erefore, this article 
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 a�ected 
if the racial distribution in di�erent areas was considered in the analysis? In other words, 
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how much of the drop in the odds ratio is due to a di�erent racial distribution. In this 
sense, the intermarriage rates that cannot be explained by racial distribution may be justi-
�ed by other local characteristics that are not being controlled for. �ese local characteris-
tics might include individual preferences, opportunities in a smaller area, or more speci�c 
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 ex-
tent of exposure to the outside group. His work was inspired by the debate about region-
al di�erences in marriage rates between Frazier (1942) and Degler (1986). �ese authors 
concluded that the marriage rate di�erences re�ected profound regional di�erences in 
racial tolerance across the country. Telles’ work included di�erent variables to explain 
the proportion of marriages between two racial categories, in order to question whether 
regional di�erences are due to di�erences in racial tolerance or are related to variations in 
racial composition. He found that despite controls for racial composition, white out-mar-
riage to blacks in the South of Brazil is signi�cantly 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, Goiás, Mato Grosso, Mato Grosso do Sul, Pará, and 
Rondônia). 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 di�erences in the white tolerance level of browns, but the 
di�erences in white racial tolerance of blacks is more relevant.

�e main way in which this article di�ers from Telles (1993) work is the estimation of 
the homogamy-heterogamy rates and the analysis of potential di�erences among the local 
marriage markets. His work only utilized one model for all markets. Moreover, our concept 
of the local marriage market di�ers. Where he used metropolitan areas, I am using mesore-
gions. He justi�ed the use of metropolitan areas as the representation of where people from 
di�erent 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 exclud-
ing areas with a concentration of one speci�c racial group from the analysis. �erefore, 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 di�erent among the local marriage markets. �is re-
fers to examining whether values, preferences, racial tolerance, and other factors in�uence 
intermarriage in the same way throughout the country.

Finally, it is relevant to highlight that discussing local marriage markets is di�cult be-
cause there is no common agreement on the de�nition 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 �nd a spouse in their local context (Blau, 
Blum, and Schwartz, 1982; Lewis and Oppenheimer 2000); even people who o�en travel 
(Harris and Ono, 2005). �e other problem is that it is o�en di�cult to determine where 
people meet because many databases do not have data on marriage history. Di�erent stud-
ies 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 
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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 inter-
marriage, is the possible e�ect of neighborhood or school related peer groups (Holmlund, 
2006). However, the e�ect of these groups is not evaluated in my work. Moreover, it is 
also signi�cant to mention that residential segregation, which is an indicator of how racial 
groups relate to each other, re�ects racial tolerance and in some extension racial economic 
inequality. �erefore, 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 ex-
posure or the composition of the population, but is directly related to racial segregation.

Data and Method

Data

�e 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 identi�er instead of household, because a household can 
consist of multiple families. Married and cohabiting couples were considered together, 
because no signi�cant di�erences when the models were done separated in preliminary 
analysis. �e 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 e�ect of migration a�er marriage, I limited my sample to 
couples in which both women and men are between twenty and thirty-four years of age. 
Spouses in this age range are more likely to be in their �rst marriage and less likely to 
have moved away from where they met. �is selection also decrease the potential e�ect 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 mar-
riage is di�erent from that of a �rst marriage. However, Blackwell and Lichter (2004) did 
not �nd substantive di�erences in terms of racial assortative mating.

I am using mesoregion as an indicator of the local marriage market. Mesoregions 
are combinations of municipalities. �ey 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, 2011). Internally, they are socially 
and economically homogenous. �ey have transportation linking the cities within each 
mesoregion and do not cross state boundaries. 

I am using three of ibge’s o�cial racial categories: white, black, and brown. �e ra-
cial classi�cation is self declared, therefore, the categories re�ect whether people consider 
themselves to be branco (white), preto (black), or pardo (brown). �e 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 di�erent probabilities of marrying whites. �ese probabilities even di�er by sex. 
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Although these two groups are much more alike in socioeconomic terms, in the marriage 
market they have di�erent statuses. Finally, I excluded the Indian and Asian racial groups 
because they represent 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. 

Loglinear Approach 

I used loglinear models in order to analyze the possible association between the local mar-
riage 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 e�ects between these variables for each cell in the 
table. �e row and the column e�ects are considered to be main e�ects and the interaction 
e�ects are considered to be joint e�ects that describe how the main e�ects are related to 
each other. �e objective is to best describe the association between the variables in a more 
parsimonious way (Goodman 1970, 1972). �e main di�erence is that in loglinear models, 
a speci�cation of dependent and independent variables does not necessarily exist, and all 
variables in the model are categorical. �e outcome is the frequency of each cell. When it is 
possible to di�erentiate independent and dependent variables, the loglinear model can be 
converted into a logit or linear logistic response model (Fienberg, 2007) 

�e models I present follow the work done by Harris and Ono (2005). �e �rst model 
is the independence model. �is model states that there is no association among the var-
iables (wives’ race, husbands’ race and mesoregions). �e 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 corroborated. Considering F as the �tted 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 ßM in-
dicates the market’s parameters, ßH and ßW are husband’s race and wife’s race parameters. 
�e 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 includ-
ed, represented by ßHM. �is term means that the spouse’s race is associated to the indi-
vidual’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 re�ects the usual assumption of independence between the local marriage market 
characteristics and spouses’ characteristics, or a similarity of all local marriage markets. 
�e 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, 
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represented by ßHM and ßWM, respectively. �ese two terms re�ect eliminating the assump-
tion of combining all marriage 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). �e inclusion of these two terms also assumes that the marriage 
markets are di�erent and that this di�erence is important to be considered. �e hypothe-
sis being tested is whether it is necessary or unnecessary to consider local marriage market 
racial distribution for calculating homogamy-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 this article:  the interaction be-
tween the race of a husband and wife (equation 2) and how race is a�ected when an inter-
action 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 think-
ing about non independence. �e 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. 

�e coe�cient of the loglinear model is the natural logarithm of the ratio of the ob-
served value and its predicted value, called the log odds ratio. A positive coe�cient means 
that there are more unions in the speci�c table cell compared to how many there would 
be in cases where unions were randomly assigned. A negative coe�cient means that there 
are fewer unions than if the spouse’s characteristics were independent. In other words, a 
positive coe�cient indicates that the probability of marrying a brown or black person is 
greater than a marriage with a white spouse (reference category). If the coe�cient 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. �e coef-
�cients can be expressed by the odds ratio eß or as percentages 1-eß. �erefore, 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). �e white category is the baseline, which 
means that this category’s coe�cients are equal to zero.  

Using the interaction terms between a husband’s and a wife’s race, we can calculate 
the homogamy-heterogamy rates. �e homogamy-heterogamy rates are odds ratios. �is 
means that the rates indicate whether intraracial union is more or less likely than intra-
marriage. 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 speci�c 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 coe�cients for whites will be equal to ‘‘0,’’ and the exponentiated 
coe�cients 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 ===ß , 

WH
wh 3,3exp ß
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Odds ratios larger than 1 indicate a greater likelihood of intraracial marriage as op-
posed to interracial marriage. �e equation for calculating the homogamy-heterogamy 
rates is below and follows the course established by Powers and Xie (2000).
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=====
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One example that demonstrates this equation is a coe�cient of black/brown equal 
to 1.7, a coe�cient of brown/black equal to 1.99, a coe�cient of black/black equal to 4.76, 
and a coe�cient of brown/brown equal to 2.57. �e odds ratio (or homogamy-heterogamy 
rates) is

38.32
)1.99exp (*)7.1exp (
)57.2exp (*)76.4exp ( =

�is 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. �e 
�rst two measures follow the Chi-Square distribution and in order to choose the better 
model it is necessary to consider the di�erence in degrees of freedom from the compared 
models and judge this di�erence against the Chi-Square distribution. When analyzing the 
BIC, a more negative BIC indicates a better model (Ra�ery, 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.

Results and Discussion

Descriptive Analysis

�e �nal 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).

An important regional di�erence3 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. �e region with a more balanced 
distribution between whites and nonwhites is the Central area of Brazil. �ere are a few 

3 For a better understanding of the Brazilian geographical con�guration refer to Figure 1A and Table 
1A in the annexes to clarify the location of each mesoregion in the regions in Brazil.
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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 1
Distribution of the racial composition of couples, Brazil, 1991 and 2000

Couples
1991 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

Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.

Table 2 
Racial distribution of wives, husbands, and population by regions, Brazil, 1991 and 2000

1991 2000

North Northeast Southeast South Central North Northeast Southeast South Central

Wive’s Race

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 2040 4.51 6.94 5.85 3.34 4.15

Husband’s Race

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

Population’s Race

White 22.34 26.34 62.64 82.78 46.59 27.95 32.76 62.29 83.64 49.77

Brown 72.78 67.80 30.4 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

Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.

Table 3 presents the analysis of the distribution of interracial couples among the me-
soregions. Because there are more than one hundred regions, the table shows only the 
maximum, the minimum and the average proportion, so the mesoregions are identi�ed 
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, 
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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 per-
centage 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. 

�e 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 per-
cent (Pantanais Sul Mato Grossense). �ese proportions are much higher than for black/
white couples. �e 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). �e increase of white/black couples was much higher 
than any other mixed race couples.

�e 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 per-
cent respectively. However, the average proportion of black/black couples increased to 21.4 
percent. �e 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).

Table 3
Minimum, maximum, and mean proportion of unions in mesoregions by couple’s races. Brazil, 1991 and 2000

Couples 1991 2000 Couples 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

Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.
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�ese descriptive results con�rm the importance of considering geographical di�er-
ences when analyzing interracial marriage in Brazil. In the following section, I discuss the 
results of the loglinear models. It is worth highlighting that where there is a concentration 
of whites, the interracial marriage rates are lower. Both, racial tolerance and population 
composition or exposure, can be the explanation, however it is clear that local racial dis-
tribution play an important role, a good example is how small is the white/black union in 
the North area, but is also the place with lower rates of black/black marriages. 

Loglinear models

Table 4 shows the adjustment measures for the three models in order to analyze which 
one better adjusts to the data. �e 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 �t in both 1991 and 2000. �is result indi-
cates 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 di�erence in the degrees of freedom (1088-
544=544) and the critical chi-squared test (599.37 for alpha=0.05) the L2 and the X2 are 
statistically signi�cant. �is means that the third model is more e�ective than the second 
model. Moreover, the bic is negative for the third equation. As a result of the fact that 
the coe�cients of model three are signi�cant and statistically di�erent from the second 
model,4 the statement can be made that local racial characteristics in�uence the level of in-
termarriage. �is 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

Models
1991 2000

L2 X2 BIC L2 X2 BIC

{H} {W} {M} 352937 532702 338711,021 286078 400926 271764

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

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

Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.

In table 5, I present the coe�cients (log odds ratios) for models 2 and 3 for both 
periods. �e coe�cients 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 a black/
black couple about 3.4 times more likely to happen than a white/white couple (reference). 
�e 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 di�erence in the odds ratio for models 2 

4 All coe�cients were tested and are statistically di�erent at the one percent level. �e interaction 
between a brown woman and a black man in 1991 is the only coe�cient that is statistically signi�cant 
at the �ve percent level.
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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 �nd that in 1991 unions involving whites and blacks are near-
ly 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 di�erence 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. �ese results con�rm that whites prefer to marry a brown spouse as 
opposed to a black spouse, although blacks and brown are socially and economically clos-
er. 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 
di�erences are smaller in 2000, except for white/black couples that have a little higher 
di�erence. �is 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 be-
tween model 2 and model 3 are still very di�erent, meaning that local racial distribution 
is still important for explaining intermarriage in Brazil. �e results also con�rm the de-
scriptive analysis by showing that, between 1991 and 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 di�erence from equa-
tion 2 to equation 3 was not drastic between1991 and 2000, like in the case of white/brown 
couples. It may raise the hypothesis of in�uence of racial declaration across Census. �ere 
is actually an increase in the di�erence for black/white homogamy-heterogamy rates, 
meaning that the di�erences over time depend more on racial distribution.

�e overall results point to the importance of local marriage markets but since ho-
mogamy is more common than heterogamy, especially when considering blacks, social 
distance also plays an important role in Brazil. �e changes in 2000 show that local ra-
cial distribution has decreased importance while racial tolerance may have increased over 
time, or that the di�erences may also be an e�ect of racial classi�cation changes, as ana-
lyzed by Miranda (2017). Furthermore, these results strongly suggest that intermarriages 
rates have been overestimated in past research because of the lack of consideration of ra-
cial composition in the local marriage market. However, it is worth noting that the adop-
tion of a di�erent concept of the marriage market would likely change the results, which 
does not mean that the substantive conclusions would be altered. In sum, the di�erences 
in homogamy-heterogamy rates between models 2 and 3 are all negative (see Graph 1), 
which speci�es that a�er taking into account the local racial distribution of husbands and 
wives, the odds ratios of marrying homogamously compared to marrying heterogamously 
are lower.

�e 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). �erefore, 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 di�erences among the couples show that 
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di�erent factors, such as tolerance, in�uence di�erently the racial pairings, also the racial 
distribution is not random in the country being also a�ected by cultural and social fac-
tors. Changes over time demonstrate a decrease of importance of local racial distribution 
and higher racial tolerance and also may indicate di�erences in racial classi�cation. �ese 
highlight the importance of the documentation of more recent data.

Table 5
Loglinear results for the interaction between husband’s and wife’s race. Brazil, 1991 and 2000

1991 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 Di
erence (%) Di
erence(%)

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

Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.

Graph 1 
Di
erences in homogamy-heterogamy rates between equation 2 and equation 3. Brazil, 1991 and 2000 (%)
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Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.
Note: All di
erences 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.
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Local Marriage Market Di�erences
�e main results discussed previously showed that overall the inclusion of the interaction 
terms between spouses’ race and mesoregions has a statistically signi�cant impact on how 
to interpret interracial marriage rates in Brazil. In addition, it is important to investigate 
if including these interaction terms is signi�cant for all mesoregions or only for a select 
group of them. In order to answer this question, I calculated the homogamy-heteroga-
my rates for each mesoregion and tested whether each result was statistically signi�cant 
di�erent from zero. Figure 1 shows the distribution of these rates. Values around zero 
indicate that there is no signi�cant di�erence from model 2 and model 3 in a speci�c local 
marriage market. If this result occurs, the e�ect of the racial distribution is not impor-
tant in that speci�c area. �ere are few mesoregions where the homogamy-heterogamy 
rates are not statistically di�erent 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. For 2000, the areas where the 
homogamy-heterogamy rates are not statistically signi�cant 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. �e main message from this result is that racial 
distribution is not an important factor to explain interracial marriage in some areas, es-
pecially some mesoregions in the North of the country. Knowing that the rates are not 
random the explanation in these areas may be more a factor of local cultural and historical 
values. �ese cases are exceptions and not the rules. �erefore, the main message that can 
be derived from �gure 1 is that, with very few exceptions, the consideration of the local 
distribution of spouses’ race is statistically signi�cant for each mesoregion.

Figure 2 presents the same information of �gure 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 ho-
mogamy-heterogamy rates are odds ratios which indicate whether intraracial marriages 
are more or less likely than interracial unions. �e main result is that clusters emerge from 
the data. �e 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 peri-
ods. �e 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. �e main message from �gure 2 is that marriages between whites 
and browns are better accepted in Brazil, although in the South region 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, con�rming the previous results that there is an 
increase of interracial marriage over time.
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Figure 1
Histograms of the log odds by interracial union. Brazil, 1991 and 2000
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Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.
Note: values equal zero are not statistically signi�cative.

In order to assess whether the di�erences among the mesoregions are statistically sig-
ni�cant. I tested whether the rate for each mesoregion is di�erent from the average level. 
�is test is very important because if all of the areas have the same di�erence, the results 
would suggest that although the homogamy-heterogamy rates, when considering the lo-
cal racial distribution, di�er from zero, they are the same throughout the country. Rates 
that do not di�er from each other, suggest that other possible explanations, besides local 
racial distribution, are the same everywhere. On the other hand, if there are statistically 
signi�cant di�erences among the mesoregions, the explanations and preferences within 
the marriage market are also di�erent between the local marriage markets, since the mod-
el considers the racial composition. �is indicates that an investigation about what these 
di�erences are would be worth for future research. Figure 3 presents the maps with results 
for values statistically signi�cant below the average, equal to the average, and above the 
average. �e averages are speci�c 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.

�e main results show that most areas have rates equal to the average. However, there 
are some important clusters, especially in the South region. �ese clusters refer to white/
brown and white/black couples in 1991 and 2000, and black/brown couples in 1991. �e 
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 dur-
ing both periods. Although some important di�erences arise from the analysis, it is worth 
noting that the values of the homogamy-heterogamy rates are close to each other. �e 
lowest values are approximately two and the highest are about �ve. In some cases, such as 
for white/brown couples in 2000, the range is even smaller 1.35 to 3.5. �erefore, although 
the di�erences are statistically signi�cant they may not necessarily be large.



131
S p a c e  a n d  
I n t e r r a c i a l  
M a r r i a g e :  
H o w  D o e s  
t h e  R a c i a l  
D i s t r i b u t i o n  
o f  a  L o c a l  
M a r r i a g e  
M a r k e t  
C h a n g e  
t h e  A n a l y s i s  
o f  I n t e r r a c i a l  
M a r r i a g e  
i n  B r a z i l ?

Maria 
Carolina 
Tomás

relap

Año 11
Número 21

Segundo
semestre

Julio
a diciembre
de 2017

pp. 113-140

�e results point to important issues when analyzing intermarriage. First, the impor-
tance of considering the racial composition of local marriage markets, this is very consist-
ent though the whole analysis of this article. It is worth highlighting that the di�erences 
in the homogamy-heterogamy rates are all lower 50%. in most cases the explanation is 
lower than 30%. meaning that most of the di�erence is not capture by population racial 
composition. �e case with higher explanation is the white/brown couple in both periods, 
and the lowest explanation is among the brown/black unions Second, from �gures 1 and 
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, such as racial tolerance. Telles (1993) also found more di�erences 
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 accept-
ed in all parts of Brazil, which may indicate a common cultural behavior towards this kind 
of relationship, moreover, this is 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 Sistema de Referência Geocêntrico para as Américas (SIRGAS) 2000
Data source: Census 1991 and 2000.
Note: Places where the coe�cient is not statistically signi�cant are considered zero and are identi�ed 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 coe�cient is not statistically signi�cant are considered zero and are identi�ed by white.
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Final Comments 

�is article 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 
classi�cation vary across the country, and these di�erences in�uence the formation of 
interracial unions locally because of exposure, which a�ects opportunity in the sense of 
who people may �nd in their marriage market. It is also known that most people marry 
someone who lives nearby (Blau et al., 1982; Lewis and Oppenheimer, 2000). �erefore, 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 and in the Northeast, concentration 
of blacks.

Given these reasons, this article analyzed local marriage markets, considering me-
soregions as its de�nition. �ese are socially and economically homogeneous geographic 
areas that are constrained by a state’s boundaries. It is di�cult to establish an agreement 
between researchers of what constitutes a local marriage market. �erefore. I opted for a 
large area that would include the most important places where people �nd spouses and 
receive in�uence about whom to marry. �ese places include schools, residential neigh-
borhoods, and places of work. 

�e 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 - un-
ions in 2000) and the change is even greater among white/brown couples in 1991; 43.16 
percent, con�rming the importance of considering local racial composition in the analy-
ses of intermarriage. �ese results are similar to the ones found by Harris and Ono (2005) 
for the usa. �ey used Census data for 1990 and the national estimates of race e�ects on 
partnering decline by between 19 and 53 percent once controlled for the racial compo-
sition of local marriage markets, as opposed to the racial composition of the us. In this 
sense, the main conclusion is that without considering the local racial distribution, pre-
vious 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 di�erence 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. 
�is increase was due more to changes in cultural norms and racial composition. Between 
1991 and 2000, there is a decrease in the di�erence of the homogamy-heterogamy rates 
from model 2 to model 3, except for white/black couples. 

�e 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. �ere are also signi�cant di�erences 
throughout the country. �is means that there are notable regional di�erences, other 
than just racial composition, for explaining variation in intermarriage levels in Brazil. �e 
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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 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 in�uences interracial marriage rates, it does not fully explain regional di�erences 
and marriage is far from being random. �erefore, other factors contribute to a better 
understanding of the role of the marriage market. Moreover, it is worth highlighting that 
the changes over time indicate two important characteristics of the Brazilian marriage 
market that are very important to be further discussed: 1) a decrease of importance of 
the local racial distribution, which may be explained by di�erences in racial classi�cation 
(Miranda, 2017) and/or changes in the marriage market, meaning that over time there is 
an increase in the use of social media networks for �nding a spouse. Balistreri et al. (2017) 
have showed the increase of cross border marriages and documented how it a�ects age. 
this phenomenon may a�ect interracial marriage in Brazil, in the sense that people may 
�nd their spouse in a di�erent state or even in a distinct country. 

And. 2) the indication of an increase of racial tolerance, other studies have document-
ed an increase in interracial marriage over time in Brazil (i.e.: Bailey, 2008; Heaton, 2010; 
Longo, 2011; Ribeiro and Silva, 2009). with a lower rate for marriages involving blacks, 
which indicates once more the preference and higher tolerance towards browns. Even this 
interpretation can also be mixed with possible racial reclassi�cation across Census. Both 
characteristics show the importance of including more recent data, in order to verify these 
hypotheses and to localize this topic in a broader framework of social strati�cation, in the 
sense that marriage market is not an isolated entity in society, and that even the locali-
zation and concentration of racial groups in some speci�c areas are not a random event. 
Historical and cultural backgrounds need to be taken into account and in this sense the 
cultural norms, and racial distance or tolerance would have a more clear understanding. 
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Figure 1A
Brazilian geographical regions 

Source: IBGE (http://www.ibge.gov.br/ibgeteen/mapas/imagens/brasil_regioes_gde.gif)
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Table 1A 
Mesoregions by regions in Brazil

North Northeast Southeast South Central

Madeira-Guaporé
Leste Rondoniense
Vale do Juruá
Vale do Acre
Norte Amazonense
Sudoeste Amazonense
Centro Amazonense
Sul Amazonense
Norte de Roraima
Sul de Roraima
Baixo Amazonas
Marajó
Metropolitana de Belém
Nordeste Paraense
Sudoeste Paraense
Sudeste Paraense
Norte do Amapá
Sul do Amapá
Ocidental do Tocantins
Oriental do Tocantins

Norte Maranhense
Oeste Maranhense
Centro Maranhense
Leste Maranhense
Sul Maranhense
Norte Piauiense
Centro-Norte Piauiense
Sudoeste Piauiense
Sudeste Piauiense
Noroeste Cearense
Norte Cearense
Metropolitana de 
Fortaleza
Sertões Cearenses
Jaguaribe
Centro-Sul Cearense
Sul Cearense
Oeste Potiguar
Central Potiguar
Agreste Potiguar
Leste Potiguar
Sertão Paraibano
Borborema
Agreste Paraibano
Mata Paraibana
Sertão Pernambucano
São Francisco 
Pernambucano
Agreste Pernambucano
Mata Pernambucana
Metropolitana de Recife
Sertão Alagoano
Agreste Alagoano
Leste Alagoano
Sertão Sergipano
Agreste Sergipano
Leste Sergipano
Extremo Oeste Baiano
Vale São-Franciscano 
da Bahia
Centro Norte Baiano
Nordeste Baiano
Metropolitana de 
Salvador
Centro Sul Baiano
Sul Baiano

Noroeste de Minas
Norte de Minas
Jequitinhonha
Vale do Mucuri
Triângulo Mineiro/Alto 
Paranaíba
Central Mineira
Metropolitana de Belo 
Horizonte
Vale do Rio Doce
Oeste de Minas
Sul/Sudoeste de Minas
Campo das Vertentes
Zona da Mata
Noroeste 
Espírito-santense
Litoral Norte 
Espírito-santense
Central Espírito-santense
Sul Espírito-santense
Noroeste Fluminense
Norte Fluminense
Centro Fluminense
Baixadas
Sul Fluminense
Metropolitana do Rio de 
Janeiro
São José do Rio Preto
Ribeirão Preto
Araçatuba
Bauru
Araraquara
Piracicaba
Campinas
Presidente Prudente
Marília
Assis
Itapetininga
Macro Metropolitana 
Paulista
Vale do Paraíba Paulista
Litoral Sul Paulista
Metropolitana de São 
Paulo

Noroeste Paranaense
Centro Ocidental 
Paranaense
Norte Central 
Paranaense
Norte Pioneiro 
Paranaense
Centro Oriental 
Paranaense
Oeste Paranaense
Sudoeste Paranaense
Centro-Sul Paranaense
Sudeste Paranaense
Metropolitana de 
Curitiba
Oeste Catarinense
Norte Catarinense
Serrana
Vale do Itajaí
Grande Florianópolis
Sul Catarinense
Noroeste Rio-grandense
Nordeste Rio-grandense
Centro Ocidental 
Rio-grandense
Centro Oriental 
Rio-grandense
Metropolitana de Porto 
Alegre
Sudoeste Rio-grandense
Sudeste Rio-grandense

Pantanais Sul 
Mato-grossense
Centro Norte de Mato 
Grosso do Sul
Leste de Mato Grosso 
do Sul
Sudoeste de Mato Grosso 
do Sul
Norte Mato-grossense
Nordeste 
Mato-grossense
Sudoeste 
Mato-grossense
Centro-Sul 
Mato-grossense
Sudeste Mato-grossense
Noroeste Goiano
Norte Goiano
Centro Goiano
Leste Goiano
Sul Goiano
Distrito Federal
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