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Abstract

Relatively little work has explored relationship outcomes and experiences of minority
stressors in same-gender same-race and interracial relationships. Using a dyadic, longitudinal
methods with a sample of male couples, this research evaluated if the racial composition of the
couple moderated 1) initial levels and changes in minority stress (i.e. stigma, discrimination, and
relationship marginalization) and relationship outcomes (i.e. relationship satisfaction, equality,
and investment in sexual agreements) and 2) and the association between experiences of
minority stress and the impact of these experiences on relationship outcomes. For research
question one, I found that initial levels or trajectories of change for relationship satisfaction,
investment in sexual agreements, or equality where not moderated by couple race, but
differences did emerge in experiences of stigma, discrimination, and relationship
marginalization. For research question two, I found relatively few instances in which couple race
moderated the effects of minority stress on relationship outcomes. Taken together, the current
study reveals that there are more similarities than differences between different types of

interracial and same-race couples.
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Chapter 1 Introduction

Interracial relationships — relationships in which partners do not share the same-race or
ethnicity — are becoming more accepted and common in the United States and are more common
amongst same-gender couples compared to heterosexual couples (Newport, 2013). Researchers
studying interracial relationships have focused on comparing the relationship outcomes of
interracial and same-race couples, with work primarily addressing the relationship satisfaction of
these couples (Brooks, 2021; Henderson & Braithwaite, 2021). It is becoming clearer that
relationship satisfaction is similar across couples regardless of their racial composition. Despite
increasing research in this area, most of this research only includes one partner from
heterosexual, Black-White marriages, limiting our knowledge of the relationship functioning of
those in same-gender interracial relationships. Similarly, research on same-gender relationships
is done with majority White samples, thus overlooking the experiences of people of color (POC)
in same-gender relationships. In addition, longitudinal research is scarce, thereby ignoring the
changing nature of relationships over time.

Additionally, much less is known about relationship outcomes aside from relationship
satisfaction. For instance, do individuals see themselves as equals in their relationship, and are
they similarly invested in their relationships, regardless of the racial background of each partner?
Moreover, it remains unclear what factors influence differences in relationship outcomes for
people in same-gender relationships. People in interracial same-gender relationships contend
with issues common to all couples but additionally encounter various minority stressors resulting

from prejudicial attitudes that stigmatize sexual minorities, racial minorities, and their



relationships. In the current research, I address three forms of minority stress — stigma,
discrimination, and relationship marginalization. Importantly, given that stress proliferates over
time, addressing longitudinal changes in minority stress can facilitate a more holistic
understanding of the similarities and differences in how individuals in same-race and interracial
change across time.

Relationship outcomes and minority stressors are also likely to differ across different types of
same-race and interracial couples. Few studies differentiate between a same-race relationship
composed of two White people versus two POC of the same-race or between an interracial
couple composed of a White person and a POC versus two POC from different racial
backgrounds. It may be that relationship outcomes and minority stress experiences look different
due to shared or divergent histories of oppression. Thus, expanding to look at relationship
outcomes and minority stressors across four different racial compositions (i.e. same-race
relationship with two White people, interracial relationship between a White person and a POC,
two POC in a same-race relationship, and a POC in an interracial relationship with another POC
from a different racial background) could result in understanding the experiences of individuals
in same-gender same-race and interracial relationships more fully.

The present research extends this previous literature by using a longitudinal design to address
two overarching goals; The first goal is to determine if experiences of minority stress and
relationship outcomes differ based on the racial composition of the couples, and whether these
outcomes change over the course of their relationship. The second goal is to examine if minority
stress impacts relationship outcomes differently based on the racial composition of the couple.

The current study looks at a large sample of male couples who were surveyed over the course of



two years, thereby extending our knowledge of relationship outcomes among individuals in

interracial relationships, and same-gender relationships more specifically.

Differences in Relationship Outcomes

Although prior work has established that there is no evidence of differences in relationship
satisfaction between same-race and interracial couples (Brooks, 2021; Henderson & Braithwaite,
2021), relatively little work has extended this research to those in same-gender relationships and
has not established whether satisfaction might change differently over time across the two
groups. Two cross-sectional studies of women in same-gender relationships found no differences
in relationship satisfaction between individuals in same-race and interracial relationships (Jeong
& Horne, 2009; Veldhuis, 2020). The only study to look at relationship satisfaction in a sample
of gay, bisexual, and queer (GBQ) men compared same-race White-White and POC-POC
couples to White-POC couples (Perry, Huebner, Baucom, & Hoff, 2016) to understand how
different demographic variables (i.e. age, race, HIV status) affect decision-making power in the
relationship and relationship satisfaction. They found that race was not a significant predictor of
relationship satisfaction after accounting for other demographic information (Perry et al., 2016).
Further investigation into relationship satisfaction remains warranted given the paucity of
research on same-gender relationships, and GBQ men specifically. Using a longitudinal design
will further elucidate whether satisfaction may change differently over the course of the
relationship depending on racial composition of the couple.

Two additional important and unexamined relationship outcomes are equality and investment
in sexual agreements; exploring these could provide additional information on relationship
functioning. People in same-gender relationships report striving towards equality by eliminating

power imbalances, cultivating a sense of fairness in their relationship decision-making, and



allowing both partners to have a say in relationship matters (Brown, 2008; Kurdek & Schmitt,
1985; Landolt & Dutton, 1997; Peplau & Cochran, 1981). However, men of color have reported
that they feel like they are “never an equal” with their partners (Nemoto et al., 2003). This
perception could stem from racial stereotyping, which associates certain sexual experiences with
the race of one’s partner (Crockett, 2020; Wilson et al., 2009) and may result in male partners of
color feeling fetishized by their partners (Buggs, 2017; Nemoto et al., 2003; Spell, 2017; Stacey
& Forbes, 2021). People who are attracted to others because of their race also tend to believe in
race-based social hierarchies (Cascalheira & Smith, 2020; Tan, Pratto, Operario, & Dworkin,
2013), thus potentially preventing interracial partners from viewing one another as equal. In the
one study (to my knowledge) that has examined differences in between feelings of equality
between women in same-race and interracial relationships found no evidence of difference in a
cross-sectional sample of lesbian women (Jeong & Horne, 2009). Because relatively little is
known about whether partners perceive each other as equals when there are power differentials —
namely in the form of racial inequality — within the relationship, differences in equality are worth
further investigation.

Investment in sexual agreements is another important relationship outcome that is unique
within the context of GBQ men’s relationships. Sexual agreements serve as a common way for
male couples to form decisions about allowed sexual behaviors within and outside a relationship
(Hoff & Beougher, 2010; Hoff, Beougher, Chakravarty, Darbes, & Neilands, 2010). Whereas
some couples form agreements that are open and permit sex with outside partners, others form
agreements that are closed (monogamous) and do not allow sex with outside partners (Hosking,
2013; LaSala, 2004b, 2004a; Remien, Carballo-Diéguez, & Wagner, 1995). Agreements can

hold great meaning for couples and are made to encourage honesty, build trust, and protect the



relationship (Hoff & Beougher, 2010; Hoff et al., 2010; Mitchell, 2014). Thus, it is important to
understand how invested individuals are in their sexual agreement and if investment differs
based on a couple’s relationship composition. Individuals in marginalized relationships (e.g.
interracial relationships) are less invested in their relationships compared to those in non-
marginalized relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006), making it plausible that these results
would translate to lesser investment in sexual agreements more specifically.

Beyond understanding differences in relationship outcomes, researchers are increasingly
paying attention to why differences in relationship outcomes may emerge. People in interracial
same-gender relationships contend with issues common to all couples; however sexual and racial
minorities face multiple forms of oppression — including racism and homonegativity — and thus
also contend with several forms on minority stress. Minority stressors are unique, chronic
stressors emanating from prejudicial attitudes that are directed at stigmatized individuals and
members of stigmatized relationships (Frost et al., 2017; LeBlanc & Frost, 2020; LeBlanc, Frost,
& Wight, 2015; Meyer, 2003). Minority stressors can proliferate and have a cumulative impact
on people’s health and relationships over time (Wallace, Nazroo, & Bécares, 2016).

On an individual level, minority stress includes stigma, a process in which people are
othered, stereotyped, and rejected for their social identities, and discrimination, referring to
prejudicial treatment of individuals based on their identity (Link & Phelan, 2001; Meyer, 1995,
2003). Individuals who are both people of color and queer encounter both stigma and
discrimination that can affect their lives in simultaneous and unique ways. Indeed, research has

shown that queer men of color experience more minority stress compared to White queer men

(Cyrus, 2017).



In addition, people in interracial relationships may experience become the targets of social
disapproval, creating a couple-level minority stressor in the form of relationship marginalization
(LeBlanc & Frost, 2020; LeBlanc et al., 2015; Neilands et al., 2020; Rosenthal & Starks, 2015).
Although explicit attitudes towards interracial relationships have become more favorable, people
in same-gender and interracial relationships experience more relationship marginalization
compared with those in non-marginalized relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006). Across
sexual orientations, people in interracial relationships in the United States experience more
marginalization than same-race couples (Gaines, 2002; Herek, 2000; Rosenblatt, Karis, &
Powell, 1995; Yancey, 2003). Individuals in interracial relationships report hearing racist
language from close others and isolation and rejection from both queer and people of color
communities (Rostosky, Riggle, Savage, Roberts, & Singletary, 2008). Taking together the
findings on stigma, discrimination, and relationship marginalization, this study examined if
people in same-race and interracial relationships differ in the amount of initial stigma,
discrimination, and relationship marginalization they experience and if these experiences change

differently over time.

Links Between Minority Stress and Relationship Outcomes

Within close relationships, stressful life events, including experiences of minority stress,
can cause stress to proliferate over time, cross-over between partners, and lead to worse
relationship and health outcomes (Gamarel, Reisner, Laurenceau, Nemoto, & Operario, 2014;
LeBlanc et al., 2015). According to Interdependence theory, relationship partners are
interdependent and exert mutual influences on one another’s behaviors through their interactions
(Kelly & Thibaut, 1978). Thus, experiences of minority stress may not only affect one’s own

relationship outcomes, but they may also influence one’s partner’s relationship outcomes.



Determining how couples are functioning in the face of minority stress could provide critical
information on when, if, and for whom relationship education interventions are most beneficial
at reducing the impacts of minority stress (Lewis et al., 2006; Whitton, Weitbrecht, Kuryluk, &
Hutsell, 2016).

While it is well established that experiences of stigma, discrimination, and relationship
marginalization can negatively impact relationship outcomes, it is not well understood whether
these effects are felt more acutely by those in interracial relationships and how these effects may
change over time. Individuals’ experiences with minority stressors are often associated with
experiencing worse relationship quality and satisfaction (Lincoln & Chae, 2010; Murry, Brown,
Brody, Cutrona, & Simons, 2001). Additionally, having a partner who has experienced
discrimination is associated with lower relationship quality (Otis, Rostosky, Riggle, & Hamrin,
2006).

Relationship marginalization is negatively linked with various facets of relationships
quality (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006; Rosenthal, Deosaran, Young, & Starks, 2019; Rosenthal &
Starks, 2015; Yampolsky, West, Zhou, Muise, & Lal.onde, 2020). This may be because
relationship marginalization conveys a lack of social support, which is important for relationship
outcomes (Brooks, Ogolsky, & Monk, 2018; Shibazaki & Brennan, 1998). Lehmiller and Agnew
(2007) found that people in same-gender or interracial relationships are less invested in their
relationships as a function of higher relationship marginalization. In interviews, interracial same-
sex couples said that relationship stigma negatively affected their satisfaction (Frost, 2011).
Thus, to the extent that relationship outcomes and minority stressors differ for people in same-
race and interracial relationships, it is also important to investigate how various forms of

minority stress differently impact their relationship quality. By using a longitudinal design, the



present research explores how variations in the experience of minority stress influences
relationship outcomes over time.

It is equally important to consider the possibility that minority stress may be associated
with better relationship outcomes. From an Interdependence theory perspective, partners undergo
a transformation of motivation in which they realize that individual threats, such as minority
stress, are meaningful for both their partner and the relationship. Being in an interracial
relationship often increases awareness of race and racism for White partners (AhnAllen &
Suyemoto, 2011; Foeman & Nance, 1999). Minority stress may strengthen the bond and
commitment between interracial couples (Dalmage, 2000; Frost, 2011; Hibbler & Shinew, 2002).
Experiencing racism has been found to increase commitment and unity between the partners
(Hibbler & Shinew, 2002) due to an increase in awareness of racism and resulting empathy
(Dalmage, 2000). Many same-gender couples report overcoming relationship stigma and find

that it affects them less over time (Frost, 2011).

Current Study

The goal of the current study is to build upon and expand previous research on same-race and
interracial male couples’ relationship outcomes and minority stressors. The aims of the study are
twofold; First, I will examine whether initial levels and growth trajectories of minority stress (i.e.
stigma, discrimination, and relationship marginalization) and relationship outcomes (i.e.
relationship satisfaction, equality, and investment in sexual agreements) differ based on the racial
composition of the couple to which an individual belongs to. Second, I will investigate the
association between minority stressors and the impact of these stressors on relationship outcomes
by determining a) how individual fluctuations in minority stressors relate to their relationship

outcomes (i.e. within-person effects) and b) how levels of minority stressors relate to overall



levels of relationship outcomes (i.e. between-person effects). Additionally, I explore if these
outcomes differ between White individuals and people of color (POC) for those in interracial

White-POC relationships.



Chapter 2 Methods

Participants

This research draws on a longitudinal study of male couples (N = 441) who were
recruited as part the Gay Couples Study funded by the National Institute for Mental Health
(Grant No. MH 075598). This study examined how relationship dynamics affect sexual
behaviors within and outside their relationships. By focusing on male couples this research
targets a group in which interracial relationships are common but has been underrepresented in
research on minority stressors and relationship outcomes. Couples were recruited from the San
Francisco Bay Area between 2012 and 2014 using active and passive methods (e.g., flyers,
advertisements, active recruiters, community events, etc.). To be eligible for the study, both
participants had to be over 18 years old, fluent in English, report that they were in a relationship
for at least 3 months, know their own and their partner’s HIV serostatus, identify as gay or
bisexual, and identify as cisgender. Participant demographics can be found in Table 1. Couples
who broke up during the study were excluded from subsequent waves. There was minimal
attrition over time, with retention rates of 85% between wave 1 and wave 2, 79% between wave
1 and wave 3, and 74% between wave 1 and wave 4. The observed means, standard deviations,

and correlations are presented in Table 2.

Procedure

Couples were surveyed simultaneously but separately at the study office, located in

downtown San Francisco. Each person provided informed consent and then individually

10



completed the self-administered survey, which queried about relationship dynamics (e.g.,
communication, intimacy), sexual behaviors, sexual agreements, broken agreements, and HIV
testing. Surveys were completed by each partner every six months. Ethics approval for this study

was received from San Francisco State University.

Measures

Demographics Each individual provided information about their age, sexual orientation,
race/ethnicity, relationship length, employment status, and education level.

Relationship Satisfaction Using a 9-point scale ranging from 0 (do not agree at all) to 8 (agree
completely), participants completed the 5-item relationship satisfaction subscale from the
Investment Model Scale (Rusbult, Martz, & Agnew, 1998). Sample items include “I feel
satisfied with our relationship” and “Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for
intimacy, companionship, etc” (o = .91).

Equality Current levels of equality were measured using an eight-item scale developed by
(Kurdek, 1995) (adapted from (Cochran & Peplau, 1985)(Peplau & Cochran, 1981). Sample
items include “My partner and I have equal power in the relationship,” “My partner shows as
much affection to me as I think I show to him.” Participants rated items on a 9-point scale
ranging from 1 (not true at all) to 9 (extremely true) (o.= .91).

Sexual Agreement Investment To measure levels of investment in sexual agreements,
participants completed the 13-item Sexual Agreement Investment Scale (Neilands, Chakravarty,
Darbes, Beougher, & Hoff, 2010). Investment was measured across three domains: commitment,
satisfaction, and value. Example items include “How much do you appreciate having your
current agreement?,” “How important is it to you that both you and your primary partner are

equally committed to your current agreement?”” and “How important is it that you feel satisfied

11



with your current agreement?” These items were measured from 0 (not at all) to 4 (extremely) (o
=.95).

Individual-Level Stigma To assess individual-level stigma, participants completed a six item
stigma scale adapted from (Link, 1987) by Meyer and colleagues (Meyer, Schwartz, & Frost,
2008). Participants rated their agreement to items such as “Most employers will not hire a person
like you” and “Most people believe that a person like you cannot be trusted.” Participants rated
these items on a scale of 1 (disagree strongly) to 4 (agree strongly) (0. =.90).

Everyday Discrimination Participants completed the 10-item version of the Everyday
Discrimination Scale to assess the extent of individual-level discrimination individuals
experienced over the past 6 months using a scale of 1 (never) to 4 (often) (Lewis et al., 2006;
Williams, Yan Yu, Jackson, & Anderson, 1997). An example includes “In your day-to-day life
how often are you treated with less courtesy than other people?” (o = .87).

Relationship Marginalization To understand the extent of relationship marginalization
individuals experienced, participants were asked four questions about social attitudes towards
their relationship (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006). Two items reflect relationship approval (e.g. “My
relationship has general societal acceptance’) and two items reflect relationship disapproval (e.g.
“I believe that most other persons (whom I do not know) would generally disapprove of my
relationship.” Items were rated on a 9-point scale ranging from 0 (not true at all) to 8 (very true)

(@ =.73).

Analytic Approach

For both research questions, analyses were conducted using multilevel modeling (MLM)
in SPSS v.27 (see Appendices B and C for example syntax). MLM accounts for multiple

measurements and the nesting of individuals within dyads (Kenny, Kashy, & Cook, 2006). I used
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a two-level cross-classified model that accounts for non-independence within both dyads and
time points. Random intercepts were modeled separately for each partner but were constrained
to be equal using compound symmetry matrices for random effects because couple members
were treated as indistinguishable. To set up these models, two dummy variables were generated
for each person: P1 = 1 if the outcome variable is from Partner 1 and P1 = 0 otherwise and P2 =
1 if the outcome variable is from Partner 2 and P2 = 0 otherwise. Creating these dummy
variables enables the specification of equality constraints because dyad members are
indistinguishable (Kashy, Donnellan, Burt, & McGue, 2008).

Across all models, the racial composition of the couple was treated as a moderating
variable. The four comparison groups were: same-race relationship with two White people,
interracial relationship between a White person and a POC, two POC in a same-race relationship,
and a POC in an interracial relationship with another POC. Individuals in White-POC
relationships were treated as the reference group which allowed me to determine if the
association between two variables was different for an individual belonging to one of the other
three groups compared to those in a White-POC relationships.

Each model included 3 covariates: length of the relationship (grand-mean centered), the
type of sexual agreement couples had (i.e., monogamous, open, or discrepant), and age
discrepancy (dummy coded 1 = age gap over 10 years and 0 = age gap less than 10 years). |
included relationship length as a covariate because of evidence that longer relationships are more
resilient to the impacts of stress. Sex agreement type is included given that importance of sexual
agreements to male couples. Finally, age gap was included as a covariate because it has been

theorized to influence decision-making power among male couples (Dworkin et al. 2017).
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For each research question, I conducted follow-up analyses that only included participants in
White-POC relationships to understand differences between White and POC partners. Models
were set up like those above but instead used a dummy-coded predictor representing the
participants’ race as the moderating variable. Using race as a moderator allowed me to test for
the significance of racial differences as opposed to reporting effects separately for White people

and POC (e.g. if using a two-intercept model).

Research Question 1: Differences Between Individuals in Same-Race and Interracial

Relationships

To test the first research question about the similarities and differences between
individuals in different types of same-race and interracial relationships, I ran a series of dyadic
growth curves models (DGCM) to assess if the couple racial composition moderates the initial
level and degree of change over time in their outcome variable. Growth curve models estimate
two main parameters. First, they estimate the intercept, which shows the overall level of variable
at a fixed time point averaged across the sample. The second parameter is the slope, which shows
the direction and amount of linear change. The initial measurement for each partner was centered
at 0 (the intercept). The slope thus models the predicted change in the dependent variable as time
increases by 6 months (the time between measurements). Because couples are treated as
indistinguishable both the intercepts and slopes are constrained to the same value across partners.

Modeling was done using a two-step approach. First, I ran unconditional linear models
for each of the different outcomes without any additional predictors to establish the initial levels
of each outcome (i.e., the intercepts) and the changes in each outcome (i.e., the slopes). Next, |

ran a series of conditional models which included all variables of interest to understand whether
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the type of relationship was linked with different aspects of relationship outcomes and minority

stressors.

Research Question 2: Associations Between Stress and Relationship Outcomes

For the second set of analyses, I investigated how minority stressors are associated with
relationship outcomes, and whether the racial composition of the couple moderates this
association. In total, I estimated 9 separate models in which associated were assessed between
each type of minority stress (stigma, discrimination, and relationship marginalization) and
relationship satisfaction, investment in sexual agreements, and equality. I used the Actor-Partner
Interdependence Model (APIM) to simultaneously estimate the effect that one’s own minority
stress has on one’s own outcome (actor effect) and the effect that one’s own minority stress has
on their partner’s outcome (partner effect) (Kenny et al., 2006).

Due to the longitudinal nature of the design, I used an over-time APIM that models both
within-person effects and between-person effects. Within-person effects are time-varying and
capture whether wave-to-wave changes in minority stressors are associated with corresponding
changes in a participant’s relationship outcomes (e.g., how levels of minority stress during one
wave relate to relationship outcomes during that same wave). Specifically, I was interested in
whether people would report poorer relationship outcomes in their relationship when they
experienced more minority stress than they typically did. I estimated both actor and partner
within-person effects, meaning that I examined if individuals’ minority stress is associated with
their own relationship outcomes (actor effect) as well as their partner’s relationship outcomes
(partner effect). Between-person effects modeled whether the average value of the predictor was
associated with the outcome variables, allowing me to determine if individuals who tend to

experience more minority stress also tend to experience worse relationship outcomes.
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Additionally, racial composition of the couple was tested as a moderating variable between

minority stress and relationship outcomes for both the within- and between-person effects.
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Table 1. Characteristics of the sample (882 individuals, 441 couples).

% N
Individual-level characteristics
Age (years, SD) 41.30 12.38
Race
American Indian or Alaskan Native i 6
Asian/Pacific Islander 9.5 84
Black, not of Hispanic Origin 7.5 66
Hispanic (Latino) 13 115
White, not of Hispanic Origin 61.3 541
Mixed Race 7.7 68
Another race 2 2
Sexual Orientation
Queer 6.6 58
Gay or Homosexual 84.7 747
Bisexual 6.8 60
None of the above 1.3 12
Unsure .6 5
Employment
Employed 74.4 656
Unemployed 25.6 226
Education
Did not complete high school 1.9 17
High school diploma or GED 8 71
Some College of Associate Degree 30.7 271
Bachelor’s degree 323 285
Masters, Doctor’s or other professional degree 27 238
Couple-level characteristics
Relationship length (years, SD) 7.83 7.85
Sexual Agreement Type
Monogamous 41.3 182
Open 48.3 213
Discrepant 10.4 46
Age Discrepancy
Yes 77.6 342
No 22.4 99
Couple Race
Same-Race White 11.3 183
Same-Race POC 50
Interracial White-POC 39.7 175
Interracial POC-POC 7.5 33

Note. All values are from first wave of data collection.
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Table 2. Means, Standard Deviations, and Correlations Among Variables

Variable 1 2 3 4 5 6

1. Stigma 1.53 (.63)
2. Discrimination STH* 2.17 (.59)
3. Marginalization S2%* 38%* 1.95 (1.52)
4. Relationship 6.51

Satisfaction -.14%* -.16%* -.33%* (1.45)
5. Investment in

Sexual Agreement -.13%%* -.04* - 13%* 49%* 3.15(.72)
6. Equality 7.30

- 15%* - 19%* - 33%* ks A44%* (1.53)

Note. Means and standard deviations (calculated over-time) are represented on the diagonal.
Correlations represent within-person correlations (overall mean across waves). They do not take
the dyadic structure of the data into account and thus are for descriptive purpose only. * p <.05
%k sk

p <.001
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Chapter 3 Results

Research Question 1

I first ran a series of unconditional DGCM with no predictors to establish initial levels of
relationship outcomes and minority stressors (i.e. intercepts) and changes in relationship
outcomes and minority stressors across 6, 12, and 18 months after initial data collection (i.e.
slopes). Results for each of the unconditional models can be found in Tables 3-8. Next, to test
initial differences between the different types of same-race and interracial couples on each
outcome, and changes in those outcomes, I entered time, a 3-level couple-level variable
representing the racial-composition of the couple, and an interaction between the couple-level
racial-composition variable and time. Additionally, relationship length, age discrepancy, and
sexual agreement were added as control variables. Finally, I ran follow-up DGCM’s including
only men in White-POC relationships to determine if White and POC partners differed in their

initial levels and changes in each variable of interest.

Relationship Satisfaction

Conditional Model. The initial relationship satisfaction score was generally high, with
an average score of 5.98 among men in White-POC relationships (out of 8) and showed a
relatively small, but statistically significant, decline of 0.08 units in between waves. Initial levels
of relationship satisfaction did not significantly differ between men in White-POC relationships
and the other three racial groups. Additionally, racial composition did not significantly moderate

the change in slope, suggesting that individuals in same-race White-White, same-race POC, and
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interracial POC-only relationships did not differ in the extent to which they reported decreases in
relationship satisfaction compared to individuals in White-POC relationships. Results are
presented in Table 3.

White-POC Couples. I ran a follow-up DGCM including only men in White-POC
relationships to determine differences between White and POC partners. I found that White and
POC partners did not differ from one another in their initial levels or changes in relationship

satisfaction over time.

Equality

Conditional Model. Initial perceptions of equality were relatively high for individuals in
White-POC relationships with a mean score of 6.51 (out of 9). Equality scores did not
significantly change over time. Neither initial levels nor changes in equality significantly
differed between White-POC couples and the other three racial groups. See Table 4 for results.

White-POC Couples. To determine if White and POC partners differed in initial levels
or changes in perceptions of equality, I tested participant race as a moderator in a model with
only White-POC couples. Among White-POC couples, White and POC partners did not differ in

initial equality levels nor in their change over time.

Investment in Sexual Agreement

Conditional Model. Initial levels of investment in sexual agreements among men in
White-POC relationships was relatively high, with a mean score of 2.94 (out of 4) and there was
a small, statistically significant decrease of 0.03 units between waves. Neither initial investment
scores nor changes in investment scores statistically differed between men in White-POC

relationships and the other three racial groups. Results can be found in Table 5.
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White-POC Couples. In a follow-up DGCM, I tested participant race as a moderator in a
model with only White-POC couples. White partners experienced a lower initial investment
compared to partners of color, #256) =-2.64, p = 0.009, 95% CI [-.29, -.04]. White and POC

participants did not differ in the extent to which they reported changes in investment over time.

Stigma

Conditional Model. For initial stigma, individuals in White-POC relationships scored
1.59 (out of 4) on average and experienced a relatively small, but statistically significant,
increase of 0.02 units between waves. Compared to men in White-POC relationships, men in
same-race POC relationships reported experiencing more initial stigma; however, individuals in
same-race White or interracial POC relationships did not significantly differ from individuals in
White-POC relationships in their initial stigma scores. None of the interactions between racial
composition and wave were significant, indicating that perceptions of stigma did not change
differently over time for men in same-race White-White, same-race POC, and interracial POC-
only relationships compared to those in White-POC relationships (see Table 6).

White-POC Couples. I tested participant race as a moderator in a model with only
White-POC couples. I found that White partners experienced lower initial stigma compared to
partners of color, #(260) = -2.01, p = 0.046, 95% CI [-.24, -.00]. White and POC participants did

not differ in the extent to which they reported changes in stigma.

Discrimination

Conditional Model. Men in White-POC relationships had an average initial
discrimination score of 2.39 (out of 4) and did not experience a significant change between

waves. Compared to individuals in White-POC relationships, POC in same-race POC
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relationships reported significantly higher initial discrimination and White men in same-race
relationships reported significant lower initial discrimination. There was no difference between
men in White-POC relationships and interracial POC-only relationships. Men in same-race
White-White, same-race POC, and interracial POC-only relationships did not differ in the extent
to which they reported changes in their discrimination over time.

White-POC Couples. Among White-POC couples, White partners experienced lower
initial discrimination compared to partners of color, #(247) = -3.05, p = 0.003, 95% CI [-.25, -
.05]. White and POC participants did not differ in the extent to which they reported changes in

discrimination over time.

Relationship Marginalization

Conditional Model. Finally, the average initial relationship marginalization score for
men in White-POC couples was relatively low, with a mean of 2.29 (out of 8); however, the
slope was nonsignificant indicating that relationship marginalization did not change over time for
men in White-POC relationships. Compared to men in White-POC relationships, men in White
same-race relationships reported experiencing lower initial marginalization whereas POC in
same-race POC relationships reported significantly higher marginalization. No significant
difference was observed in initial relationship marginalization scores between men in White-
POC relationships and same-race POC relationships. In terms of change over time, there were
two significant interactions. Compared to individuals in White-POC relationships, White men in
same-race relationships and men of color in interracial relationships reported a significant
increase in relationship marginalization. No difference was observed between those in White-

POC relationships and same-race POC relationships in changes in relationship marginalization.
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White-POC Couples. In the final DGCM testing differences between White and POC
partners in White-POC relationships, neither initial levels nor changes in relationship

marginalization differed between White and POC partners.
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Table 3. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Relationship Satisfaction

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 6.55 (0.06) 115.17%* [6.43, 6.66]
Wave -0.07 (0.02)  -4.17** [-0.01, -0.04]
Conditional Model

Intercept 5.98 (0.18) 32.76** [5.62, 6.34]
Same-Race White -0.09 (0.12)  -0.76 [-0.34, 0.15]
Same-Race POC -0.3 (0.19) -1.62 [-0.67, 0.07]
Interracial POC 0.13(0.22) 0.57 [-0.31, 0.56]
Wave -0.08 (0.03)  -2.96%* [-0.13,-0.03]
Same-Race White Slope 0.01 (0.04) 0.40 [-0.06, 0.09]
Same-Race POC Slope 0.02 (0.06) 0.39 [-0.09, 0.14]
Interracial POC Slope -0.1 (0.07) -1.47 [-0.24, 0.03]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.28%* [0.00, 0.03]
Age Discrepancy 0.03 (0.12) 0.24 [-0.21, 0.27]
Monogamous 0.98 (0.18) 5.46%* [0.63, 1.33]
CNM 0.49 (0.18) 2.73%* [0.14, 0.85]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 4. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Equality

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 7.28 (0.06) 122.55%%* [7.16, 7.40]
Wave -0.02 (0.02) -1.29 [-0.05, 0.01]
Conditional Model

Intercept 6.51 (0.19) 34 33%* [6.14, 6.88]
Same-Race White -0.04 (0.13) -0.32 [-0.29, 0.21]
Same-Race POC -0.17 (0.19)  -0.86 [-0.55,0.21]
Interracial POC 0.06 (0.23) 0.28 [-0.39, 0.51]
Wave -0.03(0.03) -1.24 [-0.09, 0.02]
Same-Race White Slope 0.03 (0.04) 0.72 [-0.05, 0.10]
Same-Race POC Slope -0.05 (0.06)  -0.78 [-0.16, 0.07]
Interracial POC Slope -0.08 (0.07)  -1.09 [-0.21, 0.06]
Relationship Length 0.02 (0.01) 2.43%* [0, 0.03]
Age Discrepancy 0.02 (0.13) 0.12 [-0.23, 0.27]
Monogamous 1.17 (0.19) 6.28%* [0.80, 1.54]
CNM 0.69 (0.19) 3.66%* [0.32, 1.06]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 5. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Investment in Sexual Agreement

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 3.17 (0.03) 119.40%* [3.12, 3.22]
Wave -0.02 (0.01)  -3.29** [-0.04, -0.01]
Conditional Model

Intercept 2.94 (0.08) 36.20%** [2.78, 3.10]
Same-Race White -0.03 (0.05) -0.49 [-0.13, 0.08]
Same-Race POC -0.08 (0.08)  -0.98 [-0.24, 0.08]
Interracial POC 0.07 (0.10) 0.70 [-0.12, 0.26]
Wave -0.03 (0.01)  -2.33* [-0.05, 0]
Same-Race White Slope 0.01 (0.02) 0.81 [-0.02, 0.04]
Same-Race POC Slope -0.01 (0.02)  -0.51 [-0.06, 0.04]
Interracial POC Slope -0.01 (0.03) -0.41 [-0.07, 0.05]
Relationship Length 0(0) -0.12 [-0.01, 0.01]
Age Discrepancy -0.07 (0.05) -1.34 [-0.18, 0.03]
Monogamous 0.53 (0.08) 6.65%* [0.37, 0.69]
CNM 0.09 (0.08) 1.11 [-0.07, 0.25]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 6. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Stigma

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 1.52 (0.02) 66.36** [1.48, 1.57]
Wave 0.02 (0.01) 2.35% [0, 0.03]
Conditional Models

Intercept 1.59 (0.07) 22.02%%* [1.44,1.73]
Same-Race White -0.03 (0.05) -0.67 [-0.13, 0.06]
Same-Race POC 0.42 (0.07) 5.74%* [0.28, 0.57]
Interracial POC 0.09 (0.09) 0.98 [-0.09, 0.26]
Wave 0.02 (0.01) 2.25% [0, 0.05]
Same-Race White Slope -0.01 (0.01) -0.44 [-0.03, 0.02]
Same-Race POC Slope -0.02 (0.02)  -0.86 [-0.06, 0.03]
Interracial POC Slope -0.01 (0.03) -0.40 [-0.07, 0.04]
Relationship Length -0.01 (0) -2.18%* [-0.01, 0]
Age Discrepancy 0.06 (0.05) 1.28 [-0.03, 0.16]
Monogamous -0.19 (0.07)  -2.62%* [-0.32, -0.05]
CNM -0.10(0.07)  -147 [-0.24, 0.04]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001

27



Table 7. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Discrimination

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 2.20(0.02) 100.30%* [2.16, 2.24]
Wave -0.01 (0.01) -1.79 [-0.02, 0]
Conditional Models

Intercept 2.39 (0.07) 35.09** [2.26, 2.53]
Same-Race White -0.15 (0.05) -3.39%* [-0.24, -0.06]
Same-Race POC 0.31 (0.07) 4.49%* [0.17, 0.44]
Interracial POC 0.02 (0.08) 0.25 [-0.14, 0.18]
Wave 0 (0.01) -0.39 [-0.02, 0.01]
Same-Race White Slope 0(0.01) 0.18 [-0.02, 0.02]
Same-Race POC Slope -0.01 (0.02) -0.56 [-0.04, 0.02]
Interracial POC Slope -0.02 (0.02) -0.72 [-0.06, 0.03]
Relationship Length -0.01 (0) -3.50%* [-0.01, 0]
Age Discrepancy 0.05 (0.05) 0.98 [-0.05, 0.14]
Monogamous -0.21 (0.07) -3.15% [-0.35, -0.08]
CNM -0.20 (0.07) -3.02* [-0.34, -0.07]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 8. Results of Dyadic Growth Curve Model of Relationship Marginalization

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Unconditional Model

Intercept 1.98 (0.06) 34.77** [1.87,2.09]
Wave 0.02 (0.02) 1.44 [-0.01, 0.05]
Conditional Models

Intercept 2.29 (0.18) 12.78** [1.94, 2.64]
Same-Race White -0.3 (0.12) -2.50%* [-0.54, -0.06]
Same-Race POC 0.74 (0.18) 4.05%* [0.38, 1.1]
Interracial POC -0.37(0.22) -1.72 [-0.79, 0.05]
Wave -0.01 (0.03) -0.25 [-0.06, 0.04]
Same-Race White Slope 0.08 (0.03) 2.17* [0.01, 0.14]
Same-Race POC Slope -0.02 (0.06)  -0.36 [-0.13, 0.09]
Interracial POC Slope 0.16 (0.07) 2.42% [0.03, 0.29]
Relationship Length -0.02 (0.01)  -3.53** [-0.03, -0.01]
Age Discrepancy 0.30 (0.12) 2.47* [0.06, 0.53]
Monogamous -0.47 (0.18)  -2.64%* [-0.81, -0.12]
CNM -0.28 (0.18)  -1.57 [-0.63, 0.07]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Research Question 2

The second research question examined in this study addresses the association between
minority stressors and relationship outcomes, and whether the racial composition of the couple
moderates this association. Using an over-time APIM, I examined how levels of actor or partner
minority stress during one wave relate to relationship outcomes during that same wave (within-
person effect). I also examined if individuals who tend to experience more minority stress, or
have partners who tend to experience more minority stress, also tend to experience worse
relationship outcomes (between-person effect).

Additionally, I conducted follow-up analyses examining whether minority stress affects
relationship quality differently for White individuals and POC in White-POC relationships.
Across all models, I found no difference between White men and men of color and results are

thus not reported below.

Relationship Satisfaction

Stigma. Results of the over-time APIM for the effects of stigma on relationship
satisfaction are presented in Table 9. There were no significant within-person associations,
suggesting that experiences of actor or partner stigma were not associated with relationship
satisfaction during that same wave. Additionally, racial composition did not moderate the link
between actor or partner stigma and relationship satisfaction.

I next looked at between-person differences and found main effects for both actor and
partner stigma. These effects suggest that men in White-POC relationships who tended to
experience more stigma, and those whose partners tended to experience more stigma, were less
satisfied than those individuals, or those with partners, who tended to experience less stigma.

However, racial composition did not moderate this association for actors. For partner effects, |
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found two significant interactions that suggested that the between-person effect of partner stigma
differed between those in White-POC relationships and those in same-race or interracial POC-
only relationships: Whereas men in White-POC relationships had lower relationship satisfaction
if their partners tended to experience more stigma, there was an opposite effect for men in either
same-race or interracial POC relationships such that men whose partners tended to experience
greater stigma had higher relationship satisfaction. The between-person effect of partner stigma
did not differ between those in White-POC relationships and those in White-White relationships.

Discrimination. Table 10 presents the results of the over-time APIM for the effects of
discrimination on relationship satisfaction. There were no significant within-person effects of
actor or partner’s discrimination, suggesting that experiences of actor or partner discrimination
were not associated with relationship satisfaction during that same wave. Racial composition did
not moderate within-person effects of actor or partner’s discrimination. Additionally, there were
no significant between-person effects of actor discrimination suggesting that the tendency to
experience discrimination was not associated with a tendency to experience worse relationship
satisfaction. There was a significant main effect for partners, such that individuals in White-POC
relationships were less satisfied if their partners tended to experience more discrimination. There
were no significant interactions between couple racial composition and between-person effects
of actor or partner’s discrimination.

Marginalization. Results of the over-time APIM for the effects of relationship
marginalization on relationship satisfaction are presented in Table 11. I found a significant
within-person actor effect, such that individuals in White-POC relationships reported lower
relationship satisfaction when they experienced more relationship marginalization than usual.

There was no significant within-person effect of partner relationship marginalization nor did
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couple racial composition moderate within-person actor effects for relationship marginalization.
I found one significant interaction that suggested that the within-person effect of partner
relationship marginalization differed between men in White-POC relationships and those in
POC-only interracial relationships. There was a stronger negative effect of partners’ relationship
marginalization on one’s own relationship satisfaction for individuals in POC-only interracial
relationships compared to individuals in White-POC interracial relationships when their partners
experienced more relationship marginalization than usual.

I next looked at between-person differences and found a main effect for actor, but not
partner, relationship marginalization. This actor effect suggests that those who tended to
experience more relationship marginalization on average were less satisfied than those
individuals who tended to experience less relationship marginalization. Couple racial
composition did not moderate the between-person effects for actor or partner relationship
marginalization.

Removing Couples with Discrepant Agreements. I ran follow-up L-APIMs excluding
men who disagreed with their partners on their sexual agreement (i.e. if they were in a
monogamous or open relationship) to determine if this affected between- and within-person actor
and partner effects of stigma on relationship satisfaction. I found that between- and within-

person actor and partner effects remained unchanged from the results described above.

Investment in Sexual Agreements

Stigma. Results of the over-time APIM for the effects of stigma on investment in sexual
agreements are presented in Table 12. I found a significant within-person main effect for actors,
such that men in White-POC relationships reported lower investment in their sexual agreement

when they experienced more stigma than usual. There was no significant main effect of partner
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stigma. For actor effects, I found one significant interaction that suggested that the within-person
effect of stigma differed between men in White-POC relationships and White same-race
relationships such that White men in same-race relationships experienced more investment in
their sexual agreement during times in which they experienced more stigma than usual.
Otherwise, I found no significant interactions between racial composition and within-person
effects of actor or partner stigma.

I next looked at between-person differences and found no between-person effects of actor
or partner stigma. Furthermore, couple racial composition did not moderate the association
between-person effects of actor or partner’s stigma.

Discrimination. Looking at the effects of discrimination on investment in sexual
agreements, I found no significant within- or between-person main effects of actor or partner
discrimination nor any significant interactions between racial composition of the couple and
within- or between-person effects of actor or partner’s discrimination (see Table 13).

Relationship Marginalization. Table 14 presents the results of the over-time APIM for
the effects of relationship marginalization on investment in sexual agreements. I found a
significant main effect for actors, such that men in White-POC relationships reported lower
investment in their sexual agreement when they experienced more relationship marginalization
than usual. There was no significant within-person effect of partner relationship marginalization.
Additionally, there were no significant interactions between couple racial composition and
within-person effects of actor relationship marginalization. I found one significant interaction
that suggested that the within-person effect of partner relationship marginalization differed
between men in White-POC relationships and POC same-race relationships. Men in same-race

POC relationships experienced more investment when their partners experienced more
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relationship marginalization than usual whereas no such effect was found for men in White-POC
relationships. The within-person effect of partner stigma did not differ between those in White-
POC relationships and those in White-White or interracial POC-only relationships.

I next looked at between-person differences and found a significant actor, but not partner,
main effect of relationship marginalization that shows that men in White-POC relationships who
tended to experience more relationship marginalization were less invested in their sexual
agreement than those individuals who tended to experience less relationship marginalization.
There were no significant interactions between couple racial composition and between-person
effects of actor or partner’s relationship marginalization.

Removing Couples with Discrepant Agreements. I ran follow-up L-APIMs excluding
men who disagreed with their partners on their sexual agreement (i.e. if they were in a
monogamous or open relationship) to determine if this affected between- and within-person actor
and partner effects of stigma on relationship satisfaction. With two exceptions, I found that
between- and within-person actor and partner effects remained unchanged from the results
described above. I found that the within-person actor effect of relationship marginalization on
investment in sexual agreements was no longer significant when men with discrepant agreements
were removed from the analyses. Additionally, the within-person effect of partner relationship
marginalization no longer differed between men in White-POC relationships and POC same-race

relationships as it did in the original model.

Equality

Stigma. Results of the over-time APIM for the effects of stigma on equality are presented in

Table 15. There were no significant within-person associations between actor or partner stigma
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and equality, nor any significant interactions between racial composition of the couple and
within-person effects of actor or partner’s stigma.

Next, looking at between-person effects, I found a main effect for actor, but not partner,
stigma. This effect suggests that those who tended to experience more stigma felt their
relationships were less equal than those individuals who tended to experience less stigma. None
of the interactions between racial composition and between-person actor or partner stigma were
significant.

Discrimination. Looking at the within-person effects of discrimination on perceptions of
equality, I found a significant main effect for actors, such that men in White-POC relationships
reported lower equality when they experienced more discrimination than usual. There was no
main effect for partner discrimination nor were there any significant interactions between racial
composition and within-person effects of actor or partner’s discrimination.

For between-person effects, there was a significant main effect of actor, but not partner,
discrimination showing that individuals in White-POC relationships felt less equal if their
partners tended to experience more discrimination. There were no significant interactions
between racial composition of the couple and between-person effects of actor or partner
discrimination.

Relationship Marginalization. In my final model, I examined how relationship
marginalization is associated with feelings of equality (Table 17). I found a significant within-
person actor effect, such that individuals in White-POC relationships reported lower equality
when they experienced more relationship marginalization than usual. There was no significant
within-person effect of partner relationship marginalization. The within-person effect of actor

and partner relationship marginalization differed between men in White-POC relationships and
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interracial POC-only relationships. There was a stronger effect of actor and partner relationship
marginalization on one’s own equality score for individuals in POC-only interracial relationships
compared to individuals in White-POC interracial relationships when either they or their partners
experienced more relationship marginalization than usual. A similar effect was found for partner
relationship marginalization for men in same-race White relationships, suggesting that, compared
to men in White-POC relationships, White men in same-race relationships experienced lower
feelings of equality during times in which their partner experienced more relationship
marginalization than usual.

Finally, looking at between-person differences, I found a significant main effect for actor
relationship marginalization. This effect suggests that those who tended to experience more
relationship marginalization tended to also experience lower equality than those individuals who
tended to experience less relationship marginalization. None of the interactions between racial
composition and between-person actor or partner relationship marginalization were significant.

Removing Couples with Discrepant Agreements. I ran follow-up L-APIMs excluding
men who disagreed with their partners on their sexual agreement (i.e. if they were in a
monogamous or open relationship) to determine if this affected between- and within-person actor
and partner effects of minority stress on equality. With regards to the effects of stigma on
equality, I found that the within-person actor effect and between-person partner effects were no
longer significant. Additionally, the between-person effect of partner discrimination no longer
differed between men in White-POC relationships and POC same-race relationships as it did in
the original model. Next, with regards to the between- and within-person actor and partner
effects of discrimination on equality, I found that they remained unchanged from the original

model that included couples of all agreements. Finally, looking at the within- and between-
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person effects of relationship marginalization on equality, I found the within-person effect of
partner discrimination no longer differed between men in White-POC relationships and same-

race White relationships or interracial POC-only relationships.

Controlling for Couple HIV Serostatus.

In a series of follow-up analyses, I examined the effects of each minority stressor on each
relationship outcome while controlling for the HIV serostatus of the couple (0 = concordant
negative, 1 = serodiscordant). Serostatus was a significant predictor in several models, showing
that men in serodiscordant White-POC relationships had better initial relationship outcomes
compared to men is concordant negative relationships. These included the effects of stigma,
discrimination, and relationship marginalization on relationship satisfaction and investment in
sexual agreement (but not on equality). However, including serostatus as a covariate did not

change any of the observed effects found in my previous models.
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Table 9. Results of Over-Time APIM of Stigma on Relationship Satisfaction

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 7.09 (0.35) 20.01** [6.39, 7.79]
White Same-Race -0.5 (0.45) -1.11 [-1.37,0.38]
POC Same-Race -1.47 (0.56) -2.60* [-2.57, -0.36]
POC Interracial -1.06 (0.83) -1.28 [-2.68, 0.57]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.15 (0.08) -1.95 [-0.30, 0]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.34 (0.12) -2.79%* [-0.59, -0.10]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.09 (0.08) -1.13 [-0.24, 0.07]
Partner Between Person Effect -0.38 (0.12) -3.07* [-0.62, -0.14]
Wave -0.07 (0.03) -2.73* [-0.13, -0.02]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.04) 0.36 [-0.06, 0.09]
POC Same-Race x Wave 0.02 (0.06) 0.28 [-0.10, 0.13]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.11 (0.07) -1.52 [-0.24, 0.03]
Within Person Interactions

White Same-Race % Actor Stigma -0.02 (0.11) -0.18 [-0.24, 0.20]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0(0.13) -0.03 [-0.27, 0.26]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma 0.34 (0.26) 1.31 [-0.17, 0.84]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.04 (0.11) 0.35 [-0.18, 0.26]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.03 (0.13) 0.23 [-0.23, 0.30]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma -0.19 (0.26) -0.75 [-0.70, 0.31]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race xActor Stigma 0.08 (0.18) 0.42 [-0.28, 0.43]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.12 (0.21) 0.60 [-0.29, 0.53]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma 0.09 (0.31) 0.28 [-0.51, 0.68]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.18 (0.18) 0.97 [-0.18, 0.54]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.64 (0.21) 3.05%* [0.23, 1.05]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma 0.7 (0.31) 2.28* [0.10, 1.30]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy 0.04 (0.12) 0.37 [-0.19, 0.28]
Monogamous 0.91(0.18) 5.12%** [0.56, 1.27]
CNM 0.48 (0.18) 2.69* [0.13, 0.83]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.89 [0.00, 0.02]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 10. Results of Over-Time APIM of Discrimination on Relationship Satisfaction

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 7.20 (0.46) 15.73**  [6.30, 8.10]
White Same-Race 0.06 (0.62) 0.09 [-1.16, 1.27]
POC Same-Race 0.13 (0.86) 0.15 [-1.56, 1.82]
POC Interracial 0.35(1.23) 0.29 [-2.06, 2.77]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.09 (0.10) -0.92 [-0.29, 0.10]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.18 (0.13) -1.40 [-0.42, 0.07]
Partner Within Person Effect 0.03 (0.10) 0.30 [-0.17, 0.23]
Partner Between Person Effect -0.33(0.13) -2.63* [-0.58, -0.08]
Wave -0.08 (0.03) -2.91%* [-0.13, -0.03]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.04) 0.38 [-0.06, 0.09]
POC Same-Race x Wave 0.02 (0.06) 0.30 [-0.10, 0.13]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.10 (0.07) -1.46 [-0.24, 0.04]
Within P Interactions

White Same-Race X Actor Discrimination -0.07 (0.15) -0.49 [-0.36, 0.22]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination 0.10(0.18) 0.59 [-0.24, 0.45]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination -0.16 (0.28) -0.58 [-0.70, 0.38]
White Same-Race x Partner Discrimination -0.13 (0.15) -0.88 [-0.42, 0.16]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination -0.06 (0.18) -0.32 [-0.41, 0.29]
POC Interracial x Partner Discrimination 0.17 (0.28) 0.63 [-0.37,0.72]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race X Actor Discrimination -0.21 (0.18) -1.13 [-0.57, 0.15]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.34 (0.24) -1.45 [-0.81, 0.12]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination 0(0.33) 0.00 [-0.64, 0.64]
White Same-Race X Partner Discrimination 0.10(0.18) 0.54 [-0.26, 0.46]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination 0.24 (0.24) 0.99 [-0.23, 0.70]
POC Interracial x Partner Discrimination -0.10 (0.33) -0.31 [-0.74, 0.54]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy 0.06 (0.12) 0.47 [-0.18, 0.29]
Monogamous 0.86(0.18) 4,78** [0.50, 1.21]
CNM 0.37(0.18) 2.06* [0.02,0.73]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.55 [0, 0.02]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001



Table 11. Results of Over-Time APIM of Relationship Marginalization on Relationship

Satisfaction
Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 6.61 (0.23) 28.99* [6.17, 7.06]
White Same-Race -0.03 (0.23) -0.13 [-0.48, 0.42]
POC Same-Race 0.2 (0.39) 0.52 [-0.57, 0.97]
POC Interracial 0.09 (0.42) 0.22 [-0.74, 0.92]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.23 (0.03) -6.99** [-0.29, -0.17]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.30 (0.05) -6.49** [-0.39, -0.21]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.03 (0.03) -0.80 [-0.09, 0.04]
Partner Between Person Effect 0.03 (0.05) 0.62 [-0.06, 0.12]
Wave -0.08 (0.03) -3.11%* [-0.13, -0.03]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.04 (0.04) 1.03 [-0.03, 0.11]
POC Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.06) 0.26 [-0.10, 0.12]
POC Interracial x Wave 0(0.07) -0.05 [-0.14, 0.14]
Within Person Interactions
White Same-Race X Actor R.M. 0.04 (0.05) 0.89 [-0.05, 0.13]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. -0.01 (0.06) -0.16 [-0.12, 0.10]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. -0.16 (0.1) -1.66 [-0.35, 0.03]
White Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.08 (0.05) -1.80 [-0.17, 0.01]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. 0.02 (0.06) 0.41 [-0.09, 0.13]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. -0.20 (0.1) -2.05%* [-0.39, -0.01]
Between Person Interactions
White Same-Race X Actor R.M. -0.03 (0.07) -0.37 [-0.16, 0.11]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.07 (0.09) 0.76 [-0.11, 0.24]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. -0.03 (0.12) -0.26 [-0.27, 0.20]
White Same-Race % Partner R.M. -0.06 (0.07) -0.81 [-0.19, 0.08]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.18 (0.09) -1.97 [-0.35, 0]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. -0.04 (0.12) -0.32 [-0.27, 0.20]
Covariates
Age Discrepancy 0.13(0.12) 1.09 [-0.1, 0.36]
Monogamous 0.82(0.17) 4.75%* [0.48, 1.16]
CNM 0.40(0.17) 2.30%* [0.06, 0.74]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.15 [0, 0.02]

Note: RM: relationship marginalization; * p < .05 ** p <.001
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Table 12. Results of Over-Time APIM of Stigma on Investment in Sexual Agreements

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 3.12(0.16) 19.56** [2.81, 3.44]
White Same-Race -0.08 (0.20) -0.39 [-0.47, 0.32]
POC Same-Race -0.07 (0.25) -0.28 [-0.57,0.43]
POC Interracial 0.29 (0.37) 0.77 [-0.45, 1.02]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.10 (0.04) -2.73%* [-0.17,-0.03]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.11 (0.06) -1.86 [-0.23, 0.01]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.05 (0.04) -1.26 [-0.12, 0.03]
Partner Between Person Effect 0 (0.06) -0.08 [-0.12, 0.11]
Wave -0.02 (0.01) -2.00* [-0.05, 0]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.02) 0.56 [-0.02, 0.04]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.02 (0.02) -0.63 [-0.06, 0.03]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.01 (0.03) -0.50 [-0.07, 0.04]
Within Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.16 (0.05) 3.05% [0.06, 0.27]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.09 (0.06) 1.45 [-0.03, 0.22]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma 0.06 (0.12) 0.45 [-0.19, 0.30]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.01 (0.05) 0.27 [-0.09, 0.12]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.02 (0.06) 0.36 [-0.10, 0.15]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma 0(0.12) 0.03 [-0.24, 0.25]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race xActor Stigma 0.02 (0.09) 0.17 [-0.16, 0.19]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma -0.16 (0.10) -1.59 [-0.37,0.04]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma -0.09 (0.15) -0.63 [-0.38, 0.20]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.02 (0.09) 0.23 [-0.15, 0.19]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.19 (0.10) 1.83 [-0.01, 0.39]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma -0.04 (0.15) -0.26 [-0.33, 0.25]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy -0.07 (0.05) -1.26 [-0.18, 0.04]
Monogamous 0.51 (0.08) 6.33%* [0.35, 0.67]
CNM 0.08 (0.08) 0.94 [-0.08, 0.23]
Relationship Length 0(0) -0.27 [-0.01, O]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 13. Results of Over-Time APIM of Discrimination on Investment in Sexual Agreement

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 2.85(0.21) 13.74%** [2.45, 3.26]
White Same-Race 0.23 (0.28) 0.82 [-0.32, 0.78]
POC Same-Race 0 (0.39) 0.01 [-0.76, 0.77]
POC Interracial 0.72 (0.56) 1.28 [-0.38, 1.81]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.05 (0.05) -1.09 [-0.14, 0.04]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.02 (0.06) -0.31 [-0.14, 0.10]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.06 (0.05) -1.31 [-0.16, 0.03]
Partner Between Person Effect 0.06 (0.06) 0.94 [-0.06, 0.18]
Wave -0.03 (0.01) -2.36%* [-0.05, 0]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.02) 0.79 [-0.02, 0.04]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.01 (0.02) -0.50 [-0.06, 0.04]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.01 (0.03) -0.34 [-0.07, 0.05]
Within P Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.01 (0.07) -0.07 [-0.14, 0.13]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination 0.05 (0.08) 0.61 [-0.11, 0.22]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination 0.14 (0.13) 1.02 [-0.13, 0.40]
White Same-Race x Partner Discrimination 0 (0.07) -0.01 [-0.14, 0.14]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination 0.02 (0.08) 0.20 [-0.15, 0.18]
POC Interracial X Partner Discrimination 0.07 (0.13) 0.51 [-0.19, 0.33]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.03 (0.09) -0.28 [-0.21, 0.15]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination 0.01 (0.12) 0.07 [-0.23, 0.24]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination -0.10 (0.16) -0.63 [-0.41, 0.21]
White Same-Race x Partner Discrimination  -0.10 (0.09) -1.05 [-0.28, 0.08]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination -0.04 (0.12) -0.37 [-0.28, 0.19]
POC Interracial x Partner Discrimination -0.19 (0.16) -1.18 [-0.50, 0.12]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy -0.07 (0.05) -1.29 [-0.18, 0.04]
Monogamous 0.53 (0.08) 6.50%** [0.37, 0.69]
CNM 0.08 (0.08) 1.02 [-0.08, 0.24]
Relationship Length 0(0) -0.19 [-0.01, 0.01]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 14. Results of Over-Time APIM of Relationship Marginalization on Investment in Sexual

Agreement
Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 3.06 (0.11) 28.81%* [2.86, 3.27]
White Same-Race -0.09 (0.11) -0.80 [-0.30, 0.12]
POC Same-Race -0.12 (0.18) -0.66 [-0.48, 0.24]
POC Interracial 0.08 (0.2) 0.42 [-0.30, 0.47]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.04 (0.02) -2.22% [-0.07, 0]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.07 (0.02) -3.06* [-0.12, -0.03]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.01 (0.02) -0.39 [-0.04, 0.03]
Partner Between Person Effect 0.02 (0.02) 0.70 [-0.03, 0.06]
Wave -0.03 (0.01) -2.36 [-0.05, 0]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.01 (0.02) 0.89 [-0.02, 0.04]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.01 (0.02) -0.44 [-0.06, 0.04]
POC Interracial x Wave 0 (0.03) -0.14 [-0.07, 0.06]
Within Person Interactions
White Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.02 (0.02) 0.93 [-0.02, 0.07]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.03 (0.03) 0.92 [-0.03, 0.08]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. -0.04 (0.05) -0.85 [-0.13, 0.05]
White Same-Race x Partner R.M. 0.01 (0.02) 0.54 [-0.03, 0.06]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. 0.06 (0.03) 2.17* [0.01,0.11]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. 0.03 (0.05) 0.60 [-0.06, 0.12]
Between Person Interactions
White Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.03 (0.04) 0.88 [-0.04, 0.10]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.04 (0.05) 0.76 [-0.06, 0.13]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. -0.01 (0.06) -0.15 [-0.13,0.11]
White Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.01 (0.04) -0.19 [-0.08, 0.06]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. 0 (0.05) -0.11 [-0.10, 0.09]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. -0.01 (0.06) -0.15 [-0.13,0.11]
Covariates
Age Discrepancy -0.06 (0.05) -1.12 [-0.17, 0.05]
Monogamous 0.51 (0.08) 6.33%* [0.35, 0.67]
CNM 0.08 (0.08) 0.95 [-0.08, 0.24]
Relationship Length 0(0) -0.43 [-0.01, O]

Note: RM: relationship marginalization; * p < .05 ** p <.001
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Table 15. Results of Over-Time APIM of Stigma on Equality

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 7.59 (0.37) 20.54** [6.86, 8.31]
White Same-Race -0.42 (0.47) -0.90 [-1.33, 0.50]
POC Same-Race -1.36 (0.59) -2.32%* [-2.52,-0.21]
POC Interracial -1.20 (0.86) -1.40 [-2.90, 0.49]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.22 (0.08) -2.66%* [-0.38, -0.06]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.35(0.13) -2.72%* [-0.61, -0.10]
Partner Within Person Effect 0 (0.08) -0.05 [-0.16, 0.16]
Partner Between Person Effect -0.35(0.13) -2.67* [-0.60, -0.09]
Wave -0.03 (0.03) -1.07 [-0.08, 0.02]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.03 (0.04) 0.71 [-0.05, 0.10]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.06 (0.06) -0.95 [-0.17, 0.06]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.08 (0.07) -1.14 [-0.22, 0.06]
Within Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.12 (0.12) 1.07 [-0.10, 0.35]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.33(0.14) 2.30%* [0.05, 0.60]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma 0.26 (0.27) 0.97 [-0.27, 0.79]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma -0.13 (0.12) -1.14 [-0.36, 0.10]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.02 (0.14) 0.15 [-0.26, 0.30]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma -0.07 (0.27) -0.25 [-0.60, 0.46]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race xActor Stigma 0.01(0.19) 0.04 [-0.37, 0.38]
POC Same-Race x Actor Stigma 0.21(0.22) 0.95 [-0.22, 0.64]
POC Interracial x Actor Stigma 0.25(0.32) 0.77 [-0.38, 0.88]
White Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.23(0.19) 1.18 [-0.15, 0.60]
POC Same-Race x Partner Stigma 0.57 (0.22) 2.59* [0.14, 1.00]
POC Interracial x Partner Stigma 0.59 (0.32) 1.84 [-0.04, 1.22]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy 0.03 (0.13) 0.25 [-0.22, 0.28]
Monogamous 1.11 (0.19) 5.98** [0.75, 1.48]
CNM 0.68(0.19) 3.64** [0.31, 1.05]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 2.12%* [0, 0.03]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001
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Table 16. Results of Over-Time APIM of Discrimination on Equality

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 7.70 (0.48) 16.13** [6.77, 8.64]
White Same-Race 0.04 (0.64) 0.06 [-1.23, 1.30]
POC Same-Race -0.39 (0.90) -0.43 [-2.15, 1.38]
POC Interracial 1.01 (1.28) 0.79 [-1.51, 3.53]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.26 (0.10) -2.54%* [-0.47, -0.06]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.32 (0.13) -2.46* [-0.58, -0.07]
Partner Within Person Effect -0.03 (0.10) -0.33 [-0.24, 0.17]
Partner Between Person Effect -0.18 (0.13) -1.35 [-0.44, 0.08]
Wave -0.03 (0.03) -1.28 [-0.09, 0.02]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.03 (0.04) 0.78 [-0.04, 0.10]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.05 (0.06) -0.92 [-0.17, 0.06]
POC Interracial x Wave -0.08 (0.07) -1.14 [-0.22, 0.06]
Within P Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Discrimination 0.17 (0.16) 1.08 [-0.14, 0.47]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.04 (0.19) -0.23 [-0.41, 0.32]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination 0.04 (0.29) 0.13 [-0.53, 0.61]
White Same-Race x Partner Discrimination  0.05 (0.16) 0.32 [-0.26, 0.35]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination 0.02 (0.19) 0.09 [-0.35, 0.38]
POC Interracial X Partner Discrimination -0.03 (0.29) -0.11 [-0.60, 0.54]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.10 (0.19) -0.53 [-0.48, 0.28]
POC Same-Race x Actor Discrimination -0.02 (0.25) -0.07 [-0.51, 0.48]
POC Interracial X Actor Discrimination -0.07 (0.34) -0.19 [-0.74, 0.61]
White Same-Race x Partner Discrimination ~ 0.03 (0.19) 0.14 [-0.35,0.41]
POC Same-Race x Partner Discrimination 0.17 (0.25) 0.66 [-0.33, 0.66]
POC Interracial x Partner Discrimination -0.35 (0.34) -1.02 [-1.02,0.32]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy 0.04 (0.13) 0.32 [-0.21, 0.29]
Monogamous 1.07 (0.19) 5.73%* [0.71, 1.44]
CNM 0.59 (0.19) 3.15% [0.22, 0.97]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.81 [0, 0.02]

Note: * p <.05 ** p <.001

45



Table 17. Results of Over-Time APIM of Relationship Marginalization on Equality

Fixed Effects b t 95% CI
Intercept 7.27 (0.24) 30.67** [6.80, 7.74]
White Same-Race -0.06 (0.24) -0.24 [-0.52,0.41]
POC Same-Race -0.09 (0.41) -0.23 [-0.89, 0.70]
POC Interracial -0.43 (0.44) -0.98 [-1.29, 0.43]
Actor Within Person Effect -0.23 (0.03) -6.73** [-0.30, -0.16]
Actor Between Person Effect -0.31 (0.05) -6.37** [-0.41, -0.22]
Partner Within Person Effect 0(0.03) -0.13 [-0.07, 0.06]
Partner Between Person Effect -0.03 (0.05) -0.57 [-0.12, 0.07]
Wave -0.04 (0.03) -1.37 [-0.09, 0.02]
White Same-Race x Wave 0.05 (0.04) 1.44 [-0.02, 0.12]
POC Same-Race x Wave -0.05 (0.06) -0.97 [-0.16, 0.06]
POC Interracial x Wave 0.05 (0.07) 0.69 [-0.09, 0.19]
Within Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.01 (0.05) 0.16 [-0.09, 0.10]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. -0.01 (0.06) -0.12 [-0.12, 0.11]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. -0.21 (0.10) -2.04* [-0.40, -0.01]
White Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.10 (0.05) -1.98* [-0.19, 0]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.02 (0.06) -0.38 [-0.14, 0.09]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. -0.30 (0.10) -2.94%* [-0.50, -0.10]
Between Person Interactions

White Same-Race x Actor R.M. -0.01 (0.07) -0.13 [-0.15,0.13]
POC Same-Race x Actor R.M. 0.10 (0.09) 1.02 [-0.09, 0.28]
POC Interracial X Actor R.M. 0.05 (0.13) 0.43 [-0.19, 0.30]
White Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.04 (0.07) -0.51 [-0.18,0.11]
POC Same-Race x Partner R.M. -0.03 (0.09) -0.33 [-0.22, 0.15]
POC Interracial x Partner R.M. 0.10 (0.13) 0.77 [-0.15, 0.34]
Covariates

Age Discrepancy 0.12 (0.12) 0.97 [-0.12, 0.36]
Monogamous 1.03 (0.18) 5.72%%* [0.68, 1.38]
CNM 0.61 (0.18) 3.40%* [0.26, 0.96]
Relationship Length 0.01 (0.01) 1.26 [0, 0.02]

Note: RM: relationship marginalization; * p < .05 ** p < .0
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Chapter 4 Discussion

The current research sought to understand relationship outcomes and minority stressors
across four groups of men in same-race and interracial relationships. I addressed two research
questions: a) how do relationship outcomes and experiences of minority stress differ by racial
composition of the couple and b) does minority stress differentially impact relationship outcomes
across these groups? This study provides novel information on same-race and interracial couples
by addressing a dearth of research that captures dyadic and longitudinal dynamics in same-
gender couples, with a focus on male couples. By using a large sample of interracial and same-
race couples and breaking down comparisons across four types of racial compositions among
couples, this study found effects that could not have been captured in a one-shot study and thus
provides more nuance to the developing literature on interracial relationships. My findings
suggest that many relationship outcomes and experiences of minority stress, and the effects of
minority stress on relationship outcomes, are similar regardless of the racial composition of the

couple.

Differences in Relationship Outcomes and Minority Stress

Findings from this study revealed no differences in the initial levels or trajectories of
change for relationship satisfaction, investment in sexual agreements, or equality for men in
White-White, same-race POC, or interracial POC-only relationships compared to men in White-
POC relationships. The null findings for relationship satisfaction align with previous research
that also has not found differences (Brooks, 2021; Henderson & Braithwaite, 2021; Jeong &

Horne, 2009; Veldhuis, 2020) and extends prior work to a sample of GBQ men.

47



Our study was the first to examine investment in sexual agreements and equality
differences based on couples’ racial composition. One previous study found that people in
interracial relationships are less invested in their relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006), but
the current findings suggest that this does not extend to lower investment in sexual agreements.
However, we did find that White partners were less invested than POC when we looked at
differences in investment for individuals in White-POC interracial relationships. Sexual
agreements are critical to sexual decision-making and safer sex behaviors and this finding
suggests that intervention researchers may need to tailor interventions to be attentive to race, at
least for men White-POC relationships. Regarding equality, men of color have expressed
concerns about equality within their relationships (Nemoto et al., 2003). Interestingly, I found
that White men and men of color in White-POC relationships felt similarly equal in their
relationship. My findings are consistent with research that also found no differences in feelings
of equality among women in same-gender relationships (Jeong & Horne, 2009) and provide
preliminary evidence that at least some men in interracial relationships do not perceive
differences in equality within their relationship.

In terms of experiences of minority stressors, I observed that, compared to men in White-
POC relationships, men in same-race POC relationships experienced higher initial levels of
stigma, discrimination, and relationship marginalization. Interestingly, my observation that men
in same-race POC-only relationships experience more minority stress is novel. Although scholars
have speculated on reasons for differences between interracial and same-race couples, there has
been limited attention to couples where both partners are from racial groups who that been
historically marginalized in similar versus different ways, which further highlights the

importance of looking at the different types of interracial and same-race couples in future work.
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Men in same-race White relationships experienced lower levels of discrimination and
relationships marginalization, but not stigma, compared to men in White-POC relationships.
Among men in White-POC relationships, White partners experienced lower initial stigma and
discrimination, but not relationship marginalization, compared to POC. These findings suggest
that both individual and couple-level minority stressors are worse for people in interracial
relationships. Additionally, these findings are consistent with previous literature suggesting that
individuals in interracial relationships experience more relationship marginalization compared to

people in same-race relationships (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006; Rosenthal et al., 2019).

Effects of Minority Stressors on Relationship Outcomes

The second aim of this study was to examine the effects of minority stressors on
relationship outcomes. Overall, our findings showed that both experiencing more minority stress
than usual (within-person effects) and experiencing more minority stress on average (between-
person effects) impacted some relationship outcomes, aligning with previous research in this area
and extending the literature to a sample of GBQ couples (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006; Lincoln &
Chae, 2010; Murry et al., 2001; Rosenthal et al., 2019; Rosenthal & Starks, 2015; Yampolsky et
al., 2020). Perhaps surprisingly, few within and between-person actor and partner effects were
moderated by couple racial composition. Instead, my results suggest that minority stressors are
associated with lower relationship outcomes across relationships of varying racial compositions.

Several findings indicated that certain minority stressors may have positively impacted
relationship outcomes and that this association varied by couple racial composition. Notably,
compared to men in White-POC relationships, White men in same-race relationships reported
more investment in their sexual agreement during times in which they experienced more stigma

than usual and men in same-race POC relationships experienced more investment when their
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partners experienced more relationship marginalization than usual. Additionally, whereas men in
White-POC relationships had lower relationship satisfaction if their partners tended to
experience more stigma, there was an opposite effect for men in either same-race or interracial
POC relationships, such that men whose partners tended to experience greater stigma had higher
relationship satisfaction. These findings suggest that for some men, particularly men in same-
race relationships, minority stressors may bring partners closer together (Troy, 2006), and could
explain why previous studies have reported contradictory findings on relationship satisfaction.
These findings can be explained by transformation of motivation, a construct derived from
interdependence theory, in which people realize that their partner’s experiences of minority
stress have consequences for their relationship. This may lead them to engage in communal
coping by communicating with one another and engaging in joint actions to tackle the
consequences of minority stress. This is supported by prior work showing that minority stress
can have positive consequences for relationship dynamics, especially when couples can have
conversations about these issues and “stand together” against instances of discrimination and
injustice (Frost, 2011). Future studies should continue examining the circumstances that
empower some couples to manage minority stressors as a joint problem and emerge with better
relationship outcomes.

I also found that individuals in POC-only interracial relationships felt even less equal and
satisfied than individuals in White-POC relationships when they or their partners experienced
more relationship marginalization than usual. Given the finding that people in POC-only
interracial relationships also felt greater relationship marginalization, this finding suggests that

marginalization faced by both partners could compound its effects on equality and satisfaction. It
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is possible that having one partner from a historically privileged group confers some advantages
to those in White-POC relationships that is then protective for their relationship outcomes.

Notably, men in serodiscordant White-POC relationships had better initial relationship
satisfaction and higher investment in their sexual agreements compared to men is concordant
negative relationships. However, couple serostatus did not change the observed effects of
minority stress on relationship outcomes. Positive relationship factors, including relationship
satisfaction, equality and investment in sexual agreements, have been associated with less sexual
risk behavior with outsider partner’s (Darbes, Chakravarty, Neilands, Beougher, & Hoff, 2014;
Hoff, Campbell, Chakravarty, & Darbes, 2016; Hoff, Chakravarty, Beougher, Neilands, &
Darbes, 2012), so it would be worthwhile for future studies to investigate how a couple’s racial
composition and couple serostatus interact and influence relationship dynamics and sexual risk
behaviors.

Taken together, the current study reveals that there are more similarities than differences
between outcomes for different types of interracial and same-race couples. Although it cannot be
ruled out that these groups are different on outcomes that were not measured here, this is a highly
powered study that should theoretically be able to capture differences if they exist. The lack of
difference in relationship satisfaction and positive effects of stigma on relationship outcomes
may reflect several things in the current study. First, participants may attribute more minority
stress to being in a same-gender relationship than to being an in interracial relationship
(Rostosky et al., 2008) and being in an interracial relationship may not compound couple
members’ minority stress because it is already high for same-gender couples (Veldhuis, 2020).

Second, due to the high levels of stress that people in same-gender and/or interracial

relationships face, many may develop resilience and coping mechanisms and turn to their
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partners to help them navigate these stressors (G. U. Y. Bodenmann, Ledermann, & Bradbury,
2007; Clavél, Cutrona, & Russell, 2017; Cutrona, Bodenmann, Randall, Clavél, & Johnson,
2018; Gamarel et al., 2019). According to the Vulnerability-Stress Adaptation Model, adaptive
processes, the techniques used to cope with stress, can mediate the relationship between stress
and relationship quality. For example, couples who are able to engage in dyadic coping by
jointly tackling minority stressors as a team (i.e. “we-stress”), as opposed to considering them
individual problems (i.e. “I-stress”) may be better able to work through minority stress as a
couple and consequently strengthen their relationship (Clavél et al., 2017; Cutrona et al., 2018;
Rosenthal & Starks, 2015). However, partners often take different approaches to discussing
instances of injustice. While some couples discuss instances of racism, others avoid discussing
racism and minimize racial differences and the experiences of racism and inequality by people of
color (Bonilla-Silva, 2010; Rostosky et al., 2008). Some partners believe that racial differences
are inconsequential and may instead focus more on their similarities (Brummett, 2017; Childs,
2005; Killian, 2001, 2002, 2003). Moreover, when stressed, couples struggle to communicate
positively and constructively (Neff & Karney, 2017). When racist instances occur, White
partners may refuse to acknowledge these events, discount their partner’s experiences,
deprioritize racial/ethnic differences, or dissociate from one another (Killian, 2001, 2002, 2003;
Leslie & Letiecq, 2004; Rostosky et al., 2008). Even though some couples may not regard racial
differences as important, how couples respond when minority stressors occur is nevertheless
worthy of investigation. Thus, future studies would benefit from examining what factors help
alleviate the deleterious effects of minority stressors on relationship outcomes (e.g. partner
support, dyadic coping, and communication) versus worsen (e.g. color-blind ideology) them (G.

Bodenmann, 2005; Holzapfel, Randall, Tao, & lida, 2018)
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Third, it is important to consider that the average length of couple’s relationships in this
study was approximately 8 years and that couples who broke up during the study were excluded
from subsequent waves. The stability of these relationships may imply that many of these
couples have successfully navigated their own and their partners experiences of minority
stressors. Over-time, partners develop an understand of the impact that minority stressors have
on their relationships. For example, some White people go through an awakening about how
pervasive racism is when they enter interracial relationships with some White individuals,
reporting a heightened sense of awareness of racism due to being part of an interracial couple
(Dalmage, 2000; Yancey, 2007). This awareness may contribute to interracial partners actively
working to confront racism (Rostosky et al., 2008). Future studies should examine these
concepts in newly dating couples, which could better capture longitudinal changes and assess

how minority stressors effect relationship stability.

Clinical Implications

The findings identified have implications for relationship education interventions focused
on improving relationship outcomes among male couples. Existing interventions like the
Strengthening Same- Sex Relationship Program (SSSR) and 2GETHER have found that teaching
male couples how to dyadically cope with minority stress is associated with positive long-term
effects on relationship outcomes and communication (Newcomb et al., 2017; Whitton et al.,
2016). As these programs are disseminated to more diverse audiences, it will be important to
consider the differing effects of minority stress on relationship outcomes for couples of different

racial compositions.
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Limitations

This study advances a growing body of work on same-gender interracial couples; however,
there are several limitations that should be acknowledged that limit the generalizability of these
findings. Foremost, the unique characteristics of our sample must be considered. Participants in
this study lived in a somewhat racially diverse region which could have decreased the likelihood
of experiencing minority stressors (at least directed at their relationship) and increased the
likelihood of being in an interracial relationship since areas with lower racial segregation
typically have more interracial relationships (Jones, Malone, & Campbell, 2021). Moreover,
acceptance of interracial relationships differs across regions in the U.S., likely due in part to the
continued impact of anti-miscegenation laws that remained in many states into the 20" century
(Yancey, 2007; Yancey & Yancey, 1998). Because California overruled anti-miscegenation laws
in 1948, the acceptance of interracial relationships may be higher than in other parts of the U.S.
Thus, it is possible that geographic differences may result in fewer overt instances of minority
stress.

Another important consideration is that people who are in interracial relationships are a
somewhat self-selected group. Individuals who date interracially are more likely to have grown
up in a diverse community (Fujino, 1997; Yancey, 2002). Additionally, dating preferences are
influenced by racist attitudes and racial hierarchies. Although many people say they are
accepting of interracial relationships, many would not themselves date interracially (Herman &
Campbell, 2012). Even among those who date interracially there are preferences for some racial
groups over others (Fiebert, Karamol, & Kasdan, 2000; Fujino, 1997). Among same-gender
couples, White-Black pairings are the most common interracial pairing (Jones et al., 2021).

However, POC are often seen as the least desirable partners (Green, 2008; Lundquist & Lin,
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2015; Robinson, 2015). Some gay men use “personal preference” rhetoric to justify their
exclusion of POC (Robinson, 2015). Thus, being in an interracial relationship is not always an

option for POC due to exclusion and racism within the gay community (Hart, Sharvendiran,
Chikermane, Kidwai, & Grace, 2021). In contrast, few POC say they are unwilling to date White

people (Green, 2008; Han & Choi, 2018). However, racial preferences may be protective for
POC, as there is distrust of White intentions in dating that is rooted in historical mistreatment of
POC and experiences of fetishization (Childs, 2005; Collins, 2004; Stacey & Forbes, 2021).

Notably, our generalizability is also constrained by the sample size of some groups in this
study. This study only looked at four groups of couples and lower representation of same-race
POC and interracial POC-only couples (~20% of sample) may not accurately portray differences
between groups and the role that minority stressors play in relationship outcomes. Moreover, by
grouping all POC together into one group, this study erased important group differences amongst
POC who have unique histories of oppression in the United States. Overall, research should
continue to consider how multiple forms of oppression influence the relationship functioning of
people in interracial relationships and how this differs across differentially marginalized groups
(Bowleg, 2008).

Our results are also qualified by our methods and measures. Most notably, the scales
measuring stigma, discrimination, and relationship marginalization did not ask about specific
identities. Because none of the scales asked about experiences of minority stress based on racial
identity, participants could have been thinking about minority stress experienced mostly based
on their sexual identity or heterosexism given that the larger study examined couple-based
approaches to HIV prevention. Indeed, when encountering discrimination, people may try to

reduce the effects of that discrimination by focusing on a less stigmatized identity (Bowleg,
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Huang, Brooks, Black, & Burkholder, 2003; Shih, Young, & Bucher, 2013). Future work should
consider having couples reflect specifically about their racial identity, as racial identity is highly
linked with relationship satisfaction, at least in Black individuals and, to a lesser extent, in White
individuals (Leslie & Letiecq, 2004)

Another important consideration is that participants completed questionnaires every six
months, which may hide some of the variability that may occur if participants were surveyed
more frequently. More intensive longitudinal methods, such as daily diaries, could capture
everyday variation in experiences or anticipation of minority stressors. Anticipation of minority
stress is a common, unique source of stress for stigmatized individuals and can have equally
strong effects on people’s health and relationships as experiences of stigmatization (Thomeer,
LeBlanc, Frost, & Bowen, 2018; Williams & Mohammed, 2009), and may be easier to capture
using longitudinal methods compared to actual experiences of minority stress.

Finally, the measures we used combined different sources of minority stress into one.
Experiencing minority stress from more proximal sources (e.g. friends, family) may have
different consequences compared to experiencing more distal sources of minority stress. For
example, couples who experience more relationship marginalization from friends and family are
more likely to breakup, but the same associations are not observed for societal relationship
marginalization (Lehmiller & Agnew, 2006). Future studies assessing sources of minority stress
may help more clearly identify differences in relationship outcomes for same-race and interracial

relationships.

Conclusion

Individuals who date interracially have seen a growing acceptance of their relationships and

appear to be as satisfied as those who date within their race. The current findings show mixed
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support for differences between different types of same-race and interracial couples, providing
growing support that people in interracial relationships do not have worse relationship outcomes.
Moreover, these findings challenge the narrative that interracial relationship are less fulfilling
and have worse outcomes while also extending this work to a previously understudied group of
people. Moving forward, applying strength-based and resiliency perspectives to understand how
men in same-gender relationships protect their relationships from minority stressors is a critical

area of research.
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Appendix A Measures

Stigma

Most employers will not hire a person like you.

Most people believe that a person like you cannot be trusted.

Most people think that a person like you is dangerous and unpredictable.
Most people think less of a person like you.

Most people look down on people like you.

Most people think people like you are not as intelligent as the average person.

Everyday Discrimination

Over your lifetime, was being treated with less courtesy related to any of the following
reasons?

Over your lifetime, how often have you been treated with less respect than others?

Over your lifetime, how often have you received poorer service than others in restaurants
or stores?

Over your lifetime, how often have you experienced people treating you as if you're not
smart?

Over your lifetime, how often have you experienced people acting as if as if they are
better than you are?

Over your lifetime, how often have you experienced people acting as if they are afraid of
you?

Over your lifetime, was people's acting as if they are afraid of you related to any of the
following reasons?

Over your lifetime, how often have you experienced people acting as if they think you are
dishonest?

Over your lifetime, how often have you been called names or insulted?

Relationship Marginalization
Most others generally disapprove of my relationship.
My relationship has general societal acceptance.

My family and friends approve of my relationship.
My family and/or friends are not accepting of this relationship.
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Relationship Satisfaction

I feel satistied with our relationship.

My relationship is much better than others’ relationships.

My relationship is close to ideal.

Our relationship makes me very happy.

Our relationship does a good job of fulfilling my needs for intimacy, companionship, etc.

MBS

Equality

My partner and I have equal power in the relationship.

My partner shows as much affection to me as I think I show to him.

My partner and I invest equal amounts of time and energy in the relationship.

My partner and I are equally committed to working out problems that occur in our
relationship.

All things considered, my partner and I contribute an equal amount to the relationship.
My partner and I deal with each other as equals.

My partner treats me and respects me as an equal.

My partner depends on me as much as I depend on him.

b=

o =N

Attitudes towards Sexual Agreements

Value
1. How much do you appreciate having your current agreement?
2. How much do you value your current agreement?
3. How much do you respect your current agreement?
4. How important is your current agreement to you?
5. How much does your current agreement matter to you?
6. How much do you benefit from having your current agreement?
Commitment
1. How important is it for you to be committed to your current agreement?
2. How important is it to you that your primary partner is committed to your current

agreement?

3. How important is it to you that both you and your primary partner are equally committed
to your current agreement?

4. How committed are you to having your current agreement?

Satisfaction

1. How satisfied are you with your current agreement?
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2. How much does satisfaction with your current agreement influence satisfaction with your
relationship?
3. How important is it that you feel satisfied with your current agreement?
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Appendix B DGCM Sample Syntax

Sample Syntax for Unconditional Dyadic Growth Curve Model

MIXED mSTIGMA WITH Personl Person2 cwave

/CRITERIA=DFMETHOD(SATTERTHWAITE) CIN(95) MXITER(1000) MXSTEP(25)
SCORING(1)

SINGULAR(0.000000000001) HCONVERGE(0, ABSOLUTE) LCONVERGE(O0,

ABSOLUTE) PCONVERGE(0.000001, ABSOLUTE)
/FIXED= cwave
/PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV
/RANDOM = Personl Person2 | SUBJECT(COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR)
COVTYPE(CSR)
/REPEATED= Personl | SUBJECT(cwave*COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR).

Sample Syntax for Dyadic Growth Curve Model with All Predictors

MIXED mSTIGMA BY SA_consensus] WITH Personl Person2 white IR POC IR POC_SR
cRel Len age disc cwave

/CRITERIA=DFMETHOD(SATTERTHWAITE) CIN(95) MXITER(1000) MXSTEP(25)
SCORING(1)

SINGULAR(0.000000000001) HCONVERGE(0, ABSOLUTE) LCONVERGE(0,

ABSOLUTE) PCONVERGE(0.000001, ABSOLUTE)
/FIXED= white IR POC IR POC_ SR cwave white IR*cwave POC IR*cwave POC_SR*cwave
cRel Len age disc SA consensusl
/PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV
/RANDOM = Personl Person2 | SUBJECT(COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR)
COVTYPE(CSR)
/REPEATED= Personl | SUBJECT(cwave*COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR).

Sample Syntax for Dyadic Growth Curve Model with Only White-POC couples

MIXED mSAIS BY SA consensusl A White 1 WITH Personl Person2 cRel Len age disc
cwave
/CRITERIA=DFMETHOD(SATTERTHWAITE) CIN(95) MXITER(1000) MXSTEP(25)

SCORING(1)

SINGULAR(0.000000000001) HCONVERGE(0, ABSOLUTE) LCONVERGE(O0,
ABSOLUTE) PCONVERGE(0.000001, ABSOLUTE)
/FIXED= A White 1 cwave A White 1*cwave cRel Len age disc SA_ consensusl
/PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV
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/RANDOM = Personl Person2 | SUBJECT(COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR)
COVTYPE(CSR)
/REPEATED= Personl | SUBJECT(cwave*COUPLEID) COVTYPE(CSR).
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Appendix C L-APIM Sample Syntax

Sample Syntax for L-APIM

MIXED mRUS SAT A BY SA consensusl MixedCoupleType WIR WITH Personl A
Person2 A STIGMAw_A STIGMA mean A STIGMAw P STIGMA mean P age disc
cRel Len cwave A

/CRITERIA=DFMETHOD(SATTERTHWAITE) CIN(95) MXITER(1000) MXSTEP(25)
SCORING(1)

SINGULAR(0.000000000001) HCONVERGE(0, ABSOLUTE) LCONVERGE(0,
ABSOLUTE) PCONVERGE(0.000001, ABSOLUTE)
/FIXED=MixedCoupleType WIR STIGMAw_ A STIGMA mean A STIGMAw_P
STIGMA mean P cwave A
MixedCoupleType WIR*STIGMAw_A MixedCoupleType WIR*STIGMA mean A
MixedCoupleType WIR*STIGMAw_P MixedCoupleType WIR*STIGMA mean P
MixedCoupleType WIR*cwave A age disc SA consensusl cRel Len
/PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV
/RANDOM = Personl A Person2 A | SUBJECT(Dyad ID) COVTYPE(CSR)
COVTYPE(CSR)

/REPEATED= Personl A | SUBJECT(cwave A*Dyad ID) COVTYPE(CSR).

Sample Syntax for L-APIM with Only White-POC Couples

MIXED mRUS SAT A BY SA consensusl White A 1 WITH Personl A Person2 A
STIGMAw_A STIGMA mean_ A STIGMAw_P STIGMA mean P age disc cRel Len
cwave A
/CRITERIA=DFMETHOD(SATTERTHWAITE) CIN(95) MXITER(1000) MXSTEP(25)
SCORING(1)

SINGULAR(0.000000000001) HCONVERGE(0, ABSOLUTE) LCONVERGE(0,
ABSOLUTE) PCONVERGE(0.000001, ABSOLUTE)
/FIXED=White A 1 STIGMAw_A STIGMA mean A STIGMAw_P STIGMA mean P
cwave A
White A 1*STIGMAw_A White A 1*STIGMA mean A White A 1*STIGMAw_P
White A 1*STIGMA_ mean_P
White A 1*cwave A age disc SA consensusl cRel Len
/PRINT=SOLUTION TESTCOV
/RANDOM = Personl A Person2 A | SUBJECT(Dyad ID) COVTYPE(CSR)
COVTYPE(CSR)
/REPEATED= Personl A | SUBJECT(cwave A*Dyad ID) COVTYPE(CSR).
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