University of Warwick, Department of Sociology, 2014/15
SO 326: POPULATION AND SOCIAL CHANGE (Richard Lampard)

Handout for Week 7 Lecture: Marital formation II: Whom (and How/Where)?

1. Introduction

Similarities and differences between spouses


Long a subject of interest in literature and academically (e.g. in post-war 

North American sociology; many of the authors referred to below focus on 

the US, or countries in continental Europe). In recent time there has been a resurgence of the topic in UK sociological research (e.g. Halpin and Chan, 2003; Brynin et al., 2008; Muttarak and Heath, 2010; Henz and Mills, 2011). 

Definitions:
homogamy/heterogamy {similar/different}

hypergamy/hypogamy {wife marries up/down} 
endogamy/exogamy {in- and out-marriage; anthropological}

assortative marriage {some degree of matching}

2. Sources of homogamy


Structure vs. preference


Structure and agency


Orientation towards homogamy vs. propinquity 


Societal (demographic/cultural) vs. individual (economic/psychological) sources



Socio-spatial segregation; social norms; marriage market; value consensus


[Becker (marriage market); Blau, Simmel (social/group affiliations/segregation); 

Morgan (geo-spatial effects)]


See Kalmijn’s (1998) overview.


Rosenfeld (2007) suggests that later ages at marriage/greater geographical mobility are 
associated with greater heterogamy as a consequence of declining parental control.

3. Forms of homogamy


(N.B. ‘Asymmetric’ assortative marriage, e.g. class and education; 
‘complementary’ 
heterogamy?)


Age; Class/Social status; Education; Religion; ‘Race’/Ethnicity; Marital status;


Party Political Identification; Height (!); Values, Attitudes and Goals (?); etc.


(Examples: see later in handout)


[ONS Marriage, Divorce and Adoption statistics; Kalmijn; Coleman; Blau et al.; 

Berrington; Lampard (1997); Dean and Gurak; Haskey; Bozon and Héran; Gray]


Trends:
Shift from ‘ascribed’ to ‘achieved’ characteristics?





(e.g. from class {of birth} or nationality to education)




Declining religious (Catholic/Protestant) endogamy? (O’Leary)

Increasing emphasis on simultaneous consideration of different forms of homogamy (Kalmijn, O’Leary {and Finnas}, Lampard (1997), Heaton and Jacobson, etc.)

Rosenfeld (2005) questions whether socio-economic status can be exchanged (in an ‘asymmetric’ way) for ‘racial’ status. [US research].
See also: Belot and Fidrmuc (2010); Furtado and Theodoropoulos (2011).
4. Effects of homogamy


Heterogamy and marital dissolution: is heterogamy a ‘mistake’?



Glenn et al.:
Sceptical about impact of social class heterogamy

McRae:
Wives’ occupational superiority a problem?

(Lampard {thesis}: Or educational hypogamy?)

Tzeng:

Educational heterogamy appears to increase risk



(Importance of changes within marriage from/to heterogamy)
What about age heterogamy and religious heterogamy?



[Lampard {thesis}: age differences increase risk of dissolution, but 

Wilson and Smallwood (2008) found otherwise (Week 12 of Reading List)].
Kalmijn et al. (2005): some religious and nationality differences in the Netherlands are associated with an increased risk.

See also Feng et al. (2012) in relation to ethnic intermarriage (UK), and Dribe and Lundh (2012) regarding native/immigrant exogamy in Sweden.


Effect (on risk of marital dissolution) may depend, as shown below:


Heterogamy is a ‘mistake’

(
Increased risk



Heterogamy reflects low



commitment to marriage

(
Increased risk

 

Deliberate heterogamy and



high commitment to marriage

(
No increase in risk


Hakim relates educational homogamy/heterogamy to egalitarian and ‘traditional’ 

marital divisions of labour. Blossfeld and Buchholz consider the contribution of 

educational homogamy to resource inequality in contemporary societies.
Crowder and Tolnay note the effect of ethnic intermarriage (by Black men, and linked to educational attainment) on the marriage chances of Black women (i.e. a ‘marriage squeeze’).
5. “Social circles”, etc.

Henry’s variation on the (geographical/spatial) propinquity idea. (McPherson et al.:
People’s personal networks are homogeneous with regard to many socio-demographic, behavioural and intrapersonal characteristics.)


Place of meeting linked to social characteristics (Bozon and Héran); different settings 
promote different forms of homogamy (Kalmijn and Flap); see also Lampard (2007) 
in relation to class, place of meeting, and homogamy. 

Mollenhorst et al. (2008a) examine the impact of time spent in particular contexts 

and also the extent to which interaction is ‘forced’ within contexts on the extent of similarity within intimate relationships.

Are partners selected from a “field of eligibles”, defined both culturally and also 

in terms of propinquity?


Evidence of preferences from computer dating, etc. (which can also be viewed as 

‘active’ approaches to finding a partner).
(A triumph of preference over opportunity, and agency over structure?)


Both ‘active’ approaches to finding a partner (Davidson 2007) and meeting intimate 
partners via the internet (Chambers 2006) raise interesting questions about homogamy 

in contemporary societies characterised by individualism (Lampard 2007).

(See also Skopek et al. 2011; Rosenfeld and Thomas 2012)

Theories of courtship/mate selection; stage models (e.g. Murstein’s S-V-R; see 

Murstein 1976). [See also Clayton; Cate and Lloyd]. 
Note that Blackwell and Lichter find the tendency towards homogamy not 
much weaker among dating/cohabiting couples than among married couples.
Additional reference: Murstein, B. 1976. Who will marry whom? Theories and research in marital choice. New York: Springer.

Note: Some of the above references are on the supplementary reading list on the web, rather than the main reading list (e.g. Gray; Cate and Lloyd; Crowder and Tolnay; Blossfeld and Buchholz). 
2005 General Household Survey

Occupation



    ‘Wife’





 MC
 WC



‘Husband’
MC
2429
1077

65% homogamous





WC
1353
2062
Education



    ‘Wife’





   H
   L



‘Husband’
H
2807
  807

73% homogamous





L
  754
1459
Social Origin



    ‘Wife’





 MC
 WC



‘Husband’
MC
1073
  535

62% homogamous





WC
  588
  778
All three in combination

    ‘Wife’





   Hi
   Lo



‘Husband’
Hi
  511
    14

(N.B. Subset of cases).




Lo
    17
  168
Notes: 
MC = ‘Middle class’ = ‘Non-manual’ occupations; 
WC = ‘Working class’



(MC includes ‘petit bourgeois’ occupations for social origin only)

(Social origin is classified using both parents’ occupations)


H = ‘High’ = GCSE/‘O’ levels or equivalent, or higher;  L= ‘Low’


Hi = Upper category of each dichotomy;  Lo = Lower category of each dichotomy


(Heterosexual) cohabiting couples are included in the above.

1987 British Election Study
Party political identification
       Spouse





C
L
A



Respondent
C
616
51
72

76% homogamous





L
57
345
51





A
90
45
195

Notes:
C = Conservative; L = Labour; A = SDP/Liberal Alliance


Both identifications as reported by the respondent

1976 Family Formation Study
Religious denomination


Husband






N
CE
OC
O



Wife

N
137
19
14
1
76% homogamous





CE
92
1528
239
5





OC
69
227
353
7





O
1
1
0
63

Notes: N = None; CE = Church of England; OC = Other Christian; O = Other


Both denominations as reported by wife

The above originate from:
Lampard, R. 1992. An Empirical Study of Marriage and Social Stratification. Oxford: Unpublished D.Phil. thesis. (The first set of tables are an updated version!)
