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Abstract

Using Census and CPS data, we show that U.S.Nderican Americans who marry
non-Mexicans are substantially more educated amgtidgbnproficient, on average, than are
Mexican Americans who marry co-ethnics (whethey the Mexican Americans or Mexican
immigrants). In addition, the non-Mexican spouskemitermarried Mexican Americans possess
relatively high levels of schooling and Englishfmi@ncy, compared to the spouses of
endogamously married Mexican Americans. The hucagital selectivity of Mexican
intermarriage generates corresponding differentédse employment and earnings of Mexican
Americans and their spouses. Moreover, the childféentermarried Mexican Americans are
much less likely to be identified as Mexican tham the children of endogamous Mexican
marriages. These forces combine to produce stieggtive correlations between the education,
English proficiency, employment, and earnings oikian-American parents and the chances
that their children retain a Mexican ethnicity. cBdindings raise the possibility that selective
ethnic “attrition” might bias observed measuremtérgenerational progress for Mexican
Americans.



|. Introduction®

One of the most important and controversial qoastin U.S. immigration research is
whether the latest wave of foreign-born newcomersheir U.S.-born descendants) will
ultimately assimilate into the mainstream of Amansociety, and whether the pace and extent
of such assimilation will vary across immigrantgps. In terms of key economic outcomes such
as educational attainment, occupation, and earnihgsizeable differences by national origin
that initially persisted among earlier European ignants have largely disappeared among the
modern-day descendants of these immigrants (NeadkerFarley 1985; Lieberson and Waters
1988; Farley 1990). There is considerable skeptichowever, that the processes of
assimilation and adaptation will operate similddythe predominantly non-white immigrants
who have entered the United States in increasingoeus over the past thirty years (Gans 1992;
Portes and Zhou 1993; Rumbaut 1994). In a contsalenew book, Huntington (2004) voices a
particularly strong version of such skepticism witlgard to Hispanic immigration.

Mexicans assume a central role in current disonssof immigrant intergenerational
progress and the outlook for the so-called “nevosdgeneration,” not just because Mexicans
make up a large share of the immigrant populatomhalso because most indications of relative
socioeconomic disadvantage among the children $f ichmigrants vanish when Mexicans are
excluded from the sample (Perimann and Walding619997). Therefore, to a great extent,
concern about the long-term economic trajectonymhigrant families in the United States is

concern about Mexican-American families.

! For helpful comments and advice, we are gratefubrge Chapa, Alfredo Cuecuecha, Alberto Davitx D
Hamermesh, Harry Holzer, Bob Hummer, Evelyn Lehkarie Mora, Gerald Oettinger, Art Sakamoto, Adgdela Torre, two
anonymous reviewers, and participants in the NB&erence on Mexican immigration, the 2005 I1ZA aalmaigration
meeting, and the 2005 ITAM-University of Texas amehce. We thank the Russell Sage Foundatiomifoalisupport of this
research.



Several recent studies compare education andhgaracross generations of Mexican
Americans (Trejo 1997, 2003; Fry and Lowell 2002rl€y and Alba 2002; Grogger and Trejo
2002; Livingston and Kahn 2002; Blau and Kahn 2d&ncan, Hotz, and Trejo 2006). Table 1
illustrates the basic patterns that emerge for mBetween the first and second generations,
average schooling rises by almost three and orfexsals and average hourly earnings grow by
about 30 percent for Mexicans. The third genenatiy contrast, shows little or no additional
gains, leaving Mexican-American men with an edwcsti deficit of 1.3 years and a wage
disadvantage of about 25 percent, relative to whi@milar patterns emerge for women, and
also when regressions are used to control for ddtmeors such as age and geographic location
(Grogger and Trejo 2002; Blau and Kahn 2005; DunEfmtz, and Trejo 2006).

The apparent lack of socioeconomic progress betweeond and later generations of
Mexican Americans is surprising. Previous stutli@ge consistently found parental education to
be one of the most important determinants of aividdal's educational attainment and ultimate
labor market success (Haveman and Wolfe 1994; yanlil997). Through this mechanism, the
huge educational gain between first- and second+géion Mexican Americans should produce
a sizable jump in schooling between the secondlardigenerations, because on average the
third generation has parents who are much betterageld than those of the second generation.
Yet the improvement in schooling we expect to fiedween the second and third generations is

largely absent

2 These averages are calculated from March 1998-20@&nt Population Survey data, with standardrershown in
parentheses. The samples for the earnings dalianitesl to individuals who worked during the cadiem year preceding the
survey. The “white” ethnic group is defined to lexte Hispanics, as well as blacks, Asians, andvidaimericans. The first
generation consists of immigrants: foreign-bomtividuals whose parents were also born outsidétiieed States. The second
generation denotes U.S.-born individuals who haveast one foreign-born parent. The so-calle@tdtiyeneration,” which
really represents the third and all higher genenatiidentifies U.S. natives whose parents areratives.



The research summarized in Table 1 suggestsritesgenerational progress stalls for
Mexican Americans after the second generationn@ed by Borjas (1993) and Smith (2003),
however, generational comparisons in a single eseston of data do a poor job of matching
immigrant parents and grandparents in the firsegaion with their actual descendants in later
generations. Indeed, Smith (2003) finds evidericeare substantial gains between second- and
third-generation Mexicans when he combines crossesal data sets from successive time
periods in order to compare second-generation Mesiin some initial period with their third-
generation descendants twenty-five years latet.eYen Smith’s analysis shows signs of
intergenerational stagnation for Mexican Americalmshis Table 4, for example, five of the six
most recent cohorts of Mexicans experience no wages between the second and third
generations. Moreover, all studies conclude i@t education and earnings deficits (relative to
whites) remain for third- and higher-generation Mers>

These findings—that the economic disadvantage efibdn Americans persists even
among those whose families have lived in the Un8&des for more than two generations, and
that the substantial progress observed betwediirshand second generations seems to stall
thereafter—raise doubts whether the descendamiexican immigrants are enjoying the same
kind of intergenerational advancement that allowexVious groups of unskilled immigrants,
such as the Italians and lIrish, to eventually etftereconomic mainstream of American society.
Such conclusions could have far-reaching implicetjdut the validity of the intergenerational
comparisons that underlie these conclusions restéssumptions about ethnic identification that

have received relatively little scrutiny for MexicAmericans. In particular, analyses of

% Borjas (1994) and Card, DiNardo, and Estes (200@stigate patterns of intergenerational progfessany
different national origin groups, including Mexi&n



intergenerational change typically assume, eitkpli@tly or implicitly, that the ethnic choices
made by the descendants of Mexican immigrants ddistort outcome comparisons across
generations.

Ethnic identification is to some extent endogenespecially among people at least one
or two generations removed from immigration to theted States (Alba 1990; Waters 1990).
Consequently, the descendants of Mexican immigrahtscontinue to identify themselves as
Mexican in the third and higher generations mag elect group. For example, if the most
successful Mexican Americans are more likely terimarry or for other reasons cease to identify
themselves or their children as Mexican, then ab#l data may understate human capital and
earnings gains between the second and third gésresAtIn other words, research on
intergenerational assimilation among Mexicans madfes from the potentially serious problem
that the most assimilated members of the groupnstdey eventually fade from empirical
observation as they more closely identify with ¢gheup they are assimilating towatd.

For other groups, selective ethnic identificati@s been shown to distort observed
socioeconomic characteristics. American Indiaesagparticularly apt example, because they
exhibit very high rates of intermarriage, and fetham half of the children of such
intermarriages are identified as American Indiarii®/Census race question (Eschbach 1995).
For these and other reasons, racial identificasarlatively fluid for American Indians, and
changes in self-identification account for muchhaf surprisingly large increase in educational

attainment observed for American Indians betweerl8v0 and 1980 U.S. Censuses (Eschbach,

“ For groups such as Mexicans with relatively lowels of schooling, Furtado (2006) shows that aativet matching
on education in marriage markets can create atisituahereby individuals who intermarry tend tothe more highly-educated
members of these groups.

® Bean, Swicegood, and Berg (2000) raise this piisgilm their study of generational patterns oftfiity for Mexican-
origin women in the United States.



Supple, and Snipp 1998). In addition, Snipp (198®ws that those who report American
Indian as their race have considerably lower s¢chga@nd earnings, on average, than the much
larger group of Americans who report a non-Indiacerbut claim to have some Indian ancestry.

To cite another example, Waters (1994) obsenlestsee ethnic identification among
the U.S.-born children of New York City immigraritem the West Indies and Haiti. The
teenagers doing well in school tend to come frolatireely advantaged, middle-class families,
and these kids identify most closely with the etlorigins of their parents. In contrast, the
teenagers doing poorly in school are more likelentify with African Americans. This
pattern suggests that self-identified samples cfrsg-generation Caribbean blacks might
overstate the socioeconomic achievement of thisilatipn, a finding that potentially calls into
question the practice of comparing outcomes foicafr Americans and Caribbean blacks as a
means of distinguishing racial discrimination frother explanations for the disadvantaged
status of African Americans (Sowell 1978).

Using microdata from the U.S. Census and frommegears of the Current Population
Survey (CPS), we begin to explore these issuellé&xican Americans. In particular, we
investigate what factors influence whether indialduchoose to identify themselves (or their
children) as Mexican-origin, and how these ethhigices may affect inferences about the
intergenerational progress of Mexican Americans.date, analyses of ethnic responses and
ethnic identification employing large national seys have focused primarily on whites of
European descent (Alba and Chamlin 1983; LiebeaswhWaters 1988; 1993; Farley 1991), and
therefore much could be learned from a similarysislthat highlights ethnic choices among the
Mexican-origin population.

Existing studies (Stephan and Stephan 1989; Esbhdrad Gomez 1998; Ono 2002)



demonstrate that the process of ethnic identifically Mexican Americans is fluid, situational,
and at least partly voluntary, just as has beeerrobd for non-Hispanic whites and other groups.
These studies, however, do not directly address#ue that we will focus on: the selective
nature of Mexican identification and how it affeots inferences about intergenerational
progress for this population. Though previous aese has noted the selective nature of
intermarriage for Hispanics overall (Qian 1997, 908nd for Mexican Americans in particular
(Fu 2001; Rosenfeld 2001), this research has ravhaed explicitly the links between
intermarriage and ethnic identification, nor hasvwus research considered the biases that these
processes might produce in standard intergeneedttmmparisons of economic status for
Mexican Americans. Closer in spirit to our anayisi recent work by Alba and Islam (2005) that
tracks cohorts of U.S.-born Mexicans across thé®1880 Censuses and uncovers evidence of
substantial declines in Mexican self-identificatesa cohort ages. In contrast with our work,
however, Alba and Islam (2005) are able to prowidly limited information about the
socioeconomic selectivity of this identity shifychthey focus on the identity shifts that occur
within rather than across generations of Mexicans.

Ideally, if we knew the family tree of each indluial, we could identify which individuals
are descended from Mexican immigrants and how rgangrations have elapsed since that
immigration took place. It would then be a simplatter to compare outcomes for this “true”
population of Mexican descendants with the corredpay outcomes for a relevant reference
group (e.g., non-Hispanic whites) and also witrsthfior the subset of Mexican descendants who

continue to self-identify as Mexican-originSuch an analysis would provide an unbiased

® Detailed ancestry information of this sort wouddse complicated issues about how to define etimoiaps. For
example, should calculations for the Mexican-Amamipopulation differentially weight individuals aeding to their
“intensity” of Mexican ancestry? In other wordsy@ng third-generation Mexicans, should those watlr Mexican-born



assessment of the relative standing of the desoendaMexican immigrants in the United
States, and it would show the extent to which $eleethnic identification distorts estimated
outcomes for this population when researchersaoed to rely on standard, self-reported
measures of Mexican identity.

Following the 1970 Census, unusually detailedrimfation of this sort was collected for a
small sample of individuals with ancestors frompaish-speaking country. After each
decennial U.S. Census, selected respondents @ethgus long form are reinterviewed in order
to check the accuracy and reliability of the Cergats.. The 1970 Census was the first U.S.
Census to ask directly about Hispanic origin orcdas and therefore a primary objective of the
1970 Census Content Reinterview Study (U.S. Buoddlie Census 1974) was to evaluate the
quality of the responses to this new question. thisrpurpose, individuals in the reinterview
survey were asked a series of questions regardingracestors they might have who were born
in a Spanish-speaking country. Among those idieqtiby the reinterview survey as having
Hispanic ancestors, Table 2 shows the percent wtgleviously responded on the 1970 Census
long form that they were of Hispanic “origin or dest.”

Overall, 76 percent of reinterview respondentfaitcestors from a Spanish-speaking

country had self-identified as Hispanic in the 1@#hsus, but the correspondence between

Hispanic ancestry in the reinterview and Hispadantification in the Census fades with the

grandparents count more than those with just caedgrarent born in Mexico? The answer might depenthe question of
interest. For the questions of intergeneratiorsinailation and progress that we study here, cewV$ that all descendants of
Mexican immigrants should count equally, regardtgfdsow many branches of their family tree contdiexican ancestry. This
conceptualization allows intermarriage to playitiaal role in the process of intergenerationairagation for Mexican
Americans, as it did previously for European imraigs (Gordon 1964; Lieberson and Waters 1988)wé\aote below,
however, our data and analyses can shed lighteoditaction, but not the ultimate magnitude, of sugament biases arising
from selective intermarriage and ethnic identifizatby Mexican Americans. Our conclusions abostdhection of these
measurement biases require only that persons @tharcestry—i.e., the products of Mexican interrage—be included with
some positive weight in whatever definition is attabfor the Mexican-American population.

" The information in Table 2 is reproduced from EaBlof U.S. Bureau of the Census (1974, p. 8).



number of generations since the respondent’s Hisartestors arrived in the United States.
Virtually all (99 percent) first-generation immigra born in a Spanish-speaking country
identified as Hispanic in the Census, but the oatdispanic identification dropped to 83 percent
for the second generation, 73 percent for the tpgnaeration, 44 percent for the fourth
generation, and all the way down to 6 percent fgihdr generations of Hispanics. Interestingly,
intermarriage seems to play a central role in ¢se bf Hispanic identification. Almost everyone
(97 percent) with Hispanic ancestors on both sidékeir family identified as Hispanic in the
Census, whereas the corresponding rate was orggrzent for those with Hispanic ancestors on
just one side of their family. Given the small rhgnof Hispanics in the reinterview sample
(369 individuals reported having at least one aocdsom a Spanish-speaking country), the
percentages in Table 2 should be regarded withargudspecially those for the very small
samples of Hispanics who are fourth generatiorigitdr. Nonetheless, these data do suggest
that self-identified samples of U.S. Hispanics nhigimit a large proportion of later-generation
individuals with Hispanic ancestors, and that imeiriage could be a fundamental source of
such intergenerational ethnic “attrition.”

Unfortunately, the microdata underlying Table 2omger exist, so we cannot use these
data to examine in a straightforward manner howcsiele ethnic attrition affects observed
measures of intergenerational progress for Mexikmaericans® Out of necessity, we instead

adopt much less direct strategies for trying taldight on this issue. First, we use the presence

8 Starting in 1980, the Census has included an epeled question asking for each person’s “ancestri&thnicity,”
with the first two responses coded in the ordet titvgy are reported (Farley 1991). For the purpa$édentifying individuals
with Mexican or Hispanic ancestors, however, thashs ancestry question is not a good substitutdhédetailed battery of
questions included in the 1970 Census Content &wiatv Study. Indeed, many 1980-2000 Census raspua who identified
as Hispanic in response to the Hispanic origin ioedailed to list an Hispanic ancestry in respotsthe ancestry item that
comes later on the Census long form questionnaémaps because they thought it redundant and esseny to indicate their
Hispanic ethnicity a second time. Comparatively fespondents listed an Hispanic ancestry aftettify@ng as non-Hispanic



of a Spanish surname as on objective, though irapghdicator of Mexican ancestry. Second,
we analyze the extent and selectivity of internaayei by Mexican Americans. Third, we study
the links between Mexican intermarriage and etideatification, focusing on the children
produced by these intermarriages. Finally, we @ephow intermarriage and ethnic
identification vary across generations of U.S.-bdiexicans. Throughout, we analyze the same
four outcome variables. The first two—educaticai#hinment and English proficiency—are
important measures of human capital. The othertemployment and average hourly

earnings—are key indicators of labor market pertonoe.

[I. Spanish Surname

Our first set of analyses exploits the informatadoout Spanish surnames that was made
available most recently in the 1980 Census. Tleeadata file indicates whether an individual's
surname appears on a list of almost 12,500 Hisgamitames constructed by the Census Bureau.
This information, however, is provided only for seoindividuals who reside in the following
five southwestern states: California, Texas, ArgadColorado, and New Mexico.

Though the surname list constructed for the 1980s@s is more extensive and accurate
than those used with previous Censuses, as agoientifying Hispanics the list suffers from
sins of both omission and commission. Indeed, bgibs of errors are introduced by the
common practice of married women taking the surnafibeir husbands, as Hispanic women
can lose and non-Hispanic women can gain a Spaaoistame through intermarriage. The

surname list also errs by labeling as Hispanic smieiduals of Italian, Filipino, or Native

when answering the Hispanic origin question, saath@estry question actually produces a lower olveoaint of Hispanics than
does the Hispanic origin question (Lieberson andevgal988; del Pinal 2004).
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Hawaiian descent who have names that appear distiiBean and Tienda 1987; Perkins 1993).
For our purposes, another weakness of the surhsiniethat it cannot distinguish
Mexicans from other Hispanic national origin groufd$is weakness is minimized, however, by
limiting the sample to the aforementioned five bagstern states. In 1980, the Puerto Rican

and Cuban populations in these states were sti gmall, and large-scale immigration from
Central and South America had not yet begun. Aesalt, the overwhelming majority of
Hispanics in these southwestern states are Mexidgim. Indeed, in the samples of U.S.-born
individuals analyzed below, 88 percent of those wlb-report as being of Hispanic origin
indicate Mexican as their national origin, and adtrall remaining self-reported Hispanics fall
into the “Other Hispanic” category. Individualsthis “Other Hispanic” category are especially
prevalent in the states of New Mexico and Coloradwgre some Hispanics whose families have
lived in these regions for many generations prefeall themselves “Hispanos,” emphasizing
their roots to the Spaniards who settled the newdaaver their Mexican and Indian ancestry
(Bean and Tienda 1987).

The Spanish surname information provided in tH&01@ensus is in addition to the race
and Hispanic origin questions typically employeddentify racial/ethnic groups. Our hope is
that, particularly for men, the presence of a Sgfasurname in the five southwestern states
provides an objective, albeit imperfect, indicatbMexican ancestry that allows us to identify
some individuals of Mexican descent who fail td-seport as Hispanic and who are therefore
missed by subjective indicators such as the Higpamgin question in the Census. If so, then
perhaps differences in human capital and labor etartcomes between Spanish-surnamed
individuals who do and do not self-identify as Hier can reveal something about the selective

nature of ethnic identification for Mexican Amenrsaa
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To pursue this idea, we extracted from the 198@sGe five-percent microdata sample all
individuals between the ages of 25-59 who residberstates of California, Texas, Arizona,
Colorado, and New Mexico. We focus on individual¢his age range because they are old
enough that virtually all of them will have comg@dttheir schooling, yet they are young enough
that observed labor market outcomes reflect thingworking years. Given our interest in
ethnic identification, we exclude from our samphg@ne whose information about race,
Hispanic origin, or country of birth was allocateglthe Census Bureau. To increase the
accuracy of the Spanish surname indicator, indalglwhose race is American Indian or Asian
are also excluded, as is anyone else with a rde titan white or black who neither has a
Spanish surname nor self-reports as being of Hisaigin.

In our data, there are two different ways for undiials to be identified as Hispanic.

They can self-report being Hispanic in respongéedHispanic origin question, and they can
possess a Spanish surname. Based on these twanldigpdicators, we define three mutually
exclusive types of Hispanic identification: thadentified as Hispaniboth by self-report and by
surname, those identified as Hispanic by self-repally (and not by surname), and those
identified as Hispanic by surnaroaly (and not by self-report). Remaining individuadsour
sample are non-Hispanic whites and blacks (i.esqmes of white or black race who do not self-
report as being of Hispanic origin and also dopuassess a Spanish surname). We conduct all
analyses separately for men and women.

Table 3 shows the ethnic distribution of our sarg@parately for U.S. natives and three
different groups of foreign-born individuals: tkosorn in Mexico, those born in another
Hispanic country, and those born in a non-Hispémieign country. For now, let us focus on the

data for men in the top panel of the table. Ashnige expected, almost everyone born in
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Mexico is identified as Hispanic and very few memrbin non-Hispanic foreign countries are
identified as Hispanic. Just over 85 percent ofi tn@rn in Hispanic countries other than Mexico
are identified as Hispanic. The Spanish surnamieator does not capture all Hispanics, as
substantial numbers of men born in Mexico and oittispanic countries are identified as
Hispanic by self-report only. But note that fewnmmorn in Mexico and other Hispanic countries
are identified as Hispanic by surname only. Of naemtified as Hispanic, only 0.5 percent of
those born in Mexico and 1.2 percent of those looother Hispanic countries are identified by
surname only. Among U.S.-born men identified asplenic, however, the corresponding rate is
about 4 percent; still low, but noticeably highdihe higher-rate of surname-only identification
for U.S.-born Hispanics compared to foreign-boregdinics is what we might expect if this
group in part captures men of Hispanic descentavbahoosing not to self-identify as Hispanic,
because ethnicity is likely to be more fluid andleeble for U.S.-born Hispanics than for
Hispanic immigrants. The patterns are similanfomen in the bottom panel of the table, except
that for all countries of birth women show morednsistency between self-reported and
surname-based indicators of Hispanicity than merpoessumably because of errors sometimes
introduced when married women take their husbasufsame.

Henceforth we limit the analysis to U.S.-born induals, because issues of ethnic
identification are most relevant for this groupable 3 indicates that, even among the U.S.-born,
men with a Spanish surname usually also self-rdgng of Hispanic origin. As noted above,
just 4 percent of the U.S.-born men that we labélispanic are so identified only by their
Spanish surname. A larger share of Hispanic m&petcent, self-identify as Hispanic but do
not possess a surname on the Census list of Spamisames. The vast majority, 83 percent,

identifies as Hispanic through both self-report anchame. For U.S.-born Hispanic women, the
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corresponding proportions are 13 percent idensfidspanic by surname only, 21 percent by
self-report only, and 66 percent through both iathcs.

For each type of Hispanic identification, as vealfor non-Hispanic whites and blacks,
Table 4 displays averages for the following measofehuman capital and labor market
performance: completed years of schooling, perdefitient in English, percent employed, and
the natural logarithm of average hourly earningere, we define someone to be “deficient” in
English if they speak a language other than Englisftome and they report speaking English
worse than “very well* The employment and earnings measures pertairetoaiendar year
preceding the Census. We compute average hourlinga as the ratio of annual earnings to
annual hours of work, where annual earnings arsuhe of wage and salary income and self-
employment income, and annual hours of work argtbduct of weeks worked and usual
weekly hours of work. The samples for the earnifgfs are limited to those who were
employed'® Standard errors are shown in parentheses.

In general, the top panel of Table 4 shows that entified as Hispanic by self-report
only or by surname only have more human capitalkattkr labor market outcomes than men
identified as Hispanic by both indicators. Menhnihconsistent responses to the Hispanic
indicators have at least a year and a half moredicly and over 10 percent higher wages than

Hispanic men with consistent responSeand rates of English deficiency are lower for ragh

° The Census asks individuals whether they “spdakguage other than English at home,” and thoseamsaver
affirmatively then are asked how well they spealglsh, with possible responses of “very well,” “ly&l'not well,” or “not at
all.”

1091n addition, observations in the 1980 Census ittacomputed hourly earnings below $1 or above(t2
considered outliers and excluded.

™ For expositional convenience, throughout the pagewill treat log wage differences as represengiagentage
wage differentials, although we recognize that #giproximation becomes increasingly inaccuratédgdifferences on the
order of .25 or more in absolute value. In suchances, one can calculate the implied percentage wifferential ag* -1,
wherex represents the estimated log wage difference.
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inconsistent responses. The bottom panel of Tableows patterns for women that are
qualitatively similar but even stronger, with a stantial advantage in the employment rate now
evident for women with inconsistent Hispanic indaza.

The least squares regression coefficients repartédble 5 illustrate more clearly these
comparisons and also show how the comparisons eheftey conditioning on the influence of
various controls. The dependent variables aréoilmeoutcomes introduced in Table 4. The key
independent variables are dummies indicating the of Hispanic identification and a dummy
identifying non-Hispanic blacks, so that the refeegroup consists of non-Hispanic whites.
The first regression specification—the columns ledb€1) in Table 5—includes only the ethnic
dummy variables, and therefore these coefficiegsaduce the mean comparisons from Table 4.
The second specification—the columns labeled (2)dsaxbntrols for geographic location and
age. The controls for geographic location are dymaniables identifying the five states
included in the sample and whether the individealdes in a metropolitan area. The controls
for age are dummy variables identifying five-yege éntervals. Finally, for the employment and
earnings outcomes, there is a third specificatidme-eblumns labeled (3)—that also conditions
on the human capital variables that measure edunedtattainment and English proficiency.

Table 5 indicates that, for both men and womed,fanall outcomes, controlling for
geographic location and age has little effect engatterns just described. The coefficients
change only slightly as we move from specificaijbynto specification (2). For the labor market
outcomes, however, controlling for human capita &darge effect. Moving from specification
(2) to specification (3) dramatically shrinks thregoyment and earnings differences associated

with the type of Hispanic identification, and isalreduces the labor market disadvantage of
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Hispanics relative to non-Hispanic whitésThese findings reveal that differences in labor
market outcomes across Hispanic groups and betiWispanics and whites are largely driven by
the corresponding differences in schooling and iBhgiroficiency.

How should we interpret these patterns? If tleeigrof Hispanic men identified by
surname only captures some Hispanics who are aigptsioosen their ethnic attachment, then
we have found evidence that such individuals asgtipely selected in terms of human capital
and labor market outcomes. The small size ofgfosip, however, argues against regarding
these results as anything more than suggestivée tNat we also found evidence of positive
selection for Hispanic men identified by self-repamly. These men may be Hispanics who lost
their Spanish surname through intermarriage, aklamcur if they have an Hispanic mother or
grandmother who married a non-Hispanic man and hi®kurname. Therefore, the results for
the “Hispanic by self-report only” group are comsig with the results on the selectivity of
Mexican intermarriage that we present in the negtisn. Finally, the patterns for women are
similar to those for men but cannot necessarilinterpreted in the same way, because the
“Hispanic by surname only” group includes some htispanic women who acquired a Spanish

surname through marriage.

[11. Mexican Intermarriage

Intermarriage has always been a fundamental sadirenic flux and leakage in

12 One surprise in Table 5 is that the specifica(@)nearnings regression for women yields a postive statistically
significant coefficient for the dummy variable iodting deficient English. This counterintuitivesuét arises from the strong
correlation, for Hispanics, between education anglih proficiency, and from the fact that the exgion restricts the returns to
education to be the same for Hispanics and nonadisp. Either dropping education from this regmessr allowing its effect
to vary by ethnicity produces the expected negatdedficient for deficient English. Allowing thenpact of education to differ
for Hispanics and non-Hispanics does not, howealtsr the pattern of earnings differences by tyfidispanic identification or
the conclusion that most of these earnings diffegerderive from human capital differences.
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American society (Lieberson and Waters 1988). Nrexican Americans, Rosenfeld (2002,
Table 1) shows that intermarriage increased sutialigroetween 1970 and 1980 and even more
sharply between 1980 and 1990. Indeed, Perima08j2argues that the proclivity for
intermarriage by second-generation Mexicans toslaynilar to what was observed for second-
generation Italians in the early 1900s. This argointhas potentially provocative implications for
intermarriage by future generations of Mexican Aicaars, because intermarriage became so
commonplace for subsequent generations of Italisercans that Alba (1986) characterized
this group as entering the “twilight of ethnicityAccordingly, our second set of analyses
examines the extent and selectivity of Mexican-Angar intermarriage.

Because intermarriage is probably the predomisantce of leakage from the population
of self-identified Mexican Americans (through thteréc choices made by the children and
grandchildren of these intermarriages), knowingrttagnitude of Mexican-American
intermarriage is important for evaluating the ptitdrbias that such leakage could produce in
intergenerational comparisons. One important &tion, however, of Census (and CPS) data for
investigating the frequency of intermarriage ig these data measure prevalence rather than
incidence. In other words, these data show theiagas that exist at a given point in time,
rather than all marriages that took place ovewvargspan of time. Prevalence measures of
intermarriage may differ from incidence measurgfif example, intermarriages have a higher
risk of divorce than do endogamous marriages. obopurposes, prevalence measures of
intermarriage that capture both marital incidenog duration may actually be preferable, since
longer-lasting marriages are more likely to prodcicédren and have the influence on ethnic
identification in succeeding generations that esfticus of our interest.

For these analyses, we employ microdata from @€ Zensus. The sample includes
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marriages that meet the following conditions: bgpbuses are between the ages of 25-59, the
couple currently lives together, and at least guaise is a U.S.-born individual identified as
Mexican by the Census question regarding Hispamgtno Furthermore, we exclude marriages
in which either spouse has allocated informaticoualblispanic origin. These restrictions yield a
sample of 62,734 marriages.

For the U.S.-born Mexican husbands and wives ramin these marriages, Table 6
shows the nativity/ethnicity distributions of thepouses. Intermarriage is widespread in our
samples of Mexican-American husbands and wive fifst column indicates that just over
half (51 percent) of U.S.-born husbands of Mexidascent have wives of the same nativity and
ethnicity, and another 14 percent are married tgidéa immigrants. Therefore, the remaining
35 percent of Mexican-American husbands have wivatsare neither Mexican nor Mexican
American, with the bulk of these wives (27 percdrgting U.S.-born non-Hispanic whites. The
nativity/ethnicity distribution of Mexican-Americamives is quite similar, except for a
somewhat higher rate of marriage to Mexican imnmtgand a correspondingly lower rate of
marriage to U.S.-born Mexicans.

Table 6 suggests that, in terms of nativity armhieity, the marital choices of U.S.-born
Mexicans can be classified into three main categasf spouses: U.S.-born Mexicans, foreign-
born Mexicans, and non-Mexicans. Based on thipldication, Table 7 proposes a typology of
marriages involving U.S.-born Mexicans that alsdicates, for marriages in which only one
spouse is a U.S.-born Mexican, whether the othenspis the husband or the wife. Note that
the unit of analysis in Table 7 is the marriagtheathan the U.S.-born Mexican husband or wife
as in Table 6. This shift in focus is consisterthwur interest in how Mexican intermarriage

may impact the ethnic identification and observed®conomic characteristics of subsequent



18

generations, because children are a product ohtreéage. Table 7 demonstrates the potential
for ethnic leakage among the children of Mexicaneticans, as almost half (48 percent) of
Mexican-American marriages involve a non-Mexicaouse.

Using this same typology of Mexican-American maggas, Table 8 presents averages of
the human capital and labor market variables ferhiinsbands and wives in each type of
marriage*®> These calculations inclu@dl husbands or wives in the relevant marriages, usit j
the Mexican-American husbands or wives. Therefoeecan observe not only the selectivity of
U.S.-born Mexicans who intermarry, but also therabteristics of their spouses. For example,
wife outcomes for the marriage type “Husband nonxien” provide information about
Mexican-American women who marry non-Mexicans, welasrhusband outcomes for this same
marriage type provide information about the spoasesese women. For both husbands and
wives, outcomes for the marriage type “Both spols&s-born Mexican” provide information
about Mexican Americans involved in endogamous iages.

Table 8 reveals striking differences in human tedgind labor market outcomes between
Mexican Americans married to Mexicans and thoseisthto non-Mexicans. U.S.-born
Mexicans married to non-Mexicans have much higdecation, English proficiency,
employment, and earnings than those with spousésith also U.S.-born Mexicari$whereas
U.S.-born Mexicans married to Mexican immigrantgenbower outcomes than any other group

of Mexican Americans. Table 8 also shows that Waxican spouses of Mexican Americans

13 As before, the samples for the earnings datamitet! to employed individuals. In addition, obsations in the
2000 Census data with computed hourly earningsalbth50 or above $500 are considered outliers aoldiged. Beginning in
1990, the Census questions about educational miainwere changed to ask specifically about postetary degrees obtained
rather than years of schooling. We follow Jaeger@97) recommendations for how to construct a detag years of schooling
variable from the revised education questions.

14 Consistent with our results, White and Sassle®@2@ind that Mexican Americans married to non-Hisiz whites
tend to live in neighborhoods with higher socioemit status than do endogamously married Mexicaergans.
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have the best outcomes of any group consideredhandlexican immigrant spouses of
Mexican Americans have the worst outcomes.

The magnitudes of these differences are easggdan Table 9, which displays
regression-adjusted outcome differences construistacgimilar fashion as those shown
previously in Table 5. Here, the key independemiables are dummies indicating the type of
marriage, with the reference group consisting dfogamous marriages in which both spouses
are U.S.-born Mexicans. In addition, the contfolsgeographic locations are now dummy
variables identifying the nine Census divisions, itidividual states of California and Texas, and
whether the respondent resides in a metropolitea. ar

Among Mexican-American husbands, for example,eheih non-Mexican wives
average a year more schooling than those with hb&-Mexican wives. Compared to their
counterparts in endogamous marriages, intermakfisxican-American men also have a 9
percentage point lower rate of English deficierac@, percentage point higher rate of
employment, and a 15 percent wage advantage. Timesiusted differences, from regression
specification (1), narrow only slightly after cooitmg for geographic location and the husband’s
age in specification (2). The non-Mexican husbasfdatermarried Mexican-American women
have even better outcomes than intermarried Mexfgarerican men, particularly in terms of
education and hourly earnings, but these differeace not nearly as great as the corresponding
differences just described between Mexican-Amerioan in endogamous versus exogamous
marriages. Similar patterns are evident for wonesiept that employment differences
associated with intermarriage are larger than #gneyfor men, and outcome differences between
Mexican-Americans with non-Mexican spouses and Memnicans with Mexican-American

spouses tend to be smaller for women than for men.
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For both husbands and wives, a comparison of fpegadns (2) and (3) shows that
controlling for education and English proficienawihatically shrinks employment and earnings
differences across marriage types. Evidentlyhtimaan capital selectivity associated with
intermarriage generates most of the labor markigrdnces observed along this same
dimension.

Our finding of positive educational and econonglestivity for intermarried Mexican
Americans is not unexpected (Qian 1999). Firstlpfopportunities for meeting and interacting
with people from other racial/ethnic groups ardgdydbr more educated Mexican Americans,
because highly-educated Mexican Americans tenw&o $tudy, and work in less segregated
environments. Second, given the sizeable educdtdwficit of the average Mexican American,
better-educated Mexican Americans are likely talbser in social class to the typical non-
Mexican (Furtado 2006). Third, attending collegi@am eye-opening experience for many
students that may work to diminish preferencesrfarrying within one’s own racial/ethnic
group. Finally, the theory of “status exchangeimarriage formulated by Davis (1941) and
Merton (1941) predicts that members of lower-statusority groups (such as Mexican
Americans) would tend to need higher levels of @@obnomic attainment to attract spouses who

are members of higher-status majority groups.

V. Mexican Identification of Children
We next investigate the link between intermarriagé ethnic identification by

examining what determines whether the children ekidan Americans are identified as
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Mexican®® We start with the same sample of Mexican-Ameritemriages from the 2000
Census used in the intermarriage analyses of #we@ding section, but henceforth we further
restrict the sample to those marriages that havdused at least one child under age 19 currently
residing in the household. We continue to exclmderiages in which either spouse has
allocated information about Hispanic origin, andmwasv impose this condition for the relevant
children as well. Finally, to the extent possiiéh the information available in the Census, we
exclude families in which any of the children ansgected of being stepchildren. These
restrictions produce a sample of 37,921 families.

Using the same typology of Mexican-American m@emintroduced earlier, Table 10
reports for each type of marriage the percent irthwvthe youngest child is identified as Mexican
by the Hispanic origin question in the Cen§uf primary interest for our purposes is how this
percentage varies with the nativity and ethnicftyhe parents. Overall, the youngest child is
identified as Mexican in 84 percent of these fasiliwhich raises the possibility of substantial
ethnic attrition among the children of Mexican Amans. The crucial determinant of a child’s
Mexican identification is whether both parents lliexican-origin. In marriages between two
U.S.-born Mexicans or between a U.S.-born MexiaahaMexican immigrant, Mexican
identification of the child is virtually assuredd(, the relevant rates are 98 percent). In ngesa
between a U.S.-born Mexican and a non-Mexican, kewehe likelihood that the child is

identified as Mexican drops to 64-71 percent, Wi precise figure depending on which parent

15 Along the same lines, Xie and Goyette (1997) @801Census data to study the determinants of Adtification
among children produced by intermarriages betweefséan and a non-Asian.

16 Because Mexican identification varies little asrahildren within a given family, we report resulsing only
information for theyoungesthild. Instead using information for tleéestchild produces similar results, as would using
indicators for whetheanyor all of the children in the family are identified as iten. In Census data, note that parents are
likely to be responding for their children. An iontant question is how these children will resptmdurvey questions about
ethnic identification when they become adults amsixger from themselves. See Portes and Rumbaut (Z0tapter 7) for a
discussion of parental and other influences oretlidving ethnic identities of second-generationlesizents.
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is non-Mexican, the father or the motHér.

Tables 11 and 12 show how measures of the hunptalcand labor market performance
of parents correlate with whether their youngedtldk identified as Mexican. Table 11 presents
mean outcomes, by the Mexican identification of¢hid, and Table 12 reports regression-
adjusted differences relative to the reference gmnsisting of parents whose youngest child is
notidentified as Mexican. In these marriages invadvat least one Mexican-American spouse,
parents with children not identified as Mexicanrage about a year more schooling and have
approximately a 10 percentage point lower ratergfliEh deficiency than do their counterparts
with children designated as Mexican. Parents ehildren not identified as Mexican also
exhibit advantages in employment (2 percentagetpéan men and 3 percentage points for
women) and earnings (16 percent for men and 8 pefcewomen). Conditioning on
geographic location and the parent’'s age reduesetbutcome differences, but modestly
(compare the estimates in specifications (1) ahdf(Zable 12).

Specification (3) of Table 12 adds as regressmsltmmy variables indicating the type
of marriage, and this change has a dramatic ingrathe results, eliminating the outcome
disadvantages previously associated with the yaitrgyeld’s Mexican identification. To
understand what this means, recall from Table &Owintually all families with two Mexican-
origin parents identify their children as Mexicahherefore, in specification (3), the dummy
variable for the youngest child’s Mexican identfion essentially becomes an interaction term
between the child’s Mexican identification and anghay variable identifying marriages

involving a non-Mexican spouse. Because the typeasriage dummies capture the main effect

7 In regressions not reported here, we find thatrtigact of intermarriage on the Mexican identifioatof children
does not change when controls are included foagieeand gender of the child, the number of additichildren in the family,
geographic location, and various characteristiagh®fparents (age, education, and English profigien
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of intermarriage (i.e., marriages involving a noebtan spouse), the estimated effect of the
child’s Mexican identification now represents outadifferences between intermarried parents
whose youngest child identified as Mexican and intermarried parents seéhgoungest chilts
notidentified as Mexican. The generally small aratistically insignificant coefficients
estimated on the child’s Mexican identification duagnin specification (3) reveal thatjthin the
group of marriages involving a non-Mexican spoysgents’ outcomes do not vary with the
Mexican identification of their childref. In other words, intermarriage is the crucial link
between the ethnic identification of Mexican-Amancachildren and the human capital and labor
market performance of their parents. The stromgetion observed between parental skills and
whether the child is identified as Mexican arisesduse of the intense selectivity of Mexican-
American intermarriage, especially in terms of haroapital, and the powerful influence of
intermarriage on the ethnic identification of cindd.

Despite the apparent strength of intermarriagecsglty and its close link to the Mexican
identification of children, one could use our datargue that these factors ultimately produce
little bias in observed outcomes for Mexican Amans. For example, Table 11 shows that, in
families with at least one Mexican-American paréahers average 1.1 years more schooling
(and mothers average 0.8 years more schoolinggif youngest child is not identified as
Mexican. This pattern reflects the educationaa@lity of Mexican intermarriage, but the
impact of such selectivity is attenuated by thelboeerall incidence of non-Mexican affiliation
among children with at least one Mexican-Americarept (i.e., from the bottom row of Table
10, just 16 percent of these children fail to idfgras Mexican). As a result, in Table 11,

restoring to our samples the potentially “missifayhilies with children not identified as

18 Not surprisingly, this same conclusion emergesfommparing mean outcomes for the relevant groups.
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Mexican only raises the average schooling of fatfrerm 12.1 to 12.3 years (and of mothers
from 12.3 to 12.4 years). Moreover, estimatesitdrgenerational correlations suggest that less
than half of any educational gains for parentsgetsmitted to their children (Couch and Dunn
1997; Mulligan 1997, Card, DiNardo, and Estes 200)erefore, our Census analyses can
directly substantiate only a tiny amount of “hidtienogress for these children of Mexican
Americans: less than 0.1 years of education, aniiesly small amounts for the other outcomes.
We think it premature, however, to conclude thatimeasurement issues and potential
biases which motivated this paper can be safelyragh In our Census samples, for us to know
that a child is of Mexican descent, at least onei®fJ.S.-born parents must continue to self-
identify as Mexican. We therefore miss completely Mexican-origin families in which the
relevant Mexican descendants no longer identifylagican. Data from the 1970 Census
Content Reinterview Study, presented earlier inldabindicate that we could be missing a
large share of later-generation Mexican-origin fési(e.g., well over half of Mexican
descendants beyond the third generation). Foredhaison, we believe that our results show the
direction, but not the magnitude, of measuremesdds arising from selective intermarriage and
ethnic identification by Mexican Americans. Estimg the magnitude of such biases would
require either microdata with more detailed infotimraabout ancestors’ national origins (such
as that collected in the now-extinct 1970 Censust€u Reinterview Study), or a complicated
simulation model that starts with a cohort of M@xidmmigrants and analyzes how selective
intermarriage interacts with the parent-child trarssion of skills and ethnic identification to
produce the joint distributions of outcomes and Man identity across generatiolisThe

Census and CPS results reported here could preeide of the inputs for a simulation model of
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this type.

V. Generational Patterns

Our final set of analyses use recent CPS datagio®e how patterns of intermarriage and
ethnic identification vary by generation for U.Srb Mexicans. To the extent that Mexican
intermarriage and/or the selectivity of such intarmage increases with generation, or that ethnic
attachment declines with generation, the potebgabmes greater for existing data to give an
inaccurate representation of the intergeneratiprajress of Mexican Americans.

Beginning in 1980, the decennial Census stopped@sespondents where their parents
were born. Starting in 1994, the CPS began calig¢his information on a regular basis from
all respondents. As a result, the CPS is currehéybest large-scale U.S. data set for
investigating how outcomes vary by immigrant getiena Using the CPS information on the
nativity of each individual and his parents, weigethree broad categories of immigrant
generation for Mexicans. The first generation ¢steof immigrants: foreign-born individuals
whose parents were also born outside of the Udtates. The second generation includes U.S.-
born individuals who have at least one foreign-juarent. The designation “third and higher
generation” applies to U.S. natives whose paremtglao natives. For ease of exposition, we
will often refer to this last group as thé*“8generation” or simply the third generation.
Compared to the Census data analyzed earlier, éive advantage of the CPS is this ability to
distinguish between the second and higher genasatibU.S.-born Mexicans. For our purposes,
important drawbacks of the CPS data are the snsdlaple sizes and the absence of information

about English proficiency.

19 Brito (2004) provides an initial attempt at ussimulation techniques to analyze this problem.
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We analyze microdata from the March CPS filedlieryears 1996, 1998, 2000, and
2002%° Our CPS samples and variables are created Usrgpme procedures that we employed
with the 2000 Census data. In the CPS data, firesedures yield a sample of 4,407 marriages
for our intermarriage analyses.

Table 13 shows the nativity/ethnicity distributsoof the spouses of the U.S.-born
Mexican husbands and wives in our CPS sample afiagass. This table is comparable to Table
6 presented earlier for the 2000 Census data, elttathe current table distinguishes between
second- and third-generation Mexicans. Intermgeriay Mexican Americans rises between the
second and third generations, driven by increasadiage to U.S.-born, non-Hispanic whites.
Among Mexican-American husbands, the proportionrradrito non-Mexicans grows from 31
percent for the second generation to 34 percenhéothird generation. Among Mexican-
American wives, the corresponding increase is fB@@8percent to 34 percent. The biggest
difference between generations, however, is irctimposition of endogamous Mexican
marriages. For both husband and wives, the rateaofiage to third generation Mexicans
doubles between the second and the third generainahsimultaneously the rate of marriage to
Mexican immigrants is cut to a third of its initlavel. All told, around half of second-
generation Mexican husbands and wives have spadseare first- or second-generation
Mexicans, whereas the same is true for only abdiftheof third-generation Mexicans. In this
sense, intergenerational assimilation in marriageis for Mexican Americans not just through
increased intermarriage with non-Mexicans, but #tsough sharply higher rates of marriage to

later-generation Mexicans.

20 The CPS sample rotation scheme implies that dtalfiof the households will be the same in any March
surveys from adjacent years, so to obtain indeperetamples we skip odd-numbered years.
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For our CPS sample of marriages, Table 14 aptiie$ypology introduced previously in
Table 7. In Table 14, the column labeled*@eneration” shows the distribution by type for all
sample marriages that involve a second-generatiexiddn, and the “3+ Generation” column
reports the same distribution for all marriages theolve a third-generation Mexican.
Consequently, there exists some overlap betweetwtheolumns, because marriages between a
second-generation Mexican and a third-generatioridde will be counted in the first row of
both columns. Between the second and third ganagtTable 14 shows that Mexican-
American marriages undergo a marked increase imttodvement of non-Mexicans and a large
decline in the involvement of Mexican immigrantSiven our earlier finding that marriages to
non-Mexicans are particularly susceptible to ethedikage (see Table 10), the increased
prevalence of intermarriage across generationsgdie potential for intergenerational attrition
of Mexicans in standard data sources.

For the CPS data, Table 15 replicates the Cemmalgsés presented earlier in Table 8. In
terms of the outcome variables available in the-EB8ucation, employment, and hourly
earnings—the patterns of intermarriage selectaigysimilar to those found in the Census data.
Moreover, the CPS data show these patterns torikasior second- and third-generation
Mexicans. Although the extent of intermarriageesVity for Mexicans does not appear to
increase between the second and later generatieitiser does it appear to diminish. Given this
stability in intermarriage selectivity, the risingte of Mexican intermarriage across generations
could by itself produce biased intergenerationahgarisons for this population.

Finally, Table 16 reproduces with CPS data thdyarsafrom Table 10 of how the
youngest child’s Mexican identification varies witltiermarriage. Once again, we find that a

child is almost certain to be identified as Mexie@men both his parents are Mexican-origin.
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Moreover, this pattern does not weaken across ggaes. Overall, the rate at which the
youngest child is identified as Mexican in the GRfa falls from 82 percent for marriages
involving a second-generation Mexican to 73 peréeninarriages involving a higher-generation
Mexican. This decline arises primarily from thenbging composition of marriage types across
generations; in particular, the increased prevaemdater generations of intermarriage between

Mexican-Americans and non-Mexicans.

VI. Conclusion

In this paper, we look for evidence on whetheectle intermarriage and selective
ethnic identification might bias observed measofescioeconomic progress for later
generations of Mexican Americans. |deal datalies purpose would allow us to identify which
individuals are descended from Mexican immigranis lrow many generations have elapsed
since that immigration took place. We could thiempty compare outcomes for this “true”
population of Mexican descendants with the corredpay outcomes for the subset of Mexican
descendants who continue to self-identify as Mexioagin. Unfortunately, we do not have
access to microdata of this sort, so we insteagtadach less direct strategies for trying to shed
light on this issue.

We begin by examining 1980 Census data that pecardindicator for Spanish surnames
in addition to the information about Hispanic onigypically used to identify Mexican ethnics.
Our hope is that, particularly for men, the pregeoica Spanish surname in the five southwestern
states provides an objective, albeit imperfecticattr of Mexican ancestry that allows us to
identify some individuals of Mexican descent whib tia self-report as Hispanic and who are

therefore missed by subjective indicators suclnagtispanic origin question in the Census. If
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so, then differences in human capital and laboketayutcomes between Spanish-surnamed
individuals who do and do not self-identify as Hisc might reveal something about the
selective nature of ethnic identification for MeicAmericans. We find that U.S.-born men
identified as Hispanic by surname only have momaédnu capital and better labor market
outcomes than U.S.-born men identified as Hisphyiboth self-report and surname. The same
pattern holds for women, though in this case imgtion is clouded by the common practice of
married women taking the surname of their husbaigerall, the results are consistent with the
notion that individuals of Mexican descent who ander self-identify as Hispanic are positively
selected in terms of socioeconomic status. Relgtiew individuals with Spanish surnames fall
to self-identify as Hispanic, however, so it wobkl unwise to regard these results as anything
more than suggestive.

Using data from the 2000 Census and recent Maucte6t Population Surveys, we then
investigate the extent and selectivity of Mexicatermarriage and how such intermarriage
influences the Mexican identification of childrewe show that U.S.-born Mexican Americans
who marry non-Mexicans are substantially more eshacand English proficient, on average,
than are Mexican Americans who marry co-ethnicsefivr they be Mexican Americans or
Mexican immigrants). In addition, the non-Mexicgouses of intermarried Mexican Americans
possess relatively high levels of schooling andliBhgroficiency, compared to the spouses of
endogamously married Mexican Americans. The hucagital selectivity of Mexican
intermarriage generates corresponding differentése employment and earnings of Mexican
Americans and their spouses. Moreover, the childféentermarried Mexican Americans are
much less likely to be identified as Mexican tham the children of endogamous Mexican

marriages. These forces combine to produce stmeggtive correlations between the education,
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English proficiency, employment, and earnings oikian-American parents and the chances
that their children retain a Mexican ethnicity.

Despite the apparent strength of intermarriagecsiglty and its close link to the Mexican
identification of children, our analyses candoectly substantiate significant biases in
measuring the intergenerational progress of Mexfuawericans. The data used here are
inadequate, however, because they overlook fandkssended from Mexican immigrants in
which neither parent self-identifies as Mexicandded, data from the 1970 Census Content
Reinterview Study indicate that we could be missirigrge share of later-generation Mexican-
origin families (e.g., well over half of Mexicanst®ndants beyond the third generation). For
this reason, we believe that our results show tleetibn, but not the magnitude, of
measurement biases arising from selective interaggrrand ethnic identification by Mexican
Americans. Estimating the magnitude of such biagmdd require either microdata with more
detailed information about ancestors’ nationaliasgsuch as that collected in the now-extinct
1970 Census Content Reinterview Study), or a carag@d simulation model that starts with a
cohort of Mexican immigrants and analyzes how s@leentermarriage interacts with the
parent-child transmission of skills and ethnic idfesation to produce the joint distributions of
outcomes and Mexican identity across generatidimie empirical results reported here could

provide some of the inputs for a simulation modehes type.
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Table1l: Average Yearsof Education and Log Hourly Earnings, Men Ages 25-59,
1998-2002 CPS

Mexicans 3rd+
1st 2nd 3rd+ Generation
Generation Generation Generation Whites

Years of education 8.8 12.2 12.3 13.6
(.04) (.06) (.04) (.007)

Log hourly earnings 2.244 2.560 2.584 2.837
(.006) (.015) (.010) (.002)

Source: March 1998-2002 Current Population Sudagg.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parenthesaspléig weights were employed in these calculatioFise
samples include men ages 25-59. The samplesddratrly earnings data are further limited to indiinals who
worked during the calendar year preceding the surifdne “white” ethnic group is defined to excludespanics, as
well as blacks, Asians, and Native Americans. fliis€ generation consists of immigrants: foreigm#bindividuals
whose parents were also born outside the UnitetgsSta he second generation denotes U.S.-bornichdils who
have at least one foreign-born parent. The thémegation identifies U.S. natives whose parentsbs@natives.
Excluded from the samples are foreign-born indigidwho have at least one U.S.-born parent, asasell
individuals for whom generation cannot be deterhibecause birthplace data are missing for themselveither
parent.



Table 2: Hispanic Identification of Individualswith Ancestorsfrom a Spanish-Speaking
Country, as Reported in the 1970 Census Content Reinterview Study

Percent Who
Identified as
Hispanic in
Hispanic Ancestry Classification in Reinterview the Census Sample Size
Most recent ancestor from a Spanish-speaking cguntr
Respondent (i.e. Mgeneration) 98.7 77
Parent(s) (i.e.,"? generation) 83.3 90
Grandparent(s) (i.e."*3yeneration) 73.0 89
Great grandparent(s) (i.e™ deneration) 44.4 27
Further back (i.e.,"s generations) 5.6 18
Hispanic ancestry on both sides of family 97.0 266
Hispanic ancestry on one side of family only 21.4 103
Father’s side 20.5 44
Mother’s side 22.0 59
All individuals with Hispanic ancestry 75.9 369

Source: Table C of U.S. Bureau of the Census (19.78).

Note: Information regarding the generation ofest recent ancestor from a Spanish-speaking gowais
missing for 68 respondents who nonetheless indidhtat they had Hispanic ancestry on one or balbssof their
family.



Table 3: Ethnic Distributions (Per centages), by Country of Birth, 1980

Country of Birth

Non-
Other Hispanic
United Hispanic Foreign
States Mexico Country Country
Men
Identified as Hispanic by:
Self-report and surname 10.3 91.9 64.4 7
Self-report only 1.6 7.0 204 1.0
Surname only 5 5 1.0 1.1
Non-Hispanic:
White 79.9 5 9.0 95.0
Black 7.7 .02 5.1 2.2
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sample size 373,700 23,719 6,124 15,675
Women
Identified as Hispanic by:
Self-report and surname 9.4 87.0 54.0 .6
Self-report only 3.0 11.6 31.5 1.0
Surname only 1.8 .6 1.2 2.9
Non-Hispanic:
White 77.3 e 8.7 94.7
Black 8.5 A 4.7 .8
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%
Sample size 378,873 22,163 7,045 18,560

Source: 1980 Census data.

Note: The samples include individuals ages 25-B8 mside in the states of California, Texas, Ane0
Colorado, and New Mexico. Individuals whose rac@merican Indian or Asian are excluded, as is aayo
else with a race other than white or black whohegihas a Spanish surname nor self-reports as béing
Hispanic origin. The category “Other Hispanic Coyhrefers to individuals born in a Hispanic conbther
than Mexico. The following countries are includedhis category: Puerto Rico, Cuba, Dominican tRgig,
El Salvador, Guatemala, Honduras, Nicaragua, Qoista, Panama, Colombia, Peru, Ecuador, Argentina,

Chile, Venezuela, Bolivia, Uruguay, Paraguay, apdis



Table4: Average Outcomesby Type of Hispanic I dentification, 1980,
U.S.-Born Individuals Only

Years of Deficient Percent Log Hourly
Education English Employed Earnings
Men
Identified as Hispanic by:
Self-report and surname 10.6 28.8 90.7 1.900
(.02) (:23) (.15) (.003)
Self-report only 12.1 14.4 90.8 2.008
(.05) (.46) (.38) (.009)
Surname only 12.2 7.0 91.8 2.083
(.08) (.61) (.66) (.017)
All types of Hispanics 10.8 26.1 90.8 1.921
(.02) (-20) (:13) (.003)
Non-Hispanic:
White 13.6 .6 94.1 2.163
(.005) (.01) (.04) (.001)
Black 12.0 8 84.1 1.926
(.02) (.05) (.22) (.004)
Women
Identified as Hispanic by:
Self-report and surname 9.7 33.3 59.6 1.476
(.02) (.26) (.26) (.004)
Self-report only 11.7 13.0 67.9 1.624
(.03) (.32) (.44) (.007)
Surname only 12.3 3.2 67.7 1.626
(.03) (.21) (.56) (.009)
All types of Hispanics 10.5 25.1 62.4 1.531
(.02) (.19) (.21) (.003)
Non-Hispanic:
White 13.0 5 68.7 1.679
(.005) (.01) (.09) (.001)
Black 12.1 .6 70.8 1.649
(.02) (.04) (.25) (.004)

Source: 1980 Census data.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parenthesks.sdmples include U.S.-born individuals ages 2%45® reside
in the states of California, Texas, Arizona, Cottaand New Mexico. Individuals whose race is Angar Indian
or Asian are excluded, as is anyone else with @ o#teer than white or black who neither has a $esliirname nor
self-reports as being of Hispanic origin. The sksfor the hourly earnings data are further lichite individuals
who were employed at some time during the calepear preceding the Census. The sample sizes foranee
373,700 for the full sample and 339,272 for the leygd sample, and the sample sizes for women 886833 for
the full sample and 247,111 for the employed sample



Table5: Regression-Adjusted Outcome Differences by Type of Hispanic I dentification, 1980,

U.S.-Born Individuals Only

Dependent Variable

Education Deficient English Employment Log Hourly Earnings
Regressor @) 2 1) 2 1) 2 3) @) 2 3)
Men
Identified as Hispanic by:
Self-report and surname -3.02 -3.03 282 0.28 -.034 -.040 .003 -.263 -.227 -.075
(.02) (.02) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.004) o004) (.004)
Self-report only -1.49 -1.67 .138 141 303 -.039 -.015 -.154 -.129 -.048
(.04) (.04) (.002) (.002) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.009) 008) (.008)
Surname only -1.34 -1.39 .064 .065 -.024 .022 -.003 -.080 -.077 -.010
(.08) (.07) (.004) (.004) (.006) (.006) (.006) (.016) 015) (.015)
Non-Hispanic black -1.58 -1.60 .002 -.0004 011 -.106 -.087 -.237 -.231 -.167
(.02) (.02) (.001) (.001) (.002) (.002) (.002) (.004) 004) (.004)
Years of education .012 .046
(.0001) (.0004)
Deficient English -.021 -.074
(.002) (.006)
Women
Identified as Mexican by:
Self-report and surname -3.30 -3.30 328 6.32 -.091 -.097 .014 -.203 -.176 -.013
(.02) (.02) (.001) (.001) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.004) o004) (.005)
Self-report only -1.27 -1.48 125 .130 700 -.026 .024 -.055 -.061 .014
(.03) (.03) (.002) (.002) (.004) (.004) (.004) (.007) o007) (.007)
Surname only -.66 -.96 .026 .033 -.009 350 -.005 -.053 -.069 -.016
(.03) (.03) (.002) (.002) (.006) (.006) (.005) (.009) 009) (.009)
Non-Hispanic black -91 -.94 .0008 -.001 .022 .009 .037 -.030 -.028 .018
(.02) (.02) (.001) (.001) (.003) (.003) (.003) (.004) o004) (.004)
Years of education .029 .064
(.0003) (.0005)
Deficient English -.042 .035
(.004) (.008)
Controls for:
Geographic location No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Age No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes sYe



Source: 1980 Census data.

Note: The reported figures are estimated coeffisifrom ordinary least squares regressions ruaraggy for men and women. Standard errors arersim
parentheses. The samples include U.S.-born inglscages 25-59 who reside in the states of Caldpiexas, Arizona, Colorado, and New Mexico.
Individuals whose race is American Indian or Asi@e excluded, as is anyone else with a race dtharwhite or black who neither has a Spanish suenaom
self-reports as being of Hispanic origin. The skesfor the hourly earnings regressions are fudih@ted to individuals who were employed at sorneet
during the calendar year preceding the Census.sdimple sizes for men are 373,700 for the full darapd 339,272 for the employed sample, and theleam
sizes for women are 378,873 for the full sample 246,111 for the employed sample. For the dummialbes indicating ethnicity, the reference groopsists
of non-Hispanic whites. The controls for geograghtcation are dummy variables identifying the fstates included in the sample and whether theiohdl
resides in a metropolitan area. The controls ¢ier @e dummy variables identifying five-year agervals.



Table6: Nativity/Ethnicity Distributions of the Spouses of U.S.-Born Mexicans, 2000

U.S.-Born Mexican:

Nativity/Ethnicity of Spouse Husbands  Wives
U.S.-born
Mexican 50.6 45.3
Other Hispanic 2.7 2.3
Non-Hispanic:
White 26.7 28.1
Black .6 15
Asian 4 3
Other race .8 .6
Multiple race 1.0 1.0
Foreign-born
Mexican 13.6 17.4
Other Hispanic 15 1.8
Non-Hispanic:
White 1.1 1.2
Black .04 .06
Asian v 3
Other race .06 .03
Multiple race 2 2
100.0% 100.0%

Source: 2000 Census data.

Note: The sample includes marriages that medottmving conditions: both spouses are betweerathes of 25-
59, the couple currently lives together, and astleae spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifisdViexican by the
Census question regarding Hispanic origin. Foidt&-born Mexican husbands and wives involvedé@sé
marriages, the table shows the nativity/ethnicisgributions of their spouses. There are 62,7 3h snarriages, and
these marriages involve 38,911 U.S.-born Mexicasbhnds and 43,527 U.S.-born Mexican wives.



Table7: Typesof MarriagesInvolving U.S.-Born Mexicans, 2000

Type of Marriage Percent of Sample
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 31.4
Husband foreign-born Mexican 12.0

(Wife U.S.-born Mexican)

Wife foreign-born Mexican 8.4
(Husband U.S.-born Mexican)

Husband non-Mexican 25.9
(Wife U.S.-born Mexican)

Wife non-Mexican 22.2
(Husband U.S.-born Mexican)

100.0%

Source: 2000 Census data.

Note: The sample includes marriages that medottmving conditions: both spouses are betweerathes of 25-
59, the couple currently lives together, and adtleae spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifisdViexican by the
Census question regarding Hispanic origin. Theee&,734 such marriages.



Table8: Average Outcomesby Type of Marriage, 2000

Years of Deficient Percent Log Hourly
Education English Employed Earnings
Husbands
Type of marriage:
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 12.0 14.1 91.9 2.692
(.02) (.25) (.19) (.005)
Husband foreign-born Mexican 9.6 53.3 92.8 542.
(.05) (.57) (.30) (.007)
Wife foreign-born Mexican 115 24.4 91.8 216
(.04) (.59) (.38) (.009)
Husband non-Mexican 135 4.0 95.1 2.919
(.02) (.15) (.17) (.005)
Wife non-Mexican 13.1 51 94.9 2.845
(.02) (.19) (-19) (.005)
All husbands 12.3 15.0 93.5 2.763
(.01) (.14) (-10) (.003)
Wives
Type of marriage:
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 12.1 14.2 73.3 2.415
(.02) (.25) (.32) (.005)
Husband foreign-born Mexican 11.4 18.8 69.8 2.355
(.03) (.45) (.53) (.009)
Wife foreign-born Mexican 10.3 53.5 60.0 892
(.05) (.69) (.67) (.012)
Husband non-Mexican 13.1 6.0 79.2 2.565
(.02) (.19) (.32) (.006)
Wife non-Mexican 13.3 4.4 79.6 2.579
(.02) (.17) (.34) (.006)
All wives 124 13.7 74.7 2.480
(.01) (.14) (.17) (.003)

Source: 2000 Census data.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheske.samples include husbands and wives in marrihgésneet the
following conditions: both spouses are betweeraties of 25-59, the couple currently lives togethed at least
one spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifiedveican by the Census question regarding Hispamigno The
samples for the hourly earnings data are furttneitdid to individuals who were employed at some titugng the
calendar year preceding the Census. The sample aie 62,734 husbands and 62,734 wives for thedfulples,
and 58,003 husbands and 45,857 wives for the emglsgmples.



Table 9: Regression-Adjusted Outcome Differences by Type of Marriage, 2000

Dependent Variable

Education Deficient English Employment Log Hourly Earnings
Regressor @) 2 @) 2 @) 2 3 1) 2) 3
Husbands
Type of marriage:
Husband foreign-born Mexican -2.46 -2.53 392 401 .009 .0001 .030 -.148 -.147 .027
(.04) (.04) (.004) (.004) (.003) (.003) 040 (.009) (.009) (.009)
Wife foreign-born Mexican -.53 -.57 104 810 -.001 -.006 .001 -.071 -.065 -.028
(.04) (.04) (.005) (.005) (.004) (.004) 040 (.010) (.010) (.010)
Husband non-Mexican 1.42 1.35 -.101 -.089 032. .028 .013 227 199 115
(.03) (.03) (.003) (.004) (.003) (.003) Q3 (.007) (.007)  (.007)
Wife non-Mexican 1.05 .98 -.090 -.077 .031 .026 .015 .153 125 .064
(.03) (.03) (.004) (.004) (.003) (.003) Q3 (.007) (.007)  (.007)
Years of education .010 .060
(.0003) (.001)
Deficient English -.010 -.056
(.003) (.008)
Wives
Type of marriage:
Husband foreign-born Mexican -70 -.81 .046 .057 -.035 -.042 -.011 -.061 -.075 -.015
(.04) (.04) (.004) (.004) (.006) (.006) Q&) (.010) (.010) (.010)
Wife foreign-born Mexican -1.76 -1.86 .393 400 -.134 -.139 -.043 -.126 -.138 .003
(.04) (.04) (.005) (.005) (.007) (.007) QM (.012) (.012) (.012)
Husband non-Mexican 1.08 .95 -.082 -.064 59.0 .046 .010 .150 .130 .061
(.03) (.03) (.003) (.003) (.005) (.005) 059 (.008) (.008)  (.007)
Wife non-Mexican 1.21 1.08 -.098 -.079 .063 .049 .007 .164 144 .062
(.03) (.03) (.004) (.004) (.005) (.005) 059 (.008) (.008)  (.008)
Years of education .032 .081
(.0006) (.001)
Deficient English -.091 -.038
(.005) (.009)
Controls for:
Geographic location No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Age No Yes No Yes No Yes Yes No Yes sYe

Source: 2000 Census data.



Note: The reported figures are estimated coeffisiécom ordinary least squares regressions ruaraggy for husbands and wives. Standard errerskawwn
in parentheses. The samples include husbandsiged iw marriages that meet the following conditiototh spouses are between the ages of 25-56otipte
currently lives together, and at least one spasigel.S.-born individual identified as Mexican bg Census question regarding Hispanic origin. Samples
for the hourly earnings regressions are furtheitdichto individuals who were employed at some tdueng the calendar year preceding the Census.saimple
sizes are 62,734 husbands and 62,734 wives fdultreamples, and 58,003 husbands and 45,857 drdke employed samples. For the dummy variables
indicating the type of marriage, the reference groonsists of endogamous marriages in which bathsgs are U.S.-born Mexicans. The controls for
geographic location are dummy variables identifytimg nine Census divisions, the individual stafeSalifornia and Texas, and whether the individwsides in
a metropolitan area. The controls for age are dywarmables identifying five-year age intervals.



Table 10: Mexican ldentification of Youngest Child by Type of Marriage, 2000

Percent with Youngesthild
Identified as Mexican

Type of marriage:

Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 98.2
(.12)
Husband foreign-born Mexican 97.9
(.20)
Wife foreign-born Mexican 97.8
(.24)
Husband non-Mexican 63.5
(:51)
Wife non-Mexican 71.1
(.51)
All types of marriages 84.4
(.19)

Source: 2000 Census data.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parenthesks.sample includes marriages that meet the foligwonditions:
both spouses are between the ages of 25-59, tipdecowrrently lives together, at least one spossel.S.-born
individual identified as Mexican by the Census dioesregarding Hispanic origin, and the marriage peoduced at
least one child under age 19 that resides in thiedtwld. There are 37,921 such marriages.



Table11: Average Parental Outcomes by Mexican Identification of Youngest Child, 2000

Parental Outcomes

Years of Deficient Percent Log Hourly
Education English Employed Earnings
Fathers
Youngest child identified as:
Mexican 12.1 18.0 94.3 2.733
(.02) (.21) (:13) (.004)
Not Mexican 13.2 6.2 96.2 2.888
(.03) (.31) (.25) (.009)
All fathers 12.3 16.1 94.6 2.757
(.02) (.19) (.12) (.003)
Mothers
Youngest child identified as:
Mexican 12.3 15.8 73.0 2.454
(.02) (.20) (.25) (.004)
Not Mexican 13.1 6.5 75.9 2.535
(.03) (.32) (.56) (.010)
All mothers 124 14.4 73.4 2.467
(.01) (.18) (.23) (.004)

Source: 2000 Census data.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parentheskse.samples include fathers and mothers in marridogesneet the
following conditions: both spouses are betweerathes of 25-59, the couple currently lives togetaekeast one
spouse is a U.S.-born individual identified as Mexi by the Census question regarding Hispanicrorégid the
marriage has produced at least one child undel@gkeat resides in the household. The samplethéhourly
earnings data are further limited to individualsowtrere employed at some time during the calendar yeeceding
the Census. The sample sizes are 37,921 fatheér37a821 mothers for the full samples, and 35,48i8efrs and
27,227 mothers for the employed samples.



Table12: Regression-Adjusted Parental Outcome Differences by Mexican | dentification of Youngest Child, 2000

Dependent Variable (Parental Outcomes)

Education Deficient English Employment Log Hourly Earnings
Regressor Q@ 3 1) 2 3) 1) (2) 3) 1) 2) 3)
Fathers
Youngest child Mexican -1.11 -1.01 -.005 .118 107 .002 -.019 -.018 -.002 -.155 -126  -.004
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.003) (.003) (.004) (.009) (.009) (.010)
Type of marriage:
Husband foreign-born Mexican -2.35 040 .004 -.135
(.05) (.005) (.004) (.010)
Wife foreign-born Mexican -.57 .120 -.005 -.049
(.05) (.006) (.004) (.012)
Husband non-Mexican 1.30 -.079 .030 211
(.04) (.005) (.003) (.010)
Wife non-Mexican 1.02 -.075 .030 147
(.04) (.005) (.003) (.010)
Mothers
Youngest child Mexican -.86 -74 .04 .093 .080-.001 -.030 -.022 .013 -.081 -.066 .026
(.04) (.04) (.04) (.005) (.005) (.005) (.006) (.006) (.007) (.011) (.010) (.011)
Type of marriage:
Husband foreign-born Mexican -72 .063 -.034 -.057
(.04) (.005) (.007) (.012)
Wife foreign-born Mexican -1.77 .405 -.146 -.126
(.05) (.006) (.008) (.015)
Husband non-Mexican .96 -.065 .028 .140
(.04) (.005) (.007) (.011)
Wife non-Mexican 1.09 -.077 .041 167
(.04) (.005) (.007) (.011)
Controls for:
Geographic location No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No Yes Yes
Age of parent No Yes Yes No Yes Yes No esY Yes No Yes Yes

Source: 2000Census data.



Note: The reported figures are estimated coeffisierom ordinary least squares regressions ruaraggly for fathers and mothers. Standard ern@slown in
parentheses. The samples include fathers and rothmarriages that meet the following conditioh&ith spouses are between the ages of 25-59¢thmec
currently lives together, at least one spouselisSa-born individual identified as Mexican by therBus question regarding Hispanic origin, and tagiage
has produced at least one child under age 19¢kateas in the household. The samples for the yearhings data are further limited to individuatso were
employed at some time during the calendar yearepling the Census. The sample sizes are 37,924rsadnd 37,921 mothers for the full samples, and9%b
fathers and 27,227 mothers for the employed samglee dummy variable “youngest child Mexican” icalies parents whose youngest child is identified as
Mexican by the Census question regarding Hispamign the reference group consists of parents whasingest child is not identified as Mexican. The
controls for geographic location are dummy varialitientifying the nine Census divisions, the indiaal states of California and Texas, and whethefamily
resides in a metropolitan area. The controls fer af the parent are dummy variables identifying-fyear age intervals.



Table 13: Nativity/Ethnicity Distributions of the Spouses of U.S.-Born Mexicans,
by Generation, 1996-2002 CPS

U.S.-Born Mexican:

2" Generation "4+ Generation
Nativity/Ethnicity of Spouse Husbands Wives Husbands Wives
U.S.-born
2" Generation Mexican 21.9 19.4 9.7 10.3
3% Generation Mexican 24.9 18.9 49.2 44.4
Other Hispanic 2.0 1.9 1.6 1.3
Non-Hispanic:
White 23.4 19.3 28.8 28.3
Black 5 1.6 .3 1.2
Asian .6 5 5 .6
Other race .9 5 .6 .8
Foreign-born
Mexican 22.5 34.1 6.8 11.1
Other Hispanic 1.5 1.8 .8 v
Non-Hispanic:
White 1.1 15 15 1.1
Black 0.0 0.0 0.0 A
Asian .8 5 il A
Other race 0.0 0.0 0.0 A
100.0% 100.0% 100.0% 100.0%

Source: March 1996-2002 CPS data.

Note: The sample includes marriages that medfottmving conditions: both spouses are betweerathes of 25-
59, the couple currently lives together, and astleae spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifisdViexican by the
CPS question regarding Hispanic origin. For th8.4born Mexican husbands and wives involved inghes
marriages, the table shows the nativity/ethniciggributions of their spouses. There are 4,40 snarriages.
These marriages involve 2,819 U.S.-born Mexicarbands (882 from the"2generation and 1,937 from th&+3
generation) and 3,141 U.S.-born Mexican wives (86 the 2° generation and 2,145 from th€-3generation).



Table 14: Typesof Marriages Involving U.S.-Born Mexicans, by Generation,
1996-2002 CPS

Percent of Sample

Type of Marriage » Generation 4+ Generation
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 35.7 43.5
Husband foreign-born Mexican 20.2 7.6

(Wife U.S.-born Mexican)

Wife foreign-born Mexican 11.8 4.2
(Husband U.S.-born Mexican)

Husband non-Mexican 16.3 23.5
(Wife U.S.-born Mexican)

Wife non-Mexican 16.1 21.2
(Husband U.S.-born Mexican)

100.0% 100.0%

Source: March 1996-2002 CPS data.

Note: The sample includes marriages that meedfottmving conditions: both spouses are betweeraties of 25-
59, the couple currently lives together, and astleae spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifisdViexican by the
CPS question regarding Hispanic origin. Thereda4@7 such marriages, with 1,685 of these marriagedving at
least one ?' generation Mexican and 3,130 involving at least 8f generation Mexican (408 marriages are
between a generation Mexican and &-8 generation Mexican).



Table 15: Average Outcomes by Type of Marriage and Generation, 1996-2002 CPS

Husbands

Type of marriage:
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican
Husband foreign-born Mexican
Wife foreign-born Mexican
Husband non-Mexican
Wife non-Mexican

All husbands

Wives

Type of marriage:
Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican
Husband foreign-born Mexican
Wife foreign-born Mexican
Husband non-Mexican

Wife non-Mexican

All wives

Source: March 1996-2002 CPS data.

Years of Percent Log Hourly
Education Employed Earnings
2nd 3rd+ 2nd 3rd+ 21d 3rd+

121 12.0 94.8 93.1 2.642 2.612
(:11) (.07) (-90) (.69) (.024) (.017)
10.0 9.6 95.3 92.8 2484 2.454
(:22) (.27) (1.15) (1.68) (.031) (.045)
11.3 121 98.0 90.2 2499 2542
(:22) (.24) (1.00) (2.60) (.041) (.054)
13.6 137 94.5 96.5 2901 2.859
(:13) (.09) (1.37) (.68) (.039) (.024)
13.2 13.1 95.9 95.2 2.810 2.808
(:13) (.09) (1.20) (.83) (.036) (.022)
12.0 124 95.4 94.2 2.662  2.699
(.08) (.05) (.51) (.42) (.015) (.011)
122 12.0 76.5 74.3 2.348 2.282
(:10) (.07) (1.73) (1.18) (.026) (.018)
11.7 115 72.1 69.2 2288 2.234
(:15) (.16) (2.44) (3.01) (.037) (.052)
105 10.9 58.6 56.8 2.180 2.187
(.25) (-30) (3.51) (4.33) (.050) (.062)
13.4 132 80.4 77.6 2512 2.460
(:12) (.07) (2.40) (1.59) (.043) (.025)
13.2 134 79.0 77.9 2534 2511
(:13) (.08) (2.48) (1.61) (.041) (.029)
12.2 125 74.5 74.7 2381 2.370
(.07) (.04) (1.06) (.78) (.017)  (.013)

Note: Standard errors are shown in parenthesks.sdmples include husbands and wives in marrihgésneet the
following conditions: both spouses are betweerathes of 25-59, the couple currently lives togethed at least
one spouse is a U.S.-born individual identifiedvie<ican by the Census question regarding Hispanmgino The
samples for the hourly earnings data are furtiaitdid to individuals who were employed at some tiagng the

calendar year preceding the CPS. For the marriagelving a 2% generation Mexican, the sample sizes are 1,685

husbands and 1,685 wives for the full samples,1ab81 husbands and 1,220 wives for the employeglesm For
the marriages involving % generation Mexican, the sample sizes are 3,180ands and 3,130 wives for the full
samples, and 2,899 husbands and 2,262 wives fentipdoyed samples.



Table 16: Mexican Identification of Youngest Child by Type of Marriage and Generation,
1996-2002 CPS

Percent with Youngest Child
Identified as Mexican
2“Generation 3% Generation

Type of marriage:

Both spouses U.S.-born Mexican 99.3 98.9
(.41) (.33)

Husband foreign-born Mexican 98.2 97.7
(.79) (1.12)
Wife foreign-born Mexican 99.4 98.0
(.62) (1.41)

Husband non-Mexican 48.2 47.4
(3.59) (2.23)
Wife non-Mexican 40.1 34.3
(3.46) (2.20)

All types of marriages 81.7 73.3
(1.09) (.95)

Source: March 1996-2002 CPS data.

Note: Standard errors are shown in parenthesks.sample includes marriages that meet the foligwonditions:
both spouses are between the ages of 25-59, tipdecowrrently lives together, at least one spossel.S.-born
individual identified as Mexican by the CPS questiegarding Hispanic origin, and the marriage hraslpced at
least one child under age 19 that resides in thiedtwld. There are 3,174 such marriages, withl1g2&hese
marriages involving at least on& generation Mexican and 2,193 involving at least 8 generation Mexican
(280 marriages are between"d @eneration Mexican and &8 generation Mexican).



