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ABSTRACT 

 

Interracial couples face unique parenting challenges. Black-White interracial couples, 

in particular, are responsible for fostering the healthy racial-ethnic identity development of 

their children who do not necessarily share their same racial-ethnic background (Stevenson, 

1995) in a society pervasively impacted by oppression and racial discrimination (Hughes, 

Rodriguez et al., 2006). Although much has been written about the process of racial-ethnic 

socialization, most of this research has focused on monoracial families of color and cannot 

necessarily be generalized to multiracial families, where individual family members vary in 

racial-ethnic background. In order to extend this area of research to the experiences of 

multiracial families, the dyadic reports of Black-White interracial parents efforts to engage in 

different forms of racial-ethnic socialization were examined. Among a sample of 114 

interracial couples where each dyad consists of one Black parent and one White parent, the 

Actor-Partner Interdependence Model (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006) examined actor and 

partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes and Black racial identity on different forms of 

racial-ethnic socialization. Results demonstrated the interdependent nature of racial-ethnic 

socialization practices among Black-White interracial couples.  
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CHAPTER 1 

INTRODUCTION AND REVIEW OF THE LITERATURE  

In 1967, the landmark civil rights case of Loving v. Virginia formally ended anti-

miscegenation laws which prohibited marriages between people who were classified as 

White and people classified as “Colored” (e.g., individuals of Black, Asian, American Indian, 

and/or Hispanic descent; Pew Research Center, 2017). Despite the recent 50th anniversary of 

Loving v. Virginia, very little is known about interracial couples despite making up 17% of 

new marriages in 2015, compared to 3% in 1976 (Pew Research Center, 2017).  

As romantically linked individuals who differ in racial-ethnic backgrounds, interracial 

couples have often been idealized as a representation of the American melting pot (Yeung, 

2017); however, they tend to face unique challenges given that the complexities of racial 

oppression continue to persist. In addition to facing the residual effects of miscegenation, 

interracial couples face social stigma, monoracial bias, and negative assumptions about their 

relationships and decision to have children (Crawford & Alaggia, 2008). For example, many 

Black-White interracial couples have been questioned about the ways in which their pairing 

can be detrimental to their children (Chito Childs, 2008). In addition to prohibiting interracial 

marriage with enslaved people, anti-miscegenation laws were intended to minimize the 

presence of biracial children during a time where hypodescent rules (i.e., the “One-Drop 

rule”) classified anyone with known African ancestry as Black – both socially and officially 

(Davis, 1991).  

Although the U.S. Census first allowed Americans to identify with and choose more 

than one racial-ethnic background in 2000 (Brunsma, 2006), use of monoracial 

categorizations has continued to dominate as a societal norm to the degree of automatically 
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categorizing racially ambiguous people as monoracial and not multiracial (Peery & 

Bodenhousen, 2008). Peery and Bodenhousen suggest that when an individual has one Black 

parent and one White parent, the phenotype of the individual is more likely to be distinctively 

related to the Black parent and rapid categorizations of the biracial person will reflect the 

distinctive feature of skin tone and be identified monoracially. An example of continued use 

of monoracial categorizations would be the 44th President of the United States who was born 

to a Black father and White mother; yet has been predominantly recognized as America’s 

first Black President (Redlawsk, Tolbert, & Franko, 2010).  

Therefore, issues of race and racial difference may become more salient for 

interracial couples as they start to create their families; yet, there is a dearth of research that 

focuses on their preferences for socializing children about issues of race and ethnicity. 

Drawing from the broader theoretical framework of racial-ethnic socialization among 

monoracial families of color (Hughes, Rodriguez et al., 2006; Stevenson, Cameron, Herrero-

Taylor, & Davis, 2002), as well as research on other multiracial families, such as White 

transnationally adoptive parents (Lee, 2003), racial-ethnic socialization has been considered a 

beneficial process that prepares children of color to effectively live and function in an 

ethnically and racially diverse society (Boykin & Toms, 1985; Hughes & Chen, 1997; 1999). 

In addition, this body of literature has suggested that some parents are more inclined to 

engage in certain forms of racial-ethnic socialization and that their attitudes about race can 

play a significant role in shaping this process (Barr & Neville, 2008; Langrehr, 2014; Lee, 

Grotevant, Hellerstedt, Gunnar, & The Minnesota International Adoption Project Team, 

2006).  
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In effort to extend the research on racial-ethnic socialization among multiracial 

families to specifically involve interracial couples, the goal of this project is to examine the 

dyadic reports of interracial couples and their reports about helping their children to 

effectively live and function in a racially diverse society. Unlike monoracial families who all 

share the same racial-ethnic background, members who belong to multiracial families vary 

from one another by race (Samuels, 2009). For example, transracially adoptive families are 

multiracial in nature such that parents adopt children of a different racial-ethnic background 

than their own (Baden, 2002; Lee, 2003). In most multiracial families, however, individual 

family members are genetically connected and involve parents who differ in racial-ethnic 

background (interracial couples) whose children are biracial or multiracial, since they 

represent a combination of more than one racial-ethnic background (Rockquemore, 

Laszloffy, & Noveske, 2006). Although the terms biracial and multiracial are often used 

interchangeably when referring to individuals who identify with more than one racial 

background, biracial individuals specifically represent the coupling of interracial parents, 

who individually are monoracial, as they each identify with a single racial-ethnic group 

(Rockquemore & Brunsma, 2001).  

Given the undeniable historical contention involving issues of race in the United 

States that has specifically involved the racial oppression of Black Americans, I have chosen 

to focus the study of different-gender, interracial couples that specifically involve Black and 

White, monoracial individuals. Although I fully acknowledge that issues of socialization and 

oppression certainly extend beyond issues of Black and White and heterosexual-passing 

relationships, controversaries involving the different-gender coupling of Black-White 

individuals have been particularly notable throughout the history in the United States; yet, 
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there has been a limited degree of research dedicated to their experiences despite their 

significant presence and representation.  

What We Know About Interracial Couples 

Overall, it is challenging to provide accurate estimates on interracial marriages and 

couples in the United States. Most estimates cited in the current study are drawn from data 

published by the U.S. Census Bureau [USCB] and from a recent report published by the Pew 

Research Center in 2017 (Pew Research Center, 2017). Some of the most notable statistics 

have suggested a significant rise (28% increase) in interracial marriages, increasing from 7% 

in 2000 to 10% in 2010 (USCB, 2012). Results of the 2010 census also indicated that over 

2.1 million individuals reported living in households with two or more races. Specifically, 

41% of these households involved heterosexual married couples with children, and 6.1% 

were unmarried, different-sex partner households with children (USCB, 2012). Notably, 

results also indicated that interracial partnerships seemed to be more common among 

unmarried individuals. Specifically, 18% of unmarried cohabitating couples were in 

relationships with an individual of a different race or ethnicity (USCB, 2012).  

In addition, interracial marriages and partnerships have also been found to vary by 

community. In particular, higher percentages of interracial marriages have been found among 

newlyweds in urban areas where almost 20% of newlyweds are married to an individual of a 

different race than those in rural areas (Pew Research Center, 2017). Additionally, 

individuals with some college education have been found more likely to marry someone of a 

different race than are those with a high school diploma or less (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

Furthermore, results of the Pew Research Report (Pew Research Center, 2017) also found 

notable gender patterns among interracial couples and more specifically in Black-White 
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interracial marriages. For example, Black men were twice as likely to be married to a person 

of a different racial-ethnic background than Black women. In 2015, White men and Black 

women accounted for only 3% of interracial marriages whereas Black men and White 

women accounted for 7% of interracial couples (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

Despite the long history of interracial coupling and estimates of Black-White 

partnerships (married and unmarried), the literature on interracial couples remains sparse. Of 

the existing psychological research, most studies on interracial couples can be characterized 

as mythologized, pathological, and racially oppressive in nature (Foeman & Nance, 1999). 

Early studies, in particular, characterized White individuals (primarily women) in interracial 

relationships as sexually promiscuous, rebellious, and as seeking revenge against their 

parents (Brayboy, 1966; Henriques, 1975). Although some scholars suggested that these 

pairings were a result of sexual curiosity (desire to have sex with someone of a different race 

(Yancey, 2003), most focused on the Black partner as sexually acting out. In particular, 

Black men were characterized as exercising revenge against Whites whereas Black women 

were stereotyped as hypersexual (Smith, 1966). A second theory suggested that Black 

individuals were status seeking (Kalmijn, 1993) such that interracial marriage allowed Black 

people to improve their financial and social status (Yancey & Yancey, 1998). Although these 

theories have been discredited as early overt representations of racist attitudes, a review of 

the existing (yet limited) literature suggests that interracial couples continue to face stigma 

(Rosenthal & Starkes, 2015). Below, I will briefly review the sparse, yet existing literature on 

the stress and stigma faced by interracial couples.  
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Stigma toward Interracial Couples 

General attitudes. On the surface, interracial relationships have been deemed more 

socially acceptable in the United States than ever before (Joyner & Kao, 2005; Lee & 

Edmonston, 2005). For example, in 2014, the Gallup Poll found that 87% of the American 

public supported interracial marriages between Black and White Americans. However, race 

and racial difference continues to remain at the forefront of social concerns and controversies 

given that institutionally, US society has worked hard to keep racial boundaries intact. Black 

and White Americans continue to maintain a significant social distance from one another 

(Rockquemore, Brunsma & Delgado, 2009; Smith, McPherson, & Smith-Lovin, 2014), as 

evidenced by the privileges connected to Whiteness and the educational and socioeconomic 

marginalization experienced in Black communities (Bonilla-Silva, Goar, & Embrick, 2006; 

Hacker, 1992). As such, monoracial marriages continue to remain the social norm, as 

evidenced through media depictions, family expectations, and scientific research (Bratter & 

King, 2008). Similar to the tendency to monoracialize individuals who hold multiple racial 

identities (Rockquemore & Brunsma, 2001), society has also applied this expectation to 

couples and families. Moreover, when couples fall outside of singular racial expectations, 

they violate the enduring norms of who should and should not marry whom (Killian, 2013). 

Despite the statistical estimates, which would suggest that interracial marriages and 

partnerships are relatively frequent, racial homogeneity is still expected and deemed normal, 

to the degree that relationships that cross racial lines are often perceived as deficient, lacking, 

and problematic (Foeman & Nance, 1999). 

For example, studies have found that Americans are more likely to perceive 

monoracial couples in a positive light than interracial couples. For instance, Black-White 
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interracial couples are perceived as less compatible than monoracial Black couples and 

monoracial White couples (Lewandowski & Jackson, 2001). With some exceptions 

(Lewandowski & Jackson, 2001), studies have found that when compared to couples of other 

racial combinations, Black-White interracial couples are often viewed more negatively by 

others (Feagin, 2000; Field, Kimuna, & Straus, 2013; Rosenblatt, Karis, & Powell, 1995). In 

addition, it is important to point out that people may publicly endorse interracial coupling, 

but may view interracial relationships as inappropriate for themselves or their loved ones 

(Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 2000). For example, someone could indicate they support 

interracial coupling while also not wanting to personally date interracially and while wanting 

their family members to not date interracially.  

Disapproval. Furthermore, studies suggest that interracial couples are often aware of 

the stigma and disapproval associated with their relationships (Hattery & Smith, 2009). In 

particular, interracial couples have reported experiencing unsolicited and negative comments 

from strangers and acquaintances as well as from friends and family (Lehmiller & Agnew, 

2006). Concerns about family disapproval have been particularly evident among interracial 

couples. In a 2010 study, Fusco found that interracial couples hid their relationship at higher 

rates than same-sex couples for fear of being rejected. However, hiding the status of their 

relationship is certainly not an option for most couples. As they become more invested in 

their relationship (e.g., making joint purchases, living together, having children) their pairing 

will become more visible, which can enflame more social judgement, prejudice, and 

discrimination from others (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006).  

In addition, given the historical oppression of Black Americans, mythologized early 

beliefs about Black-White relations, and continued racial tensions, it is not necessarily 
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surprising that Black-White interracial couples have been stereotyped as being inherently 

unstable in nature (Foeman & Nance, 1999). Throughout the years, rates of divorce among 

Black-White couples have suggested a higher propensity for shorter marriage durations 

(Cooney & Radina, 2000; Krieder, 2000) and greater propensity for dissolution (Gaines & 

Agnew, 2003; Heaton, 2000); however, it is important to note that studies also suggest that 

Black-White couples face a significant degree of external stresses that may contextualize 

these findings. Previous research has found that facing stigmatization from family and 

friends tends to relate to greater rates of relationship dissolution than judgment from other 

social sources (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2007). Similarly, Rosenthal and Starkes (2015) found 

that interracial couples can face unique stressors from friends that are specifically connected 

to issues of race. For example, Black individuals with White partners may be challenged by 

their peers about their racial allegiances and Black racial identity (Rosenblatt et al., 1995).  

Concern for children. A common (yet erroneous) historical argument against Black-

White coupling has focused on the psychological welfare of biracial children. Early views 

proposed that biracial individuals would inherently lack the ability to establish firm self-

identities as they would exist between the margins of two cultures that would likely reject 

them (Potter & Thomas, 2012). Overall, these “concerns” have been considered a way for 

White individuals to mask their disapproval for interracial pairing (Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 

2000) such that any risk faced by biracial and multiracial individuals is not inherent, but 

rooted in racist notions about monoracial superiority. Given these notions about race, it is 

important to note that interracial parenting can create unique stresses for couples (Crippen & 

Brew, 2007) as the birth of a child can highlight the two differing racial identities of the 

parents (Crawford & Alaggia, 2008). For example, parents from different racial-ethnic 
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backgrounds may have different expectations for child rearing that are rooted in different 

cultural norms, standards, and practices. 

Although there is a dearth of research that speaks to the complexities of interracial 

parenting, a small body of research has touched on racial-ethnic socialization based on the 

perspectives of biracial and multiracial adults (Bowles, 1993; Rockquemore & Brunsma, 

2002; Rockquemore, 1998; Root, 1990). Overall, this research has largely been retrospective 

in nature and focused on stages of biracial or multiracial identity development. Although the 

task of parenting children with a partner with different views about child rearing is not 

necessarily new, the differing racial backgrounds of parents adds a unique element to the 

concept of parent-led racial-ethnic socialization. Below, I will discuss the concept of racial-

ethnic socialization and review research that applies to the interracial parenting.  

Racial-Ethnic Socialization 

In effort to set a framework for understanding racial-ethnic socialization among 

Black-White interracial parents, I will first discuss the prevailing scholarship on racial-ethnic 

socialization among monoracial families of color which has primarily focused on Back 

families. In an attempt to demonstrate some of the unique challenges of racial-ethnic 

socialization for families where individual members vary in racial-ethnic background, I will 

also review the existing literature on transracially adoptive families, a unique form of 

multiracial families in which the large majority involve White parents who are raising 

children of color (Baden, 2002; Lee, 2003).  

Different Dimensions of Racial-Ethnic Socialization  

Knowingly and unknowingly, all parents engage in racial-ethnic socialization and 

communicate messages to their children about the meaning of racial-ethnic group 
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membership, hierarchies, identity, and intergroup relations (Boykins & Toms, 1985; 

Stevenson et al., 2002). However, most of what we know about racial-ethnic socialization 

has derived from the literature on Black families (Boykins & Toms, 1985) and to a lesser 

degree, on transnationally adoptive and immigrant families. Racial-ethnic socialization 

entails the transmission of cultural values and beliefs from family members, authority 

figures, peers, and the community which fosters children’s racial-ethnic identity and ability 

to cope with racism (Hughes, Rodriguez et al. 2006). Although racial-ethnic socialization has 

been associated with a variety of different terms and definitions, research has primarily 

focused on four different dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization: cultural socialization, 

preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarianism and silence about race.  

Cultural socialization refers to practices that parents use to teach their children about 

their racial-ethnic heritage, promote cultural customs and traditions, and promote their 

children’s racial-ethnic and cultural pride (Hughes & Chen, 1997; Hughes, Bachman, Ruble, 

& Fuligni, 2006; Lee, 2003). Parents who engage in cultural socialization practices may talk 

about important historical figures, introduce their children to culturally relevant books and 

movies, and encourage children to learn their native language (Hughes, 2003; Hughes, 

Rodriguez et al., 2006; Phinney & Chavira, 1995; Suárez-Orozco & Suárez-Orozco, 2001).  

In addition to promoting messages of cultural pride, Black parents, in particular, have 

also been found to engage in racial bias preparation by increasing their children’s awareness 

of discrimination and by preparing them to effectively manage racist situations (Hughes, 

Bachman, Ruble, & Fuligni, 2006a). In this way, parents work to strengthen their children’s 

awareness of general and individually-directed prejudice and discrimination, while also 

providing strategies for coping (Hamm, 2001).  
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Similarly, promotion of mistrust refers to emphasizing the need for children to 

develop a certain degree of wariness and distrust in interracial interactions (Hughes et al., 

2006b; Stevenson et al., 2002). Parents may communicate messages of racial mistrust by 

promoting a healthy paranoia toward the White majority, which includes addressing racial 

barriers to success (Boykin & Tom, 1985; Hughes & Chen, 1997). Promoting racial mistrust 

is conceptually different from preparation for bias in that promoting racial mistrust does not 

include advice for coping or navigating racial discrimination.  

The fourth most commonly researched dimension of racial-ethnic socialization is 

egalitarianism. Also considered silence about race, egalitarian socialization is considered the 

most common form of racial-ethnic socialization across all racial-ethnic groups (Hughes, 

Bachman et al., 2006; Lee, 2003). Instead of addressing the implications of racial difference 

and distinctiveness of racial group membership, parents either explicitly or implicitly 

promote the ideals of equality, fairness, and individualism (Boykin & Toms, 1985; Fisher, 

Wallace, & Fenton, 2000; Hughes, Bachman et al., 2006). 

With the exception of egalitarian socialization, most dimensions of racial-ethnic 

socialization have been considered to serve as a catalyst for healthy racial-ethnic identity 

development among youth of color (Stevenson, 1995). Overall, these messages serve to 

foster mentally healthy children and adolescents of color in a society pervasively impacted 

by systemic oppression and individual racial discrimination (Hughes, Rodriguez et al., 2006). 

Although other sources (e.g., peers, school, media) are also involved in racial-ethnic 

socialization, parent-led racial-ethnic socialization remains the most emphasized given that 

parents are the primary agents of socialization in the  lives of their children (Hughes, 

Rodriguez et al., 2006).  
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Racial-Ethnic Socialization in Black Monoracial Families  

Literature on racial-ethnic socialization among Black families has characterized 

racial-ethnic socialization as a normative process in the life-span development of Black 

individuals. Among Black families, socializing children about race has been deemed a family 

responsibility with the general goal of helping children become familiar with social roles and 

prescribed behaviors (Coard & Sellers, 2005). In particular, it is through racial-ethnic 

socialization that children learn the rules, skills and attitudes, and gain knowledge about their 

family heritage and racial-ethnic community (Boykin & Toms, 1985). A great deal of 

research has focused on how Black parents shape children’s understanding of their position 

in an environment that has been historically incompatible with developing a positive group 

identity due to racism (Coard & Sellers, 2005).  

Research on monoracial Black families suggests that parents engage in various forms 

of racial-ethnic socialization (Martin & McAdoo, 2007; McNeil Smith, Reynolds, Fincham, 

& Beach, 2016) and have found evidence for its positive effects. According to Stevenson and 

Arrington (2009), parents’ racial-ethnic socializations practices have a dynamic influence on 

the relationship between racism and racial identity expressions among Black youth. In 

particular, research suggests that parents’ efforts to engage in greater racial-ethnic 

socialization has been linked with greater well-being (Stevenson et al., 2002), youth 

adjustment (McHale et al., 2006), resilience (Brown & Tylka, 2011), academic persistence, 

and college academic adjustment among Black youth (Anglin & Wade, 2007). In addition, 

cultural socialization practices have been shown to be a protective factor (Hughes, Rodriguez 

et al., 2006; McHale et al., 2006) and that preparing for racial bias can help older Black 

adolescents gain a better understanding of managing modern-day racism. In contrast to 
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dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization focused on racial bias, mistrust, or promoting pride, 

studies suggest that egalitarian socialization can have a negative impact on children of color. 

In particular, stressing mainstream ideals and equity has been found to devalue the racialized 

experiences of children of color (Bowman & Howard, 1985; White-Johnson, Ford, & Sellers, 

2010).  

Variations in Racial-Ethnic Socialization  

Child and parent gender. Although studies have generally agreed on the beneficial 

impact of most dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization among Black families, findings also 

suggest that Black parents can vary considerably in which practices that they choose to 

emphasize. For example, variations in racial-ethnic socialization among Black families have 

been linked with individual factors such as income and education, such that parents with 

higher levels of education and income tend to report engaging in more cultural socialization 

practices (McHale et al, 2006). There is also some evidence to suggest that Black parents 

may transmit different messages concerning racism and ethnic pride depending on the gender 

of their children (Bowman & Howard, 1985; Thomas & Speight, 1999). For example, studies 

have found that in general, Black parents tend to emphasize affirming messages about ethnic 

pride more frequently for girls (Brown, Tanner-Smith, Lesane-Brown, & Ezell, 2007; 

Sanders Thompson, 1994); whereas fathers in particular, are more likely to emphasize 

preparing for racial bias among boys (Caughy, Randolph, & O’Campo, 2002; McHale et al., 

2003; Peck, Brodish, Malanchuk, Banerjee, & Eccles, 2014). Scholars have argued that 

Black adolescents increased exposure to instances of racial discrimination may explain the 

increased emphasis on preparation for racial bias among boys (McHale et al., 2006). In 

general, however, Black fathers have been found to talk to their children about recognizing 
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and managing racism compared to Black mothers (McNeil Smith, Reynolds, Fincham, & 

Beach, 2016) who in general, have also been found to promote more messages about racial-

ethnic pride (Thornton, Chatters, Taylor, & Allen, 1990). McNeil Smith et al. (2016) posit 

that Black fathers transmission of preparation for bias messages may be related to society’s 

perception that Black men are a threat or danger to society and as such they relay these 

messages to their children.When based on the perspectives of Black adolescents, studies 

suggest that they perceived mothers as providing more levels of racial-ethnic socialization 

overall (Brown, Linver, & Evans, 2010).  

 Child age. In general, it is assumed that parents’ approach to racial-ethnic 

socialization may shift according to the needs of their children throughout their development 

(Hughes & Chen, 1997; Hughes & Johnson, 2001; Umana-Taylor & Fine, 2004). For 

example, as children of color age, they develop an increasingly sophisticated understanding 

of race and racism (Aboud, 1988; Quintana, 1998), are more likely to reflect on their racial 

identity, and encounter greater and more varied experiences with racial discrimination 

(Stevenson et al., 2002). Therefore, it is often assumed that compared to parents with young 

children, parents with older children would engage in more racial bias preparation given that 

adolescents may be more inclined to initiate more racial discussions and share their racist 

experiences (Hughes & Johnson, 2001). With some exceptions (Caughy et al., 2002; Hughes 

& Johnson, 2001; Quintana & Vera, 1999), most research on monoracial families of color 

has found a connection between certain forms of racial-ethnic socialization and child age, 

such that parents report engaging in more racial bias preparation as children reach 

adolescence (Bowman & Howard, 1985; Hughes & Chen, 1997; Marshall, 1995). In 

addition, compared to younger children, older adolescents of color have reported receiving 
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more cultural socialization messages (Fatimilehin, 1999; McHale et al., 2007). Overall, the 

literature has been mixed on the role of child age in parents’ racial-ethnic socialization 

practices such that firm conclusions cannot be fully made. 

Racial-Ethnic Socialization among White Families  

Few studies have explored racial-ethnic socialization in White monoracial families. 

Hamm (2001) suggested that this dearth of research may be related to the privileged status 

that White Americans hold in U.S. society, as they may construct different racial contexts for 

their children (Hagerman, 2014). As a result, Hagerman (2014) suggests that White children 

are likely to internalize these contexts about race and therefore interpret the social world 

around them and produce ideas about race. While monoracial families of color must prepare 

their children to interact with the dominant culture, White parents may not feel the need to 

prepare their children for interracial interactions but instead promote the ideals of fairness 

and equality. Further, Whiteness and White culture are embedded throughout the U.S. 

history, such that White parents may not feel a need to purposefully instill ethnic or racial 

pride (Hamm, 2001).  

In one of the few studies that has addressed racial-ethnic socialization among White 

families, Hamm (2001) found that egalitarian socialization was the most predominant 

strategy used by White parents. In particular, parents commonly endorsed messages that their 

children should not notice race and rarely discussed the importance of engaging in interracial 

interactions. In addition, Hagerman (2014) found White children who are taught to be color-

conscious are more likely to recognize how racist beliefs can impact their behavior and the 

behavior of others. For example, compared to children whose parents emphasized colorblind 



   

 16 

ideals, children whose parents openly talked about racial privilege, were more likely to 

acknowledge racism as a problem (Hagerman, 2014).  

Racial-Ethnic Socialization among Transracially Adoptive Families 

Unlike monoracial White or families of color, transracially adoptive families are 

multiracial in nature, and specifically involve parents’ whose racial-ethnic background 

differs from their adopted children. Similar to interracial couples parenting biracial children, 

transracially adoptive parents do not share their child’s racial-ethnic background. In the 

United States, transracially adoptive families mostly involve White parents who have 

adopted children of color (Baden, 2002; Lee, 2003). Although transracially adoptive families 

represent a smaller subsample, they represent the majority of research on multiracial families 

and racial-ethnic socialization. Below I will review some of the research on transracially 

adoptive families that can help provide some additional context for understanding racial-

ethnic socialization practices involving White parents, in particular.  

Overall, the study of racial-ethnic socialization involving transracial adoptive families 

has largely relied on the reports of White adoptive parents about their efforts to expose young 

adoptees to affirming aspects of their ethnic heritage (Lee et al., 2006; Johnston, Swim, 

Saltsman, Deater-Deckard, & Petrill, 2007; Lee & Quintana, 2005; Scroggs, & Heitfield, 

2001) in order to promote a positive sense of ethnic identity (Lee, 2003). Also known as 

emphasizing ethnic pride (Langrehr, 2014) or enculturation (Lee, 2003), studies have found 

that transracially adoptive parents are often highly invested in helping adoptees connect with 

their ethnic heritage, by celebrating ethnic holidays (Johnston et al., 2007), traveling to 

adoptees’ country of birth, reading culturally-relevant books (Friedlander et al., 2000), and 

taking language classes (Crolley-Simic & Vonk, 2011; Scroggs & Heitfield, 2001). Although 
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some transracially adoptive parents have been found to make some (yet minimal) effort to 

talk to adoptees about racism (Berbery & O'Brien, 2011; Johnston et al., 2007), they tend to 

also promote a high degree of egalitarianism (Langrehr, 2014; Langrehr, Thomas, & Morgan, 

2015; Massati, Vonk, & Gregoire, 2004).  

Overall, studies have found that White transracially adoptive parents tend to favor 

affirming aspects of racial-ethnic socialization over addressing adoptees’ lived experiences 

with racism (Berbery & O’Brien, 2010). In addition, White adoptive parents have been found 

to avoid the topic of racism (Kim, Reichwald, & Lee, 2013) and describe preferences for 

colorblind parenting (Zhang & Lee, 2011). Given that White parents face a different racial 

context than their adopted children of color, it is possible that they may be struggling to 

acknowledge the significance of race and racism in the lives of adoptees (Langrehr, Morgan, 

Ross, Oh, & Chong, 2018).  

Racial-Ethnic Socialization for Interracial Parents of Biracial Children  

Of the existing, but limited amount of literature on non-adoptive multiracial families, 

studies have focused on race as a centralized component to the healthy racial-ethnic 

development of biracial individuals (Rollins and Hunter, 2013). For example, among a small 

sample of biracial young adults, Crawford and Alaggia (2008) found that they described their 

parents as utilizing a combination of proactive and reactive racial-ethnic socialization 

approaches. Proactive socialization approaches focused on predicting some of the anticipated 

obstacles of being biracial in U.S. society whereas reactive approaches used their lived 

experiences with monoracial bias, racial discrimination, or racial othering to teach them 

essential lessons about race and racism. In a study on White mothers who raised biracial 

Black-White children, Csizmadia, Rollins, and Kaneakua (2014) found differences in their 
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racial-ethnic socialization practices based on the racial identity that they ascribed to their 

children. In particular, mothers who identified their children as biracial were more likely to 

proactively engage in race-related discussions, as opposed to mothers who identified their 

children as White. Overall, based on this limited research, it appears that interracial parents’ 

willingness to acknowledge issues of race can impact how they approach issues of race and 

racism with their biracial children (Csizmadia et al., 2014).  

For interracial parents, it is possible that some parents may be able to use their own 

personal experiences to anticipate the racial experiences of their children whereas others may 

have to rely on their children to communicate their concerns and needs about race as a 

biracial person (Stone & Dolbin-MacNab, 2017). In particular, studies suggest that parents’ 

own racial-ethnic background can make a difference in the degree that they engage in 

different forms of racial-ethnic socialization. In a qualitative study, Rollins and Hunter 

(2013) sought to understand how mothers of biracial youth racially socialized their children. 

Results revealed that biracial youth with one Black parent were more likely to receive 

messages preparing them for racial bias than youth with parents of other racial backgrounds 

(i.e., White and Asian, White and American Indian, and White and Latina/o). These results 

suggest that parents of biracial children with Black racial heritage, specifically, were aware 

of the social devaluation of Black people in US society and communicated these messages in 

effort to increase their children’s ability to cope with racism (Rollins & Hunter, 2013).  

And lastly, in a retrospective qualitative study, Stone and Dolbin-MacNab (2017) 

recently interviewed dyads of Black-White interracial parents and their adult biracial children 

to assess monoracial parents’ racial-ethnic socialization practices on their children’s identity 

development. Although their intent was to interview adult biracial children along with both 
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Black and White parents, all 10 parents interviewed were White heterosexual mothers. 

Overall, study results revealed that parents and their adult children identified their family’s 

efforts to foster a biracial family identity as having a positive impact. In particular, White 

mothers who made efforts to educate their children about some of the unique challenges 

related to their dual racial heritage helped biracial individuals navigate their experiences with 

racial othering (Stone & Dolbin-MacNab, 2017). 

Racial-Ethnic Socialization as a Dyadic Process  

 The majority of research on parent-led racial-ethnic socialization has relied on 

singular reports of the parents, or more specifically, the individual perceptions or behaviors 

as reported by one parent. However, singular reports do not reflect the interactive, complex 

process of racial-ethnic socialization particularly for two-parent homes that involve 

interracial couples. Of the limited, yet existing research on the racial-ethnic socialization 

practices among two-parent families, most studies have focused on the reports of monoracial 

Black couples. In particular, McHale and colleagues (2006) examined the moderating role of 

parent status (mother vs father) in the relationship between parental warmth and racial-ethnic 

socialization practices among a sample of Black parents. Using hierarchical level modeling, 

McHale and colleagues (2006) found that for both mothers and fathers, reports of warmth 

were positively and significantly related to cultural socialization and preparation for bias. 

McHale et al. (2006) also found within-family differences in that mothers engaged in more 

overall racial-ethnic socialization practices with older children, whereas fathers engaged in 

more racial-ethnic socialization with their sons.  

In another dyadic study involving two monoracial Black parents, McNeil Smith and 

colleagues (2016) examined actor-partner effects in the relationship between their 
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experiences with racial discrimination and their racial-ethnic socialization practices. Results 

indicated that both parents changed their racial-ethnic socialization practices as a function of 

their individual and their partner’s experiences with racial discrimination. This finding was 

most prevalent for mothers with daughters, such that mothers who faced a high degree of 

racial discrimination were more likely to endorse high levels of cultural socialization, 

preparation for bias, and promotion of mistrust messages. In addition, the authors found that 

fathers engaged in more preparation for racial bias when their partner/spouses reported 

higher levels of racism. Additionally, fathers were more likely to promote messages of racial 

mistrust when their spouses/partners’ experienced low levels of racism; however, this pattern 

was only found in dyads with boys and was not apparent in dyads with girls (McNeal Smith 

et al., 2016). Results suggest that among two-parent families, the racial experiences of one 

parent may be interrelated with the racial-ethnic socialization behaviors of their 

spouse/partner.  

Despite the limited degree of research that has examined racial-ethnic socialization 

among two-parent families, findings from both of these studies provide helpful insight about 

the interactive process of racial-ethnic socialization. In particular, taking a dyadic approach 

allowed researchers to distinguish practices between mothers and fathers as well as account 

for other factors that made a difference in their shared and individual reports of racial-ethnic 

socialization.  
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Proposed Factors Related to Racial-Ethnic Socialization among Interracial 

Couples 

Colorblind Racial Attitudes  

A connecting theme in the literature on parent-led racial-ethnic socialization 

involving both monoracial families of color and transnationally adoptive families has been 

that parents’ attitudes and/or experiences with race and racism have been found to play a 

significant role in explaining why some are more likely to engage in different forms of racial-

ethnic socialization than others. Below I will discuss the prevalence of colorblindness in US 

culture and role that colorblind racial attitudes likely have in parents’ racial-ethnic 

socialization practices.  

Prevalence of colorblindness in US culture. Primarily characterized as an ideology 

endorsed by White Americans that developed in the wake of the 1960s Civil Rights 

Movement (Ryan, Hunt, Weible, Peterson, & Casas, 2007), colorblindness, refers to a belief 

system that suggests that race no longer matters in the United States (Neville, Lilly, Duran, 

Lee, & Browne, 2000). Endorsing colorblind racial attitudes promotes meritocracy as an 

ideal and opposes the use of race as basis for judgment and treatment of others (Rist, 1974). 

It is rooted in the belief that race-based differences should not be taken into account, with the 

erroneous notion that endorsing colorblindness can prevent racial discrimination. In other 

words, individuals believe that by not noticing race, they are immune from demonstrating 

racial bias. 

However, colorblind racial attitudes can also be considered the expression of 

internalized racism and/or the acceptance of negative racial stereotypes of people of color 

(Neville, Awad, Brooks, Flores, & Bluemel, 2013). Scholars have argued that colorblind 



   

 22 

racial ideologies allow White individuals to maintain a racially progressive and tolerant 

stance while also legitimizing racial injustice. White individuals who espouse colorblind 

racial attitudes endorse feeling as though blatant racism is a thing of the past, denying that 

people of color currently experience racial injustices, and denying that White people hold 

position of power in society (Neville et al., 2013). Tran and Paterson (2015) note that 

colorblind racial attitudes are used to mask discussions of race and privilege, such that these 

strategies serve to justify the racial privilege and belief systems of White Americans. Overall, 

stronger colorblind racial attitudes have been linked with higher social dominance orientation 

(Worthington, Navarro, Loewy, & Hart, 2008), a greater likelihood for expressing implicit 

and explicit racial bias (Apfelbaum, Sommers, & Norton, 2008; Richeson & Nussbaum, 

2004), more racial and gender intolerance, and stronger belief in a just world (Neville, et al., 

2000). In addition, although White individuals may employ colorblind attitudes to avoid 

appearing racially biased, research suggests that promoting colorblindness can backfire such 

that White individuals are perceived as more prejudiced. For instance, Apfelbaum and 

colleagues (2008) found that when White participants avoided discussions of race they were 

perceived as more biased by Black observers compared to White participants who openly 

discussed race. In addition, for people of color, being exposed to colorblind racial attitudes 

has been found to have a cognitively taxing impact. For example, after brief interactions with 

individuals who expressed strong colorblindness, people of color demonstrated cognitive 

depletion by performing worse on a task of cognitive performance (Holoien & Shelton, 

2012). This suggests that having to decipher a White person’s intentions in conversation may 

lead to exhaustion and extended rumination over the interaction. Similarly, White individuals 

have also been found to demonstrate poor cognitive performance after their attempts to avoid 
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discussions of race (Apfelbaum et al., 2008), which suggests that racial colorblindness can 

have negative effects for both White people and people of color. 

While racial colorblindness is commonly studied as a phenomenon endorsed by 

White Americans, people of color can also promote colorblind ideologies (Tran & Paterson, 

2015). It may be that colorblind racial attitudes among people of color reflect internalized 

racism (Neville, Coleman, Falconer, & Homes, 2005), having internalized the belief that race 

is unimportant (Chen, LePhuoc, Guzman, Rude, & Dodd, 2006; Speight, 2007). Among 

Black college students, stronger colorblind racial attitudes have been related to more victim 

blaming in situations of social injustice and higher internalized racism about Black people 

(Neville et al., 2005). Furthermore, Neville et al.’s (2005) study found that Black college 

students with strong colorblind racial attitudes also reported preferences for having White 

over Black friends. At the same time, studies suggest that endorsing racial colorblindness 

may actually serve as a protective mechanism for people of color (Sheu & Sedlacek, 2004), 

such that stronger colorblind racial attitudes may serve as a buffer of race-related stress 

among Black college students (Coleman, Chapman, & Wang, 2012). Coleman and 

colleagues (2012) posited that high racial colorblindness may allow Black college students to 

remain oblivious to the various forms of racism typically encountered in everyday life. At the 

same time, remaining unaware of systemic and institutional forms of discrimination may 

cause them to internalize these stressors and perceive themselves as individually deficient 

instead of targets of systemic racism (Coleman et al., 2012). 

Connection to parent-led racial-ethnic socialization. In terms of the connection 

between colorblind racial attitudes and parent-led racial-ethnic socialization, studies have 

found that colorblindness may explain why some parents engage in racial-ethnic socialization 
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while others do not (Barr & Neville, 2008; Branch & Newcombe, 1986; Lee et al., 2006). For 

example, Black parents who endorsed stronger colorblind racial attitudes, have also indicated 

being less likely to prepare their children for racial bias (Barr & Neville, 2008). In contrast, 

lower colorblind attitudes, or having a higher understanding of contemporary racism, has 

been associated with beneficial outcomes, such as promoting racial mistrust among 

monoracial Black families (Barr & Neville, 2008) and endorsing relatively strong beliefs in 

enculturation and racialization practices among domestic and internationally transracially 

adoptive families (Langrehr, 2014; Lee et al., 2006).  

At the same time, holding strong internalized colorblind ideologies may lead to 

externalizing behaviors indicative of egalitarian socialization (Langrehr, 2014). Of the 

limited research on the connection between colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarian 

socialization, the results are mixed. Among Black monoracial families, parents’ 

colorblindness have not accounted for different or stronger forms of egalitarian socialization 

(Barr & Neville, 2008); whereas transracially adoptive parents with colorblind ideologies 

have reported stronger feelings of ambivalence toward cultural socialization practices 

(DeBerry, Scarr, & Weinberg, 1996) and have been less likely to talk to their children about 

their racial-ethnic background (McRoy & Zurcher, 1983) or engage in racial bias preparation 

(Langrehr, 2014). Similarly, Black parents who have endorsed strong messages of 

egalitarianism have been more likely to stress the importance of being American (Stevenson 

& Arrington, 2009) and common humanity over addressing race and racial differences 

(French & Coleman, 2009). In addition, results from qualitative research suggest that 

transracially adoptive parents who minimized the significance of race and racial inequities 

also described preferences for egalitarianism (Crolley-Simic & Vonk, 2011; Zhang & G. Lee, 
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2010), and described socialization that involved minimal contact with people of their 

children’s race (Crolley-Simic & Vonk, 2008; Vonk et al., 2010). Moreover, parents’ 

willingness to recognize the realities of race has been associated with their college-age 

children’s understanding of racism (Alvarez, Juang, & Liang, 2006). For example, Barr and 

Neville (2014) found that parental alertness to racism accounted for Black college students’ 

rejection of colorblind racial attitudes. In contrast, college students whose parents did not 

acknowledge the realities of race with them were more likely to hold colorblind beliefs (Barr 

& Neville, 2008).  

Given the limited degree of research on multiracial families, studies have not 

examined the role of colorblind racial attitudes in the racial-ethnic socialization practices of 

interracial parents. According to Rockquemore and colleagues (2006), parenting practices 

concerning issues of race can be complicated when parents hold different racial ideologies 

and vary in their willingness to discuss race and racism. Although Stone and Dolbin-MacNab 

(2017) found that White mothers of biracial children did not deny or deemphasize race, they 

did not include the reports of the parent of color. It is possible that parents of color, 

particularly Black parents in Black-White interracial relationships, may hold different 

attitudes about the existence of racism. This may be particularly true given that Black 

individuals face a distinct racial reality that is likely to differ from their White partners. 

However, given that previous studies have found a link between parental colorblindness and 

racial-ethnic socialization among Black monoracial families (Barr & Neville, 2009) and 

transracially adoptive families (Lee et al., 2006; Langrehr, 2014), it is possible that regardless 

of race, parents who deny the existence of racism will be less likely to engage in different 

forms of racial-ethnic socialization. What remains unknown is the degree to which parents’ 
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individual beliefs about race could influence the racial-ethnic socialization practices of their 

partner/spouse. For Black-White interracial couples, these interactive effects involving 

colorblind racial attitudes is of particular interest given that issues of race may be more 

central in the lives of Black parents. Based on their own understanding of what it means to be 

a person of color, it is possible that Black parents may be less likely to endorse colorblind 

racial attitudes and engage in more racial-ethnic socialization. Based on their proximal 

relationship, it is possible that White parents may be impacted by the beliefs and attitudes of 

their partners/spouses and therefore engage in more racial-ethnic socialization practices.  

Black Racial Identity 

Among monoracial Black families, parents’ own race-related experiences have been 

associated with their racial-ethnic socialization practices. Defined as attitudes and beliefs 

held about an individuals’ own racial-ethnic group (Rotheram & Phinney, 1987), racial 

identity is considered a part of an individual’s self-concept that is related to their group racial 

membership (Sellers, Smith, Shelton, Rowley, & Chavous, 1998). Among Black Americans, 

in particular, positive racial identity has been linked with increased psychological adaptation 

and function, self-esteem (Parham & Helms, 1985), and achievement (Ward, 1990). 

Originally conceptualized in 1971, Cross’s Nigrescence model first described the 

process of Black racial identity development, where Black individuals move along a 

continuum of Afrocentric identity that determines their ideological perspective. In particular, 

Cross proposed a person transitions from a non-Afrocentric identity into greater Black self-

acceptance and an Afrocentric identity. Cross’s model has been described as an underground 

approach, such that it focused on racial oppression and cultural experience as providing the 

underlying structure of identity for Black Americans (Gaines & Reed, 1994; 1995).  
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In 1989, Parham expanded on Cross’ theory and revised the model to reflect the 

significance of context in explaining how Black individuals undergo a series of 

transformational events and circumstances that allow them to be more Afrocentrically 

aligned and internalize the ideals and values of their African heritage. Parham’s model has 

been considered to take a more mainstream approach, as it is concerned with the significance 

of race and ethnicity in an individual’s life and how racial identity may vary according to 

context. By focusing on both process and context, the mainstream approach provides a 

framework for understanding a person’s Black racial identity within the context of other 

identities (Sellers et al., 1998).  

In 1998, Sellers et al. proposed a Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity that 

sought to integrate the two approaches. This model builds from identity theory (Stryker & 

Serpe, 1994), which argues that a person’s behavioral choices are impacted by the salience of 

roles and identities in their lives. As a multidimensional framework, this model maintains 

four main assumptions. First, a person’s identities are both stable properties and situationally 

influenced, such that racial identity can influence situational behavior and be exhibited 

consistently over time. Together both the context of the situation and the degree to which an 

individual defines themselves with regard to race determines a person’s racial salience 

(McCall & Simmons, 1978). Second, the model also assumes that individuals hold multiple 

identities that are hierarchically ordered based on the significant in their lives. Third, a 

person’s perception of their racial identity is the most valid indicator of their identity; rather 

than behavioral indicators (Stryker & Serpe, 1994). This suggests it may be more important 

to understand how people perceive their racial identity than to assess their involvement in 

race-related groups and activities. The fourth and final assumption separates the 
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Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (1998) from Cross’s Nigresence model (1971, 

1991) by its focus on the status of an individual’s racial identity rather than the 

developmental process. To capture an accurate assessment of Black racial identity as a 

contextual construct, Sellers, Rowley, Chavous, Shelton, and Smith (1997) developed the 

Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity (MIBI), a 56-item measure to assess three 

different dimensions of the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity (i.e., centrality, 

ideology, and regard) among Black college students and adults. For the purpose of the 

current study, I am specifically interested in the role of racial centrality for Black individuals 

in interracial relationships.  

 Racial centrality can be considered the extent to which Black individuals typically 

define themselves with regard to race (Sellers et al., 1997), which is considered to be 

relatively stable across situations. Racial salience and racial centrality address the question: 

“What is the significance of race in individuals’ lives?” Racial centrality is critical to our 

understanding of the relationship between racial identity and behavior across situations 

(Sellers et al., 1998). Shelton and Sellers (2000) found that individuals higher in racial 

centrality were more likely to consider events that were racially vague, yet derogatory, as 

being a result of racism. In this way, racial centrality may influence the way that individuals 

perceive events, which in turn, may influence their behavior (Shelton & Sellers, 2000). For 

example, compared to parents who see race as being insignificant in their lives, Black parents 

with high racial centrality may be more likely to interpret situations as racial in nature, and 

therefore, transmit more messages to their children about the importance of race in America. 

It is important to note that while individuals higher in racial centrality report experiencing 

more instances of racial discrimination (Neblett, Shelton, & Sellers, 2004; Sellers & Shelton, 
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2003), the relationship between experiences of racism and perceived stress was weaker for 

those with higher racial centrality (Sellers, Caldwell, Schmeelk-Cone, & Zimmerman, 2003). 

This suggests that having a strong Black racial identity may buffer negative outcomes related 

to racism, such that Black parents who are highly aware of racism may make concerted 

efforts to foster their children’s feelings of racial pride and prepare them for racial bias. 

 For the purpose of this study, White partner’s racial identity was not assessed. The 

predominant model and measure of White racial identity development follows a 

developmental framework that identifies individuals as being in various racial schemas (e.g., 

contact, disintegration, reintegration, pseudo independence, and autonomy). The White 

Racial Identity Attitudes Scale (Helms & Carter, 1990) has sparked much debate over its 

psychometric properties (see Behrens, 1997; Helms, 1999). In particular, Tokar and Swanson 

(1991) suggested that scales measuring Pesudoindependence and Autonomy as well as 

Disintegration and Reintegration may not be assessing independent constructs. As 

highlighted by Behrens (1997), the dimensions of the White Racial Identity Attitudes Scale 

do not appear to match the hypothesized schemas of Helms model of White Racial Identity. 

Dyadic Approach and Study Purpose 

The current study aims to address a significant gap in the literature on interracial 

couples by focusing on their experiences as parents, and more specifically, their approach to 

racial-ethnic socialization. Although much has been written about the role of parents in 

helping youth of color cope with discrimination and develop positive racial-ethnic identities 

(see Hughes et al., 2006a; 2016), these findings have largely relied on single-informant 

reports of parents from monoracial and (to a lesser degree) transracially adoptive families, 

and may not fully apply to the experiences of interracial parents. Therefore, this study takes a 
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dyadic approach to examining Black-White interracial parents’ racial-ethnic socialization in 

order to gain a more accurate and interactive take on the process while accounting for racial 

differences. Dyadic analysis is particularly advantageous for examining couples since it 

allows researchers to investigate concepts that are central to the study of relationships, such 

as reciprocity (MaGuire, 1999) and interdependence (Kenny, 1999). Use of dyadic analysis 

requires obtaining information from, or about more than one person in a relationship 

(MaGuire, 1999), which permits researchers to ask questions about dyadic and 

interdependent processes involving individual dyad members. Importantly, dyadic data 

analysis does not violate assumptions of data interdependence required by standard analysis 

of variance and multiple regression which treat the individual as the unit of analysis (Jenkins 

et al., 2009; Kenny & Cook, 1999). For example, in dyadic relationships, the attributes and 

behaviors of one person will likely impact or correlate with the outcomes of the second 

person (Campbell & Kashy, 2002), which indicates the presence of non-independent 

observations. Instead, treating the dyad as the unit of analysis assumes non-independence, 

such that scores from individual dyad members are deemed more similar to one another than 

with scores from individuals who are not members of the same dyad (Kenny, Kashy, & 

Cook, 2006). As a form of multi-level modeling, dyadic data analysis also assumes that the 

variables of interest operate at different hierarchical levels (and at a minimum of two levels), 

which allows researchers to simultaneously investigate relationships within and between 

hierarchical levels of groups data, such as dyads.  

In the current study, I will use a two-level hierarchy to focus on actor partner effects 

among distinguishable dyads. Dyads are considered distinguishable when individual dyad 

members can be distinguished from one another by some meaningful factor that is the same 
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across all dyads (Kenny et al., 2006). For this study, individual dyad members will be 

distinguishable by race, such that each dyad will represent a couple that consists of one Black 

parent and one White parent. At Level-1, the individual scores of both parents will be 

situated or nested within dyads/couples (at Level-2) where their scores will be linked. Level-

1 information can be considered as characterizing each individual dyad member (e.g., parent 

gender, parent age, parent educational background) or as reflecting their individual 

perspectives, perceptions, and behaviors (i.e., reports of racial-ethnic socialization and 

colorblindness). In contrast, Level-2 information characterizes the dyad or couple as one unit 

(e.g., racial identity of the Black parent, annual household income, oldest child age).  

Therefore, the general goal of the current study is to capture some of the interpersonal 

dynamics faced by Black-White interracial couples in their attempts to socialize their 

children about race and ethnicity. More specifically, the Actor Partner Interdependence 

Model ([APIM]; Kashy & Kenny, 1999; Kenny, 1999) was used to investigate whether the 

colorblind racial attitudes of interracial couple’s relate to their own and their partner/spouses’ 

reports of racial-ethnic socialization. Designed to measure interdependence within 

interpersonal relationships (Cook & Kenny, 2005), APIM consists of two central 

components: actor effects and partner effects. In cross-sectional research, actor effects are 

considered the degree to which a person’s outcomes can be accounted for by their own 

attributes, characteristics, and/or behaviors; whereas partner effects are considered effects of 

a partner’s attributes, characteristics, or behaviors on their partner’s outcome. For the current 

study, actor effects can be considered as the stability of White parents’ colorblind racial 

attitudes in relation to their own reports of racial-ethnic socialization and the stability of 

Black parents’ colorblind racial attitudes in relation to their own racial-ethnic socialization. 
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Partner effects are considered to capture a part of the interdependent nature of relationships 

(Cook & Kenny, 2005). For example, partner effects can be considered the degree to which 

White parents’ colorblindness relates to their partner/spouses’ reports of racial-ethnic 

socialization and the degree to which Black parents’ colorblindness relates to their 

partner/spouses’ racial-ethnic socialization. For example, parents may report higher levels of 

racial-ethnic socialization when their partners hold lower colorblind racial attitudes. In 

APIM, actor effects are only accurately measured when controlling for partner effects 

whereas partner effects are accurately estimated when controlling for actor effects.  

 Given the exploratory nature of this study, results are intended to provide an initial 

understanding of racial-ethnic socialization as a dyadic process for Black-White interracial 

parents. Results are intended to provide some initial insight about the correlates of racial-

ethnic socialization when parents differ in racial background and the degree to which factors 

that are typically related to parental racial-ethnic socialization (i.e., colorblindness and racial 

identity) play a role in this dyadic process. Furthermore, as an exploratory study, results 

examine the interactive role of parent gender and race in the relationship between colorblind 

racial attitudes and different forms of racial-ethnic socialization when controlling for child 

age and gender. Study implications address areas for future research and highlight some of 

the unique aspects of racial-ethnic socialization for Black-White interracial couples in their 

efforts to prepare their children to live and function as part of a multiracial family in the 

United States.  
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CHAPTER 2 

 

MANUSCRIPT 

Introduction and Review of the Literature 

In 1967, the landmark civil rights case of Loving v. Virginia formally ended anti-

miscegenation laws which prohibited marriages between people who were classified as 

White and people classified as “Colored” (e.g., individuals of Black, Asian, American Indian, 

and/or Hispanic descent; Pew Research Center, 2017). Compared to 1967 where 3% of new 

marriages were estimated to be interracial in nature, 17% of all newlyweds in 2015 involved 

couples who represent different racial-ethnic backgrounds (Pew Research Center, 2017). 

Based on these statistics, interracial relationships may be deemed more socially acceptable 

than ever before (Joyner & Kao, 2005; Lee & Edmonston, 2005). For example, the Gallup 

Poll (2014) found that 87% of the American public supported interracial marriages between 

Black and White Americans. However, racial homogeneity and monoracial expectations 

continue to dominate social perceptions of what is acceptable and the social norm. Relative 

to this standard, relationships that cross racial lines are often perceived as deficient, lacking, 

and problematic in nature (Bratter & King, 2008; Foeman & Nancy, 1999). Similar to the 

tendency to monoracialize individuals who hold multiple racial identities (Rockquemore & 

Brunsma, 2001), society has also applied this expectation to couples and families, such that 

when couples fall outside of singular racial identities, they violate the enduring norms of who 

should and should not marry (Killian, 2013).  

Despite the seemingly social acceptable nature of interracial relationships, studies 

have found that Americans are more likely to hold negative attitudes toward Black-White 

interracial couples when compared to couples of other racial combinations (Feagin, 2000; 
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Rosenblatt, Karis, & Powell, 1995). A common historical argument against Black-White 

coupling has erroneously focused on the psychological welfare of biracial children, 

proposing that biracial children would inherently lack the ability to establish firm self-

identities as they would exist between the margins of two cultures (Potter & Thomas, 2012). 

Overall, these “concerns” have been considered a way for White individuals to mask their 

disapproval for interracial pairing (Bonilla-Silva & Forman, 2000; Chito Childs, 2008). At 

the same time, issues of race and racial difference tend to become more salient for interracial 

couples particularly as they begin to have children (Negy & Synder, 2000; Troy et al., 2006). 

Although it is not necessarily uncommon for parents to hold different views about child 

rearing, the differing racial-ethnic backgrounds of the parents adds a unique element to the 

existing complexities of socializing children about issues of race and ethnicity (Crawford & 

Alaggia, 2008). 

Drawing from the broader theoretical framework of racial-ethnic socialization among 

monoracial families of color (Hughes et al., 2006), as well as research on White 

transnationally adoptive parents (Lee, 2003), the purpose of the current study is to examine 

the dyadic reports of Black-White interracial couples about their racial-ethnic socialization 

practices. Given the historical contention regarding the racial dynamics between Black and 

White Americans, I have chosen to specifically focus on different-gender dyads of Black and 

White interracial couples that involve one Black (monoracial) individual and one White 

(monoracial) individual (hereinafter referred to as interracial couples). From a dyadic 

perspective, I explore the degree to which individual attitudes and characteristics of 

interracial couples impact their reports of racial-ethnic socialization. Given the exploratory 

nature of this study, results are intended to provide an initial understanding of racial-ethnic 
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socialization as a dyadic process for Black-White interracial couples. Results allow us to 

understand the role of race and gender in the relationship between parental colorblind racial 

attitudes and racial-ethnic socialization processes, as well as the impact of race and gender on 

ways in which parents’ beliefs about race can influence their partner/spouses’ racial-ethnic 

socialization practices.  

Racial-Ethnic Socialization 

Dimensions of Racial-Ethnic Socialization  

Knowingly and unknowingly, all parents communicate messages to their children 

about the meaning of racial-ethnic group membership, hierarchies, and intergroup relations 

(Stevenson, Cameron, Herrero-Taylor, & Davis, 2002); however, most of what we know 

about racial-ethnic socialization has derived from the literature on Black families (Boykins & 

Toms, 1985) and to a lesser degree, on transnationally adoptive families. Racial-ethnic 

socialization is considered to entail the transmission of cultural values and beliefs from 

family members, authority figures, peers, and the community which fosters children’s racial-

ethnic identity and ability to cope with racism (Boykin & Toms, 1985; Hughes & Chen, 

1997; 1999; Hughes, Rodriguez et al., 2006). Although associated with a variety of different 

terms and definitions, research on racial-ethnic socialization has primarily focused on four 

dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization: cultural socialization, preparation for bias, 

promotion of mistrust, and egalitarianism and silence about race. Cultural socialization refers 

to practices parents use to teach their children about their racial-ethnic heritage, promote 

cultural customs and traditions, and emphasize racial-ethnic and cultural pride (Hughes & 

Chen, 1997; Hughes, Rodriguez et al., 2006). Parents of color have also been found to 

engage in racial bias preparation in order to increase their children’s awareness of prejudice, 
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while also providing strategies for coping with racism (Hamm, 2001; Hughes, Bachman, 

Ruble, & Fuligni, 2006). Similarly, promotion of racial mistrust refers to practices that 

emphasize the need for wariness and distrust in interracial interactions (Hughes, Rodriguez et 

al., 2006; Stevenson et al., 2002). Lastly, egalitarianism or silence about race is deemed the 

most commonly practiced type of racial-ethnic socialization, which involves parents either 

explicitly or implicitly teaching their children to value individualism over the collectiveness 

of racial group membership (Boykin & Toms, 1985; Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton, 2000; 

Hughes, Bachman et al., 2006).  

Impact and Variations of Racial-Ethnic Socialization 

Although racial-ethnic socialization can encompass other sources (e.g., peers, school, 

media), parent-led racial-ethnic socialization remains the most commonly studied given that 

parents are the primary agents of socialization in their lives of their children (Hughes, 

Rodriguez et al., 2006). Overall, racial-ethnic socialization has been considered to serve as a 

catalyst for healthy racial-ethnic identity development for Black youth of color (Stevenson, 

1995). Among Black families in particular, it is through racial-ethnic socialization that 

children learn the rules, skills and attitudes of, and knowledge about their family heritage and 

racial-ethnic community (Boykin & Toms, 1985). In particular, research suggests that Black 

parents’ efforts to engage in greater racial-ethnic socialization has been linked with higher 

levels of well-being (Stevenson et al., 2002), resilience (Brown & Tylka, 2011), academic 

persistence, and college academic adjustment among youth (Anglin & Wade, 2007). In 

addition, cultural socialization practices have been shown to be a protective factor, such that 

preparing adolescents of color for racial bias can help them effectively navigate modern day 

racism (Hughes, Bachman et al., 2006). 
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Although studies have generally agreed on the beneficial impact of most dimensions 

of racial-ethnic socialization among Black families, findings also suggest that parents can 

vary in which practices that they choose to emphasize. For example, studies have found that 

in general, Black parents tend to emphasize affirming messages about ethnic pride more 

frequently for girls (Brown et al., 2007; Sanders Thompson, 1994); whereas fathers, in 

particular, are more likely to emphasize preparing for racial bias among boys (Caughy et al., 

2002; McHale et al., 2003; Peck et al., 2014). In general, however, Black fathers have been 

found to talk to their children about recognizing and managing racism compared to Black 

mothers (McNeil, Smith, Reynolds, Fincham, & Beach, 2016) who have also been found to 

promote more messages about racial-ethnic pride (Thornton, Chatters, Taylor, & Allen, 

1990).  

 In addition, it is also assumed that parents’ approach to racial-ethnic socialization 

may shift according to the needs of their children throughout their development (Hughes & 

Chen, 1997; Hughes & Johnson, 2001; Umana-Taylor & Fine, 2004). For example, it is often 

assumed that compared to parents with young children, parents with older children would 

engage in more racial bias preparation given that adolescents may be more inclined to initiate 

more racial discussions and share their racist experiences as they reach adolescence (Hughes 

& Johnson, 2001). With some exceptions (Caughy et al., 2002; Hughes & Johnson, 2001; 

Quintana & Vera, 1999), most research has found a connection between certain forms of 

racial-ethnic socialization and child age, such that parents report engaging in more racial bias 

preparation as children reach adolescence (Bowman & Howard, 1985; Hughes & Chen, 

1997; Marshall, 1995).  
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Racial-Ethnic Socialization for Interracial Parents of Biracial Children 

Of the existing, but limited amount of literature on interracial couples with Black-

White biracial children, studies have conceptualized issues of race as a central component to 

understanding the biracial identity development (Crawford and Alaggia, 2008; Rollins & 

Hunter, 2013). For example, Csizmadia et al.’s (2014) study on White mothers who raised 

biracial children found that participants who identified their children as biracial took a 

proactive approach to socialization by actively engaging their children in race-related 

discussions, in contrast to participants who viewed their children as White and did not talk 

about race. In addition, studies on biracial youth suggest that parents’ own racial-ethnic 

background can make a difference in the degree that they engage in different forms of racial-

ethnic socialization. Rollins and Hunter (2013) found that biracial youth with one Black 

parent were more likely to report receiving messages from their parents preparing them for 

racial bias, than biracial youth with parents of other racial backgrounds (i.e., White and 

Asian, White and American Indian, and White and Latina/o). These results suggest that 

Black parents of biracial children were aware of the social devaluation of Black people in US 

society, and communicated these messages in effort to increase their children’s ability to 

cope with racism (Rollins & Hunter, 2013). And lastly, in a retrospective qualitative study, 

Stone and Dolbin-MacNab (2017) recently interviewed dyads of White mothers and their 

adult biracial children to assess the impact of parental racial socialization on biracial identity 

development. Overall, study results revealed that both mothers and children felt that their 

family’s efforts to address their anticipated racial realities as a biracial person helped them 

navigate some of the unique challenges related to their dual-racial heritage which specifically 

included experiences with racial othering (Stone & Dolbin-MacNab, 2017). 
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Proposed Factors Related to Racial-Ethnic Socialization among Interracial Couples 

Colorblind Racial Attitudes  

A connecting theme in the literature on parent-led racial-ethnic socialization 

involving both monoracial families of color and transnationally adoptive families has been 

that parents’ racial attitudes have been found to play a significant role in explaining why 

some are more likely to engage in different forms of racial-ethnic socialization than others 

(Barr & Neville, 2008; Branch & Newcombe, 1986; Langrehr, 2014; Lee et al., 2006). 

Primarily characterized as an ideology endorsed by White Americans that surged after the 

wake of the 1960s Civil Rights Movement (Ryan, Hunt, Weible, Peterson, & Casas, 2007), 

colorblindness refers to a belief system that suggests that race no longer matters in the United 

States (Neville, Lilly, Duran, Lee, & Browne, 2000). For example, Black parents who 

endorsed stronger colorblind racial attitudes have indicated being less likely to prepare their 

children for racial bias (Barr & Neville, 2008). In contrast, lower colorblind racial attitudes, 

or having a higher understanding of contemporary racism, has been associated with 

beneficial outcomes, such as promoting racial mistrust among monoracial Black families 

(Barr & Neville, 2008) and endorsing relatively strong beliefs in enculturation and 

racialization practices among domestic and international transracially adoptive families 

(Langrehr, 2014; Lee et al., 2006).  

At the same time, internalized colorblind ideologies may manifest as externalized 

behaviors indicative of egalitarian socialization. Of the limited research on the connection 

between colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarian socialization, the results are mixed. For 

Black monoracial families, parents’ colorblindness has not accounted for more egalitarian 

messages (Barr & Neville, 2008); whereas transracially adoptive parents with strong 
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colorblind ideologies have reported more feelings of ambivalence toward cultural 

socialization practices (Crolley-Simic & Vonk, 2011; DeBerry et al., 1996; Zhang & Lee, 

2011) and made less efforts to talk to their children about their race (McRoy & Zurcher, 

1983). Similarly, Black parents who have endorsed egalitarian socialization have also been 

found to stress the importance of being American (Stevenson & Arrington, 2009) and 

common humanity over the salience of race and racial difference to their children (French & 

Coleman, 2009).  

Given the limited degree of research on socialization practices among multiracial 

families, no studies to date have addressed the role of colorblind racial attitudes in the racial-

ethnic socialization practices of interracial parents, which is surprising given the implications 

of race and racial difference in the United States. According to Rockquemore and colleagues 

(2006), parenting practices that involve discussions of race can be complicated when parents 

hold different racial ideologies and vary in their willingness to address racism. Although 

Stone and Dolbin-MacNab (2017) found that White mothers of biracial children did not deny 

or deemphasize race, the authors did not include the reports of the parent of color to compare 

and contrast. It is possible that parents of color, particularly Black parents coupled with 

White partners/spouses, may hold different attitudes about the existence of racism. This may 

be particularly true given that based on their racial identity, Black individuals tend to face a 

distinct racial reality than White Americans (Cross, 1991).  

Black Racial Identity 

Among monoracial families of color, parents’ own race-related experiences have 

been found to influence their racial-ethnic socialization practices (McNeil Smith et al., 2016). 

Defined as attitudes and beliefs held about an individual’s own racial-ethnic group 
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(Rotheram & Phinney, 1987), racial identity is considered a part of an individual’s self-

concept that is related to their membership within a race (Sellers et al., 1998). In 1998, 

Sellers et al. proposed the Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity that builds from 

identity theory (Stryker & Serpe, 1994) and argues the behavioral choices of Black 

individuals are impacted by the salience of roles and identities in their lives. The 

Multidimensional Model of Racial Identity maintains four main assumptions: (a) a person’s 

identities are both stable properties and situationally influenced, such that racial identity can 

influence situational behavior and be exhibited consistently over time, (b) individuals hold 

multiple identities, and that their identities are hierarchically ordered based on the 

significance in their lives, (c) an individuals’ perception of their racial identity is the most 

valid indicator of their identity; rather than behavioral indicators (Stryker & Serpe, 1994), 

and (d) the status of an individual’s racial identity rather than its development accounts for 

the changes in racial salience and meaning that individuals experience throughout their 

lifespan (Sellers et al., 1999). For the purpose of the current study, I am specifically 

interested in racial centrality for Black individuals in interracial relationships. Racial 

centrality addresses the question: “What is the significance of race in an individuals’ lives?” 

and is critical to understanding the relationship between racial identity and behavior across 

different situations (Sellers et al., 1998; Shelton & Sellers, 2000).  

Exploring Racial-Ethnic Socialization as a Dyadic Process  

 The majority of research on parent-led racial-ethnic socialization has relied on 

singular reports of the parents, or more specifically, the individual perceptions and 

characteristics of one parent. Of the limited degree of research that has examined racial-

ethnic socialization as a dyadic process, findings suggest that in case of two-parent families, 
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the process of racial-ethnic socialization may be better understood when the practices and 

characteristics of both parents are taken into account. In particular, taking a dyadic approach 

allows researchers to study racial-ethnic socialization as an interactive process that 

distinguishes practices between mothers and fathers (McHale et al., 2006). Using hierarchical 

linear modeling, McHale and colleagues (2006) found that Black mothers engaged in more 

racial socialization practices with older children regardless of gender, whereas Black fathers 

engaged in more racial socialization with their sons regardless of age. In addition, dyadic 

research has enabled researchers to explore the concept of interdependence in the relationship 

between parents’ experiences with racial discrimination and their racial-ethnic socialization 

practices (McNeil Smith, Reynolds, Fincham, & Beach, 2016). For example, McNeil Smith 

and colleagues (2016) found that Black mothers and fathers changed their racial-ethnic 

socialization practices as a function of their own and their partner/spouses’ experiences with 

racial discrimination. This finding was most prevalent for mothers with daughters, such that 

mothers who faced a high degree of racism were more likely to endorse higher levels of 

cultural socialization, preparation for bias, and messages of mistrust. In addition, fathers were 

more likely to emphasize racial mistrust when their partner/spouses’ reported fewer 

experiences with racism, but only in dyads whose children were boys (McNeil Smith et al., 

2016). Results suggest that among two-parent families, the racial experiences of one parent 

may be interrelated with the racial-ethnic socialization behaviors of their spouse/partner.  

Present Study 

The current study aims to address a significant gap in the literature on interracial 

couples by focusing on their parenting experiences, and more specifically, their reports about 

different forms of racial-ethnic socialization. Although much has been written about the role 
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of parents in helping youth of color cope with discrimination and develop positive racial-

ethnic identities (see Hughes et al., 2006; 2016), these findings have largely relied on single 

informant reports from Black monoracial and (to a lesser degree) transracially adoptive 

families and may not fully apply to the experiences of interracial parents. Therefore, this 

study takes a dyadic approach by examining racial-ethnic socialization among a sample of 

Black-White interracial couples. Dyadic analysis is particularly advantageous, since it allows 

researchers to examine concepts that are central to the study of relationships such as 

reciprocity (MaGuire, 1999) and interdependence (Kenny, 1999) without violating 

assumptions of independence required by analysis of variance and multiple regression 

(Jenkins et al., 2009; Kenny & Cook, 1999). Therefore, I focus on different forms of racial-

ethnic socialization as reported by a sample of Black-White interracial, heterosexual 

partnered/married dyads with children. While the Actor Partner Interdependence Model 

([APIM]; Campbell & Kashy, 2002; Kashy & Kenny, 1999; Kenny, 1999) does not 

necessitate distinguishable dyads, the participants in this study are empirically, theoretically, 

and meaningfully distinguishable given their different racial backgrounds. Using racial 

background as the distinguishing variable (Sayer & Klute, 2005), which delineates all 

individual dyad members by race (Black parents vs White parents), I investigated racial-

ethnic socialization within the context of the APIM. Specifically, I set out to examine the 

association between colorblind racial attitudes and the expected forms of racial-ethnic 

socialization (i.e., racial bias preparation, mistrust, cultural socialization, and egalitarianism) 

among Black-White interracial couples.  

Hypothesis 1. There will be significant actor and partner effects (main effects) in the 

relationship between colorblind racial attitudes with parent’s reports of dimensions of 
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racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., cultural socialization, racial bias preparation, 

promotion of mistrust, and egalitarian socialization). More specifically, the following 

hypotheses will be tested:  

a. Parents’ colorblind racial attitudes will significantly and negatively relate to 

their own dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., cultural socialization, 

preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarian socialization) 

when controlling for their spouse/partners’ effects (actor effects).  

b. Parents’ colorblind racial attitudes will significantly and negatively relate to 

their White partner/spouses’ dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., 

cultural socialization, preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and 

egalitarian socialization) when controlling for their spouse/partners’ effects 

(partner effects).  

Research Question 1. Does race moderate the actor and partner relationships between 

parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., 

cultural socialization, preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarian 

socialization)? 

Research Question 2. Does Black racial centrality function on the actor partner 

effects for Black and White parents in the relationship between colorblind racial 

attitudes and dimensions of racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., cultural socialization, 

preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarian socialization)? 

Research Question 2. When gender is added to the model, to what degree does the 

interaction between race and gender moderate actor partner effects of colorblind 

racial attitudes on the different forms of racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., cultural 
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socialization, preparation for bias, promotion of mistrust, and egalitarian 

socialization) beyond the main effects of race and gender?  

Method 

Participants 

All recruitment procedures and data collection occurred online. Participants were 

recruited through Amazon’s Mechanical Turk (MTurk), a crowdsourcing internet 

marketplace that helps researchers distribute tasks to workers. As a diverse online 

community, MTurk provides alternatives to the use of college samples for academic research 

(2007). MTurk workers perform brief tasks (known as Human Intelligence Tasks [HITs]) 

posted by researchers in exchange for payment. In contrast to other means of recruiting 

samples for academic research, the cost of MTurk is deemed significantly lower, with 

workers completing tasks for less than half the U.S. minimum wage. MTurk has been found 

to recruit a diverse sample with reliable data (Buhrmester, Kwang, & Gosling, 2011; Casler, 

Bickel & Hackett, 2013; Goodman, Cryder, & Cheema, 2013) and to be the most effective 

way to recruit samples of parents and families in comparison to listservs and social media 

(Dworkin, Hessel, Gliske, & Rude, (2016).  

For the purpose of this study, the aim was to recruit a sample of participants and their 

partners/spouses to complete on-line surveys, which were specified tasks/HITs. Specifically, 

the goal was to recruit dyads of couples where each pair was distinguished by race (i.e., 

Black or African American and White) and by gender (i.e., woman and man). In order to 

participate, couples were required to be US citizens, have a biological child or children 

together between the ages of four to 21 (representing the developmental period when 

children start school and socializing with peers) and were either married or in a cohabiting 
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co-parenting relationship (i.e., romantic partners who have children and live together but are 

not legally married). As a dyadic study, both parents were required to participate. In order to 

achieve the power necessary to detect significant effects, Kenny and colleagues (2006) 

recommend a sample size of at least 100 dyads. Given the 2-levels of data, and four outcome 

variables, a conservative estimated sample size to detect an effect of .25 was 269 dyads (N = 

538) (Faul, Erdfelder, Lang, & Buchner, 2007). Based on the amount of funding received to 

compensate participants ($3,000) along with the 40% charge for collecting data on MTURK 

(for collecting data on more than 10 hits), I recruited an initial total of 174 dyads (N = 348). 

Dyads received $14 for their participation. 

The obtained sample consisted of 174 dyads (348 individuals) that met the eligibility 

criteria. The majority of participants identified as heterosexual (n = 183), and 42 participants 

identified as bisexual.  When asked about relationship status, participants identified as the 

following: partnered/living together (n = 56, 24.6%) and married/living together (n = 172, 

75.4%).  On average, couples’ annual income was between $40,000 to $59,000. For Black 

participants (n = 114), the majority racially identified as Black (72%) or Black/African 

(12.2%). Participants’ oldest child was between the ages of 4 and 19 years old (M = 7.93, SD 

= 3.26). For 90 dyads, their oldest child was a boy (78.9%) and for 22 dyads the oldest child 

was a girl, with four people not indicating the gender of their oldest child. In terms of 

educational background, 21 (9.2%) participants reported earning a high school diploma, 27 

(11.8%) completed an associate degree or some college, 9 (3.9%) trade school, 134 (58.8%) 

bachelor’s degree, and 37 (16.2%) a master’s degree. See Table 1 for breakdown of 

individual and dyadic demographic information. 
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Table 1. Descriptive Summary of Participant Characteristics 

Individual Characteristics Black Parents White Parents 

Education   

    High School 11 (9.6%) 10 (8.8%) 

    Associates or Some College 15 (13.2%) 12 (10.5%) 

    Trade School Degree 4 (3.5%) 5 (4.4%) 

    Bachelors 64 (56.1%) 70 (61.4%) 

    Masters 20 (17.5%) 17 (14.9%) 

Sexual Identity/Orientation    

    Heterosexual 90 (78.9%) 93 (81.6%) 

    Bisexual 22 (19.6%) 20 (17.5%) 

 Black Mothers (N = 

48) 

Black Fathers (N = 66) 

Gender of Oldest Child (N = 112)   

    Boy 37 (77.1%) 53 (80.3%) 

    Girl 11 (22.9%) 11 (16.7%) 

Black Racial Identity M(SD) 4.81 (.68) 5.20(.88) 

Dyad Characteristics 

Black Racial Identity  (N = 114) 

    Black 82 (36)  

    African 3 (1.3)  

    Black African 14 (6.1)  

    Afro-Caribbean / African 

Caribbean 

5 (2.2)  

    Afro-American / African 

American 

9 (3.9)  

    Mixed Ethnicity / Mixed Race 1 (0.4)  

Annual Income (N = 114)   

    $0 – 9,999 1 (0.4)  

    $10,000 – 19,999 11 (4.8)  

    $20,000 – 29,999 7 (3.1)  

    $30,000 – 39,999 12 (5.3)  

    $40,000 – 49,999 28 (12.3)  

    $50,000 – 59,999 17 (7.5)  

    $60,000 – 69,999 14 (6.1)  

    $70,000 – 79,999 6 (2.6)  

    $80,000 – 89,999 6 (2.6)  

    $90,000 – 99,999 1 (0.4)  

    $100,000 or more 11 (4.8)  

Gender of Oldest Child (N = 112)   

    Boy 90 (78.9)  

    Girl 22 (19.3)  
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Measures 

Both members of the dyad (all participants) were presented with the following 

measures: the CoBRAS (Neville et al., 2000), modified Racial-Ethnic Socialization scale 

(Fisher et al., 2000; Hughes & Chen, 1997), and a demographic form. In addition, 

participants who indicated their racial identity was Black/African American were also 

presented with the MIBI (Sellers et al., 1997). 

Level-1 Variables: Completed by both Individual Dyad Members (2 scores per dyad) 

Individual demographics (Appendix D). Each parent was presented with a 

demographic form that asked each to provide basic individual demographic information 

about themselves (i.e., gender, age, education level).  

Colorblindness (Appendix A). The Color-Blind Racial Attitude Scale (CoBRAS) is 

a 20-item scale that was designed to assess the cognitive aspect of colorblind racial attitudes 

(i.e., the belief that race does not and should not matter). The CoBRAS was developed as a 

multidimensional scale that assesses three different factors (Neville et al., 2000): (a) 

Unawareness of Racial Privilege, (b) Denial of Institutional Discrimination, and (c) Denial of 

Blatant Racial Issues. The Unawareness Racial Privilege subscale contains 7 items referring 

to the blind existence of White privilege (e.g., Everyone who works hard, no matter what 

race they are, has an equal chance to become rich). The Denial of Institutional 

Discrimination subscale contains 7 items representing a limited awareness of institutional 

forms of racial discrimination and exclusion (e.g., Social policies, such as affirmative action, 

discriminate unfairly against White people). The Denial of Blatant Racial Issues subscale 

contains 6 items related to the unawareness of general, pervasive racial discrimination (e.g., 

Racism is a major problem in the United States). Participants are asked to respond to each 
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item on a scale ranging from 1 (strongly agree) to 6 (strongly disagree). Ten items are 

reversed scored (e.g., Racism is a major problem in the United States) such that higher scores 

reflect higher racial colorblindness.  

 Although the three subscales may be calculated to represent specific dimensions of 

racial colorblindness, the authors indicate that calculating a total score is permissible by 

averaging the score across all 20 items, which can range from 1 to 6 with higher scores 

indicating stronger colorblind racial attitudes (Neville et al., 2000; Neville et al., 2005). As 

such, the total score was used to measure colorblind racial attitudes. As a within-dyads 

variable, each parent has their own colorblind racial attitudes scores. Therefore, each dyad 

has two scores on the CoBRAS. 

The entire full-scale version of the CoBRAS has demonstrated adequate estimates of 

internal consistency among predominantly White samples ( = 0.86; Neville et al., 2000) as 

well as among a sample of Black adults ( = 0.70; Neville, Coleman, Falconer, and Holmes, 

2005) and Black college students ( = 0.74; Barr & Neville, 2000). Concurrent validity for 

the CoBRAS has been supported through significant relationships with the Cognitive (r = –

.83) and Gender Intolerance (r = –.25) subscales scores on the Quick Discrimination Index as 

well as social dominance orientation (Neville et al., 2005). In addition, stronger colorblind 

racial attitudes have been found to positively relate to higher scores via the Modern Racism 

Scale (r = .36 to .55; Neville et al., 2000). As evidence of criterion validity, Black college 

students with low colorblind racial attitudes have indicated higher alertness to discrimination 

and rated their parents as promoting higher levels of protective racial socialization (Barr & 

Neville, 2000). Furthermore, the CoBRAS was significantly and positively related to the pre-

encounter/conformity stage of Black racial identity (Neville et al., 2005). In addition, White 
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transracially adoptive parents who endorsed higher colorblindness have also been less likely 

to engage in racial bias preparation (r = –.26) and promotion of ethnic pride (r = –.38) and 

more likely to promote egalitarian messages of socialization (r = .39; Langrehr, 2014).  

As recommended by Kenny et al. (2006) to ensure that the selected dyadic measures 

produce the expected factor structures, exploratory factor analyses (EFA) were conducted on 

the scores of the following: (a) the combined sample, (b) White partners, and (c) Black 

partners. As suggested by Kenny et al. (2006), Principal Axis Factoring (PAF) was used. The 

CoBRAS was expected to support a single factor structure, as demonstrated by previous 

research (Neville et al., 2000; Neville et al., 2005). Thus, the model outlined for the factor 

analysis included 20 items that were specified to load on a single latent variable of 

“Colorblind Racial Attitudes.” Initial analyses allowing for multiple factors included oblimin 

rotation, and produced communalities, eigenvalues, and item factor loadings in order to 

evaluate the unidimensionality of the measure. An eigenvalue of greater than 1.0 indicates a 

factor that explains a moderate amount of variance; a minimum acceptable factor loading is 

defined as 0.32 or higher, with 0.50 and above indicating a strong loading for an item 

(Tabachnik & Fidell, 2001). In order to produce a stable factor structure, standard EFA 

guidelines suggest a minimum subject-to-item ratio of between 5:1 (Gorsuch, 1983) and 10:1 

(Nunnally, 1978), and minimal sample sizes of 100 to 220 (Guadagnoli & Velicer, 1988) 

which were met for the current study.  

With a sample of 228 total participants, results showed good sampling adequacy with 

the Kaiser-Meyer-Olkin (KMO) measure equaling .92, .93, and .94 for White partners, Black 

partners, and the combined sample, respectively. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity demonstrated it 

was appropriate to conduct a factor analysis for White partners (x2 (36) = 580.64, p < .001), 
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Black partners (x2 (36) = 583.21, p < .001), and the combined sample (x2 (36) = 1150.20, p < 

.001).  

When forcing CoBRAS scores of the total sample to conform to a 1-factor solution, 

the eigenvalue was 5.74 and explained 28.70% of the variance. Factor loadings were 

evaluated and 10 items did not meet the minimum acceptable criteria of .32 or higher. A 

closer look at the communalities (the proportion of each variable’s variance that is explained 

by the factors) of these items revealed that 11 demonstrated significantly low values (<.10) 

and poor to fair loadings. As such, 11-items were removed from the scale. I re-ran the EFA 

with the remaining 9-items, and the eigenvalue was 5.43 and explained 60.34% of the 

variance. See Table 2 for factor loadings for the 9-item model of the CoBRAS across all 

three samples. An EFA forcing a 1-factor solution with the refined scale was conducted and 

findings demonstrated adequate fit for Black parents and White parents with eigenvalues of 

5.45 and 5.40 and variance explained of 60.51% and 60.00%, respectively. Additionally, the 

refined CoBRAS demonstrated strong internal consistency for the combined sample (= .92), 

Black parents ( = .92) and White parents ( = .92). 

Table 2. Factor Loadings for Unidimensional Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale for Black 

Parents, White Parents, and the Combined Sample 

Item Black 

Parents 

White 

Parents 

Combined 

Sample 

Race plays a major role in the type of social 

services (e.g., health care or daycare) that 

people receive in the U.S. 

.74 .74 .74 

Due to racial discrimination, programs such as 

affirmative action are necessary to help create 

equality. 

.75 .77 .76 

Racism is a major problem in the U.S. .74 .71 .73 

Racism is very important in determining who is 

successful and who is not. 

.83 .76 .79 

Racial & ethnic minorities do not have the same 

opportunities as White people in the U.S. 

.85 .86 .86 
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Table 2 contd. Factor Loadings for Unidimensional Colorblind Racial Attitudes Scale for 

Black Parents, White Parents, and the Combined Sample 

Item Black 

Parents 

White 

Parents 

Combined 

Sample 

White people in the U.S. have certain advantages 

because of the color of their skin. 

.83 .85 .84 

White people are more to blame for racial 

discrimination in the U.S. than racial & ethnic 

minorities. 

.83 .80 .82 

Race plays an important role in who gets sent to 

prison. 

.77 .81 .79 

 

 Racial-ethnic socialization (Appendix B). To assess the primary aspects of racial-

ethnic socialization (i.e., preparation for racial bias, cultural socialization, and promotion of 

mistrust), modified versions of two measures were used for the current study: (a) Hughes and 

Chen’s (1997) Racial-Ethnic Socialization scale and (b) Fisher et al.’s (2000) Revised Racial 

Socialization Scale.  

 Hughes and Chen’s (1997) original 15-item Racial-Ethnic Socialization scale was 

created to reflect three different subscales: (a) Preparation for Racial Bias (e.g., I’ve talked to 

my children about racism), (b) Cultural Socialization/Pluralism (e.g., I’ve talked to my child 

about aspects of our group history), and (c) Mistrust (e.g., I encourage my children to spend 

time with members of our racial group). For the current study, items from the Preparation for 

Racial Bias (n = 7) and Mistrust subscales (n = 2) were used to assess the respective 

subconstructs; however, the Cultural Socialization/Pluralism items were deemed unsuitable 

for the current sample given that these items use language that refers to monoracial and/or 

monoethnic family heritage and ancestry (e.g., group cultural events, history, books, etc.,). 

Therefore, seven items were adapted from the Proactive subscale of the Revised Racial 

Socialization Scale (Fisher et al., 2000) to represent the affirming aspects of racial-ethnic 

socialization more appropriate for interracial couples with biracial children. For example, 
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Fisher et al.’s (2000) original scale was created to assess how often adolescents’ perceived 

socialization messages from their parents (e.g., You should be proud of your race). Therefore, 

items were adapted to assess parents’ perspective of their own efforts at racial-ethnic 

socialization in relation to their children (e.g., They should be proud of their race). 

 Originally created as an adolescent self-report measure to assess the messages 

received from their parents about race and racism, the Racial Socialization scale was adapted 

to assess the perspectives of parents (Langrehr, 2014; Langrehr et al., 2016). In particular, the 

Racial Socialization scale consists of two subscales: Reactive messages about racial 

prejudice (e.g., “racism may hinder your success in life”) and Proactive messages of racial-

ethnic pride reinforcement (e.g., “you should be proud of your race.”). In addition, two items 

from the Reactive subscale were adapted to aid in the measurement of racial mistrust (i.e., 

people from other racial groups may make it difficult for them to get ahead and they should 

avoid becoming too friendly with people from other racial groups).  

 Therefore, a total of 24 items were used to assess Racial Bias Preparation (n = 7), 

Cultural Socialization (n = 7), Racial Mistrust (n = 4), and Egalitarian Socialization (n = 6). 

Consistent with the directions given by Hughes and Chen (1997), participants were asked to 

indicate how often they talk to their oldest child about each item using a rating scale from 1 

(never) to 5 (very often). Scores for each subscale were summed, with higher scores 

reflecting more racial-ethnic socialization practices. As a within-dyad variable, each 

individual partner has their own scores of Racial Bias Preparation, Cultural Socialization, 

Racial Mistrust, and Egalitarian Socialization.  

 Among Black parents, the Racial Bias Preparation subscale has demonstrated 

acceptable reliability estimates ranging from  = .79 (Hughes et al., 2009) to  = .90 
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(McHale et al., 2006) whereas the Racial Mistrust subscale has produced adequate estimates 

of reliability, ranging from  = 0.71 (Hughes & Chen, 1997) to  = 0.73 (Caughy et al., 

2002). Scores on the parent versions of the Proactive socialization subscale (2002) have also 

demonstrated acceptable estimates ranging from  = 0.78 among Black parents (Chavez & 

French, 2007) and  = 0.83 among White transracially adoptive parents (Langrehr, 2014).  

To ensure that the 4-subfactors emerged for the combined and each individual 

sample, an EFA was conducted on the scores of the combined sample, White parents, and 

Black parents. As suggested by Kenny et al. (2006), PAF and Oblim Rotation were used. An 

initial EFA (specifying no factors) was used to establish dimensionality of scores for the 

combined sample. Examination of the correlation matrix demonstrated low and 

nonsignificant correlations between four Cultural Socialization items and two Egalitarian 

Socialization items and were therefore, removed. In addition, two items from Racial Bias 

Preparation did not load on any factor and were also removed. An EFA was re-conducted on 

the revised 17-item scale, and the remaining Cultural Socialization items (n=3) did not load 

on any factor that met the eigenvalue threshold and were removed. An EFA was conducted 

on the remaining 14-item scale on the scores of the combined sample, White partners, and 

Black partners. With a sample of 228 total participants, results showed good sampling 

adequacy with KMO equaling .91, .86, and .90 for the combined sample, White partners, and 

Black partners respectively. Bartlett’s Test of Sphericity demonstrated it was appropriate to 

conduct a factor analysis for the combined sampled (x2[91] = 1652.27, p < .001), White 

partners (x2 (91) = 942.22, p < .001), and Black partners (x2 (91) = 769.36, p < .001). For 

White partners and the combined sample, two factors emerged (Racial Bias Preparation (n = 

10) and Egalitarian Socialization (n = 4) with each item loading above a factor loading of .50. 
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Factor loadings ranged from .57 to .81, and communalities ranged from .47 to 1.5. Based on 

these findings, a two-factor solution was retained. A three-factor solution emerged for Black 

partners and demonstrated a poor fit for White partners and the combined sample.  

In efforts to have a unified scale, an EFA was re-run on Black partners with 

specification that two-factors be extracted. The 2-factor solution was acceptable for Black 

parents with factor loadings ranging from 0.53 to 0.79 and communalities ranging from .42 

to 1.2. See Table 3 for factor loadings across all three samples for Racial Bias Preparation 

and Table 4 for factor loadings across all three samples for Egalitarian Socialization.  Racial 

Bias Preparation had strong internal consistency for combined sample (.92), White partners 

(.93), and Black partners (.90). Egalitarian Socialization Subscale had adequate internal 

consistency for combined sample (.80), White partners (.80), and Black partners (.80). 

Table 3. Factor Loadings for Preparation for Bias Subscale for Black Parents, White 

Parents, and the Combined Sample 

Item Black 

Parents 

White 

Parents 

Combined 

Sample 

People from other racial groups make it difficult 

for them to get ahead 

.79 .81 .80 

They may have to work harder than others 

because of their race 

.79 .81 .80 

They may have fewer opportunities than people 

of other racial groups 

.73 .84 .78 

They should be careful about trusting people 

from other racial groups 

.71 .73 .72 

Others may treat them differently because of 

their race 

.70 .75 .73 

Children may exclude them because of their race .68 .69 .69 

They should avoid becoming too friendly with 

people of other racial groups 

.66 .77 .71 

They may be discriminated against because of 

their race 

.64 .79 .73 

They may not always be accepted because of 

their race 

.55 .63 .60 

It is best to socialize with others who are racially 

similar to them.  

.49 .64 .57 
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Table 4. Factor Loadings for Egalitarian Socialization Subscale for Black Parents, White 

Parents, and the Combined Sample 

Item Black 

Parents 

White 

Parents 

Combined 

Sample 

American society is fair to all races .81 .64 .72 

All races are considered equal .80 .68 .75 

Your race will not really affect your success in 

life 

.64 .77 .70 

Racism and discrimination will not be the 

hardest things for you to face 

.55 .70 .62 

 

Level-2 Variables: Completed by one Dyad Member (one score per dyad) 

Dyad or family demographics (Appendix F). In addition to providing demographic 

information about themselves (i.e., age, gender, level of education), the parent who first 

accessed the study through MTurk (Parent 1) was asked additional questions about their co-

parenting relationship as well as their children. In particular, they were specifically asked to 

indicate the length of their marriage or relationship as well as the age and gender of their 

oldest biological child. In addition, Parent 1 was asked to provide information about their 

family such as number of children and annual household income. 

Black racial identity (Appendix E) - Completed by Black parent only. Black 

racial identity was assessed by the Centrality scale of the Multidimesional Inventory of Black 

Identity (MIBI; Sellers et al., 1997). The original 52-item MIBI was created to assess the 

dimensions of racial identity as proposed by the MMRI (i.e., centrality, regard, and 

ideology). The Centrality scale consists of 8 items and responses are rated from 1 = strongly 

disagree to 7 = strongly agree. The Centrality scale measures the degree to which race is 

central and salient to the person (e.g., Being Black is an important reflection of who I am) 

and includes 3 reverse-scored items. For the Centrality scale, mean scores are calculated and 
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can range from 1 to 7. Higher scores on Centrality would indicate that participants viewed 

race as a defining aspect of who they are. 

Among young Black adults, the Centrality scale has demonstrated acceptable 

estimates of reliability ranging from  = .76 (Hope, Chavous, Jagers, & Sellers, 2013) to  = 

.85 (Chavous, 2000) and  = .92 for a sample of African American female college students 

(Shelton & Sellers, 2000), and demonstrated low but adequate reliability for the current 

sample ( = .62).  

Procedure 

MTurk. The study was listed with other available HITs to all MTurk workers. The 

headline clearly advertised the HIT as a study focused on interracial couples in the United 

States (Appendix G). All MTurk workers were able to view the initial HIT description, which 

once accessed further indicated that the study contains two parts: their individual completion 

of an on-line survey and their partner’s completion of an on-line survey. In other words, 

payment was contingent upon the full participation of both individuals who make up the 

couple. Interested MTurk workers were presented with screening questions to ensure that 

they met further study qualifications. In particular, MTurk workers were presented with a list 

of racial categories and asked to indicate the racial background of themselves and their 

spouse/partner, whether they and their spouse/partner (together) have a biological child or 

children between the ages of four and twenty-one, and whether they would be able to either 

share the survey link with their spouse/partner in order for them to access their portion of the 

on-line survey. MTurk workers who did not meet study qualifications were thanked for their 

interest and informed that they did not meet study qualifications.  

Participants who met study qualifications were redirected to the full survey items on 
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Qualtrics, a separate online data collection application used to administer surveys. 

Participants were provided with a description of the study as well as informed consent 

information that outlined the voluntary nature of the study and the potential risks and benefits 

of participating (Appendix F). In order to continue on to the survey items, participants were 

asked to confirm that they read the above information and were voluntarily choosing to 

proceed to the questionnaire portion of the study. Once redirected to Qualtrics, participants 

were prompted to provide their MTurk identification number and were provided with a 

unique hyperlink of the survey to give their partner (Parent 2) that automatically synced their 

partner’s responses with their own. Once Parent 2 completed the survey, an email 

notification was sent to the researcher and I reimbursed the MTurk worker $14 for their 

participation. 

Data preparation. Prior to any preliminary analyses, variables were centered and 

data were transformed into the appropriate structure for multilevel modeling (Kenny et al., 

2006) that allowed testing the Actor-Partner Interdependence model (APIM). To allow for 

meaningful zero points, appropriate analysis, and accurate interpretation of the results, Level-

1 and Level-2 continuous variables were centered at the grand mean. APIM requires the 

independent variable (i.e., colorblind racial attitudes) to be a mixed variable (Kenny et al., 

2006) such that each dyad consists of two colorblind racial attitudes scores for each 

individual dyad member. Therefore, colorblind racial attitudes scores were centered by 

subtracting the grand mean from each participant’s score, making zero a meaningful value 

for the dependent variable as suggested by Kenny et al. (2006). As Level-1 variables, the 

racial-ethnic socialization scores were also mixed, and as such, were grand-mean centered to 

create a meaningful value for zero. In addition, dummy coding was applied to the 
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dichotomous variable of parent gender (i.e., women =1; men = –1) and the dichotomous 

variable of parent race (i.e., White = 1; Black = –1). The Level-2 continuous variable of child 

age was centered using the grand mean, as each dyad consisted of only one score for child 

age, which varied across dyads.  

Second, multilevel modeling requires data to be transformed from a wide data 

structure to a long data structure and appropriately coded for dyadic analysis (Kenny et al., 

2006). Unlike traditional wide data structures (which consist of one row per dyad), long data 

format requires one row per individual case (Kenny et al., 2006), allowing researchers to 

retain the individual unit measures and treat scores as being nested within the dyad (Cook & 

Kenny, 2005). In other words, cases for every dyad were consistently entered in the same 

order: (a) one case for Black partners and (b) one case for White partners (or vice versa). In 

addition to being ordered according to dyad, each dyad was given an identifying dyad 

number, which signals the individuals within the dyad are linked to one another, and each 

individual was given an identifying number.  

Furthermore, APIM requires that data be further organized and coded to create 

predictor variables to allow for measuring and assessing for actor-partner effects (Cook & 

Kenny, 2005). Following the guidelines of Kenny, Kashy, and Cook (2006), two new 

variables were created: (a) an actor variable for each person in the dyad (CoBRAS_Actor) 

and (b) a partner variable for each person in the dyad (CoBRAS_Partner). To test the 

interaction of race, while also controlling for race as a main effect, two dummy variables 

were created to identify whose outcome the Y variable referred to for that particular case. For 

example, the dummy variable for Black parents was labeled B_d and scored as 1 for cases 

where Y represented their own racial-ethnic socialization outcome score; whereas B_d was 
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scored as 0 for cases where Y represented the outcome of White parents. Moreover, the 

dummy variable for White parents (W_d) was scored as 1 for cases where Y represented 

their own racial-ethnic socialization score; but was scored as 0 if Y represented the outcome 

of Black parents. 

Data Analysis 

Data Screening and Preliminary Analysis  

At the end of data collection, 174 dyads (348 individuals) completed the survey. I 

removed 50 participants that did not identify themselves as being in an interracial 

relationship and removed participants (n = 10) who did not accurately identify 75% of the 

validity check items. To ensure the fulfillment of multi-level modeling assumptions, missing 

data was assessed and revealed that no cases were missing more than 25% data (Parent, 

2013). Further examination of missing data suggested no need for imputation or deletion, as 

all participants completed the survey in full. Distributions were evaluated for normality (i.e., 

kurtosis, skew) of the Level-1 and Level-2 variables as well as the standardized residuals for 

each calculated regression to identify any outliers. Univariate outliers were also examined 

using a +/– 3.29 cutoff criteria for standardized scores. Pearson product-moment correlations 

were calculated between study scores at the individual level (N = 228) and at the dyad level 

(N = 114). Bivariate correlations are presented in Table 5. In addition, to establish the 

presence of non-independence among distinguishable partner dyads (Kenny et al., 2006, p. 

27-29), correlations were calculated between the scores of Black parents and the scores of 

White parents on all Level-1 variables (see Table 6).  
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Table 5. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations between Dyadic variables  

Combined Sample  1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7 8. 

1. Colorblindness  --        

2. Racial bias preparation  .68*** --       

3. Egalitarian Socialization  -.12 .29*** --      

4. Black Racial Identitya .59*** .67*** .45** --     

5. Parent age -.07 -.23** -.13 .01 --    

6. Oldest child age   .00 -.16* -.25*** -.09 .50*** --   

7. Education .24*** .41*** .30*** .40*** -.12 -.18* --  

8. Annual income  -.25* -.32** -.07 -.18 .28** -.25* -.06 -- 

Range  4.89 3.80 4.00 3.63 38.00 15.00 4 10 

M (SD) 4.23 

(1.01) 

3.25 

(.90) 

3.44 

(.91) 

5.04 

(.82) 

32.07 

(6.49) 

7.93 

(3.26) 

4.61 

(1.17) 

5.83 

(2.52) 

α .92 .92 .80 .62 -- -- -- -- 

Note: Combined Sample N = 228 

a. Sample for Black Racial Identity, N = 114 

***p < .001, **p < .01, *p < .05 

 

Table 6. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations between Partner’s Individual Scores  

Individual Scores   1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

1. Parent ageB --          

2. ColorblindnessB  .02 --         

3. Racial bias preparationB  -.12 .70* --        

4. Egalitarian SocializationB -.14 -.15 .23* --       

5. Education levelB -.07 .19* .39* .35* --      

6. Parent ageW  .74* -.11 -.29* -.29* .19* --     

7. ColorblindnessW .00 .70* .62* .05 .31* -.15 --    

8. Racial Bias PreparationW -.08 .43* .77* .47* .46* -.32* .67* --   

9. Egalitarian SocializationW .02 -.19* .23* .76* .29* -.13 -.09 .34* --  

10. Education levelW -.13 .26* .37* .36* .67* -.17 .29* .44* .25* -- 
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Table 6 contd. Descriptive Statistics and Intercorrelations between Partner’s Individual Scores   

Individual Scores   1. 2. 3. 4. 5. 6. 7. 8. 9. 10. 

Range  22-58 1-5.89 1-4.80 1-5.00 2-6 20-54 1-5.78 1-4.80 1-5.00 2-6 

M (SD) 32.29 

(6.55) 

years 

4.34 

(1.00) 

3.34 

(.84) 

3.44 

(.91) 

4.59 

(1.2) 

31.85 

(6.46) 

years 

4.13 

(1.02) 

3.17 

(.96) 

3.44 

(.92) 

4.63 

(1.1) 

α -- .92 .90 .80 -- -- .92 .93 .80 -- 

Note: Sample = 114; B = Black participants; W = White participants 

*p < .05 
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Considering that racial-ethnic socialization has varied according to parent educational 

background, annual income, and child gender (see Hughes et al., 2006), potential differences 

in group means were examined across the different forms of racial-ethnic socialization using 

MANOVA. A 2 × 3 MANOVA specified the two racial-ethnic socialization variables (i.e., 

Preparation for Bias, Egalitarian Socialization) as dependent variables. Given the dyadic and 

interdependent nature of the data, it cannot be assumed that scores on the outcome variable 

are independent, and a significant Box’s M (F(51, 1456) = 1.42, p = .028) indicated that the 

covariance matrices of the dependent variables were not equal across groups. Pillai’s trace, a 

test statistic that is more robust to violations of the homogeneity of variances and 

covariances, indicated no differences in mean ratings of racial-ethnic socialization based on 

child gender (F(2,89) = .04, p = .959) or annual income (F(6, 180) = .86, p = .53). A 

significant Pillai’s Trace for parent educational background (F(6, 180) = 2.29, p = .024) 

indicated that there was a difference in parents’ mean ratings of racial-ethnic socialization 

based on highest level of educational background. The corresponding 2 effect size of .17 

indicates a moderate to strong effect for this interaction. Post hoc analysis of the least 

significant difference revealed statistically significant mean differences in egalitarian 

socialization and racial bias preparation between parents with an Associates 

degree/completed some college and those with a Bachelor’s or Master’s degree. 

Additionally, post hoc analyses revealed a statistically significant mean difference between 

parents with a Trade School Degree and those who reported earning a Bachelor’s or Master’s 

degree. As well, significant mean differences in racial-ethnic socialization outcomes were 

found between participants with a High School diploma and with parents with a Bachelor’s 

or Master’s Degree. More specifically, parents who had completed a bachelors’ or master’s 



     

  64 

degree reported providing fewer racial bias preparation messages than parents with a high 

school, associates, or trade school degree. For egalitarian socialization, parents with a 

master’s degree reported more racial-ethnic socialization than parent’s whose highest level of 

education was a high school or an associate’s degree. 

Proposed Analysis  

Hypothesis 1: APIM for racial-ethnic socialization outcomes. To examine the 

association between colorblindness and racial-ethnic socialization among interracial couples, 

multilevel modeling for dyadic data using APIM (Cook & Kenny, 2005; Kenny et al., 2006) 

was used. Specifically, APIM models were fit separately to assess the relationship between 

colorblind racial attitudes with each proposed racial-ethnic socialization outcome (i.e., racial 

bias preparation and egalitarian socialization) while controlling for the unique variance 

explained by parent education.  

 First, the null model addressed the variability in racial-ethnic socialization outcomes 

across dyads, with no predictors. Standardized estimates were evaluated to determine 

whether variability in the outcome that could be explained within and across dyads. The 

intraclass correlation, measure of dependence within each Level-2 unit, was calculated to 

describe the proportion of variance common to each dyad, as opposed to variation associated 

with individuals within their dyad. The Wald Z test was used to provide a Z statistic 

summarizing the ratio of estimate to its standard error. 

To address Hypothesis 1, the first APIM examined the role of colorblindness in 

relation to each racial-ethnic socialization outcome as actor-partner effects. For each of the 

following models, standardized estimates for both (actors and partners) were evaluated to 

determine if colorblindness significantly related to each racial-ethnic socialization outcome at 



     

  65 

p < .05. Pseudo R2 was used to assess the degree of variance explained between the previous 

model and current model and the Wald Z test was used to determine if a significant amount 

of variance in the outcomes remained both within and between dyads after the addition of 

new predictors. The second APIM tested the actor-partner effects of colorblindness on each 

racial-ethnic socialization outcome variable while controlling for parents’ highest educational 

level.  

 To begin to address the first research question (i.e., does race moderate the actor and 

partner relationships between parents colorblind racial attitudes and dimensions of racial-

ethnic socialization), the third APIM included race as a main effect in the relationship 

between colorblindness and each racial-ethnic socialization variable while controlling for 

parent education (Model 3a). The following APIM tested the interaction, or moderating 

effect, with race and person in the relationship between colorblindness and each racial-ethnic 

socialization variable while controlling for parents’ education (Model 3b).  

 To answer if Black racial identity functions as a moderator in the actor-partner effects 

for Black and White parents in the relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and racial-

ethnic socialization (Research Question 2), Model 4 first tested Black racial centrality as a 

main effect of the relationship between colorblindness and each racial-ethnic socialization 

variable while controlling for parents’ educational level. Model 4 contained three steps (4a, 

4b, 4c) in which Black racial centrality was first entered as a main effect, then a two-way 

interaction, and finally a three-way interaction to determine if it moderates the APIM of 

colorblind racial attitudes on racial-ethnic socialization.  

 In the 6th and final model, parent gender was included as a predictor in the 

relationship between colorblindness and each racial-ethnic socialization variable when 
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controlling significant predictors to address Research Question 3: to what degree does the 

interaction between race and gender moderate actor-partner effects of colorblindness on 

racial-ethnic socialization beyond the main effects of race and gender? As such, Model 6 

followed a similar stepwise process to building to a three-way interaction as Model 4. For 

clarity, final or trimmed models were presented that omitted all nonsignificant predictors.  

Research question 1. To assess whether participant race influences the actor-partner 

relationships between parents’ colorblindness and each dimension of racial-ethnic 

socialization, Model 4 included the interaction of Race × Colorblindness to understand the 

relationship involving actor-partner effects while controlling for education and the main 

effect of race. 

Research question 2. To assess whether Black racial identity moderates the actor- 

partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes on the two dimensions of racial-ethnic 

socialization (e.g., preparation for bias and egalitarian socialization), Model 3a included 

Black participants’ racial centrality as a main effect. The moderating effects of Black racial 

identity were estimated on the following: (a) Black parents’ partner effects, (b) Black 

parents’ actor effects, (c) White parents’ partner effects, and (d) White parents’ actor effects. 

To determine whether these moderation effects are the same according to race, two 3-way 

interactions were included in the model (Black Racial Centrality × Race × Actor 

Colorblindness and Racial Centrality × Race × Partner Colorblindness) to assess whether 

Black racial identity moderated the actor partner effects by parent race.  

Research question 3. Model 6 tested the full multilevel model, which included the 

interactive effect of Gender × Race in the relationship between colorblindness and racial-

ethnic socialization when controlling for parent gender. For this model, the intercept of the 
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actor is Gender × Race × Actor Colorblindness, and the intercept of the partner is Gender × 

Race × Partner Colorblindness. Standardized actor estimates for both actor and partner 

effects were evaluated to determine if the interaction of race moderates the relationship 

between colorblindness and the racial-ethnic socialization outcome.  

 For significant interaction effects only, simple slopes (Aiken & West, 1991) were also 

calculated and plotted to aid with further interpretation. In particular, interactions were 

graphed to represent significant partner - actor effects involving the interaction of Gender × 

Race × Actor Colorblindness on racial-ethnic socialization (e.g., simple slope for partner 

effects of Black men’s racial colorblindness on White women’s racial-ethnic socialization). 

Each model was run using Restricted Maximum Likelihood estimation procedure and 

correlation compound symmetry (Kenny et al., 2006) covariance structure which assumes the 

variances of the intercepts for the two dyad members are equal. Satterthwaithe degrees of 

freedom are used as they take into account the mixture of between and within parts of the 

estimate (Kenny et al, 2006) . 

 Primary Analyses - Outcome of Preparation for Racial Bias  

Null model. To address the question: Does racial bias preparation vary across 

dyads?, the unconditional model was conducted to assess for variability in the outcome of 

preparation for racial bias provides an estimated grand mean score of racial bias preparation 

across all dyads. Parameter estimates for the model included one fixed effect estimate, and 

repeated effects for dyad members (Table 7). The measure of dependence within each dyad, 

or proportion of variance that is common to each unit, the intraclass correlation, was .0091 or 

.91%. The residual variance of Level-1 error, σ2, was 82.02. The variance of the level-2 error 
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term is τ00= .75. In addition, significant variance was found in racial bias preparation within 

dyads (Wald Z = 8.52, p < .001) and across dyads (Wald Z = 17.97, p < .001). 

Table 7. Multilevel Null Model Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.00004 .79 1.00 

 

Model 1. Actor and partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes. To assess 

whether colorblind racial attitudes accounted for variability in preparation for racial bias, 

Model 1 addressed the question: Do parents own colorblind racial attitudes influence their 

own and their partner’s racial bias preparation? The APIM assesses actor and partner 

effects of colorblind racial attitudes on parent’s racial bias preparation messages. 

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 

Table 8. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 1 Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.00008 .58 1.00 

Actor’s CoBRAS .63 .05 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS .06 .05 .18 

 

The model estimated five parameters that included the fixed effect values for the 

intercept, actor and partner effects, and repeated effects for both dyad members. The 

estimates of fixed effects, the intercept or grand mean, was -0.00008 (SE = .58, p = 1.00). 

The residual variance of Level-1 error (σ2) was 43.95. The variance of the level-2 error term 

was τ00= .72 which reflects the proportion of total variance (dyad and individual) existing at 

the dyad level. To assess the proportion of variance in racial bias preparation at the dyadic 

level, Pseudo R2, the proportion of residual variance existing between dyads after controlling 
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for actor and partner colorblindness, was calculated and was .4603, which suggests the 

current model explained 46.03% more variance than the previous model and was therefore 

retained. Findings suggest the presence of meaningful differences in the outcomes of racial 

bias preparation between dyads.  

In addition, there remained significant within-dyad variance to be explained (Wald Z 

= 8.60, p < .001) as well as across dyads (Wald Z = 15.76, p < .001). Results demonstrated 

significant actor effects of colorblind racial attitudes on racial bias preparation (see Table 8), 

such that parents’ own colorblind racial attitudes were positively related to their own reports 

of racial bias preparation, but their colorblindness did not significantly relate to their 

partners’ scores of racial bias preparation.  

 Model 2. Model 2 tested the APIM of colorblindness on racial bias preparation while 

controlling for educational background. As previously noted, given that descriptive analysis 

results demonstrated that racial-ethnic socialization varied according to parents’ educational 

background, educational level was added to the model as a covariate. 

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

ß3j =g30 

 

Table 9. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 2 Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -6.35 1.78 <.001 

Actor’s CoBRAS .62 .05 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS .02 .05 .64 

Education 1.38 .37 <.001 
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Actor effects remained positive and significant and partner effects were not 

significant. Education was positive and significant as a covariate (see Table 9). This suggests 

that in the current sample, education level was an important factor in the relationship 

between participants’ colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation . The remaining 

intercept variance for Model 2 was negative and significant. The addition of education 

slightly changed the residual variance remaining at the individual level from 43.95 to 39.43, 

and was significant (Wald Z = 8.66, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between 

APIM 1 and 2 was .1021, or 10.21% and suggests that Model 2 explained 10.21% more 

variance than the previous model and was therefore retained. Model 2 highlights the 

importance of parents education in relation to parents racial bias preparation.  

Model 3a. Model 3 considered race as a main effect in the relationship between 

colorblindness and racial bias preparation while controlling for education. Model 3 addressed 

the question: Does the inclusion of parents’ race better explain the relationship between the 

interdependence of their colorblind racial attitudes on racial bias preparation when 

controlling for education?  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(ParentRace) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40 

 

Table 10. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 3a Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -6.67 1.79 <.001 

Actor’s CoBRAS .61 .05 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS .03 .05 .48 

Education 1.38 .37 <.001 
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Table 10. -- Continued  

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Racea .65 .49 .19 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

different. 

 

In partial support for the hypothesis, results demonstrated positive and significant 

actor effects of colorblind racial attitudes on racial bias preparation (see Table10). Partner 

effects were not significant. Education was a significant, positive covariate. Results 

demonstrated that parent race was not a significant main effect. The remaining intercept 

variance for Model 3a was significant as was the residual variance at the individual level (σ2 

= 39.39; Wald Z = 8.65, p < .001). Although results indicated that including race as a main 

effect did not contribute to clarifying the unexplained variance from the previous model, the 

model was retained as it served as preparatory step for testing later interactions. 

Model 3b. In effort to answer Research question 1, Model 3b addressed whether the 

interaction Race × Colorblindness was related to preparation for bias while controlling for 

educational background. 

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(ParentRace) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

 

Table 11. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 3b Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -6.23 1.81 <.01 

Actor’s CoBRAS .73 .09 <.001 
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Table 11.--Continued 

Variable Estimate SE p values 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.11 .09 .24 

Education 1.34 .37 <.001 

Racea .64 .49 .19 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.23 .16 .14 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .28 .16 .07 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

 

For Model 3b, actor effects remained significant as a main effect and education 

significantly covaried (see Table 11). Partner effect and race were nonsignificant main 

effects. The interaction of Race × Colorblindness was nonsignificant for both actor and for 

partner effects indicating that the interaction of Race × Colorblindness did not enhance actor 

and partner effects of parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation. The 

remaining intercept variance for Model 3b was significant (Wald Z = 8.64, p < .001), and the 

addition of the interaction of race and person to the model slightly changed the remaining 

individual-level variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 12.81, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for 

model comparison between APIM Models 3a and 3b was .0115. Pseudo R2 suggested that 

Model 3b explained 1.15% more variance than the previous model and while the addition of 

the interaction was not significant the was retained to prepare for testing of more complicated 

models. Model 3b maintains findings form previous models that parents education and own 

colorblind racial attitudes are related to their provision of racial bias preparation, and 

indicates that race and the interaction of race and colorblind racial attitudes are not related to 

racial bias preparation messages. 

Model 4. Moderating role of Black racial identity. In effort to test the moderating 

effects of Black racial identity in the APIM, three models (Models 4a through 4c) were used 

to build up to a three-way interaction between Black racial centrality, parent race, and 
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colorblind racial attitudes (Black racial centrality × Race × Colorblindness) to answer 

Research Question 2.  

Model 4a. First, Model 4a tested Black racial identity as a main effect of the 

relationship between colorblindness, race, and education on preparation for bias.  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

 

Table 12. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 4a Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -4.66 1.75 .01 

Actor’s CoBRAS .62 .09 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.24 .09 .01 

Education 1.00 .36 .01 

Racea .34 .48 .19 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.27 .14 .06 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .32 .14 .03 

Racial Identityb 4.02 .78 <.001 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, actor effects remained positive and significant for colorblind racial 

attitudes on preparation for bias and partner effects were negative and significant (see Table 

12). Education significantly covaried. The inclusion of Black racial identity as a main effect 

was significant, but parent race was not, suggesting that Black parents’ racial identity 
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significantly accounted for parents’ endorsement of preparation for bias messages. 

Interestingly, the interaction of Race × Colorblindness was significant for partners, but not 

for actors. Specifically, significant partner effects indicated that White parents’ colorblind 

racial attitudes were positively related to their partners’ racial bias preparation messages. For 

Black parents, partner effects were negative such that Black parents’ colorblind racial 

attitudes were negatively related to their partners’ preparation for bias messages. The 

remaining intercept variance for Model 4a was significant (Wald Z = 10.73, p < .001), and 

the addition of racial identity to the model slightly changed the remaining individual level 

variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 8.85, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model 

comparison between Models 3b and 4a was .1490. Pseudo R2 suggested that the current 

model explained 14.90% more variance than the previous model and was therefore retained. 

Model 4a highlights the importance of racial centrality of Black parents in relation to Black 

and White parents racial bias preparation messages, and suggests the inclusion of racial 

centrality to the model allows us to better capture the influence of partners colorblind racial 

attitudes on parents racial bias preparation.  

Model 4b. As the second step to testing the moderating effects of Black racial 

identity in the relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and preparation for bias, Model 

4b included 2-way interactions of Black racial identity, race, and colorblind racial attitudes, 

such that three new 2-way interactions were added to the model (Black racial identity × 

Race; Black racial identity × Actor Colorblindness; Black racial identity × Partner 

Colorblindness).  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 



     

  75 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

 

Table 13. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 4b Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -5.91 1.76 <.01 

Actor’s CoBRAS .63 .09 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.22 .09 .02 

Education 1.12 .35 <.01 

Racea .62 .48 .20 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.18 .14 .20 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .35 .14 .02 

Racial Identityb 4.55 .86 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -1.88 .76 .02 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .09 .06 .15 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS .07 .06 .26 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, all previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained with the 

exception of the interaction of Race × Colorblindness which was no longer a significant actor 

effect on racial bias preparation (see Table 13). The interaction of Race × Black racial 

identity was included as a covariate and was significant and negatively related to the outcome 

variable for Black parents (and positive for White parents). The interaction of Black racial 

identity × Colorblindness as a covariate was not significant for actor effects nor for partners. 
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The remaining intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 10.47, p < .001), 

and the addition of racial identity to Model 4b slightly changed the remaining individual-

level variance (σ2 = 31.53). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 3a and 4b 

was .1883. Pseudo R2 suggested the current model explained 18.83% more variance than the 

previous model. The inclusion of interactive effects of racial centality with race and 

colorblind racial attitudes shifts previous significant relationships, such that to consider the 

way in which parents racal centrality interact with colorblind racial attitudes accounts for the 

previously significant variance that was perceived to be measured by the interaction of 

parents race and their own colorblind racial attitudes.  

Model 4c. The 3-way interaction of Black racial identity × Race × Colorblindness 

was included in Model 4c to test for a moderating effect of the APIM on racial bias 

preparation, while controlling for the main effects and 2-way interactions.  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß11(Actor_Colorblindness*BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 

ß12(Partner_Colorblindness*BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

ß11j =g110  

ß12j =g120  
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Table 14. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 4c Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -6.05 1.76 <.01 

Actor’s CoBRAS .65 .09 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.23 .10 .02 

Education 1.12 .35 <.01 

Racea 1.03 .56 .07 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.26 .15 .09 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .38 .15 .02 

Racial Identityb 4.67 .91 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -1.63 .78 .04 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .20 .12 .12 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS .00 .14 .99 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.25 .23 .28 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .16 .23 .50 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained the same. 

The addition of the 3-way interaction of Black racial identity × Race × Colorblindness did 

not produce significant actor effects or partner effects (see Table 14). The remaining 

intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 10.51, p < .001), and the addition 

of the 3-way interaction to the model slightly changed the remaining individual-level 

variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 8.77, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model 

comparison between Models 3b and 4c was .1886. Pseudo R2 suggested that Model 4c 

explained 18.86% more variance than the previous model, Model 3b. Findings from this 

model suggest the three way interactions of race, racial centrality, and colorblind racial 

attitudes do not significantly relate to parents racial bias preparation practices.  

Model 5. For clarity, Model 5 presents results of the moderating results of Black 

racial identity after removing all non-significant effects from the previous models.  
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Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

 

Table 15. Multilevel Model 5 Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -5.03 1.70 .003 

Actors’ CoBRAS .51 .05 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.19 .06 .002 

Education 1.11 .25 .002 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .19 .07 .006 

Racial Identityb 4.94 .86 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -2.01 .71 .005 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, all effects remained significant (see Table 15). Actor effects of 

colorblind racial attitudes on racial bias preparation were positive, suggesting that 

participants’ with higher colorblind racial attitudes also reported more racial bias preparation 

messages. Partner effects were negative, suggesting that participants with lower colorblind 

racial attitudes reported more racial bias preparation messages. The positive and significant 

interaction of Race × Partner Colorblindness indicates that in dyads where White partners’ 

endorsed stronger colorblind racial attitudes their partners reported higher racial bias 

preparation; whereas in dyads where Black partners endorse stronger colorblind racial 

attitudes their partners were less likely to report racial bias preparation messages. In addition, 

a significant positive main effect for racial identity revealed that for dyads in which race was 
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central to Black participants, both partners endorsed higher racial bias preparation messages. 

The interaction of Black racial identity × Colorblindness suggests that White parents reported 

higher levels of racial bias preparation messages when their partners endorsed strong Black 

racial identity. Whereas, for Black parents there was an inverse (negative) relationship 

between their racial identity and racial bias preparation messages. The residual variance of 

Level 1 error, σ2, was 33.00 and the variance of the level-2 error term was τ00= .64. The 

remaining intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 11.26, p < .001), and 

the model slightly changed the remaining individual-level variance and was significant 

(Wald Z = 8.83, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 4c and 5 

was .1507. Pseudo R2 suggests Model 5 explained 15.07% more variance than the previous 

model.  

 Model 6. Interactive role of parent gender. In effort to test the interaction effects of 

parent gender in the APIM of colorblind racial attitudes, parent race, and Black racial identity 

on racial bias preparation while controlling education, four models (Models 6a through 6c) 

were used to build up to test a 3-way interaction between Gender × Race × Colorblindness 

Model 6a. In Model 6a, gender was tested as a main effect of the relationship of 

colorblindness on preparation for bias.  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + ß7(ParentGender) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  
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Table 16. Multilevel Model 6a Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -5.18 1.73 .003 

Actors’ CoBRAS .50 .05 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.19 .06 .002 

Education 1.12 .35 .002 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .19 .07 .006 

Racial Identityb 4.91 .86 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -1.96 .72 .007 

Genderc .21 .48 .653 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

For this model, previous significant effects remained the same (see Table 16). Gender 

was not a significant main effect. The remaining intercept variance for the model (τ00= .64) 

was significant (Wald Z = 11.13, p < .001), and the addition of gender to the model slightly 

changed the remaining individual-level variance (σ2 = 33.04), and was significant (Wald Z = 

8.741, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 5 and 6a suggested 

that Model 6a did not explain any more variance than the previous model. The addition of 

parent gender in this model suggests that gender alone does not explain significant variance 

in parents provision of racial bias messages when also considering the impact of colorblind 

racial atittudes, education, race, and racial identity.  

Model 6b. Model 6b included parent gender as a predictor of the relationship 

between colorblind racial attitudes while controlling for race, Black racial identity, possible 

2-way interactions, and education on preparation for bias messages. 

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + ß7(ParentGender) + 
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ß8(ParentGender*Race) + + ß9(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

 

Table 17. Multilevel Model 6b Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -4.58 1.67 .01 

Actors’ CoBRAS .54 .08 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.15 .09 .10 

Education 1.06 .34 <.01 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .24 .07 <.001 

Racial Identityb 4.76 .86 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -1.80 .67 .01 

Genderc -1.44 .69 .04 

Genderc X Actors’ CoBRAS -.11 .14 .42 

Genderc X Partners’ CoBRAS -.09 .14 .53 

Genderc X Racea 1.89 .86 .03 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

For this model, previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained the same, 

with the exception of partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes losing significance (Table 

17). The inclusion of 2-way interactions of Gender × Colorblindness were nonsignificant. 

The remaining intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 12.75, p < .001), 

and the addition of 2-way interactions slightly changed the variance remaining at the 
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individual level, and was significant (Wald Z = 8.64, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model 

comparison between Models 5 and 6b was .0092. Pseudo R2 suggested that the current model 

explained .92% more variance than the previous model. Adding to previous models, Black 

women and White men report significantly higher provision of racial bias preparation 

messages than their Black men/White women counterparts. 

Model 6c. Model 6c included 3-way interactions of Gender × Race × Colorblindness 

as predictors of preparation for bias messages while controlling for colorblind racial 

attitudes, race, Black racial identity, and possible 2-way and 3-way interactions, and parent 

education.  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + ß7(ParentGender) + 

ß8(ParentGender*Race) + + ß9(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness) + ß11(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness*Race) 

+ ß12(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

ß11j =g110  

ß12j =g120  

 

Table 18. Final Multilevel Model Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics 

on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -5.69 1.66 <.01 

Actors’ CoBRAS .05 .08 <.001 

Partner’s CoBRAS .02 .10 .83 

Education 1.19 .34 <.01 
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Table 18.—Continued.    

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS -.14 .13 .28 

Racial Identityb 4.70 .82 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -1.92 .69 .01 

Genderc -1.36 .72 .06 

Genderc X Actors’ CoBRAS -.23 .15 .13 

Genderc X Partners’ CoBRAS -.37 .16 .02 

Genderc X Racea 1.93 .87 .03 

Genderc X Racea X Actors’ CoBRAS .26 .15 .08 

Genderc X Racea X Partners’ CoBRAS .52 .17 <.01 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

 

Actor effects remained significant and positive for colorblind racial attitudes on 

preparation for bias (see Table 18). Education significantly covaried, and Black racial 

identity and gender were significant main effects on racial bias preparation. The interaction 

of Race × Black racial identity was significant such that as Black racial identity decreased, 

Black parents’ racial bias preparation messages increased. The interaction of Race × 

Colorblindness produced significant and positive partner effects. Interestingly, with the 

inclusion of 3-way interactions, the 2-way interaction of Gender × Colorblindness produced 

significant partner effects, while actor effects remained nonsignificant. Results suggested a 

positive relationship between men’s colorblind racial attitudes and their partners’ racial bias 

preparation, and an inverse relationship between womens’ colorblind racial attitudes and 

their partners’ racial bias preparation. Actor and partner effects were significant for the 3-

way interaction of Gender × Race ×Colorblindness. Actor effects suggest that Black 

women’s colorblind racial attitudes were inversely related to their own racial bias preparation 

messages, and positively related to their partners’ racial bias preparation messages. 
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Interestingly, White men’s colorblind racial attitudes were positively related to their own 

racial bias preparation messages and inversely related to the racial bias preparation messages 

of their partners. The remaining intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 

10.72, p < .001), and the addition of three-way interactions to the model slightly changes the 

variance remaining at the individual level, and is significant (Wald Z = 8.70, p < .001). The 

pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 5 and 6c is .0945. Pseudo R2 suggested 

that the current model explained 9.45% more variance than the previous model and was 

retained.  

For clarity, a final model including only significant predictors from Model 6c was 

conducted and all variables remained significant predictors with the exception of the 

interaction of Gender × Race (see Table 19). In comparison, to the unconditional model the 

Pseudo R2 for the final model was .6320. This accounted for 63.2% reduction of variance in 

preparation for bias. The final model provides partial support for the study hypothesis in that 

actor effects were significant for Black and White parents. Interestingly, partner effects for 

colorblind racial attitudes were significant when including parents’ gender and the interaction 

of Race × Gender. The final model produced three significant main effects (i.e., education, 

Black racial identity, and actor effects of colorblind racial attitudes). While not hypothesized, 

2-way interaction of Race × Black racial identity was significantly related to racial bias 

preparation. Significantly, when considered together, parents’ race, gender, and colorblind 

racial attitudes significantly related to their own and their partners’ preparation for bias 

messages. All estimates, standard error, and significance for APIM 1 through 6c are provided 

in Tables 7 through 19.  
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Table 19. Final Multilevel Model Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics 

on Racial Bias Preparation. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -5.29 1.62 <.01 

Actors’ CoBRAS .78 .05 <.001 

Education 1.10 .34 <.01 

Racial Identityb 4.88 .74 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -2.13 .64 <.01 

Genderc X Partners’ CoBRAS -.19 .05 <.001 

Genderc X Racea .67 .56 .24 

Genderc X Raced X Partners’ CoBRAS .25 .05 <.001 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

d. Race represented as Black parents (1) and White parents (-1) 

 

The final multilevel model suggests the importance of intersectionality in considering 

the relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation. For couples 

consisting of Black Women and White Men, results suggest higher levels of racial bias 

preparation when partners report higher levels of colorblind racial attitudes. However, for 

couples consisting of White Women and Black Men, there was an inverse relationship 

between their racial bias preparation practices and their partners colorblind racial attitudes.   

Outcome of Egalitarian Socialization  

Null Model. The unconditional model was used to assess for variability in the 

outcome of egalitarian socialization to answer the question: Does egalitarian socialization 

vary across dyads? The model provides an estimated grand mean for egalitarian socialization 

score across all dyads. Parameter estimates for the model included one fixed effect estimate, 

and repeated effects for dyad members. The residual variance of Level 1 error, σ2, was 13.29 

and the variance of the level 2 error term was  τ00= .76. Significant variance was found both 

within dyads (Wald Z = 8.45, p < .001) and across dyads (Wald Z = 19.59, p < .001). 
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Table 20. Multilevel Null Model Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics 

on Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.00004 .32 1.00 

 

 

Model 1. To address the question: Do parents own colorblind racial attitudes 

influence their own and their partner’s egalitarian socialization? Model 1 was used to  

assess the actor and partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian socialization 

messages. 

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 

Table 21. Multilevel Model 1 Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.00005 .32 1.00 

Actor’s CoBRAS -.06 .02 .03 

Partner’s CoBRAS .01 .02 .66 

 

 

The model estimated five parameters that included the fixed effect values for the 

intercept, actor and partner effects, and repeated effects for both members in dyads. The 

estimates of fixed effects, the intercept or grand mean, was -0.0006 (SE = .32, p = 1.00). The 

residual variance of individual level error, σ2, was 13.21 and the variance of the error term at 

the dyad was τ00= .77. To assess the proportion of variance in egalitarian socialization at the 

dyadic level, Pseudo R2, the proportion of residual variance existing between dyads after 

controlling for actor and partner colorblindness, was calculated and was.0694 and suggested 

the current model explained 6.94% more variance than the unconditional model and was 



     

  87 

therefore retained. Findings suggest meaningful differences in outcomes between dyads and a 

significant degree of unexplained variance within dyads (Wald Z = 8.39, p < .001) and across 

dyads (Wald Z = 20.04, p < .001). Results demonstrated significant actor effects of 

colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian socialization, such that parents’ own colorblind 

racial attitudes negatively related to their own reports of egalitarian socialization. Partner 

effects were not significant (See Table 21).  

 Model 2. Model 2 tested the actor and partner effects of colorblindness on egalitarian 

socialization while controlling for educational background. As previously mentioned, 

descriptve results demonstrated significant variation in the mean ratings of racial-ethnic 

socialization by parent education level. Therefore, parent education was added to the model 

as a covariate.  

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

ß3j =g30 

 

Table 22. Multilevel Model 2 Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.01 .95 .04 

Actor’s CoBRAS -.06 .02 .02 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.00 .03 .94 

Education .44 .20 .03 

 

For this model, actor effects remained negative and significant and partner effects 

were not significant (see Table 22). Education was positive and significant as a covariate. 

This suggests educational background was an important factor in the relationship between 

colorblind racial attitudes and the egalitarian socialization. The remaining intercept variance 
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for the model was negative and significant. The addition of education to the model slightly 

changed the residual variance remaining at the individual level (Wald Z = 8.66, p < .001). 

The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 1 and 2 was  .0694 and suggested that 

the current model explained 6.94% more variance than the previous model. Model 2 suggests 

parents educational level is significantly related to their egalitarian socialization practices, as 

is their own colorblind racial attitudes. 

Model 3a. Race was included as a main effect in the relationship between 

colorblindness and egalitarian socialization while controlling for education. Model 3a 

addressed the question: Does parent race significantly relate to egalitarian socialization 

practices when controlling for parent education, and actor and partner effects of colorblind 

racial attitudes? 

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(ParentRace) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00 + u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40 

 

Table 23. Multilevel Model 3a Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.11 .96 .03 

Actor’s CoBRAS -.06 .03 .01 

Partner’s CoBRAS .00 .03 .96 

Education .44 .20 .03 

Racea .18 .25 .48 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

different. 

 

Results demonstrated negative and significant actor effects of colorblind racial 

attitudes on egalitarian socialization (see Table 23). Partner effects remained nonsignificant. 
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Education was a significant covariate. Results demonstrated that parent race was not a 

significant main effect and that the remaining intercept variance for the model was 

significant. However, the addition of race to the model did not change the residual variance 

remaining at the individual level (σ2 = 12.27), and was significant (Wald Z = 8.26, p < .001). 

While results indicate that the inclusion of race as a main effect did not significantly enhance 

understanding of the unexplained variance from the previous model, the model was retained 

as it serves as a preparatory step for testing later interactions.  

Model 3b. To assess the role of race significantly in the relationship between 

colorblind racial attitudes and preparation for bias, Model 3b tested the interaction of Race × 

Colorblindness in the relationship between colorblindness and preparation for bias while 

controlling for educational background. Model 3 addresses the question: Does the inclusion 

of parents’ race better explain the relationship between the interdependence of their 

colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian socialization when controlling for education? 

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(ParentRace) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

 

Table 24. Multilevel Model 3b Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -1.81 .96 .06 

Table 24.--Continued    

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Actor’s CoBRAS .02 .05 .69 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.11 .05 .04 
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Education .41 .19 .03 

Racea .17 .25 .48 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.17 .09 .06 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .21 .09 .02 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

 

For this model, actor effects were no longer significant as a main effect, but 

colorblind racial attitudes demonstrated significant partner effects with egalitarian 

socialization (see Table 24). The interaction of Race × Colorblindness was significant for 

partner effects. Partner effects for Black parents suggests their White partners’ colorblind 

racial attitudes were positively related to their own egalitarian socialization messages; 

whereas the inverse was found for White parents. The remaining intercept variance for the 

model is significant (Wald Z = 8.25, p < .001), and the addition of the interaction of race and 

person to the model slightly changed the remaining individual-level variance, and was 

significant (Wald Z = 15.35, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between 

Models 3a and 3b was .0245. Pseudo R2 suggested the current model explained 2.46% more 

variance than the previous model. Results of Model 3b indicate parents race is important 

when considering actor and partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes. 

Model 4. Moderating role of Black racial identity. In effort to test the moderating 

effects of Black racial identity in the APIM, three models (Models 4a through 4c) were used 

to build up to a 3-way interaction between Black racial identity ×Race × Colorblindness 

Model 4a. In Model 4a, Black racial identity was tested as a main effect of the relationship 

between colorblindness, race, and education on egalitarian socialization. 

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + rij  
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Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

 

Table 25. Multilevel Model 4a Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -1.05 .86 .22 

Actor’s CoBRAS -.07 .04 .11 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.22 .04 <.001 

Education .26 .18 .15 

Racea .17 .24 .49 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.20 .07 .01 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .24 .07 <.01 

Racial Identityb 3.28 .38 <.001 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, education no longer significantly covaried and the interaction of race 

and person was now significant for partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian 

socialization (see Table 25). The inclusion of Black racial identity as a main effect was 

significant, suggesting that dyads where Black racial identity was high, parents reported more 

egalitarian socialization. The remaining intercept variance for the model was significant 

(Wald Z = 9.53, p < .001), and the addition of racial identity to the model slightly changed 

the remaining individual level variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 8.88, p < .001). The 

pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 3b and 4a was .3368. Pseudo R2 suggested 

that the current model explained 33.68% more variance than the previous model and was 

retained. The addition of Racial Identity to the model, to assess racial centrality, found a 
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significant main effect such that higher Black racial centrality relates with higher egalitarian 

socialization practices.  

Model 4b. Two-way interactions of Black racial identity, race, and colorblind racial 

attitudes were entered in Model 4b. 

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

 

Table 26. Multilevel Actor-Partner Interdependence Model 4b Results of the Impact of 

Black-White Partner Dynamics on Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.15 .80 .01 

Actor’s CoBRAS -.01 .04 .75 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.18 .04 <.001 

Education .34 .16 .03 

Racea .08 .23 .74 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.17 .06 .01 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .20 .06 <.01 

Racial Identityb 2.89 .38 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -.05 .37 .90 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .17 .03 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.01 .03 .80 

    

Table 26.—Continued    

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 
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For this model, previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained (see Table 

26). The interaction of Black racial identity ×Race was included as a covariate and was 

nonsignificant. The interaction of Black racial identity ×Colorblindness  as a covariate was 

significant for actors, but not for partners. The remaining intercept variance for the model 

was significant (Wald Z = 10.47, p < .001), and the addition of racial identity to the model 

slightly changed the remaining individual level variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 8.82, 

p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 3b and 4b was .4732. 

Pseudo R2 suggested that the current model explained 47.32% more variance than the 

previous model. The two-way interaction of actors’ colorblind racial attitudes and Black 

racial identity indicates that those with higher levels of racial centrality are engaging in 

higher levels of egalitarian socialization, regardless of their colorblind racial attitudes, and 

that this gap increases as racial centrality and colorblind racial attitudes increase.  

Model 4c. The three-way interaction of Black racial identity × Race ×Colorblindness  

was included in the model to test for a moderating effect of the APIM on egalitarian 

socialization, while controlling for main effects and 2-way interactions.  

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß2(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß3(Education) + ß4(Parent Race) + 

ß5(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß6(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß10(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß11(Actor_Colorblindness*BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + 

ß12(Partner_Colorblindness*BlackRacialIdentity*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  
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ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

ß11j =g110  

ß12j =g120  

 

Table 27. Multilevel Model 4c Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.28 .77 <.01 

Actor’s CoBRAS .01 .04 .80 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.24 .04 <.001 

Education .44 .16 .01 

Racea -.34 .27 .21 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.21 .06 <.01 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .30 .06 <.001 

Racial Identityb 3.34 .38 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Racea -.32 .37 .40 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .30 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.19 .06 <.01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.24 .09 .01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .33 .09 <.01 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained the same, 

and the interaction of Black racial identity × Colorblindness produced a significant partner 

effect (see Table 27). The addition of the 3-way interaction between Black racial identity × 

Race ×Colorblindness produced significant actor effects and partner effects; such that the 

interaction between Black parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and their racial identity was 

inversely related to egalitarian socialization messages they provided. For White parents, the 

interaction between their colorblind racial attitudes and their partner’s Black racial identity 

was positively related. Significant partner effects suggested that the interaction of White 
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parents colorblind racial attitudes and their partner’s Black racial identity was significantly 

and positively related to their partners’ egalitarian socialization messages; whereas Black 

parents’ Black racial identity was inversely related to their partners’ reports of egalitarian 

messages. The remaining intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 9.067, p 

< .001), and the addition of 3-way interactions to the model slightly changed the remaining 

individual level variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 6.76, p < .001). The pseudo R2 for 

model comparison between Models 3b and 4c was .5134. Pseudo R2 suggested that the 

current model explained 51.34% more variance than the previous model.  

Model 5. For clarity, all non-significant effects were removed from the previous 

models.  

Level 1: Racial bias preparation = ß0 + ß1(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß2(Education) + 

ß3(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Actor_Colorblindness) 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

 

Table 28. Multilevel Model 5 Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.40 .76 .002 

Table 28.--Continued    

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.22 .03 .000 

Education .43 .16 .006 
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Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.22 .04 <.001 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .28 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb 3.19 .33 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .29 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.17 .05 .002 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.25 .09 .007 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .32 .09 .001 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

 

For this model, all effects remained significant (see Table 28). The remaining 

intercept variance for the model was significant (Wald Z = 9.10, p < .001), and the variance 

remaining at the individual level was significant (Wald Z = 6.82, p < .001). The pseudo R2 

for model comparison between Models 4c and 5 was .5150. Pseudo R2 suggested that the 

current model explained 51.50% more variance than the previous model. The 

contextualization of race in the relationship between racial identity and colorblind racial 

attitudes is important in considering the relationship to egalitarian socialization. For both 

Black and White parents, higher levels of Black racial identity (centrality), are related to 

lower levels of their own egalitarian socialization practices when their colorblind racial 

attitudes higher are at varying levels. However, the relationship between egalitarian 

socialization and the interaction of Race X Racial Identity X Colorblind Racial Attitudes 

looked differently for partners. More specifically, for White and Black parents, such that they 

increased their levels of egalitarian socialization when their partners reported higher levels of 

colorblind racial attidues. And this increase was most significant for dyads in which Black 

parents reported higher racial centrality.  

Model 6. Interactive effects of parent gender. In effort to test the interactive effects 

of parent gender in the APIM of colorblind racial attitudes, parent race, and Black racial 
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identity on egalitarian socialization while controlling for education, three models (Models 6a 

through 6c) were used to build up to test a 3-way interaction between Gender × Race 

×Colorblindness. 

 Model 6a. Gender as a main effect. In Model 6a, gender was tested as a main effect 

of the relationship of colorblindness on preparation for bias.  

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + Racial bias preparation = ß0 + 

ß1(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß2(Education) + ß3(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + 

ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Actor_Colorblindness) 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Partner_Colorblindness) +  

ß10(ParentGender) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

 

 

Table 29. Multilevel Model 6a Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.50 .77 .001 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.22 .03 <.000 

Education .44 .16 .005 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.22 .04 <.001 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .28 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb 3.18 .33 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .29 .05 <.001 

Table 29.--Continued    

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.17 .05 .002 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.25 .09 .007 
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Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .32 .09 .001 

Genderc .12 .23 .613 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

For this model, previous significant effects remained the same. Gender was not a 

significant main effect (see Table 29). The remaining intercept variance for the model was 

significant (Wald Z = 9.12, p < .001), and the addition of gender to the model slightly 

changed the remaining individual level variance, and was significant (Wald Z = 6.73, p < 

.001). While, results indicated that the inclusion of gender as a main effect did not 

significantly enhance understanding of the unexplained variance from the previous model the 

model was retained as it serves as a preparatory step for testing later interactions. 

Model 6b. The interaction of Gender × Colorblindness included as a predictor of 

egalitarian socialization while controlling for the interaction of Gender × Race.  

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + ß1(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß2(Education) + 

ß3(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Actor_Colorblindness) 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Partner_Colorblindness) +  

ß10(ParentGender) + ß11(ParentGender*Race) + ß12(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß13(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  
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ß10j =g100  

ß11j =g110  

ß12j =g120  

ß13j =g130  

 

Table 30. Multilevel Model 6b Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.232 .76 <.01 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.23 .04 <.001 

Education .42 .15 .01 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.26 .05 <.001 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .29 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb 3.16 .34 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .311 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.18 .06 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.27 .09 <.01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .35 .09 <.01 

Genderc .08 .34 .82 

Genderc X Actors’ CoBRAS .07 .05 .12 

Genderc X Partners’ CoBRAS -.00 .05 .92 

Genderc X Racea -.18 .45 .69 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

For this model, previous significant and nonsignificant effects remained the same (see 

Table 30). The inclusion of 2-way interactions of gender with colorblind racial attitudes, 

race, and racial identity were nonsignificant. The remaining intercept variance for the model 

was significant (Wald Z = 8.95, p < .001), and the addition of 2-way interactions to the 

model slightly changed the remaining individual level variance, and was significant (Wald Z 

= 7.03, p < .001). Although results indicate that the inclusion of the new predictors did not 

significantly enhance understanding of the unexplained variance from the previous model, 

the model was retained as it serves as a preparatory step for testing later interactions. 
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Model 6c. Model 6c introduced 3-way interactions of Gender × Race 

×Colorblindness as predictors of egalitarian socialization practices while controlling for 

colorblind racial attitudes, race, Black racial identity, and their possible 2-way and 3-way 

interactions, and parent education.  

Level 1: Egalitarian socialization = ß0 + Racial bias preparation = ß0 + 

ß1(Partner_Colorblindness) + ß2(Education) + ß3(Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß4(Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + ß5(BlackRacialIdentity) + 

ß6(BlackRacialIdentity*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß7(BlackRacialIdentity*Partner_Colorblindness) + 

ß8(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Actor_Colorblindness) 

ß9(BlackRacialIdentity*Race*Partner_Colorblindness) +  

ß10(ParentGender) + ß11(ParentGender*Race) + ß12(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness) + 

ß13(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness) ß14(ParentGender*Actor_Colorblindness*Race) + 

ß15(ParentGender*Partner_Colorblindness*Race) + rij  

 

Level 2: ß0j =g00+u0j 

ß1j =g10 

 ß2j =g20 

 ß3j =g30 

ß4j =g40  

ß5j =g50  

ß6j =g60  

ß7j =g70  

ß8j =g80  

ß9j =g90  

ß10j =g100  

ß11j =g110  

ß12j =g120  

ß13j =g130  

ß14j =g140  

ß15j =g150  

 

Table 31. Multilevel Model 6c Results of the Impact of Black-White Partner Dynamics on 

Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -2.22 .75 <.01 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.27 .04 <.001 

Education .42 .15 .01 

Table 31.--Continued    

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.27 .05 <.001 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .39 .06 <.001 
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Racial Identityb 1.17 .34 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .31 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.17 .05 <.01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.27 .09 <.01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .32 .09 <.01 

Genderc -.11 .34 .75 

Genderc X Actors’ CoBRAS .06 .05 .27 

Genderc X Partners’ CoBRAS .09 .06 .11 

Genderc X Racea -.13 .44 .77 

Genderc X Racea X Actors’ CoBRAS .06 .08 .44 

Genderc X Racea X Partners’ CoBRAS -.23 .08 <.01 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Women as actors. Estimates for Men are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

 

For this model, previous significant effects remained (see Table 31). The addition of 

3-way interactions to the model were nonsignificant with the exception of partner effects for 

the interaction of Gender × Race ×Colorblindness on egalitarian socialization. In dyads 

where White women endorsed higher colorblind racial attitudes, their partners reported lower 

egalitarian socialization messages. Findings indicate White men’s colorblind racial attitudes 

were significantly and positively related to their partner’s egalitarian socialization practices. 

Inversely, Black women’s colorblind racial attitudes were negatively related to their partner’s 

egalitarian socialization messages. The remaining intercept variance for the model was 

significant (Wald Z = 8.89, p < .001), and the addition of 3-way interactions to the model 

slightly changed the remaining individual level variance and was significant (Wald Z = 7.24, 

p < .001). The pseudo R2 for model comparison between Models 5 and 6c was .0211. Pseudo 

R2 suggested that the current model explained 2.11% more variance than the previous model. 

The inclusion of 3-way interactions to the model highlights the significance of 

intersectionality in the relationship between partners colorblind racial attitudes and one’s 

own egalitarian socialization practices.  
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For clarity, a final model was conducted after removing all non-significant effects 

from Model 6c (see Table 32) which accounted for a total reduction of 57.15% of the 

variance in egalitarian socialization. The final model produced three significant main effects  

(i.e., education, Black racial identity, and partners’ colorblind racial attitudes) along with 

four significant 2-way interactions (Race ×Colorblindness, Black racial identity 

×Colorblindness for actor and partner effects), and significant 3-way interactions (Race × 

RacialIdentity × CoBRAS) for both actor and partner effects and a significant partner effect 

of Gender × Race × CoBRAS. However, the 3-way interaction of Gender × Race × CoBRAS 

produced a nonsignificant partner effect for Black men and White women. In dyads where 

Black women endorsed higher colorblindness, their partners were more likely to report 

stronger egalitarian socialization. All estimates, standard error, and significance for APIM 1 

through 6c provided in Tables 20 through 32. 

Table 32. Final Actor-Partner Interdependence Model Results of the Impact of Black-

White Partner Dynamics on Egalitarian Socialization. 

Variable Estimate SE p value 

Intercept -.28 .75 <.01 

Partner’s CoBRAS -.28 .04 <.001 

Education .40 .15 .01 

Racea X Actor’s CoBRAS -.20 .04 <.001 

Racea X Partner’s CoBRAS .35 .06 <.001 

Racial Identityb 3.23 .33 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Actors’ CoBRAS .30 .05 <.001 

Racial Identityb X Partners’ CoBRAS -.16 .05 <.01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Actors’ CoBRAS -.25 .09 .01 

Racial Identityb X Race X Partners’ CoBRAS .30 .09 <.01 

Genderc X Racea X Partners’ CoBRAS -.04 .05 .34 

Genderc X Raced X Partners’ CoBRAS .16 .05 <.01 

a. Race represents Black parents as actors. Estimates for White parents are 1-point 

and sign (+/-) different. 

b. Centrality of Black parent’s Black racial identity. 

c. Represents Men as actors. Estimates for Women are 1-point and sign (+/-) 

different. 

d. Represents White parents as actors.  
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Discussion 

 The current study aimed to address a significant gap in the literature on interracial 

couples by taking a dyadic approach to examining the link between Black-White couples’ 

colorblind racial attitudes and their racial-ethnic socialization practices (i.e., Racial Bias 

Preparation, Egalitarian Socialization). Specifically, use of APIM allowed for examining the 

relationship between the colorblind racial attitudes of each individual dyad member with 

their own respective racial-ethnic socialization practices as well as their partner’s. Unlike 

most racial-ethnic socialization research that relies on single-informant reports by one parent 

(Hughes et al., 2006), this study is one of the first to account for the interactive dynamic of 

racial-ethnic socialization for multiracial families. Furthermore, this study is particularly 

unique given the exclusive focus on a sample of Black-White interracial and different-gender 

couples. Despite the historical contention of Black-White romantic pairings (Foeman & 

Nance, 1999; Smith, 1966), the interracial nature of parenting has rarely been examined in 

psychological research. Furthermore, the tendency to place monoracial categories on both 

individuals as well as couples (Peery & Bodenhousen, 2008) speaks to the importance of 

considering racial difference when examining how parents communicate messages to their 

children about racism and injustice.  

Current study findings provide initial insight into the interdependent nature of racial-

ethnic socialization for Black-White interracial couples while accounting for several 

contextual variables (e.g., gender, racial identity, education level) considered to make a 

difference in parental racial-ethnic socialization practices (Csizmadia et al., 2014; McHale et 

al., 2006; McNeil Smith et al., 2016). As expected, study results speak to the significance of 

colorblind racial attitudes in the process of parental racial-ethnic socialization and more 
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specifically, how parents’ personal views about the existence of racism relates to their own 

and their partner’s tendency to engage in different forms of racial-ethnic socialization. Given 

that all interracial dyads consisted of (a) one Black parent and White parent and (b) one cis-

gender man and one cis-gender woman, parent race and gender was accounted for as well as 

Black racial identity as reported by Black parents. Below, I discuss my primary findings 

according to each hypothesis and research question, first for racial bias preparation and then 

for egalitarianism. For each section, I refer to the model(s) used to answer each hypothesis 

and/or research question. In efforts to minimize redundancy, the majority of interpretations 

are discussed in later models.  

Primary Findings - Racial Bias Preparation.  

Hypothesis 1. The first study hypothesis proposed there would be significant actor 

and partner main effects in the relationship between parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and 

the outcome of racial bias preparation, while controlling for the unique variance explained by 

child age and gender (Hypothesis 1). However, as preliminary data analysis revealed that 

child age and gender were not significant predictors of the mean difference in racial bias 

preparation (and egalitarianism), parent education was instead included as a covariate. 

Specifically, a progression of three models (unconditional/null model, Model 1, and Model 

2) were used to address Hypothesis 1. Therefore, model building controlled for the unique 

variance explained by parent education.  

Together the results of model building (unconditional/null model, Model 1, and 

Model 2), revealed significant main actor effects of colorblind attitudes on racial bias 

preparation, however, partner effects were non-significant. Specifically, when controlling for 

educational background and partner effects, parents’ own colorblind racial attitudes were 
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significantly and positively related to their own reports of racial bias preparation (see Table 

9); however, when controlling for educational background and actor effects, their colorblind 

racial attitudes were not related to their partners’ self-reported racial bias preparation.  

Research Question 1. Model 3a and Model 3b were conducted to examine the main 

effects of parent race and the interaction of Race × Colorblindness. Results of Model 3a 

revealed a non-significant main effect for race and the interaction of Race × Colorblindness 

was non-significant (Model 3b), indicating that race did not moderate the relationship 

between colorblindness and racial bias preparation. In other words, results suggested that 

parent race did not make a difference in altering either the actor or partner relationships 

between colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation.  

It should be noted that these results shifted when Black racial identity was included in 

Model 4a. In particular, the interaction of  Race × Colorblindness was significantly related to 

partner’s racial bias preparation, suggesting that parent race was not related to the 

relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation, until Black racial 

identity was accounted for. This finding will be further interpreted in the discussion section 

under Research Question 2.  

Research Question 2. While Research Questions 1 through 3 were conceptualized to 

build upon one another, the addition of Black racial centrality (Research Question 2) and 

gender (Research Question 3) changed the strength and significance of the moderating role of 

race on partner effects.To address whether Black racial identity moderated the actor partner 

effects in the relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation, 

racial centrality was introduced in a 3-step process using Models 4a, 4b, and 4c. Results of 

Model 4a revealed a significant main effect for Black racial identity, indicating that parents 
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were more likely to engage their children in discussions about racial bias in dyads where the 

respective individual endorsed stronger Black racial identity. It is important to note that once 

the interaction term (Race × Colorblindness) was added to Model 4b, the main effect of race 

became non-significant whereas the interaction of Race × Partner Colorblindness was 

significantly and positively related to racial bias preparation, suggesting that when 

controlling for racial identity, participant race moderated the relationship between their 

partners colorblind racial attitudes and their own preparation for bias messages. Specifically, 

in dyads that consisted of White partners with higher colorblind racial attitudes, their Black 

partners reported higher engagement in racial bias preparation. The inverse relationship was 

found, however, in dyads where Black parents endorsed higher colorblind racial attitudes as 

their White partners reported engaging in fewer racial bias preparation messages. It is 

important to note that this relationship was significant only when Black racial identity was 

considered, which speaks to the positive influence that one parent’s Black racial identity can 

have in their self-reported racial-ethnic socialization practices (White-Johnson et al., 2010). 

Given this, it is unsurprising that the nuanced and interdependent relationship of colorblind 

racial attitudes and racial bias preparation may be best understood when also considering 

Black racial identity. 

However, when including the interactions of Black Racial Identity × Colorblindness 

for actors and partners in Model 4b, both interactions were unrelated to racial bias 

preparation, which indicated that Black racial identity did not moderate the actor partner 

effects of colorblind racial attitudes on racial bias preparation. In addition, the interaction of 

Black Racial Identity × Race emerged as significant, suggesting that while Black racial 

identity was a strong predictor of racial bias preparation, its relationship functioned a bit 
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differently depending on parent racial background. Specifically, higher Black racial identity 

was related to White parents’ reporting higher racial bias preparation, such that, the strength 

of their partner’s racial identity increased their provision of racial bias preparation – whereas 

the relationship between Black parents’ racial identity and their preparation for racial bias 

was inversely related (Table 13). It may be that for Black parents, regardless of the centrality 

of their Black racial identity, the need to prepare their children for experiencing racial bias 

still exists, such that emphasizing racial group membership does not change the existence of 

racism targeted towards Black folks. In contrast, their Black racial identity seems to have a 

greater influence on their (White) partner’s provision of preparation for bias. For White 

parents, their partner’s perception of the importance of being Black may be communicated in 

a variety of ways in their home (e.g., art, music, literature) such that White parents see the 

increased value in preparing their children to navigate experiences of discrimination. 

To continue to assess the relationship between race, racial identity, and colorblind 

racial attitudes, Model 4c included a 3-way interaction between Race × Black Racial Identity 

× Colorblindness for both partners and actors. However, these interactions were non-

significant. For clarity, a trimmed Model (Table 15) was conducted after removing all non-

significant predictors. As a result, the main effects of colorblind racial attitudes for actors and 

partners remained as well as a main effect of racial identity while controlling for education. 

In addition, the relationship between partners’ colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias 

preparation, and the relationship between racial identity and racial bias preparation were 

influenced by the interactive effect of parent race. More specifically, results indicated that for 

White participants, their colorblind racial attitudes were related to their partner’s slightly 

higher racial bias preparation, suggesting an interdependent relationship in which racial 
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identity is important to understand the relationship between one’s own racial bias preparation 

messages and their partner’s colorblind racial attitudes. For racial identity, stronger Black 

racial identity was related to increased racial bias preparation for their White partners.  

Research Question 3. Research question 3 addressed the degree to which parent 

gender and race moderated actor and partner effects of colorblind racial attitudes on racial 

bias preparation. Models 6a to 6c were used to build up to test a 3-way interaction between 

Race × Gender × Colorblindness. Results revealed that interactive effects of parent gender, 

race, colorblind racial attitudes were significantly related to partner’s racial bias preparation. 

In dyads where women endorsed higher colorblind racial attitudes, their partners were less 

likely to report engaging in racial bias preparation. However, when accounting for parent 

race, this relationship shifted. Specifically, for couples where White women demonstrated 

high colorblind attitudes, their partners endorsed stronger racial bias preparation. More 

specifically, Black men and women indicated that they specifically talked to their children 

about racism, particularly when their partners were more likely to deny the existence of 

racism. In contrast, White men and women indicated that they engaged in more preparation 

for bias with Black partners’ who reported a more realistic understanding of race and racism 

(lower colorblind racial attitudes). In addition, the relationship between racial identity and 

racial bias preparation continued to be significantly influenced by race, with higher Black 

racial identity relating to White parents engaging in more racial bias preparation and Black 

parents engaging in less racial bias preparation. The significance of the 2-way interaction of 

Race × Gender with racial bias preparation, indicates that in the current study, Black women 

engaged in more racial bias preparation than their White husbands.  
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In addition, the inclusion of the 3-way interaction of Race × Gender × Colorblindness 

produced interesting findings. Results suggested that in dyads where Black women and men 

endorsed higher reports of racial bias preparation their partners were more likely to endorse 

colorblind racial attitudes. This finding is consistent with previous research on interracial 

parenting that suggests that the degree to which parents are willing to acknowledge issues of 

race impacts how they approach issues of racism with their children (Csizmadia et al., 2014; 

Rauktis, Fusco, Goodkind, & Bradley-King, 2016). A recent study on Black fathers (Cooper, 

Banerjee, Griffin, et al., 2019) found that stronger racial identity and higher parent education 

influenced their racial-ethnic socialization practices with their children. More specifically, 

research on monoracial families have found that Black mothers perceive race as more 

important than White mothers (Harding, Hughes, & Way, 2017) and suggests that Black 

parents’ own experiences with racial discrimination increases the degree to which they and 

their partners engage in racial bias preparation (McNeil Smith, et al., 2016). In the current 

study, Black parents may have had more personal experiences with racial bias than their 

White partners, which may have increased their likelihood of acknowledging issues about 

race. In this way, it may be that parents who are more likely to experience racial 

discrimination, and who have partners who are more likely to endorse colorblind attitudes, 

may be more likely to make efforts to talk with their children about racism.  

As well, given the cross-sectional nature of this study, these findings could reflect a 

similar, yet different, interdependent process in which White parents’ attitudes about race 

may be influenced by the degree to which their partners are talking to their children about 

racism. In particular, it is possible that in response to their Black partners’ tendency to 

emphasize the realities of racial bias to their children, that White parents may take on more 
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mainstream, colorblind attitudes. It may be that awareness of one’s partner’s tendency to 

deny the existence of racism reinforces messages that parents have personally received about 

race and racial ideology. Specifically, given that White people tend to hold stronger 

colorblind orientations than Black people (Neville, Awad, et al., 2013), Black parents may 

have been more likely to emit messages to their children about protecting themselves from 

racial bias. Parents may also be attempting to balance the discourse about racism in the 

household, by increasing and decreasing their own preparation for bias messages in response 

to their partner’s colorblind racial attitudes. However, as noted above, the cross-sectional 

nature of this study does not allow for clarity of the causal direction of this relationship. 

Though, in both instances, it may be that participants have both accurate and biased 

perceptions of how their partners’ perceive their racial groups, a finding previously 

demonstrated among Black-White interracial couples (Lemay & Teneva, 2020).  

Altogether, results of the current APIM suggest the interaction of parents’ race, 

gender, and colorblind racial atttidues play an important role in the degree to which they and 

their partner engage in racial bias preparation regardless of the perceptions of their partners’ 

attitudes towards their racial group. In the current sample, Black women engaged in different 

levels of preparation for bias than their White partners. In a similar manner, Black men and 

White women reported engaging in different levels of racial bias preparation, especially 

when considering their own and their partner’s belief that race does not and should not 

matter. Taken together, the interaction of Race × Gender × Colorblind racial attitudes was 

important in determining the interdependent nature of one’s partner’s racial bias preparation. 

More specifically, the interaction suggests that racial bias preparation practices decreased for 

Black men and White women as their partner’s colorblind racial attitudes increased. 
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However, Black women reported engaging in more racial bias preparation when their 

partners reported higher colorblind racial attitudes.  

These findings suggest that intersectionality cannot be ignored in the study of racial-

ethnic socialization, and that the relationship between parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and 

racial bias preparation must be considered in the context of interracial relationships, gender, 

and racial identity. In particular, the moderating role of gender in the relationship between 

colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias preparation is consistent with previous dyadic 

research on monoracial Black families in which parents’ gender was an important 

characteristic in explaining racial-ethnic socialization practices (McNeil Smith et al., 2016). 

As well, this study expands on prior research that speaks to the importance of 

intersectionality of race and gender in explaining the process of racial-ethnic socialization. 

These findings support the interdependent, dyadic nature of racial-ethnic socialization 

practices and highlight the importance of considering a myriad of variables that can 

contribute to racial bias preparation, specifically underlining the importance of one’s race 

and gender in understanding the strength and direction of the relationship between their 

partner’s colorblind racial attitudes and one’s own transmission of preparation for racial bias. 

Unique to this study, APIM highlighted the interdependence of interracial parents’ racial-

ethnic socialization that has not previously been addressed.  

Primary Findings – Egalitarianism  

Hypothesis 1. Hypothesis 1 proposed there would be significant actor partner main 

effects in the relationship between parents’ colorblind racial attitudes and the outcome of 

egalitarian socialization, while controlling for the unique variance explained by parent 

educational status. A progression of three models (unconditional/null model, Model 1, and 
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Model 2) were used to address Hypothesis 1 and revealed a significant and negative actor 

effect when controlling for education level. Parents who reported lower colorblind attitudes 

also individually endorsed greater egalitarian socialization. However, results did not support 

the main effect of parents’ individual colorblind racial attitudes on the degree to which their 

partner promoted mainstream messages of group equality. Overall, these results provide 

partial support for Hypothesis 1.  

It is important to note that the final model (Model 6c) which included education level 

as well as other contextual variables (e.g., parent race, gender, and Black racial identity), did 

not yield significant actor effects, but did reveal significant and negative partner effects of 

colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian socialization. Specifically, in dyads where 

individuals endorsed lower colorblind racial attitudes, their partners reported higher 

egalitarian socialization. Therefore, even with these supplemental findings, Hypothesis 1 was 

only partially supported.  

Research Question 1. Model 3a and Model 3b were tested to examine the main 

effects of parent race and included the interaction of Race × Colorblind attitudes to examine 

whether race moderated the actor-partner relationships between colorblind racial attitudes 

and egalitarianism. When including race as a moderator, the main actor effects of colorblind 

attitudes became non-significant (.02, p = .69), whereas the main partner effects of colorblind 

racial attitudes were significant and positive. These findings speak to the benefit of 

accounting for racial difference in the current sample, as the inclusion of race helped 

illuminate the interdependent dynamic between colorblind racial attitudes and racial bias 

preparation. Once race was considered, the influence of partner race in the relationship 

between colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarian socialization practices became evident and 
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provided specific insight about the relationship between a partner’s colorblind racial attitudes 

on egalitarian socialization practices. 

 In addition, results of Model 3b revealed a significant interaction effect for Race × 

Partner Colorblindness, suggesting that the interaction of race and colorblind racial ideology 

was significantly related to partnerss egalitarian socialization. In other words, as White 

parents’ colorblind racial attitudes increased, their partners also increased their provision of 

egalitarian socialization; and as Black parents colorblind racial attitudes increased, their 

partners decreased their egalitarian socialization practices. Furthermore, results indicated that 

race indeed mattered in both actor and partner relationships between colorblind racial 

attitudes and egalitarian socialization. For Black parents, lower colorblind racial attitudes 

were associated with more egalitarian messages. For White parents, more messages about the 

importance of group equality was associated with colorblind racial attitudes.  

While egalitarian socialization is the most commonly practiced type of racial-ethnic 

socialization across all parents (Hughes et al., 2006), it appears that this form of socialization 

may be influenced differently by parents’ own racial background; such that for Black parents 

lifting up the importance of fairness and individualism may not conflict with the reality of the 

impact of racism in the way it does for White parents.  

Research Question 2. To address whether Black racial identity moderated the actor -

partner effects in the relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarianism, 

Models 4a to 4c were used to build up to a 3-way interaction of Black racial identity × Race 

× Colorblind attitudes. Results of Model 4a yielded a significant main effect for Black racial 

identity such that parents were more likely to engage their children in discussions about 

group equality when the respective individual endorsed stronger Black racial identity. 
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In order to test the moderating effects of Black racial identity, Model 4b included 2-

way interactions of Black Racial Identity × Colorblindness for both actors and partners. The 

interaction of Black Racial Identity × Actor Colorblindness was positively and significantly 

related to egalitarianism (.17, p <.001), whereas partner effects were non-significant. Results 

suggest that Black racial identity moderated the relationship between actors’ colorblind racial 

attitudes and their own reports of egalitarian socialization; with higher Black racial identity 

relating to more egalitarian socialization, and lower Black racial identity relating to lower 

egalitarian socialization practices.  

 As well, Model 4c tested the 3-way interaction of Race × Black Racial Identity × 

Colorblindness for both partners and actors on egalitarian socialization, and suggests race 

made a difference in the interaction of Black racial identity and colorblind racial attitudes on 

egalitarian socialization. Results revealed that both sets of interactions were significantly 

related to egalitarian socialization, such that the actor effects were negative and partner 

effects were positive. In particular, significant actor effects suggested that in dyads where 

Black racial identity was high, the negative relationship between Black parents’ colorblind 

racial attitudes with their own reports of egalitarianism was enhanced as was the positive 

relationship between colorblindness on their partners’ reports of egalitarianism. In addition, 

in dyads where Black racial identiy was high, the negative relation of White parents’ own 

colorblind racial attitudes on egalitarian socialization was enhanced as were the positive 

effects of their colorblindness on their partners’ egalitarian socialization.  

When considering parent race, higher levels of Black racial identity buffered the 

relationship between colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarian socialization –for Black and 

White partners – with lower levels of egalitarian socialization for Black and White parents 
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whose Black racial identity was high. Racial identity strengthened the relationship between 

one’s partner’s colorblind racial attitudes and one’s own egalitarian socialization for both 

Black and White partners. More specifically, in dyads with higher levels of Black racial 

identity, parents reported engaging in more egalitarian socialization practices when their 

partners reported high levels of colorblind racial attitudes and fewer egalitarian socialization 

practices when their partners reported low colorblind racial attitudes. While the direction of 

the relationship was similar for White and Black parents, White parents actor effect, and 

partner effects were related to slightly more egalitarian socialization practices than their 

Black partners.  

Research Question 3. Models 6a to 6c were used to build up to include a 3-way 

interaction between Race × Gender × Colorblindness in order to specifically test whether 

gender and race functioned as interacted in both actor-partner relationships involving 

colorblind racial attitudes and egalitarian socialization. Results of Model 6c indicated that the 

interaction of  Race × Gender significantly influenced partner effects of colorblind attitudes 

on egalitarianism. In particular, in dyads where Black women endorsed stronger colorblind 

attitudes, their White partners were more likely to endorse stronger egalitarian socialization. 

As well, White men were less likely to report egalitarian socialization when their Back 

partners’ colorblind racial attitudes were lower.  

Taken together, these findings appear to be best explained by participants’ 

distinguishable traits (e.g., race and gender) while considering the strength of Black racial 

identity. Notably, the Level-2 variable, Black racial identity, demonstrated the strongest main 

effect on both racial bias preparation and egalitarian socialization. While it was not 

hypothesized that higher Black racial identity would be related to greater egalitarian 
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socialization practices, it is perhaps unsurprising that, as racial identity is more central to 

one’s self-understanding, Black parents would provide messages to prepare their children for 

a biased world while also emphasizing the importance of treating others equally (Thomas & 

Speight, 1999). In particular, a more central identity of race relates to the awareness that 

Black people are treated differently than White people in an unfair manner (Stevenson et al., 

1998); highlighting the importance of treating others equally and de-emphasizing race-based 

differences, while also preparing biracial children to manage discriminatory experiences. The 

increase in centrality of Blackness to one’s identity in parents reflects a meaningful 

relationship to Black people and Black culture as important (Stevenson et al., 1998). It is 

likely that as parents see being Black/African American as a strong reflection of who they 

are, they also value the importance of treating each person with respect regardless of societal 

stereotypes and disadvantages. As well, Black parents have emphasized the importance of 

egalitarian practices in the face of discrimination (Doucet, Banerjee, & Parade, 2018). Given 

the innate differences of race and gender in different-gender interracial couples, it cannot be 

assumed they are engaging in racial-bias preparation practices in the same regard as their 

same-race counterparts. Rather, a more in-depth look is necessary to further understand the 

way in which they prepare their biracial children to manage racist experiences.  

Additional Findings  

Child age and gender. In addition, the aforementioned results are based on a sample 

of parents with relatively young children. In particular, parents based their responses on their 

oldest child who were, on average, 7.93 years-old (SD = 3.26). Previous research has found 

that child age influences racial ethnic socialization practices (Hughes & Chen, 1997; McHale 

et al., 2006) and suggests that parents of older adolescents are more likely to transmit 
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preparation for bias messages than parents with young children. A recent qualitative study on 

African American parents (Doucet et al., 2018) found that Black parents of young children 

reported the highest levels of egalitarian socialization practices. Given the relatively young 

age of participants’ children, parents in the current study may have been more likely to 

emphasize the importance of equality and fairness to meet their children’s developmental 

readiness to receive ethnic-racial socialization practices (Lewis, 2003; Wang, Henry, Smith, 

Huguley, & Guo, 2019). As well, an initiative designed to address the effects of racism, 

racial bias and discrimination through increasing knowledge of, and effectiveness of, racial 

and ethnic socialization, RESilience (APA, 2020), suggests that child age necessitates 

different tactics of racial ethnic socialization. Although it was anticipated that child age 

would be strongly related to racial-ethnic socialization, as demonstrated in previous research 

(McHale et al., 2006; Peck et al., 2014), descriptive analysis revealed that child age was 

unrelated to parents’ racial bias preparation or egalitarian socialization. While the current 

study was designed to capture parents with children between the ages of 4 and 21, 

participants overall, had relatively young children. It may be the limited age range in the 

current sample limits our ability to find significant differences in parents’ racial-ethnic 

socialization across groups.  

In addition, previous research on monoracial Black families has found that parents’ 

racial-ethnic socialization practices are often influenced by their child(ren)’s gender (Umaña-

Taylor & Hill, 2020). Therefore, it was expected that racial-ethnic socialization practices 

would vary by child gender in the current study. Furthermore, boys made up 78.9% of dyads’ 

children compared to only 12.64% of girls (Table 1). Descriptive analysis indicated that 

parents of boys reported lower colorblind racial attitudes than parents of girls, but that 
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parents of girls engaged in more racial bias preparation. This departs from previous research 

which has focused on monoracial Black children and suggests that Black boys are more 

likely to receive preparation for bias messages and Black girls are more likely to receive 

cultural socialization messages. Perhaps this relationship looks differently for parents of 

multiracial children. Given that racial-ethnic socialization is an interactive process that is 

both proactive and reactive (Csizmadia et al., 2014), child gender likely makes a difference 

in how children experience racism and express issues of race around their parents, which 

highlights the importance of including child reports in future research on racial-ethnic 

socialization. 

Sexual Identity. While all participants in the current study were in different-gender 

interracial relationships, 42 participants identified as bisexual. Upon closer inspection, almost 

all bisexual participants were in dyads in which their partner also identified as bisexual (N = 

38), whereas four bisexual participants were partnered with individuals who were 

heterosexual-identified. Given this, 16% of dyads were bisexual, with 20% of dyads having 

at least one bisexual partner. While bisexual individuals make up the largest demographic of 

LGB folx, the representation of bisexual individuals in the current study is significantly 

higher than what is anticipated as the national average (Gates, 2011) and may have 

implications for the current study in understanding ways in which other marginalized 

identities may influence parents racial-ethnic socialization practices.  

Bisexual people experience discrimination from both heterosexual and gay and 

lesbian communities, and often they are assumed to have a monosexual identity based on 

their partner’s gender (Arriaga & Parent, 2019; Brewster & Moradi, 2010). While previous 

research has compared racial-ethnic socialization practices among lesbian and gay and 
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heterosexual adoptive practices (Goldberg, Sweeney, Black, & Moyer, 2016), no research 

currently addresses the racial-ethnic socialization practices of bisexual parents. As parents of 

biracial children, individuals who are bisexual-identified may be able to pull on their own 

invisibility to address the unique distress of an assumed singular identity (e.g., monosexism, 

monoracial). In this way, future research should address the potential role of bisexuality in 

relation to racial-ethnic socialization outcomes, with specific attention to bisexual parents of 

multiracial children, as they may be able to pull on their own experiences of bisexual 

invisibility to prepare their multiracial children to exist in a world that perceives them 

monoracially. 

Other notable findings. In addition, the majority of research on racial-ethnic 

socialization focuses on the singular reports of mothers, specifically women of color, as 

mothers are perceived to be the main socializing agent for cultural and ethnic pride (Hughes, 

et al., 2016). Of the limited amount of existing research that has examined racial-ethnic 

socialization from a dyadic perspective, parent gender has been found to play a significant 

role for monoracial Black families in particular (McNeil Smith et al., 2016). In the current 

study, dyads containing Black women represented 42.1% of all dyads; whereas White 

women were represented in over half of the dyads (57.9%). This reflects societal dynamics 

and acceptability of Black-White interracial relationships, and perhaps serves as an indicator 

to the role that racial background can have in the process of racial-ethnic socialization.  

Studies suggest that in monoracial Black families, mothers primarily provide messages of 

ethnic and racial pride, specifically to their daughters, whereas fathers are more likely 

preparation for bias messages, specifically to their sons (McHale et al., 2003; Peck et al., 

2004). However, the current sample did not provide an equivalent representation of gender 



     

  120 

by either parent or children, which likely limits the ability to capture more nuanced messages 

of racial-ethnic socialization.  

As previously noted, parents’ educational background was a significant predictor of 

parents’ average report of racial-ethnic socialization practices and was significantly related to 

racial-ethnic socialization practices in the final APIM models. This is consistent with 

previous research that indicates that higher education, and often annual income are related 

with greater racial-ethnic socialization practices (Hughes et al., 2006). 

Strengths 

 Several strengths are apparent in the present study. Many phenomena studied by 

psychologists are interpersonal by nature (Kenny et al., 2006), in which observations reflect 

an interpersonal dynamic of multiple people embedded within a larger social context. In this 

way, a dyadic approach allowed for examining the interdependent nature of racial-ethnic 

socialization. To date, this is the only study that explores the interdependent nature of racial 

ethnic socialization in interracial families that specifically includes a dyadic sample of Black-

White parents. In addition, the current study makes significant contributions to the literature 

on multiracial families and interracial couples. Most importantly, study results support racial-

ethnic socialization practices as an interdependent process and underscores the significant 

role that parents’ racial ideology has in their own and their partners racial-ethnic socialization 

practices.  

In addition, this study is unique given its inclusion of the racial-ethnic socialization 

experiences of fathers. The majority of racial socialization research has focused primarily on 

mothers or analyzed mothers and fathers separately (see Hughes et al., 2006), which loses 

vital information about the interdependence nature of parenting. More specifically, previous 
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research that has largely focused on single-parents reports has not captured the ways in which 

parents influence each other while also accounting for their individual-level characteristics of  

race and gender. In contrast, results of the current study suggests that parents’ own racial-

ethnic socialization practices (e.g., racial bias preparation, egalitarian socialization) are 

significantly related to their partners’ attitudes about race, yet there are more nuances to these 

relationships when considering their racial and gender differences. Additionally, the current 

study highlights the role that Black racial identity can have for interracial couples in their 

decisions to talk to their children about race and racism.   

Another strength of this study was the examination of racial-ethnic socialization as a 

multidimensional construct, rather than as a singular dimension, which  allowed for a better 

understanding of how racial attitudes relate to specific areas of racial-ethnic socialization. 

More specifically, the degree to which parents engage in egalitarian and racial bias 

preparation practices may be based on different parental motivations.  

Another strength of this study is the use of a dyadic dataset. All participants 

completed surveys that connected with their partners which allowed the current study to 

capture interpersonal-nonindependent functionality of racial-ethnic socialization practices. 

The sample size of 114 dyads weakens the likelihood for Type II error (Kenny et al., 2006; 

Du & Wang, 2016). Given the statistical power of the study, it is striking that the hierarchical 

models explained 63% and 57% of variance in outcomes of racial bias preparation and 

egalitarian socialization, respectively. 

Limitations and Future Direction 

The present study must be considered in the context of its limitations. The findings 

are correlation and non-longitudinal, such that causality cannot be assumed. In particular, we 
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cannot ascertain whether the colorblind racial attitudes of one parent directly led to their 

partners’ decision to engage in particular socialization strategies or whether talking to their 

children about race influenced their partners’ racial attitudes.  Future studies should examine 

these constructs over time to gain a better understanding of potential causality.  

An additional limitation to the study is that the findings may not be generalizable to 

all interracial couples as this study focused specifically on Black-White dyads. Given the 

diverse make-up of interracial couples and the importance of race and gender in the current 

study, it cannot be assumed these findings will generalize. Researchers and practitioners are 

cautioned against applying these findings to non-Black-White couples. As we cannot assume 

consistency across interracial couples, researchers are encouraged to build upon this study by 

exploring racial-ethnic socialization with other interracial parents (e.g., Latinx-Black, White-

Asian). As well, future research may also benefit from exploring the interdependence of 

gendered racism (Essed, 1991), colorblind racial attitudes in the racial-ethnic socialization 

practices of interracial couples.  

Another study limitation is that parents were asked to report on a particular target 

child, their oldest. More specifically, parents with multiple children may engage more 

proactively with their younger children as they anticipate potential experiences based on 

what they’ve learned with their oldest and/or other child(ren). As such, parents may have 

responded differently had they not been prompted to think about their oldest child. Future 

studies should examine these relationships to assess the complexity of family structure as it 

relates to racial ideology and racial-ethnic socialization across race and gender.  

Additionally, this study did not address the potential impact of child’s skin tone or 

their identified racial group. Parents may talk differently with their child about race and 
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racism as it relates to colorism (Collins, 2005). Parents of darker skin children may prepare 

their child for more explicit forms of racial bias, whereas parents of lighter skin children may 

highlight the importance of having racial pride. In addition, this relationship may likely look 

different for dark-skinned boys than it does for dark-skinned girls. As well, it is likely that 

parents who identify their child as White versus Biracial or Black are utilizing different 

racial-ethnic socialization practices.  

 As this is one of the first studies to examine the interdependent role of colorblind 

racial attitudes and racial ethnic socialization practices among interracial parents, it is 

possible that colorblind racial attitudes simply functions differently for parents based on their 

racial background. As such, in effort to accurately measure colorblind racial attitudes and 

racial-ethnic socialization, scales were assessed for dimensionality and item fit, with findings 

initially suggesting separate fit. This implies colorblind racial attitudes and racial-ethnic 

socialization practices may look different for Black and White parents in this sample. While 

not the focus of this study, these findings are interesting and merit further investigation. 

Another methodological concern in the present study is the adaptation of items for the 

racial-ethnic socialization scale. While there is a significant body of research exploring 

racial-ethnic socialization strategies, researchers have yet to converge utilization of a single 

scale. Many scales exist to measure racial-ethnic socialization practices and have been 

utilized and adapted for studying both parents and children. For the purpose of this study, 

items from two scales (Hughes & Chen, 1997; Fisher et al., 2000) were used as Hughes and 

Chen’s items for cultural socialization reflected monoracial/ethnic family heritage and 

ancestry. Unfortunately, an exploratory EFA deemed these items to have a poor fit and they 

were discarded. Future researchers are encouraged to conceptualize cultural socialization 
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specific to parents of multiracial children as it is unlikely that parents of multiracial children 

are not engaging in cultural socialization practices. As well, factor analysis demonstrated 

items fit differently for White parents than they did for Black parents; and while a 2-factor 

structure was deemed to adequately fit White and Black parents, future research is needed. 

Similar problems with measurement were present for items assessing colorblind racial 

attitudes. In efforts to utilize a scale that fit Black participants and White participants equally 

well, more than half of the original items were discarded. It will be important for future 

researchers to focus on measurement regarding racial-ethnic socialization for interracial 

couples as it is possible the monoracial framework of racial-ethnic socialization is not 

appropriate for interracial parents and multiracial families. Qualitative research on interracial 

parents and their children, not just mothers of multiracial children, will likely allow 

researchers to build a stronger conceptual understanding of racial-ethnic socialization 

processes in interracial families.  

Finally, this study only examined racial-ethnic socialization from parents’ perspective 

and does not provide any insight into the way in which their children receive these messages 

and their depth of comprehension. Future research should focus on the family as a unit, 

including parents and their children. As previously noted, previous research has 

demonstrated that parental racial-ethnic socialization practices are both proactive and 

reactive (Csizmadia et al., 2014) such that parents tailor their racial-ethnic socialization 

practices to support their children’s unique experiences. Similarly, how children respond to 

parents racial-ethnic socialization practices and the degree to which they discuss their own 

experiences of racism likely impacts parental racial-ethnic socialization practices. Given that 
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racial-ethnic socialization is an interactive process, the inclusion of parent and child 

perspectives would allow researchers to truly account for this interactive process.  

Clinical Implications 

 Results from this study demonstrate the importance of considering the ways in which 

race and gender relate to endorsement of racial bias preparation and egalitarian socialization 

practices when considering parents colorblind racial atitudes and the centrality of Black 

parents’ racial identity. And, perhaps most importantly, that one’s partner’s race and gender 

also matters. For clinicians working with Black-White interracial couples, it is likely 

important to encourage explicit conversations between partners about the importance of 

one’s race and gender and their endorsement of colorblind racial attitudes. As partner effects 

were significant for both forms of racial-ethnic socialization measured in this study, it will be 

important to allow for explicit exploration of colorblind racial attitudes from both partners. 

Clinicians are encouraged to engage this in an exploratory manner. 

 Importantly, educators must prepare clinicians to have explicit conversations about 

race, gender, and the ways in which our race and gender intersect to create unique 

experiences. Specifically, this research highlights how White men’s racial bias preparation 

practices look differently due to their Black women partner’s colorblind racial attitudes than 

do Black men’s racial bias preparation practices when considering their White women 

partner’s colorblind racial attitudes. 

Conclusion 

  With the presence of interracial families continuing to rise, greater attention to their 

racial ideology and racial-ethnic socializations practices is necessary. The present study 

highlights the influence of race, gender, and Black racial identity in the interdependent 
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relationship of colorblind racial attitudes and racial ethnic socialization specifically for 

interracial couples. Importantly, it suggests that race does matter and highlights unique 

experiences of intersecting identities in parenting practices. It elucidates the importance of 

with whom one partners and elicits many questions. As well, it demonstrates the difference in 

degrees of influence for various racial ethnic socialization practices. Mental health 

practitioners are encouraged to consider the interdependent nature of racial ethnic 

socialization in interracial families. Training that orients practitioners to acknowledge 

distinctions between client’s identities and ideologies with their partners is recommended to 

facilitate exploration of ways in which they understand our racialized world and prepare their 

children to engage in the world. 
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APPENDIX A – COLORBLIND RACIAL ATTITUDES SCALE 

 

 

Directions: Below are statements that deal with social issues in the United States (U.S.). Using the 6-point 

scale below, please rate the degree to that you PERSONALLY DISAGREE or AGREE with each item. 

Please be as open & honest as you can; there are no right or wrong answers. Record your response to the 

right of each item. 

I = Strongly 

Disagree 

2 = 

Disagree 

3 = Somewhat 

disagree 

4 = Somewhat 

agree 

5 = Agree 6 = Strongly 

Agree 

1.  Everyone who works hard, no matter what race they are, has an equal chance to become rich. ___ 

2.  Race plays a major role in the type of social services (e.g., health care or daycare) that people 

receive in the U.S.  

___ 

3.  It is important that people begin to think of themselves as “American” & not “African 

American”, “Mexican American” or “Italian American”. 

___ 

4.  Due to racial discrimination, programs such as affirmative action are necessary to help create 

equality. 

___ 

5.  Racism is a major problem in the U.S.  ___ 

6.  Racism is very important in determining who is successful & who is not. ___ 

7.  Racism may have been a problem in the past, but it is not an important problem today. ___ 

8.  Racial & ethnic minorities do not have the same opportunities as White people in the U.S.  ___ 

9.  White people are discriminated against because of the color of their skin. ___ 

10.  Talking about racial issues causes unnecessary racial tension. ___ 

11.  It is important for political leaders to talk about racism to help work through or solve society’s 

problems. 

___ 

12.  White people in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their skin. ___ 

13.  Immigrants should try to fit into the culture & adopt the values of the U.S.  ___ 

14.  English should be the office language in the U.S.  ___ 

15.  White people are more to blame for racial discrimination in the U.S. than racial & ethnic 

minorities.  

___ 

16.  Social policies such as affirmative action discriminate unfairly against White people. ___ 

17.  It is important for public schools to teach about the history & contributions of ethnic minorities.  ___ 

18.  
Racial & ethnic minorities in the U.S. have certain advantages because of the color of their 

skin. 

___ 

19.  Racial problems are rare in isolated situations. ___ 

20.  Race plays an important role in who gets sent to prison.  ___ 

The following items (which are bolded above) are reversed score (such that 6 = 1, 5 = 2, 4 = 3, 3 = 
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4, 2 = 5, 1 = 6): item #2, 4, 5, 6, 8, 11, 12, 15, 17, 20. Higher scores should greater levels of 
"blindness", denial, or unawareness. 

 

Factor 1: Unawareness of Racial Privilege consists of the following 7 items: 1, 2, 6, 8, 12, 15, 20 

 

Factor 2: Unawareness of Institutional Discrimination consists of the following 7 items: 3, 4, 9, 13, 

14, 16, 18 

 

Factor 3: Unawareness of Blatant Racial Issues consists of the following 6 items: 5, 7, 10, 11, 17, 

19 

 

Results from Neville et al. (2000) suggest that higher scores on each of the CoBRAS factors and 

the total score are related to greater: (a) global belief in a just world; (b) sociopolitical dimensions 

of a belief in a just world, (c) racial and gender intolerance, and (d) racial prejudice. For 

information on the scale, please contact Helen Neville (hneville@uiuc.edu). 

 

Neville, H. A., Lilly, R. L, Duran, G., Lee, R. M., Browne, L. (2000). Construction and Initial Validation of 

the Color-Blind Racial Attitudes Scale (CoBRAS). Journal of Counseling Psychology, 47, 59-70. 
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APPENDIX B - MODIFIED RACIAL-ETHNIC 

SOCIALIZATION SCALE  

 
 

Directions: Please indicate how often you talk with your oldest biological child about the 

following: 

1 =Never 2 =Rarely 3 = Sometimes 4= Often 5= Very Often 

 

Racial Bias Preparation* 

1. They may have to work harder than others because of their race   

2. Others may treat them differently because of their race  

3. They may not always be accepted because of their race  

4. They may be discriminated against because of their race 

5. They may have fewer opportunities than people of other racial groups  

6. Children may exclude them because of their race  

7. Racism and discrimination can be difficult to face  

 

Cultural Socialization** 

8. They should be proud of their race 

9. It’s important to feel good about their race 

10. They can learn a lot from spending time with people who are racially similar to them 

11. Their racial identity is an important part of who they are 

12. Learning about their race is an important part of their identity 

13. They should participate in events involving their racial background  

14. They should never be ashamed of their race  

 

Racial Mistrust  

15. They should be careful about trusting people from other racial groups* 

16. It is best to socialize with others who are racially similar to them* 

17. People from other racial groups may make it difficult for them to get ahead** 

18. They should avoid becoming too friendly with people from other racial groups** 

 

Egalitarian Socialization** 

19. Your race will not really affect your success in life. 

20. Racism and discrimination will not be hardest things for you to face. 

21. American society is fair to all races. 

22. If you try hard, you can overcome racism. 

23. You can succeed just as easy as someone else from another race. 

24. All races are considered equal.  

 
*Items from Hughes and Chen’s Racial-Ethnic Socialization Scale  

 

Hughes, D & Chen, L. (1997). When and what parents tell children about race: An examination of 

race-related socialization among African American families. Applied Developmental 

Science, 1, 200-214. 
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**Items adapted from Fisher, Wallace, & Fenton (2002) Racial Socialization Scale 

 

Fisher, C. B., Wallace, S. A., & Fenton, R. E. (2000). Discrimination distress during  

adolescence. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 29, 679-695. doi: 10.1023/A:1026455906512 
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APPENDIX C 

MTurk Screening Items 

 
1. Racial background  

a. White/Euro-American 

b. Black/African American  

c. Asian/Asian American 

d. Latino/a/x 

e. American Indian/Alaskan Native 

f. Other: ___________ 

2. Age in years _____ 

3. Gender  

a. Woman (cis) 

b. Man (cis) 

c. Transwoman 

d. Transman 

4. Relationship Status 

a. Single 

b. Partnered, not living together 

c. Partnered, living together 

d. Married, living together 

e. Separated/Divorced 

5. What is the racial background of your partner? 

a. White/Euro-American 

b. Black/African American 

c. Asian/Asian American 

d. Latino/a/x 

e. American Indian/Alaskan Native 

f. Other: _____________ 

6. What is the gender identity of your partner? 

a. Woman (cis) 

b. Man (cis) 

c. Transwoman 

d. Transman 

7. Do you have a biological child with your current partner? 

a. yes 

b. no 

8. How old is your biological child with your current partner? 

a. 0 to 4 years old 

b. 5 to 8 years old 

c. 9 to 12 years old 
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d. 13 to 18 years old 

e. 19 to 21 years old 

f. 22 to 25 years old 

9. Does your biological child with your current partner currently live with you? 

a. yes 

b. no 
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APPENDIX D – INDIVIDUAL DEMOGRAPHIC QUESTIONS 

 

1. Racial background  

a. White/Euro-American 

b. Black/African American  

2. Age in years _____ 

3. Gender  

a. Woman (cisgender; you were born female and identify as a woman) 

b. Man (cisgender; you were born male and identify as a man) 

c. Transwoman 

d. Transman 

4. Sexual Orientation 

a. Heterosexual 

b. Bisexual 

c. Gay/Lesbian 

d. If the above sexual orientations provided do not reflect your identity, please 

indicate your sexual orientation here: ______________ 

5. Education level  

a. Below high school 

b. High school 

c. Associates or some college 

d. Trade school degree  

e. Bachelors  

f. Masters 

g. Doctorate, Law, or Medical degree  

6. Racial identity of oldest child _______ 
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APPENDIX - E  

MULTIDIMENSIONAL INVENTORY OF BLACK IDENTITY 

 

Read the statements below and check the box next to the response that most closely represents how 

you feel. Do not check more than one response. 

 
Strongly 
disagree 

  Neutral   Strongly 
agree 

1.  

Overall, being Black/African American 

has very little to do with how I feel about 

myself. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

2.  
In general, being Black/African American 

is an important part of my self-image. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

3.  
My destiny is tied to the destiny of other 

Black/African American people 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

4.  
Being Black/African American is not a 

major factor in my social relationships 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

5.  
I have a strong sense of belonging to 

Black/African American people. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

6.  
Being Black/African American is an 

important reflection of who I am. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

7.  
I have a strong attachment to other 

Black/African American people. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

8.  
Being Black/African American is not a 

major factor in my social relationships 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

9.  
I feel good about Black/African American 

people. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

10.  
I am happy that I am Black/African 

American. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

11.  
I feel that Black/African American people 

have made major accomplishments and 

advancements. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

12.  
I often regret that I am Black/African 

American. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

13.  I am proud to be Black/African American. 
□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

14.  
I feel that the Black/African American 

community has made valuable 

contributions to this society. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

15.  
Overall, Blacks/African Americans are 

considered good by others. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

16.  
In general, others respect Black/African 

American people. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 
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17.  
Most people consider Blacks/African 

Americans, on the average, to be more 

ineffective than other racial groups. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

18.  
Blacks/African Americans are not 

respected by the broader society. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

19.  
In general, other groups view 

Blacks/African Americans in a positive 

manner. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

20.  
Society views Black/African American 

people as an asset. 

□1 □2 □3 □4 □5 □6 □7 

Bolded items should be reversed scored. Items 1 through 8 represent the Racial Centrality Scale, Items 9 through 

20 represent the Regard Scale consisting of Private Regard (items 9-14) and Public Regard (15-20). 

 

 
Sellers, R. M., Rowley, S. A. J., Chavous, T. M., Shelton, J. N., & Smith, M. (1997).  

Multidimensional Inventory of Black Identity: Preliminary investigation of reliability and 

construct validity. Journal of Personality and Social Psychology, 73, 805-815. doi: 

10.1037/0022/03514.73.4.805 
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APPENDIX F – DYADIC DEMOGRAHPIC QUESTIONS 

 

7. Racial background  

a. White/Euro-American 

b. Black/African American  

8. Cultural Identity 

a. Black 

b. African 

c. Black African 

d. Afro-Caribbean/African Caribbean 

e. Afro-American/African American 

f. Mixed Ethnicity/Mixed Race 

g. Other: _________________ 

9. Age in years _____ 

10. Gender  

a. Woman (cisgender; you were born female and identify as a woman) 

b. Man (cisgender; you were born male and identify as a man) 

c. Transwoman 

d. Transman 

11. Length of marriage or partnership (in years) _______ 

12. Education level  

a. Below high school 

b. High school 

c. Associates or some college 

d. Trade school degree  

e. Bachelors  

f. Masters 

g. Doctorate, Law, or Medical degree  

13. Annual household income  

a. $0-9,999  

b. $10,000-19,999  

c. $20,000-29,999  

d. $30,000-39,999  

e. $40,000-49,999  

f. $50,000-59,999  

g. $60,000-69,999  

h. $70,000-79,999  

i. $80,000-89,999  

j. $90,000-99,999  

k. $100,000 or more  

14. Please indicate the percentage of individuals from the following racial groups that live in 

your community: 
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a. White 

b. Black / African American 

c. Asian / Asian American 

d. Latino/a/x 

e. American Indian / Alaskan Native 

f. Other 

 

15. Age of your and your spouse/partner’s oldest biological child (in years) ______ 

16. Gender of your and your spouse/partner’s oldest biological child _______ 

17. Number of total children ______ 

18. Please select the box that best reflects your oldest child’s skin color. 

 
 



 
 

  

 

160 

 

APPENDIX G - MTURK POSTING 

 

INTERRACIAL COUPLES  

Looking for interracial couples to answer questions about their family experiences. In order to 

participate, one person (either man or woman) must identify as White and you must have a 

biological child together.  

 

Interracial Couples 

In today’s society, interracial couples/partners in the United States are rarely asked about their 

family experiences. Therefore, I am looking for interracial couples/partners (involving one White 

partner) who are American citizens to answer some questions about their family experiences. 

Both partners must complete separate surveys that will take 10 – 20 minutes each. $14 for the 

ENTIRE completion of BOTH surveys.  

Keywords: survey, couples, interracial 

Number of assignments per hit: 178 

Reward per assignment: $14.00 

 

If you are interested in participating, please click on the survey link below. You will be asked a 

few screening questions to determine whether you qualify for the study.  

http//:Qualtrics...link 
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APPENDIX H - INFORMED CONSENT 

 

Study Title: A Dyadic Analysis of Racial-Ethnic Socialization among Black-White Interracial 

Parents 

Authorized Study Personnel 

Principal Investigator: 

Sydney K Morgan, MA.         Office: (816) 235-2722           Email: sksybf@mail.umkc.edu 

Supervising Faculty: 

Kimberly J Langrehr, PhD.    Office (816) 235-2487 

 

KEY INFORMATION 

You are being asked to take part in this research study because (a) you and your spouse/partner 

identify as an interracial couple (man and woman) in which one of you identifies as (b) “White" 

or Euro-American and one identifies as “Black” or African American and (c) you have at least 

one biological child together between the ages of four and 21. In addition, both of you are 

American citizens and are 18 years-old or older.  Research studies are voluntary and only include 

people who choose to take part.  The purpose of this research is to better understand the ways in 

which Black-White interracial parents engage in racial-ethnic socialization with their biological 

children.  If you agree to participate in this study, you and your spouse/partner will be asked to 

complete two separate online surveys. It should take approximately 10 to 20 minutes for each of 

you to complete.   During your participation you will complete the survey online on any 

computer at any time, but you must complete it in one setting.  You cannot save your responses 

and return to it later.  You will only be involved in the study for the time it takes you to complete 

the survey.  Taking part in this research is considered minimal risk and inconvenience and is not 

expected to cause stress beyond what is typically experienced in daily life. There are no other 

known risks if you choose to take part in this study. There is, however, the potential risk of 

psychological distress as well as loss of confidentiality. Every effort will be made to keep your 

information confidential; however, this cannot be guaranteed. There are no direct benefits to you 

for taking part in this study.  The results, however, may benefit society by producing a better 

understanding of how interracial parents communicate with their children about race and 

ethnicity. You have the alternative of not taking part in this study. 

 

Please read this consent form carefully and take your time making your decision. Please talk with 

your family and friends before you decide to take part in this research study.  The nature of the 

study, risks, inconveniences, discomforts, and other important information about the study are 

listed below. 

 

Sydney Morgan will conduct the study and it is partially funded by University of Missouri 

Kansas City School of Graduate Studies Research Grant.  

  



 
 

  

 

162 

WHY IS THIS STUDY BEING DONE? 

The purpose of this study is to examine the reports of Black-White interracial couples about the 

way in which they talk to the child about their child’s racial and ethnic identity. 

You are being asked to take part in this research study because (a) you and your 

spouse/partner identify as an interracial couple (man and woman) in which one of you 

identifies as (b) “White" or Euro-American and one identifies as “Black” or African 

American and (c) you have at least one biological child together between the ages of four 

and 21. In addition, both individuals must be American citizens and are 18 years-old or 

older. 

HOW MANY PEOPLE WILL TAKE PART IN THIS STUDY? 

Approximately 180 couples will take part in this study. 

WHAT IS INVOLVED IN THE STUDY? 

You and your partner will be asked to complete separate surveys using an internet-based 

questionnaire. Each survey will take 10 to 20 minutes to complete and you may complete them 

from online on any computer at any time. 

 

The Amazon MTurk worker will be directed to the Qualtrics from MTurk where they will 

complete the questionnaire and be provided a unique hyperlink to give to their partner.  When 

the partner opens the hyperlink, they will be prompted to complete the questionnaire.  The 

unique hyperlink will connect the MTurk worker and partner’s surveys using the MTurk ID and 

will be used to provide compensation. 

HOW LONG WILL I BE IN THIS STUDY? 

Once you have completed the survey, your participation in this study is complete. 

WHAT ARE THE RISKS OF THE STUDY? 

This research is considered minimal risk and not expected to cause stress beyond what is 

typically experienced in daily life.  If you experience psychological discomfort as a result of this 

study, you may benefit from reaching out to the Department of Health and Human Services free, 

confidential helpline for individuals and families facing mental health and/or substance use 

disorders (800-662-4357). There is also the potential risk of loss of confidentiality. Every effort 

will be made to keep your information confidential; however, this cannot be guaranteed.  A 

potential loss of confidentiality may be the pairing of the Amazon MTurk worker’s ID with the 

MTurk workers and their partners responses to this survey. 

ARE THERE BENEFITS TO TAKING PART IN THE STUDY? 

There are not direct benefits to taking part in this study. The results, however, may benefit 

society by producing a better understanding of how interracial parents communicate with their 

children about race and ethnicity. 
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WILL MY INFORMATION BE KEPT CONFIDENTIAL? 

The University of Missouri System, Authorization No. 00-018 requires research data to be 

retained for 7 years after the final report.  

Reasonable steps will be taken to protect your privacy and the confidentiality of your study 

data. The data will be stored electronically through a secure server and will only be seen by the 

research team during the study and for 7 years after the study is complete. 

The only persons who will have access to your research records are the study personnel, the 

Institutional Review Board (IRB), and any other person, agency, or sponsor as required by law. 

The information from this study may be published in scientific journals or presented at scientific 

meetings but the data will be reported as group or summarized data and your identity will be kept 

strictly confidential. 

WHAT ARE THE COSTS TO YOU? 

There is no cost to you to be in this research study.    

WHAT ABOUT COMPENSATION? 

Couples will be compensated a total $14.00 for completing two surveys (1 survey for each 

person); however, both individuals must complete their surveys in entirety (all survey items) in 

order to receive compensation.  Compensation will be provided through MTurk upon completion 

of the second survey. 

 

WHAT SHOULD YOU DO IF YOU HAVE A PROBLEM DURING THIS RESEARCH 

STUDY? 

Your well-being is a concern of every member of the research team. If you have a problem as a 

direct result of being in this study, you should immediately contact one of the people listed at the 

beginning of this consent form. 

 

UMKC appreciates people who help it gain knowledge by being in research studies. It is not 

UMKC policy to compensate human subjects in the event this research results in injury/harm. 

The University, in fulfilling its public responsibility, has provided medical, professional and 

general liability insurance or self-funded coverage for any injury/harm in the event such 

injury/harm is caused by the negligence of the University, its faculty and staff. In the event you 

have suffered an injury/harm as the result of participation in this research study, you are to 

advise the researcher listed on page one and contact the University Risk Management Office, 

telephone (573) 882-1181 who can review the matter and provide further information. 

WHAT ABOUT MY RIGHTS TO DECLINE PARTICIPATION OR WITHDRAW FROM 

THE STUDY? 

You can decide not to be in this research study, or you can stop being in this research study 

(“withdraw’) at any time before, during, or after the research begins for any reason. Deciding not 

to be in this research study or deciding to withdraw will not affect your relationship with the 

researcher(s) or with the University of Missouri Kansas City (list others as applicable). 

  

https://www.umsystem.edu/ums/fa/management/records/guide/rrg01801
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WHOM DO I CALL IF I HAVE QUESTIONS OR PROBLEMS? 

You may ask any questions concerning this research and have those questions answered before 

agreeing to participate in or during the study. 

 

For study related questions, please contact the researcher(s) listed at the beginning of this form. 

 

For questions about your rights as a research participant, or to discuss problems, concerns or 

suggestions related to your participation in the research, or to obtain information about research 

participant’s rights, contact the UMKC Institutional Review Board (IRB) Office 

• Phone: (816) 235-5927 

• Email: umkcirb@umkc.edu 

  

STATEMENT OF CONSENT 

The purpose of this study, procedures to be followed, risks and benefits have been explained to 

me. I have been told whom to contact if I have questions, to discuss problems, concerns, or 

suggestions related to the research, or to obtain information. I have read or had read to me this 

consent form and agree to be in this study, with the understanding that I may withdraw at any 

time. 

 

By selecting “Yes” you are agreeing to participate in the research study and will move onto the 

survey questions.  Select “No” if you would not like to participate. 

  

• Yes 

• No 
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VITA 

 Sydney Kathryn Greenwalt was born on September 26, 1989 in St. Louis, Missouri. She 

earned her high school diploma at Edwardsville High School in 2007. She then received her 

Bachelor of Arts in 2011 from Coker College in Hartsville, South Carolina, where she majored 

in psychology. In August 2011, she began studying for her Master of Arts in Clinical-Adult 

Psychology at Southern Illinois University Edwardsville (SIUE). For her clinical practicum, she 

trained as therapist at SIUE Counseling Services. After graduating from SIUE in August 2013, 

she worked as a Direct Care Counselor at Castlewood Treatment Center and as an adjunct 

instructor at SIUE. 

 In August 2020, she moved to Kansas City, Missouri to pursue her Doctor of Philosophy 

(Ph.D.) in Counseling Psychology at the University of Missouri-Kansas City (UMKC). While 

completing her Ph.D., she worked as an adjunct instructor at UMKC, Kansas City Kansas 

Community College, Avila University, and Rockhurst University where she taught 

undergraduate and graduate level psychology courses. During her doctoral career she was 

awarded the UMKC School of Graduate Studies Research Grant, UMKC Women’s Council 

Graduate Assistance Fund, UMKC Graduate Alumni Fellowship, and Preparing Future Faculty 

Fellowship. Her predoctoral psychology internship was at the University of Kansas’ Counseling 

and Psychological Services from August 2019 thru July 2020. 

 Sydney Greenwalt is a member of the American Psychological Association and has 

served as Chair of the American Psychological Association of Graduate Students (APAGS) 

Convention Committee, as a Regional Advocacy Coordinator for APAGS Advocacy 

Coordinating Team, and as an APAGS Committee Member. To date, she has co-authored five 

articles published in refereed journals. She has eleven presentations at national conferences. 
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