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® What is? “Status exchange in marriage refers to a marriage pattern in which one spouse
compensates for his or her disadvantage—relative to the other spouse—in one status
dimension with an advantage in another status dimension.” (pp. 1179-1180)
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® What is? “Status exchange in marriage refers to a marriage pattern in which one spouse
compensates for his or her disadvantage—relative to the other spouse—in one status
dimension with an advantage in another status dimension.” (pp. 1179-1180)

® Why is it important? “That individuals exchange social status to marry across racial
boundaries is indicative of racial stratification and inequality.” (pp. 1180)

® Research puzzle: Does status-race exchange in intermarriage exist and if so, to what
extent?

® Why such debates? Methods!
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Why Loglinear Models

Parent\Child Farming Non-Farming Total

Farming F11 F12 F]_Jr
Non—Farming F21 F22 F2_|_
Total F+]_ F+2 F++ =100

Table: Intergenerational Mobility: A Hypothetical Population of 100 Pairs

L R.-C._.RC
F,J—TT,TJ-TU

e F; or 7R marginal distribution of the parental generation
C

® Fjor 7-: marginal distribution of the offspring generation

7RC: family (dis)advantage transmitted
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Why Loglinear Models

Parent\Child Farming  Non-Farming Total

Farming F11 =20 F12 =20 F]_Jr =40
Non-Farming  Fo; =15  Fop =45 For =60
Total Fi1=35 Fyp=65 F.. =100

Table: Intergenerational Mobility: A Hypothetical Population of 100 Pairs

L R.-C._RC
F,J—TTI-TJ-TU

log(Fij) = p+ pf + pf + pi©
— Fo/Fauy _  RC
log(0) = log(£27F ) = 12
® e.g., under the American Dream assumption, Fa = 0.65 % 0.6 % 100 = 39
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough

® Fj= TTI-RT-CT,-}?C

. — ~~R_C_L_RC_RL,_CL_-RCL
® Fijk =TT T Tk Tik Tijk
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough

S R..C-RC
.FU—TT,-TJ-TI-J-
. — ~~R_C_L_RC_RL,_CL_-RCL
® Fijk =TT T Tk Tik Tijk

® Fjii: four-way cross classified table for Gy, Sy, G, Sw
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough

R, C RC

® Fj=rT i

1

J
. — ~~R_C_L_RC_RL,_CL_-RCL
® Fijk =TT T Tk Tik Tijk

® Fjii: four-way cross classified table for Gy, Sy, G, Sw
Loglinear Model for Status-Exchange

log (Fijk1) =
+ p1(GH = i) + p2(SH = j) + p3(Gw = k) + pa(Sw = 1)
+ p12(Gr = i, Sy = j) + p3a(Gw = k, Sw =)
+ 113(Gy =i, Gw = k) + poa(Sw =j, Sw =)
+ extra control parameters

+ status exchange parameters
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough

R, C RC

® Fj=rr i

1

J
. — ~~R_C_L_RC_RL,_CL__-RCL
® Fijk =TT T Tk Tik Tijk

® Fjii: four-way cross classified table for Gy, Sy, Gw, Sw
Loglinear Model for Status-Exchange

log (Fijui) = p
+ p1(GH = 1) + p2(SH = Jj) + p3(Gw = k) + pa(Sw = 1)
+ p12(GH = i, SH = j) + p3a(Gw = k, Sw = 1)
+ 113(Gr = i, Gw = k) + p24(SH = j, Sw = 1)
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Why Loglinear Models Are Not Enough

Loglinear Model for Status-Exchange

log (Fijui) = p
+ p1(GH = i) + p2(SH = j) + ps(Gw = k) + pa(Sw = 1)
+ p12(GH = i, Sy = j) + p3a(Gw = k, Sw = 1)
+ 113(GH = i, Gw = k) + p24(SH = j, Sw = 1)
+ extra control parameters

+ status exchange parameters

¢ complicated high-way interaction: (Gy - Gw )*(Sy - Sw)
® model selection

® up next: moving beyond "expected frequencies vs. observed frequencies”
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Redefining Status Exchange as a Treatment Effect

Treatment vs. Control

D =1if Gui # Gwi
D =0 if Gui = Gwi

vy

Potential Outcomes

Swi= Sk if D=1
Swi=S%; if D=0
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Redefining Status Exchange as a Treatment Effect

Individual Level

Swi = Sk, — S8,

Group Level

ATE(Sw) = E(S§, — S9)
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Redefining Status Exchange as a Treatment Effect

Suppose we observe nj intermarriages and ng in-group marriages:

Naive Estimator

no
n_l ZSWI ZSWI
i=1
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Redefining Status Exchange as a Treatment Effect

“[B]etween intermarriages (D = 0) and in-group marriages (D = 1), if we statistically control
for observed differences in the social status of one spouse (e.g., Sy), do we still observe a

difference between the two marriage types in the other spouse’s social status (e.g., Sw)?" (pp.
1187-1188)

e.g., ATT(0w|Gy = 0) = E(SY, — S%|Gx = 0)
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El Estimator

® Step 1: Convert Status to Percentile Ranking
® Step 2: Equalizing the Nonfocal Spouse’s Status Distributions between Controls and
Treated Cases.
® " .. may appear somewhat counterintuitive to some methodologically sophisticated readers,
as the distribution of potential outcomes is commonly assumed to be independent of
treatment assignment and therefore does not need to be balanced between treated and
control groups.” (pp. 1191)
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. may appear somewhat counterintuitive to some methodologically sophisticated readers,
as the distribution of potential outcomes is commonly assumed to be independent of
treatment assignment and therefore does not need to be balanced between treated and
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intermarry or not will not lead to finding a wife from different candidate pools by social
status.” (pp. 1189)
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El Estimator

® Step 1: Convert Status to Percentile Ranking

® Step 2: Equalizing the Nonfocal Spouse’s Status Distributions between Controls and
Treated Cases.

® " .. may appear somewhat counterintuitive to some methodologically sophisticated readers,
as the distribution of potential outcomes is commonly assumed to be independent of
treatment assignment and therefore does not need to be balanced between treated and
control groups.” (pp. 1191)

® “Intuitively, this distribution balancing procedure ensures that the husband’s decision to
intermarry or not will not lead to finding a wife from different candidate pools by social
status.” (pp. 1189)

® eg., for (Gy =0, Gy = 1), resample so that Dist(S,,(Gw = 1)) = Dist(Sw(Gw = 0))
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El Estimator

® Step 3: Matching Controls to Treated Cases by the Focal Spouse’s Status and Other
Covariates (Ignorability)

® Step 4: Calculating the "Exchange Index”

e.g., Black husband

no1

1
Ely(Gn =0,6w =1) = oL Z(Sll/Vi — Shis)
i=1
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Example: Status-Race Exchange

TABLE 2

Srarus-Race Excnance v Brack-Huspano ano Wanie-Woe IntermarrIAGEs 18 tHE UNiren Srates, 2000

From THE Huspanp's PERSPECTIVE:

From THE WIFE™s PERSPECTIVE:

Black-Husband and White-Wite Intermar;
(1) — 1) vs, Black Marriages (£ — 0
L, BlgiGy — black, Gy — white)

Black-1lusband and White-Wile Intermarriapes
= 1) wa White marriages () — 0),
e, Bl — black. Gy — white)

Rezampled for Dhist (S,0G, = white))

Resampled for DistiS iz, = hlack))

Observed Matched on Sg Observed Maltched on S
D=1 D=0 =1 b=a =1 D=n =1 =0
Huzband's social status (5 .., 51,28 4612 3131
Wile's social statuz (Sp) ... 303 30,64
Bl s e S e e el —1.44%4 LOgF#F
N ssmispnrarsrprassinmes  fala: (SRaT Gy, 424 7405 362,007

shd Pz 001, based on robust SEs
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Heterogenous Treatment Effect

Marriages of matched black husbands Marriages of matched white wives
10 10

Wife's educational percentile rank
o
Husband's educational percentile rank

A o EI_HiG_H=blk,G_W=wht) o ELW([E_H=blk,G_W=wht)
. — 85% Cl | — 85% Cl
=] =1
1 T 1 T T T T 1
0-19 20-3%  20-53 6079 B0-100 a-19 20-39  40-58 6379 &0-100
Husband's educational percentile rank Wife's educational percentile rank

Fovre 1 —Heterogencous status-race exchange by own status in black-husband and white-wife intermarriages in the United States, 2000
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Nice Properties

status-EXCHANGED

flexibility in incorporating other covariates

heterogeneous treatment effect because of matching
® individual preferences vs. contextual exposure

® intersectionality
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Discussion

® applications: "especially in the presence of structural changes”
® results vs. process

® understand the effect size substantively
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