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Gender Differentials in Intermarriage Among
Sixteen Race and Ethnic Groups

Jerry A. Jacobs"? and Teresa G. Labov!

This paper examines gender differences in out-marriage rates in the United
States among 16 race and ethnic groups. Among most groups of Asian Ameri-
cans, females are more likely to marry whites than are their male counterparts,
the reverse of the pattern among African Americans discussed by Merton
(1941). We find some Hispanic-American groups in both camps. We explore
whether the greater contact berween white U.S. military personnel in Asian
coutntries explains the pattern of Asian white marriages. We also introduce a
new statistical approach that facilitates comparisons across multiple race and
ethnic groups. Data from the 1% sample of the 1990 Census are analyzed in
this study.
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Marriages between Astan-American women and white men are quite
common in the United States, more common than marriages between Aslan-
American men and white women. However, the opposite pattern—
disproportionate out-marriage by men—is characteristic of African Ameri-
cans. This paper seeks to assess commonalities by gender in the intermarriage
experiences of 16 groups, including African Americans, four groups of His-
panic Americans, and six groups of Asian Americans with data from the 1990
Census. By simultaneously examining intermarriage patterns among many
groups, we are able to assess whether the predictions of specific theories are
common to most, if not all, minority groups.
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Itis clear that the historical, economic, and cultural experiences of mi-
nority groups differ widely, and that no single theory is capable of accounting
for all features of the intermarriage patterns of all groups. A comprehensive
appraisal of intermarriage in the United States would have to draw on a
wide range of sociological perspectives as well as insights from other disci-
plines. Nonetheless, it is important to assess whether the sociological theories
most commonly discussed are general theories that apply widely across race
and ethnic groups, even if important unique features of the experiences of
individual groups remain unaccounted for.?

This paper has three specific objectives. First, we test Merton’s explana-
tion for gender differentials in intermarriage simultanecusly across 16 race
and ethnic groups. Second, we develop and test two predictions derived from
Wilson’s discussion of race and class. And-third, we adjust for the potentially
confounding effects of the war-bride experience especially as it affects Asian
white intermarriages. :

MERTON’S EXCHANGE THESIS

Even after 60 years, Merton’s thesis remains a central point of debate
among students of intermarriage (Kalmijn, 1998). It is a testament to the
power and clarity of Merton’s insights that they continue to stimulate re-
search in this area. A number of recent studies indeed claim to reaffirm
Merton’s conclusions, although they do so only by considering one minor-
ity group (e.g. Kalmiin, 1993) or by ignoring the issue of gender disparities
(Qian, 1997).

Merton (1941) used the case of gender differences in African American/
white intermarriage rates in order to develop a theory of intergroup mar-
riage processes. While interracial marriages were rare, marriages involving

African-American grooms and white brides were more frequent than were

marriages between African-American brides and white grooms. Merton ex-
plained this difference by noting that an African-American man could off-
set a lower racial caste position by obtaining a relatively high status oc-
cupation, and as a result increase his marriageability to a white woman.
Even those with adequate resources found this option severely limited by
the personal, institutional, and legal racism of the day. Yet this possibil-
ity was even less available to an African-American woman because of the
limits on women’s career options. Marriage was viewed as an exchange,

3For example, the human capital theory of wage differentials has been applisd to many race
and ethnic groups, although it by no means accounts for all of the differences across groups.
We seek to assess whether theories of intermarriage are similarly general.
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and some African-American men were in a position to offer an advanta-
geous exchange with white women because of their income and occupation,
advantages rare at the time for African-American men but rarer still for
African-American women. Thus, “marrying up” was more socially feasi-
ble for African-American men than for their female counterparts (see also
Davis, 1941). The surplus out-marriage of African American men has per-
sisted during the 60 years since Merton analyzed this phenomenon (Heaton
and Albrecht, 1996; Heer, 1974; Monahan, 1976; Porterfield, 1978; Roberts,
1994; Schoen, 1995; Spickard, 1989; Tucker and Mitchell-Kemnan, 1990), de-
spite major changes in American race relations and the role of women
society.*

However, among most Asian-American groups, Asian women are more
likely than men to marry outside their group, as shown in studies of both mar-
riage records and census data {Glenn, 1986; Labov and Jacobs, 1986; Kitano
et al., 1984; Kitano and Yeung, 1982; Kitano and Chai, 1982; Kikumura and
Kitano, 1973; Lee and Fernandez, 1998, Leon et al., 1995; Spickard and Fong,
1995; Sung, 1990). A second notable feature of Asian-American marriages
is that both men and women marry out of their group at a remarkably
high rate. In both respects, Asian Americans differ markedly from African
Aimericans.

The intermarriage patterns of various Asian-American groups appear
to conflict with Merton’s thesis as a general explanation that applies across
all minority groups. Kalmijn (1993) adduced evidence in support of Merton’s
exchange explanation of marriages between African Americans and whites,
while others question its usefulness, even for the African American experi-
ence (Heaton and Albrecht, 1996). Some have explored the exchange per-
spective and found it useful among Hispanics (Anderson and Saenz, 1994;
Cready and Saenz, 1997, Gilbertson et al., 1996; Schoen et al., 1989), Native
Americans (Sandefur and McKinnell, 1986) and Asian Americans (Hwang
et al., 1995).

Qian (1997) finds that the exchange pattern is consistent with the data on
intermarriages among African Americans, Hispanic, and Asian Americans
(each considered as a single group), but does not attempt to explain the
divergent gender patterns across these groups. In other words, the exchange
thesis predicts a male surplus among those who intermarry, yet among Asian
Americans, women are more likely to marry out. Qian does not address this
puzzle. Moreover, Hwang ef al. (1995) showed that key aspects of Merton’s
thesis do not hold for Asian Americans.

“Itis a testament to the power and clarity of Merton’s insights that his ideas continue to stimulate
research in this area.
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New concepts of status resources have developed since Merton wrote
his essay on intermarriage, but these do not necessarily lead to different
predictions. Access to cultural capital (Bourdieu, 1985) varies across groups,
reflecting different successes of ethnic groups in accumulating economic
capital and translating it into education and its cultural and social correlates
(Coleman, 1990; Portes, 1998). While the substantive meaning of education
has been broadened by Bourdieu, and to a lesser extent by Coleman, the
implications of these new perspectives on education do not alter the funda-
mental premise of Merton’s thesis.

Inits most general terms, Merton’s exchange thesis holds that social and
economic resources are needed to trade off against the social disadvantages
of race and ethnicity.’ In other words, those minority group members with
significant economic or cultural resources are more likely to marry their way
into white society, since these resources allow them to compensate for the
social disadvantage that race or ethnicity represents to many in the dominant
group. These resources also place people in the same physical locations,

whether board room or locker room or class roorm, so that people can meet

each other, a necessary precursor to marriage of any sort. Merton’s thesis
should hold just as well whether it is economic resources or social resources
{such as cultural capital) that are used in the exchange. Thus, we posit that
cultural capital does not lead to different predictions regarding the rate of
intermarriage unless there are sharp differences between the economic and
cultural capital of men and women in a group.

Differences across minority groups in middle-class membership, with its
acquisition and use of cultural capital, may explain some of the differences
in the rates of African-American and Asian-American intermarriage with
the majority group. But why are there also gender differences across groups,
since women hold fewer economic resources than men in each case? Indeed,
compared to their male counterparts, African-American women hold a rel-

atively favorable economic position and earn more college degrees, which

would lead to the expectation that their relative out-marriage chances would
be among the highest of any minority group. Yet in fact African-American
women have the lowest rate of out-marriage, in both absolute terms and
relative terms, compared to their male counterparts, of any of the groups we
examine.

In this paper, we test the generality of Merton’s explanation of gender
differences in intermarriage. Merton’s thesis predicts disproportionate male
intermarriages for all minoirty groups in which men have more economic
resources than women. Since men earn more than women in all minority
groups, Merton’s thesis should apply across the board.

SRobert K. Merton, personal communication (1994).
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WILSON ON CLASS AND RACE

In his influential study, Wilson {1978) highlighted the growth of the
African-American middle class. Fle maintained that race had become less
salient inmiddle classlife. Specifically, he maintained that African Americans
with college educations and professional oceupations were less likely to en-
counter overt racism, which continued to be directed at African Americans
with fewer soctoeconomic resources living in poor neighborhoods. There can
be no doubt that an African-American middle class has emerged, although
scholars continue to argue about how much security this group has achieved
(Oliver and Shapiro, 1996; Conley, 1999).

While Wilson’s later work (Wilson, 1987) is often mentioned in stud-
ies of the low marriage rates of African Americans (Bennet, et al, 1989;
Lichter er al, 1991; Schoen and Kluegel, 1988), relatively few studies have
employed Wilson’s views on the intersection of race and class in the context
of intermarriage (Cready and Saenz, 1997; Heaton and Albrecht, 1996).
These studies principally focused on the African-American case, and to
our knowledge none attempt to compare and contrast the predictions
of Wilson’s thesis to Merton’s in terms of the gender differentials in
intermarriage.

Wilson’s analysis of class leads to two predictions regarding interra-
cial and interethnic marriages. First, intermarriage should be more likely
for minority group members who have more socioeconomic resources, such
as income and education. This prediction partly overlaps with Merton’s ex-
change perspective, but it differs in part as well. Both Wilson and Merton
predict that it is the most advantaged minorities that will tend to marry
whites. But Merton predicts that it will be less-advantaged whites who will
be more likely to marry minorities, whereas Wilson’s thesis holds that it wiil
be middle-class whites that will be most likely to enter into marriages with
minorities.

There is also a second prediction that derives from Wilson’s analysis
which is also distinct from Merton’s exchange thesis. Specifically, sex differ-
entials in intermarriage among the middie class should narrow or disappear.
The principal impetus Merton cites for sex differentials is the need to amass
socioeconomic resources to overcome racial stigma. If race and ethnicity
have little salience among the middle-class, then intermarriage among this
group should pose no greater challenge for women than for men. Both pre-
dictions enable us to distinguish empirically between Merton’s and Wilson’s
perspectives.

‘We are not attempting to assess trends over time in order to test whether
the salience of race is declining. Rather, we are focused on the issue of
whether, at the present time, marriages among middle class individuals of
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various race and ethnic groups show less evidence of a racial and ethnic
divide than those involving individuals with fewer social resources.

WAR BRIDES

Gender differentials in intermardiage may reflect unique aspects of the
immigration experiences of particular groups. We believe that it is important
to distinguish the war-bride experience from other patterns of intermarriage.
A number of analysts have examined intermarriages involving Asian brides
and U.S. military personnel. Tinker (1982) suggests war brides may account
for the “disproportion of females among the Japanese who intermarried in
the 1940s, 1950s, and 1960s (for the continental United States, 72.2%, 94%,
and 75.3% )" (Tinker, 1982:71). However, he does not try to estimate directly
the size of the war-bride population but rather tries to infer it by examining
time trend data.

Kim (1972) reports there were 535,456 Japanese and 13,904 Korean war-
brides from 1945 to 1970 using data from the annual reports of the Depart-
ment of Immigration and Naturalization. Lee and Yamanaka (1990} using
1950 PUMS data find over 60% of foreign-born Japanese-American women
are intermarried, compared to only 25% among their U.S. born counterparts.
Saenz et al. (1994} also examined the war-bride group, but did not consider
the impact of excluding this group on the sex ratio of the remaining intermar-
riages. In another paper (Hwang et al., 1997) they showed that contextual
teatures (group size and sex ratio) influence marital choice, but they do not
explain the gender differentials in intermarriage.

This study seeks to ascertain whether there is more consistency in the
sex differential in intermarriage once the war-bride experience is taken into
account. The war-bride pattern is clearly more significant for some Asian
groups, such as Koreans, than for others, such as Chinese. This is another
reason for considering each of the Asian groups separately.

DATA AND METHODS

The data consisted of a 1% sample of the 1990 Census. We selected
all married heads of households and their spouses, which yielded 532,985
marriages. We also added 6294 marriages involving no household head in
cases of multiple family households. We matched individuals based on their
subfamily membership, marital status and age. For example, if a subfamily
included a married man and a married woman and their ages were similar,
we classified these individuals as married to each other. We believe these
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matches were as accurate as possible given the data limitations of the census.
The inclusion of these couples makes little difference for our analysis, be-
cause of the small number of multiple family households (representing 1.2%
of marriages in our sample). Moreover, intermarriage rates in single-family
households were similar to those in multiple-family households, and did not
differ for members of subfamilies.

We constructed a data file that included the attributes of both partners
in the marriage on each record. Thus, each of the respondent’s characteristics
as well as all of his or her partner’s attributes are available for analysis. We
excluded “unmarried partners” of the head of household so that our data
set consists of legally sanctioned marriages. We excluded cases of single sex
couples who were listed as fmarried. (Although this is not currently a legal
status, it nonetheless was reported by some individuals.)

In this paper, we follow Merton’s dictum that intermarriage consists of
marriage across any socially salient boundary (Merton, 1941). Our objec-
tive was to compare the experiences of diverse groups in order to test the
generality of Merton’s theory of intermarriage. We used data on race and
Hispanic origin to classify individuals. Assignments were made on the basis
of race except in the case of Hispanics, where Hispanic origin is the decisive
criterion. For example, individuals were classified as Puerto Rican regardless
of whether they indicated their race as white, black or any other. Individuals
classified as “white” represent non-Hispanic whites.

The following Asian/ Pacific Island groups were included in the study:
Chinese, Filipinos, Asian-Indians, Japanese, Korean, Pacific Islanders,
Vietnamese, and Other South-East Asians (see Appendix Table AT for de-
tails on the criteria used to classify individuals into these categories).® We
grouped Hispanics into four groups: Puerto Ricans, Cubans, Mexicans, and
Other Hispanics. The otherrace and ethnic categories include: Non-Hispanic
White, African American, Native American, and Other.

We defined “war brides” as the set of foreign born women married
to U.S. born veterans or active military personnel. This definition includes
some women who met and married military spouses after living in the United
States, and U.S. born female veterans (such as nurses). For this reason, we
refer to this group as “possible” war brides. The 1990 Census no longer
includes data on age at marriage, so that it is not possible to determine
whether a given marriage predated immigration.

Some studies of intermarriage have used log-linear models to adjust
for the size of groups, and to control for imbalances in the sex ratio (for

5We use the generic terms “Asian” and “Asian American” to include Pacific Islanders. This

helps vs avoid impossibly awkward sentences. Moreover, since data on Pacific Islanders is
specifically presented, any generalization about the larger group can be considered for this
specific ethnic group.
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example, Kalmifn, 1993; Qian, 1997). The evidence does suggest that im-
balanced sex ratios do influence the tendency to marry outside one’s group
(for example, McCaa, 1993). We focus on the substantive reasons why the
sex ratio is imbalanced by examining the effect of the war-bride population
on intermarriage. The motives and constraints facing couples who marry
abroad (Hwang and Saenz, 1990), or who immigrate because of marriage,
are likely to differ from other cases of intermarriage. Thus, in our analyses
we separate marriages involving U.S. born brides and grooms from other
marriages. '

‘We estimate logistic regression equations for each minority group which
predict the odds of marrying a white partner, relative to marrying an individ-
ual within one’s own race or ethnic group. This analysis allows us to deter-
mine whether minority men and wornen have the same chances of marrying
whites when relevant factors, such as country of birth, military service status,
age and education, are taken into account. Logistic regression controls for
the distribution of the “marginals” in the intermarriage table, and thus for
the relative size of each group.

This analytic strategy is useful in several respects. First, it enables us to
examine the experiences of alarge number of groups. Most log-linear studies
group all Hispanics into a single group and all Asians into a single group
because there are not enough out-group marriages between all combinations
of minority groups to allow for an analysis of more detailed groups. For
example, in the full cross-tabulation of husbands and wives in a 16 x 16
intermarriage table, there are not enough marriages between Puerto-Ricans
and Vietnamese for each combination of educational levels to make such an
analysis feasible.

Our strategy is to focus on marriages between each minority group and
whites. Since whites make up such a large fraction of the population, each
group contracted enough marriages to whites to make it possible to include
it in the analysis. ‘

A second advantage of this approach is that we can add a relatively
large number of independent variables to the logistic-regression analysis.
Here again, log-linear models have been limited in the substantive detail by
the rapidly dwindling number of cases, Most focus on the education of the
partners, but do not explore a range of predictor variables. We are thus able
to broaden the substantive value of the results by increasing the number of

‘groups considered in the analysis, and also by extending the number and
scope of predictor variables,

Finally, focusing on marriages between minorities and whites enables
a clearer test of the Merton exchange thesis. If marriages among minority
groups are included, one must decide the rank-ordering of each group. By
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focusing on whites versus minority groups taken one at a time, the issue of
exchange is simplified into a minority versus white exchange situation.

Education is probably the clearest case of a resource that spouses bring
with them to marriage, since educational attainment is often complete before
a marriage begins. We conducted analyses to determine whether the gender
differences in intermarriage are accounted for by the educational levels of
men and women within particular minority groups. For example, if Korean
women are more likely to marry whites than are Korean men, is this due
to relatively high educational attainment on the part of Korean women?
We also take into account the respondent’s country of birth (U.S. or foreign
born), their veteran’s status, and their age. Descriptive statistics for each
group are available as Appendix Table AlL

We also explored the exchange thesis in more detail by sex, againusing a
multivariate logistic analysis. This approach allows us to examine whether in-
termarriage patterns conform to the exchange model from the point of view
of each side of the exchange. For example, we can assess whether Japanese
women who marry white men are more educated than Japanese women in
homogamous marriages. We can also assess whether their white husbands
have lower education than those in homogamous marriages. This same ap-
proach can be applied to Japanese husbands, and to white husbands and
wives. We will thus obtain a rich assessment of the exchange thesis, from
multiple viewpoints, for marriages between non-Iispanic whites and each
of the 15 minority groups included in this study.

The analyses presented here suffer from all of the limitations inher-
ent in studies that rely on census data. It is a study of prevalence, not in-
cidence. Divorce, remarriage, and death affect the number of marriages
and intermarriage observed at any one point in time (Aguirre et al., 1995).
However, we feel that these commonly recognized issues may be some-
what less problematic in our study than for other analyses. Our focus is on
the pattern of gender differences within groups rather than disparities be-
tween groups. Consequently, while divorce is more common in intergroup
marriages, this pattern should affect marriages on both sides of the gen-
der differential, and thus may tend to have offsetting effects. For exam-
ple, the number of marriages involving African-American men and white
women is surely affected by divorce, but so too is the number involving
African-American women and white men. In short, the gender differential
is somewhat less vulnerable to this difficulty than is the estimate of the true
rate of intermarriage for each group. Nonetheless, the advantages of the
Census data—a nationally representative sample, a large number of cases,
and the ability to compare many groups—outweigh the limitations of this
approach.
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RESULTS

Our analysis focuses on gender differences in the proportion out-
marrying for each race and ethnic group. Table I presents out-marriage
rates for each of the 16 groups for men and women, and indicates the
percentage-point difference between the sexes. These data document some
of the remarkable variation in intermarriage rates observed across groups
in the United States. Native Americans have the highest out-marriage rate,
one that exceeds 56% for both men and women. The high intermarriage
rate among Native Americans no doubt reflects the prevalence of
multiple ancestry among this group that facilitates marriages between
groups. Census data that classify individuals inte single race or ethnic
categories suppress evidence of mixed ancestry (Labov and Jacobs,
1998).

Non-Hispanic whites have the lowest rate of intermarriage, a pattern
some have attributed to a strong preference for endogamy among whites
(Schoen and Wooldredge, 1989). In fact, a low rate of intermarriage among
non-Hispanic whites is inevitable given that they constitute an overwhelm-
ing majority of the population. African-American women have the lowest
out-marriage rate of any female minority group. Among minority-group
males, only Korean-American men have a lower rate of out-marriage than
do African-American men.

Gender differences in intermarriage across groups also exhibit remark-
able variation. For most groups with Asian ancestry, women’s out-marriage
far surpasses that of their male counterparts. Over one third of Korean
women married non-Korean men, a rate almost 30% higher than was ob-
served for Korean men. For Japanese, Vietnamese, and South Hast Asian
women, a substantial surplus vis-a-vis their male counterparts is also evi-
dent. Chinese women'’s excess out-marriage would have to be judged “mod-
est,” while in one Asian case—Asian-Indians—men out-marry more than do
wornen. As we noted above, African American men are more likely to marry
individuals from other race and ethnic groups than are African-American
women {6.11% of married African American mexn versus 2.43% of married
African-American women).

Among the four Hispanic groups presented in Table I, two——Mexican
Americans and Puerto Ricans—exhibit almost no gender differential in in-
termarriage. The small male majority of intermarriages evident for Cuban
Americans disappears in the subsequent analyses (see Table I, column 4),
and later changes direction. For the heterogeneous case of “Other Hispanic
Americans” there is greater intermarriage by females. The Hispanic case is
complex because Hispanics share ethnic but not necessarily racial

Table 1. Out-marriage by Race, Ethnicity, and Gender, 1990 Census (1% Sample}

Gender and Intermarriage

Excluding possible
war brides
(female-male}

Married to
white pariners
(female-maie)

Female—male

Female (%) out-
married (n)

Total sample

married (1)

Male (%) out-

— 238
2.20
4.70

-3.76
3.40
4.07
€.58
5.79
6.52
.86
211

—1.39
G.11

—3.49
231

-2.68
2,04
5.93

—~2.55
6.48

17.55
20.63

26.68

528
15.29
9.98
1.29
0.93
o1
6.50

-0.43
—3.68
2.82
7.20
—~4.37
4.84
17.31
19,10
5.34
17.63
10.68
0.64
-0.82
6.64

28,55
~2.56

1.98 (457,765)
2.43 (30,020)
58.68 (3,388)
52.42.(227)
8.39 (1,896)
16.06 (3,499)
36.57 (2,855)
4282(2,312)
34,64 (1,856)
53.67 (518)
26.17 (856)
17.97 {946)
21.79 (2,290)
1879 (21,022)
33.48{3,133)
36.45 {6,696)
4.94 (539.279)

2,417 (459,776)
6.11% (31,198)
56,00 (3,182)
46.80° (203)
5097 (1,278)

49.90 (479)
4.97 (539,279)

y sex are statistically significant, p < 0.01.

B.54% (691)
Differences by sex are statistically significant, p < 0.05.

12767 (1,991)
11.229 (3,308)
19.26% (2,243)
23.72% (1,733)
7.29% (837)
73.85 (2,352)
17.95% (20,806)
34.13 (3,164)
29.53 (6,038)

Other Hispanic American

Asian-Indian American
Chinese American
Filipino American
Japanese American
Korean American
Pacific Islander Americans
South East Asian American
Vietnamese American
Cuban American
Mexican American
Puerto Rican

Total

Asian American/Pacific Islander

Non-Hispanic White
Adrican American
Native American
Other Non-Hispanics

=
o
=
3
<
=
£
&

“Differences b

b
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identification, and thus the Hispanic case does not line up neatly with
either the African-American or the Asian-American experience. The case
of Native Americans also runs counter to the expectation that minority
men predominate in marriages with the majority group. Native-American
women marry outside the group at a slightly higher rate than do their male
counterparts.

We narrow the focus in the fourth column of Table I by examining only
marriages to non-Hispanic whites for each of the 15 other groups. Substan-
tively, the results generally parallel those presented in the first panel, except
for Puerto Ricans and Cuban Americans, where the small gender differential
in intermarriage is reversed. )

We should note the extent of marriages of Asian Americans to other
Asian Americans of different ethnic backgrounds (results not reported in
tabular form). Of all Asian Americans in our sample who married outside
their group, 58.8% of men and 75.4% of women married non-Hispanic
whites. The great majority of the rest married members of other Asian-
American groups, which may represent the emergence of a “pan-Asian”
ethnicity in the United States (Espiritn, 1992; Kibria, 1995). Among U.S.
born individuals under age 40, 60.9% of Asian-American men who mar-
ried outside their group, and 65.5% of women, married whites. Thus, the
majority of Asian-American marriages are to whites, although the odds of
intermarriage favor other Asian Americans (given the small fraction of the
population these groups represent.) ‘

Our next step was to separate marriages possibly involving war brides
and grooms from other marriages. The last column in Table I presents the per-
centages of marriages to non-Hispanic whites, excluding possible war brides,
for each of the 15 groups. Excluding matriages involving those with U.S. mil-
itary experience and foreign spouses substantially reduces the female share
of intermarriages previously observed among nearly all groups of Asian
women, but still remains a majority. For Korean Americans, women are 6%
more likely to intermarry (down from 30 previously). For the Vietnamese,
the gender differential in intermarriage all but disappears. The remainder of
the groups exhibit a small gender gap in intermarriage favoring females of
between 2 and 7% points (with the Asian- Indians remaining an exception
to this pattern).

For some Asian groups, a very substantial fraction of women who in-
termarried were probably war brides (results not reported in tabular form).
Nearly three out of four Korean women who married a non-Korean man
were born in Korea. It is therefore misleading to view the figures in previous
columns in Table T as an “out-marriage rate” because the base really includes
women born in Korea as well as Korean-American women. The fraction of
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all intermarriages involving possible war brides is also very high among the
following groups: South East Asians (63.7%), Vietnamese (58.3%), Filipino
(51.8%), Japanese (45.1%), Chinese (25.6%) and Asian-Indian (22.1%).
The inclusion of these possible war brides in the calculation of gender dif-
ferences clearly results in an inflated estimate of Asian women’s share of
intermarriages. '

The evidence gleaned from the fourth and fifth columns of Table Tindi-
cates that much of the distinctive pattern of Asian-American intermarriages
involves specific immigration processes. Many Asian women came to the
United States married, or having already established a relationship with a
potential husband. In other cases, such as that of immigrants from India,
men were more likely than women to immigrate to the United States and
were subsequently more likely to infermarry. The differences between Asian
groups in marriages to whites thus has much to do with the particular immi-
gration history of each group.

We further specify the extent of gender differentials in intermarriage
by focusing on U.S. born individuals under age 49, In this way we examine
marriages that are relatively recent in origin, and we remove the complicat-
ing factor of immigration from the analysis. (Results not reported in tabular
form.) The disproportionate female share of intermarriages among Asian
American groups does not disappear in this analysis. The small numbers of
cases suggest that caution is in order before making inferences about the
magnitude of these differentials. Nonetheless, there is a consistent pattern
of excess female marriages to non-Hispanic whites for the U.S. born un-
der age 40 for Chinese, Filipino, Japanese, and Pacific Islanders—the same
groups that exhibited greater female intermarriage in Table 1. For several
groups—Asian-Indians, Koreans, Vietnamese, South East Asians, and Other
Non-Hispanics—there are too few U.S. born individuals for these data to be
particularly meaningful.

Among US. born individuals, Mexican-American, Puerto Rican (born
on the mainland) and especially Cuban-American men marry non-Hispanic
whites at a higher rate than do women from these groups. In other analyses
(notshown) we found that the disproportionate male share of intermarriages
of Hispanics to non-Hispanic whites is concentrated among those Hispanics
who report their race as “black” or “other.” Among U.S. born Hispanics who
identify themselves as whites, there was no male excess in intermarriage. The
interaction of race and ethnicity among Hispanics makes this a complicated
case that requires further attention.

We examine the Wilson thesis by separating marriages involving college
graduates from other marriages. Results are presented in Table I1. The evi-
dence clearly indicates that education increases the chance of intermarriage
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In Table IIT, we present the results of logistic regression equations pre-
dicting the log-odds of marriages to whites for each minority group. The key
variable of interest is the gender coefficient. Positive coefficients indicate
that minority group women are more likely to marry whites than are their
male counterparts; negative coefficients indicate the opposite.

The first model includes just the variable “female.” The results indicate
that, before controlling for other factors, African-American women are one
third as likely to marry whites as are their male counterparts. This gender
differential increases slightly when foreign-born status and military service
are included in the analysis (Model 2). Relatively few African Americans
are foreign born, but many African Americans, especially men, served in the
military. When education is added to the model (Model 3), there is a slight
increase (over Model 2) in women’s chances of marriage to whites, relative
to men. Education increases the chances of marrying whites, but does not
significantly alter the male advantage in intermarriage. And the situation
again changes very little when age is added to the analysis. In the analysis
that includes all the controls, African-American women are in the same
position regarding marriage to whites as they were in the model (Model 1)
with no coritrols.

The pattern is quite different for Filipino Americans. Filipino women
are three times more likely to marry a white partner than are Filipino men.
A significant portion of this gender differential is explained when foreign
born and military status are included in the analysis. At this point, the odds
ratio drops from 3.04 to 1 to 2.12 to 1 in favor of women. The addition of
education and then age narrow the odds ratio a bit further, so that in the
final, fully controlled model, Filipino women were about twice as likely as
Filipino men to marry whites.

Four other Asian American groups exhibit the same pattern we ob-
served for Filipinos: large female advantage in marriage to whites which
is substantially reduced by the inclusion of control variables. This pattern
pertains to Chinese-, Japanese-, Korean-, Vietnamese~ and Other South-
East Asian Americans. For all of these groups, the variables foreign born
and military service account for the largest share of the explained gen-
der differential. Education and age differences typically explain only a
small amount of the gender differential in marriage to whites for these
groups.

One Asian group is an exception to this pattern. For Asian-Indians,
there is a male advantage in marriage to whites that grows slightly with
the addition of control variables. Pacific Islanders also exhibit no gender
differential in marriage to whites, either before or after controls are included
in the analysis. These examples underscore the importance of distinguishing
between groups with different histories of immigration to the United States,
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Table III. Summary of Logistic Regression Results for Gender Differences in Intermarriages Between Minority Groups and

Non-Hispanic Whites

Model 1 (gender with

Model 3 (gender with full
set ofcontrol variables)

born and military service)

Model 2 (gender, foreign

no contrals)

(Odds ratio

Parameter
—1.062 (0.07)

-0.040(0.06)

Odds ratic
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.96
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results). They are generally more likely to marry whites if they have more
education (for 9 of the 15 groups), but again their partners are educationally
advantaged as well. The positive educational coefficients are statistically
significant in 7 of the 15 cases, with only one statistically significant exception
(the case of brides of Filipino American men). ‘

White females who marry minority group males are not educationally
disadvantaged. Only marriages of white women to Native-American men are
consistent with this prediction (see Table IV, white women results). In most
of the cases, the educational position of white women with minority-group
husbands does not differ from that of white women with white husbands.
Their husbands, in turn, are educationally advantaged in six groups, and are
disadvantaged in three other cases. White men marrying minority women
typically have higher education {(in 13 of 15 cases) than their endogamous
counterparts (Table IV, white men results). Their minority spouses have
higher education in five cases and lower education in five cases. These results
do not conform to the predictions of the exchange thesis, but are more
consistent with the idea that intermarriage is more acceptable among more
educated individuals. ‘

Thus, within groups, the exchange processes do not conform to the pre-
dictions of the exchange thesis. Intermarriage is facilitated by education on
the part of minority groups, but does not appear to involve tradeoffs of
social or cultural status against race or ethnic status. This result is more
consistent with the prediction derived from Wilson’s discussion of class
and race, Intermarriage is more likely among the middle class, for whites
as well as minorities, rather than the tradeoff notion implied by Merton’s
thesis.

CONCLUSIONS

Some Asian groups, such as Koreans, Japanese, Vietnamese; and Other
South East Asians, exhibit extremely large female disproportion in out-
marriage rates. These differentials are substantially inflated by the presence
of war brides. When we removed marriages involving the foreign born and
military spouses, the female share of intermarriages among Asian groups is
substantially reduced. The same finding occurs when we restrict the anaiysis
to marriages involving non-Hispanic white partners.

Yet even after this adjustment is made, Asian women typically con-
tinue to represent a majority of instances of intermarriage. This pattern
remains the reverse of the African-American pattern, although the size of
the gap between these two patterns is reduced. Thus our attempt at finding

Gender and Intermarriage 641

commonalities in intermarriage patterns was not entirely successful. The
Hispanic cases further complicate the search for a unifying principle for in-
termarriage. In the Cuban American case, women are more likely to marry
non-Hispanic whites, while Mexican-American men are more likely to do
so after immigration status has been controlled.

We introduced a logistic-regression approach to the study of intermar-
riage. By focusing on marriages to non-Hispanic whites, we dramatically
simplify the intermarriage table, thus allowing for the inclusion of more
groups and multiple independent variables. The standard log-linear models
tend to be applied to highly aggregated groups and typically include only a
single independent variable, such as education, in the analysis. The results
presented here clearly indicate that within such diverse groups as Asians and
Hispanics there are important variations in intermarriage patterns based on
country of origin, immigration history and other factors. This approach also
enables us to view intermarriage from the point of view of each party to the
exchange.

We included immigration status, military service, education, and age in a
multivariate analysis of marriages between minorities and whites. These re-
sults show that immigration status has a significance influence on the gender
differential in intermarriage for a number of groups. However, the inclusion
of education in the analysis does not significantly alter women’s relative
likelihood of marrying out for most groups.

Merton’s exchange theory of intermarriage was developed to account
for the fact that the majority of black—white intermarriages involved African-
American men and white women. This pattern does not hold for the majority
of Asian white marriages, even when appropriate adjustments are made. Nor
do the experiences of the four Hispanic groups considered fit this pattern.
The case of Native Americans also fails to conform to the prediction of
a male majority in out-marriage. We maintain that tests of Merton’s the-
sis based solely on studies of marriages between African Americans and
whites (eg., Kalmijn, 1993; Schoen and Wooldredge, 1989) must be weighed
against the limited applicability of this pattern to most other minority groups,
as our results, and those of others {e.g., Hwang et al, 1995), indicate. Nor
does the exchange thesis perform well in identifving the subgroups among
whites and minorities who are most likely to marry each other. Spouses tend
to marry others with similar educational levels, whether they are marry-
ing within or outside their group. Thus, educational homogamy (Kalmijn,
1998; Mare, 1921) is more consistent with the findings than is the exchange
thesis.

The evidence indicates that intermarriage is more commeon amoig the
middle class, as indexed by a college education. This finding is consistent
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