
10 The Open Sociology Journal, 2009, 2, 10-22  

 

 1874-9461/09 2009 Bentham Open 
 

Open Access 

Marital Assimilation and Family Financial Resources of U.S. Born 
Hispanics 

Xuanning Fu* 

Department of Sociology, California State University, Fresno, CA 93740-8019, USA  

Abstract: Census 2000 5% PUMS data are used to study the association between intermarriage and family financial 

resources for U.S. born Mexicans (n=95,509), Puerto Ricans (n=51,030) and Cubans (n=5,688), based on classic and 

segmented assimilation theories. Findings give support to classic assimilation theory. For all three Hispanic groups 

exogamy with Whites leads to higher family financial resources than endogamy. Outmarriage to non-Whites is also linked 

to higher SES for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, but not for Cubans. Intermarriage is also related to higher family SES for 

Hispanic women than for Hispanic men. Besides a symbol of assimilation, intermarriage tends to filter out low-SES 

Hispanics and keep them in endogamy, and is thus associated with different family financial environments for next-

generation Hispanics. 

INTERMARRIAGE, ASSIMILATION AND FAMILY 

FINANCIAL RESOURCES: U.S. BORN HISPANICS 

IN 2000 

 Hispanics have been the largest minority group in the 
United States since early 2004 [1], and one of every seven 
people in the nation is now Hispanic, a record number that 
will keep rising because of immigration and a birth rate that 
exceeds that of non-Hispanic Americans [2]. In the last few 
years Hispanic population grew three times faster than the 
general population, accounting for one-half of the overall 
population growth [3]. It is estimated that by 2050 the 
Hispanic population will increase from the current 13% to 
about 24% of the total U.S. population [4]. Hispanics in 
general have a low average socioeconomic status, but they 
differ widely across different nationality groups: Mexicans 
have the lowest SES while Cubans have the highest [2]. 

 The large size, fast growth and relatively low SES of the 
Hispanics raise important research questions about how 
Hispanics assimilate into the American society. Interma-
rriage is presumably an indicator of such assimilation, 
especially when the marriage is with Whites. Evidence from 
1970 to 1990 census data suggested that despite experiences 
of discrimination and overall low SES, Hispanics (Mexicans 
in particular) seemed to be fast assimilating into the mains-
tream America through intermarriage with Whites [2]. 

 Prior studies of Hispanic assimilation and intermarriage 
mostly used marriage formation as an indicator of assimi-
lation, and little attention has been paid to how intermarriage 
might be associated with family financial well-being of the 
future generation Hispanics. In this study, I use 2000 census 
5% PUMS data to test classic and segmented assimilation 
theories [5], and to examine how marriage types are related 
to family financial resources.  
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HISPANIC INTERMARRIAGE AND ASSIMILATION 

 Intermarriage has been steadily increasing in the last few 
decades in the United States, with its percent out of all mar-
riages growing from 0.7% in 1970 to 5.4% in 2000, and its 
actual number rising by ten folds in the same period [6]. The 
number of Americans who claim multiple racial and ethnic 
backgrounds also increased as a result of rising intermarria-
ges, estimated to reach 21% of the total population by 2050 
[7]. 

 Inter-Hispanic marriages (marriages between Hispanics 
and non-Hispanics) rose rapidly in the same period, from 
600,000 to 1.8 million [8]. This increase mostly reflected the 
fast population growth of the Hispanics due to large influxes 
of new immigrants, because the Hispanic intermarriage rate 
has remained rather stable at about 25%. This rate, however, 
is relatively high when group sizes are taken into account, 
especially when compared to Blacks who have a comparable 
group size with Hispanics [9]. To be specific, Hispanics are 
much more likely to outmarry than Blacks, but are less so 
than smaller minority groups such as Asians, Native 
Americans or Hawaiians. Because outmarriage rate is largely 
determined by group size, smaller Hispanic groups, such as 
Cubans, usually have higher exogamy rates than larger 
groups, such as Mexicans [10]. 

 In terms of individual characteristics, outmarrying Hispa-
nics are similar to other exogamous Americans: they tend to 
be native-born (second and subsequent generations are more 
likely to outmarry), belong to younger cohorts and have 
higher SES. Based on these traits, intermarriage is often 
taken as a sign of successful assimilation for minorities [11], 
but there have appeared two schools of thoughts on how the 
late 20th century immigrants will assimilate as compared to 
immigrants from Europe a century ago.  

 The first school of thoughts was developed in the early 
and mid 20th century. Because all immigrants experience at 
least some form of integration into their host society, 
sociologists observed in the early 20th century that intermar-
riage was often the ultimate form of assimilation, especially 
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when the marriage was between ethnic immigrant minorities 
and members of the dominant group (White-Anglo Ame-
rican) [12]. Based on these earlier theoretical assumptions 
from Hansen and Merton, Gordon in 1964 posited a straight-
line 3-step assimilation model for European immigrants. 
Immigrants are hypothesized to first acculturate into 
America, then structurally merge into the mainstream U.S. 
society, and finally marry other Americans to eventually 
complete their assimilation process [13]. Cultural and 
structural assimilations can be represented by obtaining 
formal education and securing middle class jobs and income, 
and these steps are to be completed before marital assimi-
lation occurs. Gordon’s model of assimilation was in general 
supported by historical data on European immigrants of 
various backgrounds, and his work is often referred to as the 
classic model of assimilation [14]. 

 The second school of thoughts was built on critiques of 
Gordon’s model of assimilation, and on the emergence of a 
pluralistic American society in the late 20th century. It is 
often referred to as a model of “segmented assimilation”, 
which argues that Gordon’s theory of assimilation was 
mainly developed to describe immigrants from Europe in the 
late 19th and the early 20th century, but is insufficient in 
describing recent immigrants who came primarily from Latin 
America, Asia and the Pacific, with very different racial, 
ethnic and religious characteristics from the earlier European 
immigrants. In other words, the recent immigrants are 
socially more distant from the Anglo Americans than the 
earlier European immigrants, and their assimilation into 
America would be more difficulty, if at all possible [15]. In 
fact, the new immigrants would experience a “segmented 
assimilation”. Some of them may integrate into the middle-
class society just as Gordon projected, others might be per-
manently mired in the impoverished, alienated and margi-
nalized segments of racial minority groups, and still others 
may form close-knit enclaves based on their traditional cul-
tures and resist the forces of assimilation. Those who 
‘assimilate’ into the marginalized segments of the U.S. 
society would probably identify themselves with inner city 
underclass America rather than with the mainstream middle 
class America [16]. The primary reasons for segmented 
assimilation are racial discrimination, self-maintained ethnic 
solidarity and enclaves, and the nature of the secondary labor 
market those immigrants find themselves in [17]. The eco-
nomically deprived immigrant minorities may also inter-
marry other poor minorities to form a unique subculture (of 
poverty). To them, Americanization actually means a mem-
bership into the inner-city underclass [18]. 

 Supporters of Gordon’s classic assimilation theory con-
tend that the straight-line assimilation path is still applicable 
to the late 20th and early 21st century immigrants [19]. Alba 
and Nee found that most contemporary immigrant groups are 
acculturating and integrating at the ‘normal’ 3-geneation 
pace as Gordon hypothesized in the 1960s about European 
immigrants. That is, by the third generation in America, the 
new immigrant groups are no different from the previous 
century European immigrants in degrees of assimilation, 
including their intermarriage rates [20].  

 Rosenfeld tested the segmented assimilation theory using 
1970 to 1990 census data on Mexican Americans [2]. Since a 
large proportion of Mexican Americans have menial jobs, 

low income and tend to live in their enclaves, Rosenfeld 
argued that if the segmented assimilation theory were correct 
about intermarriage, data would reveal that Mexicans have a 
tendency to marry poor Blacks and other poor minorities, as 
evidence of segmented assimilation into underclass America. 
He found, however, segmented assimilation assumptions 
were not supported by the 1970 to 1990 census data, and 
Mexican Americans had no apparent social barriers from 
integrating into White America. Mexican intermarriage with 
Blacks or other minorities was very rare, if at all. 

STATUS EXCHANGE IN INTERMARRIAGE 

 A fundamental assumption about intermarriage is that 
such marriages are based on equal status exchange between 
husband and wife. Recent literature on assortative marriages 
by education and on critique of the exchange theory has 
provided strong support to this perspective [21]. Previously, 
intermarriage between Whites and non-Whites was consi-
dered an exchange of unequal status, with the minority 
spouse trading higher achieved status for racial caste status 
of the White spouse [22]. Census data from the last 30 years 
suggested that this unequal status exchange was weak and 
unreliable, if it ever existed [23]. The increased educational 
levels of Americans in the last few decades perhaps have 
strengthened the patterns of equal status exchange in mate 
selection, either the union is endogamous or exogamous 
[24].  

 Equal status exchange between husbands and wives of 
different racial or ethnic groups, however, may lead to 
marriages of individuals who came from different strata of 
their originating groups. Relatively high-status individuals 
from low-status groups will likely marry low-status 
individuals from high-status groups when they match their 
statuses [25]. Presumably, high-status Hispanics are more 
likely to outmarry Whites than would low-status Hispanics. 
Intermarriage thus may serve as a filter to keep low-SES 
Hispanics in endogamy and to preserve social classes by race 
and Hispanic identity across generations.  

INTERMARRIAGE, ASSIMILATION AND FAMILY 
FINANCIAL STATUS 

 In this study, I test the classic assimilation and segmented 
assimilation theories from a different angle: how is inter-
marriage (a symbol of assimilation) associated with family 
financial resources for Hispanics, and how might this rela-
tionship affect the next generation?  

 The number of children living in intermarried Hispanic 
families increased from 800,000 in 1970 to over 2 million in 
2000, and about two-third of these children in 2000 self-
identified as Hispanic [2,4]. This self-identification undoub-
tedly helped the increase of the U.S. Hispanic population, 
but it also indicated that Hispanic children’s family SES 
might be increasingly related to their parents’ type of mar-
riage, which in turn might affect the children’s assimilation 
and intermarriage. 

 The classic assimilation theory assumes that outmarriage 
to Whites is a symbol of successful assimilation into the 
middle class, and Hispanics who outmarried Whites would 
have achieved cultural and structural assimilations, and 
would be educationally, occupationally and financially better 
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off than their endogamous counterparts. In other words, 
exogamous Hispanics should have higher individual SES 
than their endogamous counterparts. Because marriage tends 
to couple individuals with similar SES, family financial 
resources would be polarized between exogamous Hispanics 
(to Whites) and endogamous Hispanics. The theory, 
however, says little about other types of intermarriages (to 
non-Whites). 

 The segmented assimilation theory acknowledges that 
outmarriage to Whites is a symbol of final assimilation into 
middle-class America, but does not see Hispanic endogamy 
as necessarily associated with lower family SES because 
structurally assimilated Hispanics (those with high individual 
SES) may not choose to marry Whites. In addition, the 
theory predicts Hispanic intermarriages to non-Whites, pri-
marily between low-SES individuals as a symbol of assimi-
lation into underclass America [2,16]. A variety of assimila-
tion pathways are thus hypothesized by the theory: high-
achieving Hispanics may outmarry Whites or marry endoga-
mously, and both of these Hispanic families may have rela-
tively high family SES; Hispanics who are not structurally 
assimilated tend to marry endogamously or outmarry non-
Whites, and their families would have low SES.  

HISPANIC NATION-ORIGIN GROUPS AND 
NATIVITY 

 The above assumptions about intermarriage, assimilation 
and family financial well-being will be tested separately on 
Mexicans, Puerto Ricans, and Cubans, the three largest 
Hispanic nationalities in the U.S. These three groups account 
for over three-quarters of all Hispanics, but they differ 
greatly in socioeconomic status and in scales of immigration 
and intermarriage [4]. 

 From 1970 to 2000, both Cubans and Puerto Ricans had 
faster outmarriage rate increases than Mexicans, but that 
difference mainly reflected the different scales of immi-
gration among the three groups rather than a varying pace of 
assimilation. Mexicans are the largest immigrant group and 
many of the Mexican newcomers were already married upon 
arrival, almost exclusively in endogamous unions. These 
factors may have contributed to Mexicans’ overall slower 
growth in outmarriage rates. In addition, new Mexican 
immigrants have the lowest average SES among all immi-
grant groups, which makes them less likely to outmarry even 
if they were single upon arrival, further lowering the overall 
intermarriage rate among Mexicans [2,15].  

 A unique consideration in studying immigrant inter-
marriages is how to separate immigrants married abroad 
(IMAs) from those who married after immigration and those 
who were U.S. born [26]. Data from Immigration and 
Naturalization Services suggested that in the last thirty years 
about half of the immigrants were married at the time of 
admission, but this rate varied dramatically across groups 
[27]. Large scales of immigration often quickly change the 
demographic profiles of a minority group, including its 
outmarriage rates. If IMAs are not identified, intermarriage 
studies may generate misleading results about assimilation 
for immigrant minorities. For example, Lee and Fernandez 
analyzed the 1980 and 1990 census data, and reported that 
Asian intermarriage rates declined over the decade due to 
immigration. Although they pointed at immigration as the 

cause of the decline, they didn’t quantify how the addition of 
new IMAs affected the overall Asian intermarriage rates, 
leaving the impression that Asians had become less assi-
milated from the 1980s to 1990s by resisting intermarriages 
[28]. 

 Hwang and Saenz (1990) and Alba and Golden (1986) 
discussed how to separate IMAs from non-IMAs in the 
census data, such as checking place and year of marriage 
with timing of immigration. Those remedies are often 
inaccurate, and may lead to unknown proportions of errors 
[26,29]. They are not applicable to the 2000 census, either, 
because the latest census ceased to provide information on 
year of marriage and timing of immigration. To accurately 
assess the relationship between Hispanic intermarriage, 
assimilation and family financial well-being, it is important 
that IMAs are accounted for. In this study, only U.S. born 
Hispanics will be included in the analysis.  

 The selection of U.S. born Hispanics offers at least two 
advantages. First, outmarriage can be compared between 
groups without the uncertainty that unknown proportions of 
IMAs are embedded in the data. U.S. born Hispanics are 
about three times more likely to intermarry than their 
foreign-born counterparts as revealed by census data, but this 
strong positive effect of nativity on outmarriage may be 
overstated because of the failure to identify IMAs. Studying 
U.S. born Hispanics can avoid this problem. Second, 
acculturation and structural incorporations of the U.S. born 
Hispanics can be anticipated in the same theoretical frame-
work as for all native-born Americans, especially concerning 
the effect of SES. For example, the effect of college educa-
tion on outmarriage may be greater for native-born U.S. 
citizens than for foreign born immigrants who obtained 
college education abroad but married after immigration, 
because U.S. educational institutions provide greater inter-
racial contacts [2,21].  

HYPOTHESES 

 Based on predictions of classic and segmented 
assimilation theories about intermarriage, this study tests 
four hypotheses on the association between marriage type 
and financial well-being of U.S. born Hispanic families. It is 
important to note that although no causal link can be 
assumed by using the census data, family financial resources 
are measured after marriage, pooling earnings of the two 
spouses who tend to have similar SES. Marriage type is thus 
associated with different family financial resources based on 
the SES of the individual spouses. 

1. Hispanics intermarried to non-Hispanic Whites are 
culturally and structurally assimilated. They have 
higher individual SES and higher family financial 
resources in their married households than Hispanics 
who are endogamously married. 

2. Hispanics intermarried to non-Whites are not culturally 
or structurally assimilated. They have lower individual 
SES and lower family financial resources in their 
married households than Hispanics who are outmarried 
to Whites. 

3. Endogamous Hispanics are either structurally assi-
milated and choose not to outmarry, or are not struc-
turally assimilated and consequentially unlikely to 
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outmarry. Their individual SES and family financial 
resources would be either relatively high or very low, 
with the overall average resting between Hispanics 
who are outmarried to Whites and Hispanics who are 
outmarried to non-Whites. 

4. The above three hypotheses would apply equally to 
Hispanic men and Hispanic women, and there is no 
financial difference by gender in Hispanic inter-
marriages.  

 Hypothesis 1 tests the classic assimilation theory, which 
is also one of the outcomes assumed by segmented assi-
milation theory. Hypotheses 2 and 3 are unique to the pre-
dictions of the segmented assimilation theory. Hypothesis 2 
will be tested by comparing three types of intermarriages: 
Hispanic-Whites, Hispanic-Blacks, and Hispanic-Others. 
Blacks are a separate non-White group because they are the 
second largest minority in the nation and can provide enough 
sampled families in the data. They also offer a re-test of 
Rosenfeld’s work on Mexican assimilation via intermarriage, 
in which Mexican-Black marriages were conceptualized as 
evidence of segmentation into underclass America. The 
Hispanic-Other group combines all non-Black minorities 
because their small sizes do not allow them to remain as 
separate test categories.  

 Hypothesis 3 indicates that both relatively high-SES and 
low-SES Hispanics may marry endogamously, so that 
endogamous Hispanic families have a wider dispersion in 
their financial resources than expected of intermarried 
Hispanic families, with their average somewhere between 
families of Hispanic-Whites and families of Hispanic-non-
Whites.  

 Hypothesis 4 is based on the equal status exchange 
assumption, anticipating no gender difference in the associa-
tion between intermarriage and family financial resources. 
The previous three hypotheses would apply in the same way 
for both Hispanic men and women. If intermarried Hispanic 
husband families have higher family SES than endogamous 
Hispanic families, the same is anticipated for intermarried 
Hispanic wife families. In addition, exogamous Hispanic 
families would have similar SES either the Hispanic spouse 
is a man or is a woman. Literature on intermarriage has 
noted a gender difference in outmarriage rates [11,30], espe-
cially among Asians and Blacks. Hypothesis 4, however, 
assumes similar family financial consequences for Hispanic 
men and Hispanic women, not their intermarriage rates.  

 These hypotheses will be tested by including a number of 
control variables, such as age, education, job prestige, and 
employment status of the couples. Age is important because 
earning power often increases with age. Education and job 
prestige are both correlated with income, and they are also 
indicators of cultural and structural assimilation. Employ-
ment status indicates if one, both or neither spouse work for 
pay, and is hypothesized to correlate with total family 
income. 

METHOD 

Data and Variables 

 Analysis in this study is based on existing marriages in 
the 2000 5% PUMS national data, limited to U.S. born 

Hispanics (about 53% of all married Hispanic couples are 
U.S. born). Compared to newlyweds, existing marriages 
might be subject to biases due to selective marital 
dissolution, changed SES after marriage, and remarriage 
[31]. But these factors are important in determining the 
overall social distance between the originating racial/ethic 
groups of the intermarried couples. In other words, the 
‘surviving’ intermarriages better illustrate how intermarriage 
is related to family financial status. Existing marriages also 
represent all married households at a given time, so as to 
provide an understanding how status matching in marriages 
reflects assimilation and affects family resources for 
children. Using census data to study immigrant inter-
marriages has been commonly reported in the literature 
[2,6,21]. 

 There are a total of 23 Hispanic nation-origin groups in 
the 2000 census PUMS, but Mexicans, Puerto Ricans and 
Cubans compose 76.6% of all Hispanic husbands and 74.4% 
of all Hispanic wives. These three groups will be analyzed 
separately, and the remaining 20 groups are combined and 
included in ‘outgroup Hispanics’. For example, a Mexican 
and ‘outgroup Hispanic’ marriage would have one Mexican 
spouse and one Hispanic spouse who is not Mexican (from 
any of the 22 groups).  

 Marriage type is the primary independent variable, and it 
is measured by race and Hispanic nation-origin of both 
spouses, resulting in nine different categories: endogamy, 
exogamy to an outgroup Hispanic husband or wife, exogamy 
to a White husband or wife, exogamy to a Black husband or 
wife, and exogamy to an ‘Other’ husband or wife (non-
White and non-Black). 

 The dependent variable in the study, family financial 
resources, is measured in three aspects: per capita income, 
percents of living in poverty and percents of having an 
income 5 times above poverty. These three measures give a 
more comprehensive coverage of family financial resources 
than income alone, which is often subject to regional 
variations and to skewed distributions. Percents of poverty 
represent the lower end of family resources, and percents of 
having an income 5 times above poverty, an income to 
poverty ratio in the census data [15], reflect the higher end of 
family resources. Both can be compared nationally across 
regions. 

 A number of control variables will be used in the ana-
lysis, including education, job prestige, age and employment 
status of the married couples. Household sizes are also 
controlled when family financial resources are measured as 
per capita income and percents of poverty. 

 Education in the 2000 census PUMS data is a 16-point 
scale that records levels of education from no schooling to 
Doctorate degree, with a mean of 10.24 and 10.25 respec-
tively for all U.S. born husbands and wives. Occupation is a 
categorical variable with hundreds of detailed job titles. To 
better capture the degrees of structural assimilation, occupa-
tion is recoded into a job prestige variable by assigning 
scores from the adjusted Standard International Occupational 
Prestige Scale (SIOPS). The adjusted SIOPS was developed 
on the basis of Treiman’s original SIOPS (in 1977) by 
incorporating the updated international standard classifi-
cation of occupations [32]. The adjusted SIOPS has been 
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empirically tested and was believed to have a high level of 
validity [33].  

Statistical Analysis 

 Education, job prestige and annual income of the married 
Hispanics and their spouses are presented in Table 1 to 3, 
respectively for Mexicans, Puerto Ricans and Cubans. These 
individual SES measures illustrate differences in cultural and 
structural assimilations by marriage type. Outmarriage rates 
by spouses’ race or ethnicity are also given in these tables. 
Total family income, percents in poverty and percents of 
having an income 5 times above poverty are shown in Table 
4. 

 Three multivariate analyses follow the descriptive tables. 
A linear regression model compares per capita income across 
different types of Hispanic families (Table 5), and it is 
followed by two logistic regression analyses that predict 
odds of living in poverty and odds of having an income 5 
times above poverty (Table 6). All three regression analyses 
control for education, occupational prestige, age, and 
employment status of the married couples. 

FINDINGS 

 Table 1 lists individual SES indicators for Mexican 
couples by nine types of marriages. The ‘Non-Mexican 
Hispanics’ in Row 2 are Hispanic wives who are not 
Mexican, and in Row 3 they are Hispanic husbands who are 

not Mexican. In Row 8 and 9 the ‘other non-Hispanic’ 
spouses are neither White nor Black. All Mexican marriages 
and national averages are also shown in the table. 

 About two thirds of the U.S. born Mexican Americans 
are endogamously married, and roughly a quarter are married 
to non-Hispanic Whites. Less than 9% are married to 
outgroup Hispanics, Blacks and others. Difference in these 
outmarriage rates is very small between genders. 

 Socioeconomically, endogamous Mexicans trail exoga-
mous Mexicans in all three individual SES measures 
(education, job prestige and income), with the only exception 
that endogamous Mexican husbands have higher average 
income than Mexican husbands who are married to Blacks. 
Husbands and wives in all types of marriages have closely 
matched education and job prestige, but they differ in 
income with an advantage for husbands. This advantage, 
however, is rather consistent across the different marriage 
types. Husbands and wives in Mexican-White marriages 
have the highest SES among all husbands and wives, and the 
difference is especially large in income. 

 Table 2 shows SES comparisons for Puerto Ricans. 
Puerto Ricans have a lower intermarriage rate than 
Mexicans, with only 9% outmarried to Whites, less than 5% 
outmarried to outgroup Hispanics, and 1 to 2% outmarried to 
Blacks and Others. These rates are largely the same between 
genders. Similar to Mexicans, endogamous Puerto Rican 
couples fall behind their exogamous counterparts in all three 
SES measures, but the difference is much larger for Puerto 

Table 1. Mexicans: Average Education, Job Prestige and Individual Annual Income by Type of Marriages (n = 95,509) 

 

Education
1
 Job

1
 Income

1
 % of all Mexicans 

 Marriage Type 
Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife 

# of 

Couples 
Husband Wife 

1  Endogamous Mexicans 8.0 8.2 37.2 38.9 $30,786 $13,681 47,475 67.0% 65.8% 

 Outmarried to Non-Mexican Hispanics          

2  Mexican husband 8.0 8.6 37.1 39.0 $31,603 $14,888 3,817 5.4%  

3  Mexican wife 8.7 8.6 38.7 39.4 $34,101 $15,379 3,101  4.3% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Whites          

4  Mexican husband 9.8 10.3 40.5 41.6 $41,628 $21,174 17,201 24.3%  

5  Mexican wife 10.8 10.2 43.5 41.6 $50,790 $20,131 18,853  26.1% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Blacks          

6  Mexican husband 9.1 10.0 37.5 40.7 $27,840 $20,198 408 0.6%  

7  Mexican wife 10.3 9.7 40.0 40.4 $35,387 $19,930 1,090  1.5% 

 Outmarried to other non-Hispanics          

8  Mexican husband 9.4 9.9 38.9 40.1 $37,682 $19,624 1,940 2.7%  

9  Mexican wife 10.2 9.7 41.1 40.4 $42,705 $18,329 1,624  2.3% 

 All Mexican marriages2 9.0 9.1 39.3 40.1 $37,210 $16,706 95,509 100.0% 100.0% 

 All marriages (national average) 10.2 10.3 43.0 42.3 $49,111 $19,960 2,569,580   

Note:  

1. Education ranges from no schooling to Doctorate on a scale of 1 to 16. Job prestige scores are based on Garzeboom and Treiman's Standard International Occupational Prestige 

Scale (1996).  Income is U.S. dollars in 1999. 
2. All Mexican marriages include all couples of whom at least one spouse is Mexican. 



Marital Assimilation and Family Financial Resources of U.S. Born Hispanics The Open Sociology Journal, 2009, Volume 2    15 

Ricans than for Mexicans. Puerto Rican husbands who 
married White wives have an annual income twice as high as 
that of endogamous Puerto Rican husbands ($43,760 vs. 
$21,150), and the comparable ratio is 2.5 times for Puerto 
Rican wives ($22,850 vs. $9,211). 

 Cubans clearly have a different pattern from Mexicans 
and Puerto Ricans, as shown in Table 3. Cubans are the most 
exogamous among the three groups, with only slightly above  
a quarter endogamously married. Most of the exogamous 
Cubans, about half of all Cuban husbands and wives, are 
married to Whites. Over 20% of Cuban husbands and 14% 

Table 2. Puerto Ricans: Average Education, Job Prestige and Individual Annual Income by Type of Marriages (n = 51,030) 

 

Education
1
 Job

1
 Income

1
 % of all Puerto Ricans 

 Marriage Type 
Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife 

# of 

Couples Husband Wife 

1  Endogamous Puerto Ricans 8.4 8.8 38.3 40.4 $21,150 $9,211 36,581 83.6% 83.4% 

 Outmarried to non-Puerto Rican Hispanics          

2  Puerto Rican husband 9.5 9.4 39.4 39.5 $33,817 $15,249 2,183 5.0%  

3  Puerto Rican wife 9.3 9.9 39.3 41.6 $33,711 $17,812 1,993  4.5% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Whites          

4  Puerto Rican husband 10.1 10.4 41.3 41.9 $43,760 $22,283 4,006 9.1%  

5  Puerto Rican wife 10.9 10.8 43.9 43.1 $56,624 $22,850 4,011  9.2% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Blacks          

6  Puerto Rican husband 9.6 10.3 39.3 42.0 $35,182 $23,252 505 1.2%  

7  Puerto Rican wife 10.2 10.1 40.4 41.6 $36,797 $21,675 829  1.9% 

 Outmarried to other non-Hispanics          

8  Puerto Rican husband 10.0 10.2 39.5 40.8 $34,790 $20,168 500 1.1%  

9  Puerto Rican wife 10.1 10.0 41.0 41.3 $36,244 $20,653 422  1.0% 

 All Puerto Rican marriages2 8.9 9.2 39.3 40.9 $27,397 $12,447 51,030 100.0% 100.0% 

 All marriages (national average) 10.2 10.3 43.0 42.3 $49,111 $19,960 2,569,580   

 

Note:  

1. See Note 1 in Table 2. 
2. All Puerto Rican marriages include all couples of whom at least one spouse is Puerto Rican.  
 

Table 3. Cubans: Average Education, Job Prestige and Individual Annual Income by Type of Marriages (n = 5,688) 

 

Education
1
 Job

1
 Income

1
 % of all Cubans 

 Marriage Type 
Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife 

# of 

Couples 
Husband Wife 

1  Endogamous Cubans 10.5 10.9 44.3 45.1 $53,722 $26,778 878 26.0% 27.5% 

 Outmarried to non-Cuban Hispanics          

2  Cuban husband 10.2 10.4 42.9 42.8 $45,857 $21,087 699 20.7%  

3  Cuban wife 10.7 10.9 44.5 44.9 $45,747 $23,629 456  14.3% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Whites          

4  Cuban husband 11.5 11.3 48.1 45.3 $70,394 $28,818 1,654 49.1%  

5  Cuban wife 11.8 11.5 47.6 46.8 $73,067 $29,934 1,718  53.8% 

 Outmarried to non-Hispanic Blacks          

6  Cuban husband 10.0 10.5 40.8 42.7 $35,179 $23,470 61 1.8%  

7  Cuban wife 10.9 11.3 42.9 45.0 $45,966 $25,745 77  2.4% 

 Outmarried to other non-Hispanics          
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Cuban wives are married to outgroup Hispanics, and just 1% 
to 2% Cubans are married to Blacks and others. The endo-
gamous Cubans have lower SES than Cubans who are 
outmarried to Whites, higher SES than Cubans who are 
outmarried to non-Cuban Hispanics and Blacks, but are 
comparable to Cubans who are outmarried to non-Hispanic 
others (neither White nor Black).  

 Table 1 to 3 revealed four trends. First, Hispanics who 
are married to Whites in all  three  nation-origin  groups have  
higher individual SES than those who are in other types of 
marriages. Second, endogamous Mexicans and Puerto 
Ricans tend to have lower SES than their outmarried coun-
terparts, regardless to whom they are outmarried; but endo-
gamous Cubans have higher SES than Cubans who are 
outmarried to non-Whites. Third, the SES difference 
summarized in the first two trends is relatively small in 

education and job prestige, but large in income. Lastly, there 
is little gender difference in intermarriage rates, but hus-
bands of exogamous Hispanic wives have higher income 
than exogamous Hispanic husbands after controlling for 
race/ethnicity of their spouses (Income in Row 3, 5, 7, and 9 
are respectively higher than in Row 2, 4, 6, and 8). 

 Total family income, percents of living in poverty and 
percents of having an income 5 times above poverty are 
presented in Table 4 for the three Hispanic groups by nine 
marriage types. The outgroup Hispanics in Column 2 and 3 
refer to any Hispanics who are not from the nation-origin 
group on the row, so that they are non-Mexican Hispanics in 
Mexican marriages, non-Puerto Rican Hispanics in Puerto 
Rican marriages and non-Cuban Hispanics in Cuban 
marriages. Take Mexicans for example, Column 1, 2 and 3 
are respectively endogamous Mexican families, Mexican 

(Table 3) Contd….. 

Education
1
 Job

1
 Income

1
 % of all Cubans 

 Marriage Type 
Husband Wife Husband Wife Husband Wife 

# of 

Couples Husband Wife 

8  Cuban husband 10.9 11.1 44.7 45.1 $43,817 $25,651 79 2.3%  

9  Cuban wife 11.2 11.2 42.7 43.0 $56,580 $26,625 66  2.1% 

 All Cuban marriages2 11.2 11.2 46.2 45.3 $62,399 $27,306 5,688 100.0% 100.0% 

 All marriages (national average) 10.2 10.3 43.0 42.3 $49,111 $19,960 2,569,580   

Note: 

1. See Note 1 in Table 2. 
2. All Cuban marriages include all couples of whom at least one spouse is Cuban.  

 

Table 4. Hispanic Total Family Income, % in Poverty, % with Income 5 Times Above Poverty and Household Size by Type of 

Marriage 

 

Married to Outgroup Hispanics Married to Non-Hispanics 
In-Group 

Marriage Outgroup 

Hispanic Husband 

Outgroup 

Hispanic Wife 

White 

Husband 

White 

Wife 

Black 

Husband 

Black 

Wife 

Other 

Husband 

Other 

Wife 
  

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 

Household 
income 

$50,008 $53,743 $51,172 $73,674 $65,648 $58,013 $50,391 $65,730 $60,726 

In poverty 11.7% 12.0% 12.2% 3.8% 5.0% 7.4% 11.3% 6.7% 8.1% 

5 times above 
poverty 

15.5% 19.3% 17.2% 37.9% 30.7% 23.9% 18.6% 29.3% 25.1% 

Mexican 

Household size 3.95 3.87 3.95 3.43 3.53 3.77 3.63 3.74 3.80 

Household income $33,422 $54,933 $52,360 $82,428 $69,232 $61,933 $61,475 $60,361 $59,075 

In poverty 35.4% 16.2% 16.6% 3.7% 6.0% 6.2% 8.9% 10.0% 9.4% 

5 times above 
poverty 

8.1% 20.6% 18.6% 43.6% 33.3% 25.8% 26.7% 27.5% 24.4% 

Puerto 
Rican 

Household size 3.59 3.79 3.73 3.36 3.51 3.78 3.64 3.79 3.68 

Household income $83,167 $71,432 $69,609 $105,664 $101,446 $75,337 $61,993 $84,855 $72,603 

In poverty 3.9% 6.4% 8.9% 1.8% 2.8% 6.5% 14.8% 3.0% 3.8% 

5 times above 
poverty 

41.9% 32.5% 32.3% 56.7% 51.2% 37.7% 29.5% 42.4% 38.0% 
Cuban 

Household size 3.48 3.55 3.56 3.34 3.45 3.64 3.87 3.32 3.46 

Note: Outgroup Hispanic spouses (Column 2 and 3) are Hispanics who are not from the nation-origin group defined on the row. They are non-Mexican Hispanics in Mexican 
marriages, non-Puerto Rican Hispanics in Puerto Rican marriages and non-Cuban Hispanics in Cuban marriages. 



Marital Assimilation and Family Financial Resources of U.S. Born Hispanics The Open Sociology Journal, 2009, Volume 2    17 

wife and non-Mexican Hispanic husband families, and 
Mexican husband and non-Mexican Hispanic wife families. 
Column 4 and 5 are Mexican wife with White husband 
families and Mexican husband with White wife families. 
Similarly, Mexican wife with Black husband families and 
Mexican husband with Black wife families are in Column 6 
and 7, and Mexican wife with other non-Hispanic husband 
families and Mexican husband with other non-Hispanic wife 
families are in Column 8 and 9. 

 Endogamous Mexican and Puerto Rican families tend to 
have lower total family income, higher poverty rates and 
lower rates of 5-times-above-poverty income, than their out-
married counterparts, especially those with a White spouse. 
Compared to Mexican-White families, endogamous Mexican 
families have a total income that is 31% to 47% lower, are 
2.3 to 3 times more likely to live in poverty, and 2 to 2.4 
times less likely to have an income 5 times above poverty. 
Similar financial disadvantages are found between endoga-
mous Mexican families and the other types of exogamous 
Hispanic families, albeit the differences are smaller. The 
only exception is that the poverty rate for endogamous 
Mexican families is slightly lower than for Mexican-
outgroup Hispanic families (Column 2 and 3).  

 Disparities in financial resources by marriage type are 
much greater for Puerto Ricans. Compared to Puerto Rican-
White families, endogamous Puerto Rican families have a 
total family income that is 107% to 146% lower, are 5.9 to 
9.6 times more likely to be poor, and 4.1 to 5.4 times less 
likely to have a five-times-above-poverty income. These 
differences are smaller but nevertheless substantial between 
endogamous Puerto Rican families and other types of inter-
married Puerto Rican families.  

 Cubans have a different pattern from Mexicans and 
Puerto Ricans. Although endogamous Cuban families have 
lower financial resources by all three measures than exoga-
mous Cuban families that have a White spouse, they are 
better off than Cuban-outgroup Hispanic families (Column 2 
and 3) and Cuban-Black families (Column 6 and 7), and are 
comparable to Cuban-Other families (Column 8 and 9). 

 What is hinted in Table 1 to 3 but apparent in Table 4 is 
the gender difference. Family financial resources are higher 
in families with exogamous Hispanic wives than in families 
with exogamous Hispanic husbands. For example, income in 
White husband and Hispanic wife families (Column 2) is 
higher than in White wife and Hispanic husband families 
(Column 3). In fact, all three financial indicators are better in  
 

Table 5. Regression Coefficients Showing Associations between Marriage Type and Per Capita Income 

 

Predictors Mexican
4
 Puerto Rican

4
 Cuban

4
 

Marriage Type
1
 1 2  3 4  5 6  

Outgroup Hispanic husband2 859 0.008 * 4,989 0.055 *** -2,564 -0.023  

Outgroup Hispanic wife2 1,178 0.013 *** 5,565 0.064 *** -2,025 -0.022  

White husband 4,295 0.096 *** 11,845 0.187 *** 3,619 0.055 ** 

White wife 2,642 0.058 *** 8,834 0.140 *** 3,057 0.046 * 

Black husband 150 0.001  5,752 0.045 ***    

Black wife 116 0.000  6,656 0.040 ***    

 Other husband 1,849 0.013 *** 7,020 0.038 ***    

 Other wife 1,577 0.013 *** 6,470 0.039 ***    

Employment status3          

One spouse works -2,661 -0.061 *** -2,959 -0.063 *** -3,416 -0.045 ** 

Neither spouse works -2,935 -0.034 *** -3,295 -0.048 *** -5,533 -0.030 * 

Husband's job 194 0.129 *** 225 0.144 *** 337 0.158 *** 

Wife's job 148 0.093 *** 181 0.109 *** 217 0.089 *** 

Husband's education 863 0.141 *** 845 0.120 *** 1,331 0.108 *** 

Wife's education 810 0.117 *** 447 0.057 *** 1,811 0.131 *** 

Husband's age 224 0.137 *** 136 0.074 *** 333 0.110 *** 

Wife's age 196 0.115 *** 206 0.105 *** 117 0.036  

R2 0.232   0.219   0.186   

*P < 0.05. ** P < 0.01. *** P < 0.001. 

Note:  

1. Displayed marriage types are compared against endogamous marriages for each group.   
2. See Note in Table 4 for definition of 'Outgroup Hispanic husband and wife'. 

3. Employment status (one or neither spouse works) is compared against 'both spouses work'. 
4. Unstandardized and standardized coefficients are respectively shown in Column 1, 3, 5 and 2, 4, 6. 
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Column 2, 4, 6, and 8 than in Column 3, 5, 7, and 9, respec-
tively for the three Hispanic nation-origin groups. This is 
mainly a reflection of the greater income difference between 
husband and wife in exogamous Hispanic wife families than 
in exogamous Hispanic husband families. Stated differently, 
husbands of exogamous Hispanic wives have higher indivi-
dual income than exogamous Hispanic husbands, after race 
of the non-Hispanic spouse is controlled. Intermarriage 
seems to be associated with greater family financial resou-
rces for Hispanic women than for Hispanic men. 

 Table 5 shows linear regression coefficients (both 
unstandardized and standardized) that compare effects of 
marriage type on per capita income, controlling for the 
couple’s education, job prestige, age, and employment sta-
tus. Per capita income is used as the dependent variable 
because it takes into consideration household sizes. Unstan-
dardized coefficients are shown together with the more 
commonly reported standardized coefficients, so that the 
‘dollar effect’ of intermarriage can be directly compared. 
Each of the three Hispanic nation-origin groups has their 
separate regression models.  

 Marriage type and employment status in the model are 
categorical variables. The displayed marriage types are com-
pared against endogamous marriages and the displayed emp-
loyment status (one or neither spouse works) is compared 
against “both spouses work”. In the Cuban model, outmarria-
ges to Blacks and Others are omitted, due to small sample 
sizes (These four omitted groups have sample sizes ranging 
from 61 to 79. See Table 3).  

 The effects of the control variables are as expected, with 
higher education, higher job prestige, older age and more 
spouses working associated with higher per capita income.  

 Except Mexican-Black families, all types of exogamous 
Mexican families have higher per capita income than endo-
gamous Mexican families, ranging from $859 in outgroup 
Hispanic husband families to $4,295 in White-husband 
families. Similarly, all exogamous Puerto Rican families 
have higher per capita income than endogamous Puerto 
Rican families, with a difference ranging from $5,000 to 
almost $12,000, much larger than found with Mexicans. On 
the other hand, endogamous Cuban families trail Cuban-
White families by over $3,000 in per capita income, but they 

Table 6. Logistic Regression Coefficients (Odds Ratio) Showing Associations between Marriage Type and Poverty, and between 

Marriage Type and having an Income 5 Times above Poverty 

 

Mexican Puerto Rican Cuban 
Predictors 

1 2 3 4 5 6 

Marriage Type
1
 Poverty Income

4
 Poverty Income

4
 Poverty Income

4
 

Outgroup Hispanic husband2 1.163 1.157* 0.328*** 2.665*** 2.205* 0.589*** 

Outgroup Hispanic wife2 1.002 1.204** 0.320*** 2.783*** 2.355* 0.737* 

White husband 0.653*** 1.726*** 0.139*** 5.352*** 1.129 1.193 

White wife 0.775*** 1.430*** 0.168*** 4.401*** 1.903 1.051 

Black husband 1.006 1.161 0.172*** 3.259***   

Black wife 1.383 1.040 0.279*** 3.744***   

Other husband 0.782* 1.525*** 0.247*** 3.675***   

Other wife 1.018 1.358*** 0.281*** 3.274***   

Employment Status3       

One spouse works 2.361*** 0.552*** 2.115*** 0.530*** 2.090** 0.583*** 

Neither spouse works 2.896*** 0.474*** 2.160*** 0.420*** 5.459*** 0.448** 

Husband's job 0.983*** 1.020*** 0.972*** 1.025*** 0.973** 1.020** 

Wife's job 0.977*** 1.020*** 0.957*** 1.023*** 0.978* 1.022* 

Husband's education 0.885*** 1.169*** 0.841*** 1.159*** 0.884** 1.163** 

Wife's education 0.883*** 1.167*** 0.918*** 1.108*** 0.878** 1.224** 

Husband's age 0.986*** 1.027*** 0.987*** 1.010** 0.987 1.022** 

Wife's age 0.966*** 1.039*** 0.966*** 1.040*** 0.985 1.016* 

Model 2 4812 18089 5789 6929 150 1150 

DF 16 16 16 16 12 12 

* P < 0.05. ** P < 0.01. *** P < 0.001. 
Note:  

1. Displayed marriage types are compared against endogamous marriages for each group.   

2. See Note in Table 4 for definition of 'Outgroup Hispanic husband and wife'. 
3. Employment status (one or neither spouse works) is compared against 'both spouses work'. 

4. Income 5 times above Poverty. 
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are not different from exogamous Cuban families that have 
non-Cuban Hispanic spouses. 

 Although most of the income differences are statistically 
significant in the model, one might wonder whether the dol-
lar amount is sufficiently large to constitute a real-world 
difference. The coefficients seem to give a positive answer to 
this question. For example, per capita income in Mexican-
White husband families is $4,295 higher than in endogamous 
Mexican families after the control variables are held 
constant. Since household size is 3.43 for the Mexican-White 
husband families, the total family income difference would 
be about $14,600. This is a 29% difference of the average 
income for endogamous Mexican families ($50,008). Similar 
differences are respectively 18%, 12%, and 7% between end-
ogamous Mexican families and Mexican-White wife fami-
lies, Mexican-Other non-Hispanic families, and Mexican-
outgroup Hispanic families.  

 The income difference is considerably larger for Puerto 
Ricans. After taking into account the control variables and 
household sizes, total family income for endogamous Puerto 
Ricans is 119% smaller than that for Puerto Rican-White 
husband families. Difference between endogamous Puerto 
Ricans and other exogamous Puerto Ricans is not quite as 
large, but still substantial. Income difference between endo-
gamous Cubans and Cuban-White families, however, is 
relatively small at about 12.6% to 14.5%. 

  Table 6 shows results of two logistic regressions with 
the same control variables as in Table 5. Column 1, 3, 5 and 
2, 4, 6 are respectively logistic regression models on the 
likelihood of living in poverty and having an income 5 times 
above poverty for the three Hispanic groups. 

 Compared to endogamous Mexican families (Column 1), 
Mexican-White families and Mexican-other husband fami-
lies are less likely to live in poverty, by about 22% to 35%. 
Other exogamous Mexican families are not different from 
endogamous Mexican families in poverty rates. On the other 
hand, except Mexican-Black families, all exogamous 
Mexican families are more likely (by 16% to 73%) to have 
an income 5 times above poverty than the endogamous 
Mexican families (Column 2).  

 For Puerto Ricans (Column 3 and 4), outmarriage is 
consistently associated with a lower chance to be poor and a 
higher chance to have an income 5 times above poverty, 
regardless to whom the outmarriage is formed. The odds 
ratios are especially large if the marriage is to a White: 
endogamous Puerto Rican families are 6 to 7 times more 
likely to live in poverty, but 4.4 to 5.4 times less likely to 
have the high income, than Puerto Rican-White families. 
Endogamous Cuban families (Column 5 and 6) are not 
different from Cuban-White families in poverty and income, 
but they are only half as likely to be poor and 26% to 41% 
more likely to have the high income than Cuban families 
with a non-Cuban Hispanic spouse.  

 In both Table 5 and 6, gender difference appears again as 
found in the previous tables, with outmarried Hispanic wife 
families having a slight advantage over outmarried Hispanic 
husband families. However, there is no gender difference 
when comparing endogamy with exogamy. If outmarried 
Hispanic men are financially better off than endogamous 
Hispanic men, the same would be true of Hispanic women. 

 In summary, findings from analysis of 2000 5% PUMS 
national data gave adequate support to Hypothesis 1 and 2. 
Hispanics who are married to Whites have higher individual 
SES and higher family financial resources than endogamous 
Hispanic individuals and families in all three nation-origin 
groups (Hypothesis 1). Similar differences are found 
between exogamous Hispanic and White families and 
exogamous Hispanic and non-White families (Hypothesis 2). 
Hypothesis 3 is rejected for Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, 
because their outmarriage is associated with higher SES 
regardless whom they outmarry. For Cubans, Hypothesis 3 is 
supported: Cubans outmarried to non-Whites have lower 
family SES than endogamous Cubans, who in turn have 
lower SES than Cubans outmarried to Whites. Cuban-Black 
and Cuban-Other marriages were not tested in regression 
analyses due to small sample sizes. 

 Mixed results are found for Hypothesis 4. The hypothesis 
is supported because there is no gender difference in the 
conclusions reached for Hypotheses 1, 2, and 3. Hispanics 
outmarried to Whites are financially better off than endo-
gamous Hispanics and Hispanics outmarried to non-Whites, 
either the husband or the wife is exogamous. But the 
hypothesis is also rejected because Hispanic husband inter-
marriages have lower family financial resources than 
Hispanic wife intermarriages in all three Hispanic nation-
origin groups, a clear gender difference in the financial 
outcome of intermarriage.  

CONCLUSION AND DISCUSSION 

 The last few decades saw a rapid increase of Hispanic 
immigration, adding large numbers of immigrants to an 
already fast-growing Hispanic population in the United 
States. Hispanic assimilation into American society thus 
raised a lot of research interest. In this paper I studied 
Hispanic intermarriage and assimilation as theorized by 
classic and segmented assimilation theories, but focused on 
how intermarriage is related to family financial resources. 
The analysis is limited to U.S. born Hispanics in the 2000 
census 5% PUMS. 

 If assimilation into the mainstream society by way of 
intermarriage is as described by Gordeon’s classic assimi-
lation model, Hispanics who outmarried to Whites would 
have been culturally and structurally assimilated and have 
higher individual SES than endogamous Hispanics. If 
assimilation can also be described by segmented assimilation 
theory [16], Hispanics who outmarried non-Whites would 
have lower achieved status than Hispanics who outmarried 
Whites, and they would also have lower status than endo-
gamous Hispanics who achieved structural assimilation but 
choose not to maritally assimilate. These two assimilation 
theories thus imply a hierarchy of family financial resources 
by types of marriage. 

 Four hypotheses were tested whether Hispanic family 
financial resources differ by types of marriage and by 
gender. These hypotheses assume that outmarriage to Whites 
is associated with higher family financial resources than are 
endogamy and outmarriage to non-Whites, and in turn 
endogamy is associated with higher average family income 
than outmarriage to non-Whites. Gender is considered to 
have no bearing on the financial outcome of intermarriage 
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[2,5]. These hypotheses were also based in part on the equal 
status exchange perspective in intermarriage [34].  

 Classic assimilation theory received solid support from 
tests on Mexicans and Puerto Ricans, and for them outma-
rriage is related to higher family financial resources, espe-
cially when the marriage is to a White. The difference is both 
statistically significant and sufficiently large. Segmented 
assimilation assumptions were not supported for these two 
groups, because Mexicans and Puerto Ricans who are 
outmarried to outgroup Hispanics, Blacks and Others all 
have higher family financial resources than their endogam-
ous counterparts. These findings indicate that Hispanic inter-
marriage with Blacks can also be a symbol of integration or 
assimilation into mainstream America, not into underclass 
America as predicted by the segmented assimilation theory. 
In part this may be explained by the continued retreat from 
marriage among African Americans, so that marriage in and 
by itself serves to filter out Blacks who may be associated 
with underclass America [35]. In other words, married 
Blacks, either endogamously or exogamously, are more 
likely to have followed the middle-class American values 
and are more structurally assimilated than those who do not 
marry [36].  

 Segmented assimilation assumptions received some sup-
port from tests on Cubans. Cubans who are outmarried to 
Whites have higher family financial resources than Cubans 
who are endogamously married, but the latter are better off 
than Cubans who are outmarried to non-Whites. However, 
intermarriages between Cubans and non-Whites may not 
necessarily be symbols of assimilation into ‘underclass’ 
America [2], since families formed by these marriages are 
only comparatively low in financial resources, not absolu-
tely. Hispanic intermarriage therefore does not produce con-
vincing evidence to support segmented assimilation theory 
via intermarriage.  

 Gender is found independent of probabilities of interma-
rriage for Hispanics, but interacts with the socioeconomic 
status of their intermarried families. To be specific, Hispanic 
men and women have roughly the same probability of being 
intermarried, but intermarried families where the wife is 
Hispanic are financially better off than intermarried families 
where the husband is Hispanic, after race of the non-
Hispanic spouse is controlled. For example, in White-
Hispanic families, SES is higher if the wife is Hispanic than 
if the husband is Hispanic. This difference remains true 
regardless of the race of the non-Hispanic spouse.  

 Our data do not offer a direct explanation why there is 
such a SES difference by gender for intermarried Hispanic 
families. It has been noted in the literature that the effect of 
gender on intermarriage differs widely across racial and 
ethnic groups in the U.S. For example, Asian women are 
more likely to outmarry than Asian men while Black women 
are less likely to outmarry than Black men, but this gender 
difference in the probability of outmarriage is not observed 
between Hispanic men and Hispanic women. On the other 
hand, intermarried Asian families do not differ in SES by 
gender as Hispanics do [11,37]. Apparently further work is 
needed to fully explain the dynamics of the gender diffe-
rence between and within groups. 

 In conclusion, this study provided adequate support to the 
assumption that intermarriage is associated with family 
financial well-being. The most important finding is that 
outmarriage to Whites is consistently related to higher SES 
for all Hispanics, giving support to the argument that the 
classic assimilation theory can be applied to the late 20th 
century immigrants and their U.S. born generations [20]. 
Exogamous Hispanics have relatively higher individual SES 
than their endogamous counterparts, and they tend to marry a 
spouse with comparable SES, leading to higher family 
financial resources than those of endogamous Hispanics. 
Children in these families have a more favorable 
socioeconomic environment that would in turn help their 
structural assimilation. Their mixed racial and ethnic 
heritage and higher family SES could also prompt them to 
higher probabilities of intermarriage, thus speeding up the 
assimilation process as Gordon hypothesized. On the other 
hand, the majority of low-SES Hispanics (over two thirds of 
U.S. born Mexicans and Puerto Ricans) are endogamously 
married, and have substantially lower family SES than those 
who are outmarried to Whites. Endogamy and low SES are 
often related to life in an enclosed social circle solidified by 
ethnic languages, low human capital and lack of middle class 
jobs [16]. Those circumstances could adversely affect the 
children in these families and delay their assimilation, 
making them less likely to outmarry. Intermarriage, which is 
often taken as a symbol of successful assimilation, thus may 
also serve as a social class filter to keep low-SES individuals 
in endogamy. Because all children in endogamous Hispanic 
marriages inherit a Hispanic background but not all children 
in exogamous Hispanic marriages do so [2], social class and 
Hispanic heritage may tend to be negatively correlated 
through generations via intermarriage. 

 Cuban intermarriages, on the other hand, suggest that 
intermarriage may only be weakly associated with family 
SES after a minority group has achieved sufficient structural 
assimilation. What is sufficient is debatable, but it is 
reasonable to use the national average as a benchmark. 
Cubans are the only group out of the three that have higher 
average individual SES than the national average (Table 3), 
and the association between their intermarriage and family 
SES also deviates from the patterns observed for Mexicans 
and Puerto Ricans. Similar results have been reported from 
studies on Asian intermarriages (East Indians and Japanese, 
for example), whose highest achievers tend to either inter-
marry Whites or marry endogamously, so that both types 
have very high family SES. Asian intermarriages with non-
Whites, on the other hand, are often associated with lower 
family SES than is Asian endogamy [37]. 

 When Hispanic intermarriage and its effect on inter-gene-
rational family SES are examined in comparison to other 
racial and ethic groups, it is clear that the patterns that were 
observed in this study are not exclusive to Hispanics. 
Minorities with a relatively low group status tend to 
experience what Hispanics did in terms of status exchange in 
intermarriage. The effect of intermarriage on family SES 
across generations is even greater for smaller minorities 
(such as Hawaiians and Native Americans) than for 
Hispanics [10]. In other words, although this study focused 
on the U.S.-born Hispanic Americans, its results can be 
reasonably generalized to other groups, as evidenced by 
similar studies. Intermarriage’s impact on family SES for 
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Whites, however, is largely negligible since only a very 
small proportion of Whites outmarry [3,37]. Although this 
study is based intermarriage between different racial and 
ethnic groups in the U.S., the patterns revealed in the data 
can also be reasonably generalized to all settings in which 
intermarriage between groups occur, as long as there is a 
group status difference in the society.  

 The 2000 census 5% PUMS imposed several limitations 
in this study. First, the data only allowed tests on existing 
marriages, which may be affected by differential marital dis-
solutions. Namely, low-SES couples and intermarried 
couples tend to have higher probabilities of marital disso-
lution [31], and may thus be less represented in the PUMS 
than other marriages. Second, length of marriage and immi-
grant generations are not available in the data, making it 
impossible to compare status change after marriage or to 
examine whether across generations Hispanics were filtered 
by SES in outmarriage. Further studies on immigrant assimi-
lation, intermarriage and family financial status would 
benefit from testing longitudinal data where these control 
variables are available. Lastly, this study only examined 
married couple households, which are in general financially 
better off than other types of households. With married 
couple households fast retreating from being the most 
common type of households, immigrant minority assimi-
lation may present a variety of formats that cannot be studied 
via marriage patterns. 
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