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Abstract

Through an analysis of qualitative interview and survey data, this study examines ethnic identity development from mid-
adolescence to middle adulthood among a representative sample of immigrants’ children from Mexico, the Philippines, and other
countries, who were followed for more than 20 years. Findings reveal that ethnic self-identity labels are more stable in adulthood
than adolescence or the transition to adulthood, but the importance of ethnic identity diminishes, especially among those born
abroad. Most prefer ethnic identity labels referencing their origin country, reflecting family ties and cultural attachments.
However, some, mostly foreign-born, shift to ethnic self-identity labels exclusively related to their American experience, including
panethnic labels in response to U.S. racialization. Only a few actively resist such labeling and claim nonhyphenated American
identities. Overall, the findings reveal how diverse ethnic identity development patterns over the life course are shaped both by

ancestral attachments and the imposition of existing U.S. racial structures.
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Do children of immigrants maintain strong identities rooted in
their origin countries as they age or do they begin to identify
only in American terms? Research shows that ethnic identities
shift considerably from adolescence to early adulthood among
immigrants’ children (Feliciano, 2009; Rumbaut, 2005).Yet we
know little about how ethnic self-identity development unfolds
into middle adulthood, especially among a diverse population
whose parents have migrated largely from Asia and Latin
America since the 1960s. Researchers increasingly recognize
the value of mixed-methods approaches for exploring the com-
plexities of ethnic self-identification and the subjective mean-
ings behind ethnic labels (Marks, Patton, & Coll, 2011). By
combining quantitative and qualitative approaches, and analyz-
ing longitudinal data across more than two decades, this study
enhances understandings of ethnic self-identification, an
important indicator of how contemporary immigrant groups
integrate into U.S. society.

We focus on immigrants’ children born in the late 1970s,
who were coming of age in San Diego during a time of relative
inclusion. Unlike today, when a high proportion of immigrants’
children grow up in mixed legal status families, the over-
whelming majority of our respondents who were not U.S.-born
became naturalized U.S. citizens (as did many of their parents,
some of whom legalized through the Immigration Reform and

Control Act'). Moreover, they grew up in an increasingly
diverse context. From 1980 to 2017, California’s Asian popu-
lation grew from 5% to 15%, and the Latino population grew
from 19% to 39% (Public Policy Institute of California (Bohn
et al., 2018)). Nationally, the U.S. Census began allowing iden-
tification as more than one race in 2000, reflecting an emerging
consensus that individuals should be free to flexibly self-
identify (Csizmadia, Brunsma, & Conney, 2012). Yet the polit-
ical context has not been uniformly inclusive. Proposition 187
in 1994, while deemed unconstitutional and never implemen-
ted, would have denied health care, public education, and social
services to undocumented immigrants in California and was
passed during a core developmental period for our respondents,
from early to late adolescence (Portes & Rumbaut, 2001).
Moreover, a “Latino threat narrative” fueled by fears about
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Mexican immigrants has long been evident in U.S. public dis-
course (Chavez, 2008).

These historical and social contexts are relevant for identity
development (Elder, 1998). In response to prejudicial social
climates, children of Latin American immigrants may reject
an American identity (Massey & Sanchez, 2010). On the other
hand, our respondents come from diverse ethnic backgrounds,
and the vast majority spent most their lives in a multicultural
California context where anti-immigrant views do not domi-
nate. An accepting political and social climate enables agency
in self-definitions, which may lead to wide variations in ethnic
self-identification even within ethnic groups.

Ethnic Identities Among Children
of Immigrants

Ethnic identities invoke subjective feelings of group belonging,
revealing boundaries between insiders and outsiders, and thus
provide insight into how immigrant groups will integrate into
U.S. society in the long term (National Academies of Sciences,
2015). Conventional accounts of ethnic identity among descen-
dants of European immigrants pointed to the “thinning” of their
ethnic self-identities; ethnic identity for this population has
become an optional, leisure-time form of “symbolic” ethnicity
(Alba, 1990; Gans, 1979; Waters, 1990). However, such an out-
come is possible only when accompanied by the absence of
prejudice and discrimination (Gordon, 1964; Waters, 1990).
In a context of perceived discrimination and exclusion, ethnic
identity may not erode, but rather rise, in the form of reactive
ethnicity (Rumbaut, 2008). Moreover, a segmented assimila-
tion framework suggests not one linear path of ethnic identity
development, but multiple patterns of ethnic self-identification
(Portes & Zhou, 1993; Rumbaut, 1994).

Although scholars agree that ethnic identity involves feel-
ings of belonging in a group, no universally accepted definition
of ethnic identity, nor shared understanding of its multiple
dimensions exists (Ashmore, Deaux, & McLaughlin-Volpe,
2004; Phinney & Ong, 2007). We focus on self-labeling, a
widely used dimension of ethnic identity (Fuligni, Witkow,
& Garcia, 2005). Rumbaut (1994) distinguishes between four
types of ethnic self-identity labels among U.S. children of
immigrants: (1) national-origin (e.g., Mexican, Vietnamese),
(2) hyphenated (e.g., Mexican-American, Filipino-American),
(3) American (e.g., “plain” or “unhyphenated” American iden-
tity), and (4) racial or panethnic (e.g., Black, Latino, Hispanic,
Asian). The first two types of identities indicate close connec-
tions to national origins, while the last two exclusively relate to
the “American present” (Rumbaut, 1994, p. 763). However,
research shows that ethnic minorities often use multiple labels
in different situations, and panethnic identities often overlap
with national-origin identities (Dowling, 2014; Kasinitz, Mol-
lenkopf, Waters, & Holdaway, 2008).

Previous studies find considerable change in ethnic identity
among immigrants’ children from early adolescence through
early adulthood (Feliciano, 2009; Smith, 2014), but researchers
have not yet examined how ethnic identities shift from early to

middle adulthood. While ethnic identity is assumed to stabilize
by early adulthood (Erikson, 1968; Phinney, 1993), changes
may occur. We consider changes in self-labels, as well as in
ethnic identity importance as individuals transition further into
adulthood.

Variation in Ethnic Identities Among
Children of Immigrants

Because children of immigrants are diverse, we expect consid-
erable variation in ethnic self-identities across a number of
dimensions. One key point of difference is immigrant genera-
tion. We distinguish between the 1.5 generation, who migrated
as children, the 2nd generation, who were born in the United
States with two immigrant parents, and the 2.5 generation, who
were born in the United States with one immigrant and one
U.S.-born parent. Studies of ethnic identity labels using earlier
waves of the Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study
(CILS) showed clear generational differences in ethnic identity
labels among adolescents and young adults that were generally
consistent with conventional assimilation frameworks (although
with exceptions): The most recent arrivals (1.5 generation) were
most likely to identify in national-origin terms, while the 2.5
generation were most likely to adopt panethnic terms (Feliciano,
2009; Portes & Rumbaut, 2001; Tovar & Feliciano, 2009). How-
ever, it is unclear whether such patterns extend into middle
adulthood.

Because family socialization is often gendered, with immi-
grant parents controlling daughters more than sons, girls may
be more exposed to ethnic culture and socialized to maintain
cultural traditions (Lopez, 2003). As a result, studies suggest
that adolescent girls identify more closely than boys with their
parents’ origin country (Qin, 2009; Zhou & Bankston, 2001).
Others suggest that girls are more likely to identify biculturally
(Rumbaut, 1994; Waters, 2001). Yet other studies find no gen-
der differences in ethnic identity (Fuligni, Kiang, Witkow, &
Baldelomar, 2008). Previous research has not only yielded
inconsistent results, it has not yet examined gender differences
in middle adulthood.

Ethnic self-identity development may also vary by national
origin. More than others, children of Mexican immigrants may
exhibit “reactive ethnicity,” adopting Mexican identities in
reaction to hostile anti-immigrant contexts (Rumbaut, 2005,
2008; Tovar & Feliciano, 2009). Children of East Asian immi-
grants may adopt Americanized identities to combat “forever
foreign” stereotypes (Tuan, 1999), although Filipinos may be
less likely to adopt Asian identities because of their unique
colonial history and racialization experiences (Ocampo,
2016). Research also suggests that ethnic self-identification
among mixed adolescents fluctuates more than others (Harris
& Sim, 2002); however, identity development may also just
take longer to solidify for those from mixed backgrounds.

Adolescent experiences likely shape later ethnic identity.
Because ethnic identity often develops through family
socialization (Knight, Bernal, Cota, Garza, & Ocampo,
1993), individuals from close-knit families may maintain
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identities rooted in their ancestral backgrounds. Relatedly,
previous research suggests that ethnic languages provide a
link to parents’ culture for immigrants’ children (Phinney,
Romero, Nava, & Huang, 2001). Studies also show that
adolescents not proficient in their parents’ native language
more often adopt Americanized (panethnic) identities (Fuligni
et al., 2008; Rumbaut, 1994). However, we do not know
whether such patterns extend into middle adulthood.

Previous studies show that panethnic self-labeling is associ-
ated with lower family socioeconomic background (Portes &
MacLeod, 1996; Rumbaut, 1994; Waters, 2001). Portes and
MacLeod (1996, p. 536) interpret panethnicity as an externally
imposed classification, arguing that socioeconomically advan-
taged people “are more capable of resisting . . . outside labels.”
Similarly, Rumbaut (1994) argues that children of high-status
immigrant parents feel pride in their background and thus
assert identities rooted in the homeland. These findings compli-
cate Gans’s (1979, p. 432) argument that “ethnicity is largely a
working class lifestyle.” More consistent with Gans’s perspec-
tive, Agius Vallejo’s (2012) research suggests that Mexican-
Americans from low-income backgrounds tend to retain
stronger Mexican/Mexican-American identities than their
middle-class counterparts do. Yet limited research has exam-
ined the associations between class background and ethnic
identities in middle adulthood among immigrants’ children
from diverse ethnic backgrounds.

Through our longitudinal approach, we can assess whether
higher education correlates with declining ethnic identity, as
suggested by Gordon’s (1964) theory that integration into
mainstream institutions facilitates identificational assimila-
tion, or whether, as segmented assimilation theory suggests,
maintaining ethnic attachments facilitates educational success
(Portes & Zhou, 1993). Studies examining how education in
early adulthood relates to ethnic identity show that college-
educated minorities maintain origin-country identities more
often than less educated peers, in part because the salience
of ethnic differences intensifies in predominantly White
contexts (Feliciano, 2009; Tovar & Feliciano, 2009). Agius
Vallejo (2012) finds a similar pattern among upwardly
mobile Mexican-Americans nearing middle adulthood, yet
not among those from middle-class families. Thus, it is not
yet clear how educational attainment relates to ethnic self-
identity among adult children of immigrants from diverse
class and ethnic origins.

Prior research shows close links between religion and trans-
national ties and ethnic identities (Levitt, 2007). Maintaining
close contacts with relatives abroad facilitates identification
with the home country (Levitt, 2007). Religion, like language,
is a cultural aspect often tied to ethnic identity (Chong, 1998).
Studies of multiple religious groups (e.g., Catholic and
Buddhist) suggest that ethnic churches and religious rituals
within families help preserve ethnic culture among the second
generation (Chong, 1998; Min, 2010). It follows that fewer
nonreligious adults may express ethnic identities rooted in their
parents’ home country than others.

Finally, individuals may adapt self-identities to conform to
how others see them. For example, Nagel (1994) argues that
panethnic identities, such as Asian, stem from outsiders’ homo-
genization of diverse groups. However, some immigrants’ chil-
dren resist such labeling, maintaining distinct ethnic identities
despite racialization (Roth, 2012; Waters, 2001). Among ado-
lescents from Asian immigrant families, Kiang and Luu
(2013) find only modest concordance between ascribed ethnic
labels and ethnic self-identities. Whether ethnoracial classifica-
tion by others relates to ethnic self-identity development over
time is an open question.

Research Questions

We examine change in ethnic identity from mid adolescence
through middle adulthood among immigrants’ children,
addressing three broad questions and several subquestions:

1. How do ethnic self-identity labels change from mid
adolescence to middle adulthood?

e When in the life course are ethnic self-labels most
and least stable?

e Does the degree of change vary by immigrant
generation?

e Which labels become more or less common with
age?

e How do labels vary across the life course by immi-
grant generation?

2. How (and why) does the importance (or salience) of
ethnic self-identity change from mid adolescence to
middle adulthood?

e Does the importance of ethnic identity vary by
immigrant generation?

e Which ethnic self-identities are most salient for
children of immigrants in middle adulthood?

3. (How) do various characteristics relate to ethnic self-
identity labels among immigrants’ children in middle
adulthood?

e Do ethnic labels vary by demographic characteris-
tics, including immigrant generation, gender, and
national origin?

e Do labels vary by family and personal characteris-
tics in adolescence, including family socioeconomic
background, family cohesion, and language?

e Do labels vary by religion, transnational ties, and
educational attainment?

e Do labels vary by the racial/ethnic ascriptions of
others?

Method
Data Collection and Sample

We analyze survey and qualitative data drawn from a sample of
original respondents from the CILS, a study of foreign-born
and U.S.-born children with at least one immigrant parent
attending eighth or ninth grades in San Diego in 1991-1992.>
The study used a school-based sampling frame® to accurately
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capture the population of immigrants’ children in San Diego
before they could legally drop out of school. Because the data
are limited to a sample drawn in Southern California in fall
1991, the findings cannot be generalized beyond this. However,
San Diego was and remains a principal site of contemporary
immigrant settlement.

Respondents were surveyed four times (T1, T2, T3, and
T4). The first survey was carried out in 1992 (14.2 years old
on average), the second in 1995 (17.2 years old), and the third
in 2001-2003 (mid-20s). That third phase of data collection
obtained surveys from 1,480 respondents (in 2001-2002)
from whom a representative subsample of 134 was drawn,
with whom in-depth, open-ended qualitative interviews were
conducted about a year later. More than 12 years later (2014—
2016), this subsample of 134 was tracked, and a full fourth
wave of surveys and in-depth qualitative interviews were con-
ducted with 112 respondents (84% of the 134%), who averaged
37.2 years old. They were located not only in California but
all over the country, as well as Mexico. Appendix Table Al
provides a sample description.

The flexible interview format at T4 allowed us to delve
deeply into the most important aspects of each person’s experi-
ences, while also collecting standard survey responses compa-
rable to earlier survey responses. We combined data collected
through closed-ended responses with existing CILS longitudi-
nal data, analyzing it using descriptive statistics. We analyzed
the interview data in Dedoose, version 8.0.42, a software pro-
gram for analyzing qualitative and mixed-methods data, using
the constant-comparison method, in which we coded responses
into conceptually similar categories and compared within and
across groups by key attributes to discern patterns (Boeije,
2002; Glaser & Strauss, 1967).

Ethnic Identity Measures

Ethnic identity measures at T1, T2, T3, and T4 are based on the
same question: “How do you identify? That is, what do you call
yourself (e.g., Asian, Hispanic, American, Mexican, Mexican-
American, Chicano, Latino, Filipino, Filipino-American,
Vietnamese, Vietnamese-American, Lao, Lao-American, Cam-
bodian, and Cambodian-American)?” In the surveys at T1, T2,
and T3, respondents wrote in a response. In the T2 and T3
questionnaires, the open-ended question was followed by, “How
important is this identity to you?” Respondents could select from
“not important,” “somewhat important,” or “very important.” In
the in-depth interviews at T3 and T4, those same initial questions
were asked, but these were followed by deeper questions, such as
“do you always use this term?” and “What does being [ethnic
identity label] mean to you?”

In comparisons across waves, we compared four mutually
exclusive categories: (1) origin country identification (whether
solely or as hyphenated-American, e.g., Filipino or Filipino-
American),” (2) panethnic identification (primarily or only,
e.g., Latino, Hispanic, Asian), (3) identification only as
“American,” and (4) mixed/other identities (e.g., Mexican-
Filipino, Black-Filipino, “human being”).® Placing respondents

into categories was sometimes complicated. As in previous
studies (Fuligni et al., 2008), many used national or hyphenated
terms and panethnic terms at T3 and T4 (e.g., Hispanic and
Mexican). To facilitate comparisons with T1 and T2 data in
which only one response was given, we coded the most pre-
ferred label (national/hyphenated or panethnic) if this was
articulated. If not, we used the more specific identity label
(e.g., Mexican). Focusing on the more specific identity priori-
tized a connection to the origin country, as distinct from those
who only used panethnic terms, signaling an identity rooted
solely in the U.S. experience (Rumbaut, 1994). Most respon-
dents who used multiple terms indicated they preferred the
more specific label.

For analyses focused on the covariates associated with iden-
tity labels in middle adulthood only, we separated those who
mentioned national origins and panethnic identities. Thus, we
distinguish between using (1) national origin terms (alone or
hyphenated) and not panethnic, (2) national/hyphenated and
panethnic terms, (3) only panethnic terms, (4) solely American,
and (5) mixed/other identity labels.

Results
Stability and Change in Ethnic Identity

Many respondents expressed remarkable stability in identity
labels across more than 22 years. The most common open-
ended response was to state the same exact ethnic identity
across all four time periods, even separating out national and
hyphenated responses (25%). Of those demonstrating such sta-
bility, over half used national labels and only one used a
panethnic label. If we consider national and hyphenated labels
interchangeable, as many respondents did, 51% identified simi-
larly from adolescence to middle adulthood. Only one respon-
dent chose a different label at each time point.

Based on the categories of national/hyphenated, panethnic,
unhyphenated American, and mixed/other, Figure 1 shows that
about 31% of all respondents with complete data across time
(n = 1067) changed ethnic identity labels in adolescence
(T1-T2) or the transition to adulthood (T2-T3), but only
17% changed from early to middle adulthood (T3-T4), sug-
gesting ethnic identity labels usually solidify by adulthood.

However, patterns vary widely by immigrant generation. Eth-
nic self-identity labels are most stable among the U.S.-born with
two immigrant parents and least stable among the 2.5 generation,
with the foreign-born in between. For example, while only 18%
of the 2nd generation expressed a different ethnic self-label in
early adulthood than late adolescence, 31% of the 1.5 generation
and 64% of the 2.5 generation did so. Since the 2.5 generation
overwhelmingly have mixed ethnoracial backgrounds, this sup-
ports previous findings of more flexible ethnic identities among
mixed-race adolescents (Harris & Sim, 2002). However, most
2.5 generation individuals, like the 1.5 and 2nd generation, do
not change ethnic identity labels from early to middle adulthood,
suggesting similar crystallizations of identity in adulthood that
may take longer for mixed-background individuals.
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Figure |. Percentage who change ethnic self-identity label by life-course stage and generation (n = 106). Source. Authors’ calculations based on
the CILS Longitudinal In-depth Sample, 1991-2016. CILS = Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study.

Table 1. Ethnic Self-ldentity Label Change Across the Life Course, by Generation.

Early Adolescence (T1)

Late Adolescence (T2)

Early Adulthood (T3) Middle Adulthood (T4)

All (n = 106)
National/hyphenated 774
Panethnic 12.3
American, unhyphenated 4.7
Mixed/other 5.7
100%
I.5 Generation (n = 59)
National/hyphenated 83.1
Panethnic 15.3
American, unhyphenated 1.7
Mixed/other 0.0
100%
2nd Generation (n = 33)
National/hyphenated 75.8
Panethnic 12.1
American, unhyphenated 3.0
Mixed/other 9.1
100%
2.5 Generation (n = 14)
National/hyphenated 57.1
Panethnic 0.0
American, unhyphenated 214
Mixed/other 214
100%

68.9 76.4 71.7
17.0 7.6 132
0.9 28 38
13.2 13.2 1.3
100% 100% 100%
71.2 86.4 74.6
22.0 6.8 17.0
0.0 1.7 6.8
6.8 5.1 1.7
100% 100% 100%
758 81.8 84.9
9.1 9.1 9.1
0.0 0.0 0.0
15.2 9.1 6.1
100% 100% 100%
429 21.4 28.6
14.3 7.1 7.1
7.1 14.3 0.0
35.7 57.1 64.3
100% 100% 100%

Source. Authors’ calculations based on the CILS Longitudinal In-depth Sample, 1991-2016.

Note. CILS = Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study.

Generational Differences Across the Life Course

Table 1 shows differences in identity labels across the life
course by immigrant generation. The 1.5 and 2nd generation
similarly use national and hyphenated labels most commonly
at all time points, in contrast to the 2.5 generation. However,
the use of these labels fluctuates among the 1.5 generation,
more of whom use panethnic labels in late adolescence (T2,
22%) and middle adulthood (T4, 17%), as compared with the
2nd generation, only 9% of whom identify panethnically at
T2, T3, or T4. While no 2nd generation respondents identify

in plain American terms beyond early adolescence (T1), the use
of plain American labels increases among the 1.5 generation
from T3 to T4 (from 1.7% to 6.8%).

Qualitative interviews suggest that transitioning away from
labels rooted in their origin countries toward Americanized
identities (panethnic or plain American) reflects increased cul-
tural and political incorporation into U.S. society for the 1.5
generation. For example, Kham, who migrated at age 14 and
identified as Lao in adolescence and young adulthood, but as
Asian at age 36, explains, “...the longer we live here...we



90

Emerging Adulthood 7(2)

look at ourselves as being American now....Everybody in
our...household became U.S. citizens.” Kim Cuc, who
migrated at age 3, similarly shifts to an Americanized label, but
as simply American. At age 26, Kim Cuc reflected on her ado-
lescence, “I used to just say “Vietnamese...I didn’t really
identify with American culture at all...But now, it’s like I
kinda adapted and integrated myself into the society.” At age
37, Kim Cuc prefers to identify solely as American:

I wouldn’t identify myself as Vietnamese...Physically from a
phenotype perspective, I don’t look typical American . .. most peo-
ple when they think of Americans they think of just White. But liv-
ing in San Diego, you see a multicultural group of people. . ..

Although few respondents share Kim Cuc’s American
identity as their preferred self-label, many similarly asserted
that they were (also) Americans.

Among the 2.5 generation, the use of national/hyphenated
labels declined substantially from early and late adolescence
to early and middle adulthood, while the use of mixed labels
increased, especially from late adolescence (36%) to early
adulthood (57%). Qualitative interviews suggest that 2.5 gener-
ation respondents choosing national/hyphenated labels as ado-
lescents identified strongly with their immigrant mothers.
However, over time, they began to state a mixed identity in
response to outsiders’ questions and perceptions. Mike, for
example, identified as American-Chinese in adolescence.
However, at age 36, Mike identifies as “Irish-Chinese . . . as a
courtesy to others.” Similarly, by middle adulthood, no 2.5 gen-
eration respondents used a “plain” American label. Abigail
states in early adulthood that “I could be considered American
Asian I guess, but I just consider myself an American.” How-
ever, by middle adulthood, she embraced her mixed ancestry
as Thai, French, and German: “I’ll [often] get somebody who
walks up and asks me . . . “What are you?’ ... And I love talking
about it...It’s kinda fun. Not everybody you meet is that
combination.” Adopting complex identities reflects the 2.5
generation’s experience that, given their appearance, others
question plain American or national/hyphenated identities, a
theme we return to below.

Ethnic Identity Salience

Ethnic identity tends to become less important as immigrants’
children age, a pattern most pronounced among the 1.5 gener-
ation, as shown in Figure 2. While the percentage describing
their ethnic identity as very important declined from early to
middle adulthood across all generations, only among the 1.5
generation did the percentage stating that ethnic identity was
not important increase: By middle adulthood, 34% declared
ethnic identity was not important, compared with 6% of the
2nd generation and 14% of the 2.5 generation.

The more pronounced decline in ethnic identity salience
among the 1.5 generation may partly stem from citizenship
changes. Most became U.S. citizens by middle adulthood, con-
tributing to a shift in personal allegiance (recall Kham, above).

1.5 Generation
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Figure 2. Importance of ethnic identity over time (n = 106; per-
centages). Source. Authors’ calculations based on the CILS Longitudinal
In-depth Sample, 1991-2016. CILS = Children of Immigrants Longi-
tudinal Study.

The overall decline may also signal shifts in priorities as
respondents transition into new roles. According to 37-year-
old Brian, “...now that we’re all established professionals
and...we’re married with kids,...I’m never gonna say it’s
inconsequential or insignificant. But. .. [being Chinese-Amer-
ican] doesn’t define us anymore.”

Table 2 shows the importance of different self-identity
labels in middle adulthood. Here, and in subsequent analyses,
we distinguish respondents who identify with their origin coun-
try and a panethnic group from those who only use national/
hyphenated terms or only panethnic terms. Among those who
identified solely in national/hyphenated terms, 53% stated this
identity was very important, compared with 13% of those who
identified solely in panethnic terms and 21% who identified
in mixed/other terms. Combined with Portes and Rumbaut’s
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Table 2. Ethnic Self-ldentity Label by Importance in Middle Adult-
hood (T4; Percentages).

Very  Somewhat  Not
Important Important Important % N
National or hyphenated 53 35 13 100 55
National or hyphenated 42 38 21 100 24

and panethnic

Panethnic 13 27 60 100 15
American, unhyphenated 50 25 25 100 4
Mixed/other 21 57 21 100 14
41% 37% 23% 112

Note. Pearson’s 2 significance tests show the association significant at p < .05.

(2001) previous finding that panethnic identities were least
salient among immigrants’ children in adolescence, these
results suggest that panethnic identities remain less salient
throughout the life course.

Correlates of Ethnic Self-Identity Labels
in Middle Adulthood

Table 3 shows differences in ethnic self-identity labels in mid-
dle adulthood by various characteristics and experiences. We
report tests of significance overall and by category on the table
but do not rely heavily on p values in our interpretation of find-
ings because p values can be unreliable, particularly for small
samples (Lambdin, 2012). Instead, we highlight theoretically
relevant differences that are large in magnitude and consistent
with our qualitative evidence. Thus, our discussion below
focuses not only on findings that reach statistical significance
but also on suggestive differences that are large in magnitude
(15% or greater difference) if these are relevant to existing the-
ories and prior research discussed earlier.

Starting with demographics, separating those who
solely express national/hyphenated terms from those also
using panethnic labels reinforces the finding that more 1.5
(49%) and 2nd-generation respondents (58%) identify in
national/ hyphenated terms than the 2.5 generation (27%).
Most of the 2.5 generation’s parents are from different eth-
nic groups, and thus, they tend to identify as mixed/other
(60%). Gender differences are mostly small, but all respon-
dents who preferred “plain” American labels were women.
In contrast, national-origin differences were pronounced.
Seventy-five percent of Filipino and Indian-origin respon-
dents identified solely in national/hyphenated terms, much
higher than others. Consistent with prior research (Ocampo,
2016), few Filipinos used panethnic terms and some expli-
citly rejected Asian panethnicity. Second-generation Elaine,
for example, states, “I don’t really...identify with other
Asian cultures.” In contrast, Chinese, Mexicans, Vietna-
mese, and other Southeast Asians used panethnic terms
more often, whether in conjunction with national/hyphe-
nated labels or as the sole label. Most respondents of mixed
parental origins (81% of whom are 2.5 generation) identi-
fied as mixed/other (69%).

The patterns of difference by adolescent characteristics are
suggestive: While 59% of those from high SES backgrounds
identify with their national heritage, only 44% of those from
the lowest SES backgrounds do so. Conversely, 24% of those
from the lowest SES backgrounds prefer panethnic terms, com-
pared with only 3.5% of those from the highest SES back-
grounds. These findings support research suggesting that
higher status individuals more often reject panethnic labels
(Portes & MacLeod, 1996; Rumbaut, 1994), contrary to the
view that ethnic maintenance is more pronounced among lower
SES individuals (Gans, 1979).

Consistent with the notion that origin country identities
reflect attachment to family heritages, almost 66% of respon-
dents from highly cohesive families identified solely in
national/hyphenated terms, compared with only 43% of those
from less cohesive families. Conversely, only 3% from highly
cohesive families identified panethnically as adults, compared
with 18% of others.

While language preference in adolescence does not relate
strongly to ethnic self-identity labels in middle adulthood, most
(65%) with strong T1 foreign language skills identified solely
in national/hyphenated terms in middle adulthood. Unsurpris-
ingly, a much larger percentage (32%) of respondents who
spoke mostly English as opposed to mostly non-English with
parents (6%) identified as Mixed/Other, reflecting that most
of those identifying as Mixed have one U.S.-born parent and
grew up in English-dominant households. Significantly, more
respondents who primarily spoke a language other than English
with parents as adolescents identified solely in national/hyphe-
nated terms at T4 (55%) than those who spoke English (32%).
This supports the perspective that language and ethnic identity
are closely intertwined (Phinney et al., 2001), which was rein-
forced in interviews. For example, like many respondents iden-
tifying in national-origin terms, Jimmy mentions language
when asked what being Lao meant to him, “Just the way I was
raised, what language I speak.”

Many characteristics in middle adulthood relate to ethnic
identity labels in expected ways. Individuals with religious
identities (ranging from 49% for other Christians to 75% for
other religions) more often express national/hyphenated identi-
ties than those who are spiritual but not religiously affiliated
(8%), consistent with the theory that the maintenance of both
religion and identities rooted in the homeland is intertwined
(Chong, 1998). However, half of the respondents with no reli-
gion also identify solely in national/hyphenated terms. More
respondents maintaining transnational ties identify solely in
national/hyphenated terms (53%) and fewer identify paneth-
nically (9%) than others (35%, 30%), consistent with paneth-
nicity reflecting an orientation to the U.S. present and away
from origin countries. In line with the segmented assimilation
perspective that socioeconomic success relates to retaining
ethnic identities (Portes & Zhou, 1993; Rumbaut, 1994),
68% of postgraduate-educated respondents identify solely
in national/hyphenated terms and none panethnically. For
respondents earning graduate degrees, the experience of leav-
ing ethnic communities may heighten ethnic boundaries and
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Table 3. Ethnic Self-ldentity Labels in Middle Adulthood, by Select Covariates (Percentages).

National or National or Hyphenated

Hyphenated and Panethnic Panethnic ~ American  Mixed or Other % N
Overall 49.1 214 13.4 36 12.5 100
N 55 24 15 4 14 112
Demographics

Generation™** ns ns ns ns ok n
1.5 49.2 24.6 16.4 6.6 33 100 6l
2 58.3 222 .1 0.0 83 100 36
25 26.7 6.7 6.7 0.0 60.0 100 I5

Gender™ ns ns ns A ns n
Female 49.2 213 1.5 6.6 .5 100 6l
Male 49.0 21.6 15.7 0.0 13.7 100 51

Origin country*** ok ns ns ns ok n
Mexican 50.0 25.0 214 0.0 36 100 28
Filipino 75.0 15.0 5.0 5.0 0.0 100 20
Vietnamese 28.6 28.6 28.6 14.3 0.0 100 14
Other Southeast Asian 543 18.8 18.8 0.0 6.3 100 16
Chinese 60.0 40.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 10
Indian 75.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 100 4
Other Latin American 50.0 25.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 100 4

Mixed 12.5 6.3 6.3 6.3 68.8 100 16

Measured in adolescence (T1 and T2)

Family socioeconomic background™ ns ns * ns ns n
Lowest SES tertile 43.9 14.6 244 24 14.6 100 41
Middle SES tertile 47.6 26.2 9.5 2.4 14.3 100 42
Highest SES tertile 58.6 24.1 35 6.9 6.9 100 29

Family cohesion™ * ns * ns ns n
Not high 43.2 21.6 17.6 4.1 13.5 100 74
High 65.6 219 3.1 3.1 6.3 100 32

Language preference™ ns ns ns ns ns n
Prefers foreign language or both 55.6 19.4 19.4 0.0 5.6 100 36
Prefers English 46.1 224 10.5 53 15.8 100 76

Foreign language ability™ * ns ns ns ns n
Does not speak and understand very well 43.2 235 13.6 4.9 14.8 100 8l
Speaks and understands very well 64.5 16.1 12.9 0.0 6.5 100 31

Language spoken with parents** * ns ns ns ok n
Mostly English or both 32.1 17.9 10.7 7.1 321 100 28
Mostly or only non-English 54.8 22,6 14.3 2.4 6.0 100 84

Measured in middle adulthood

Religion™ A ns ns ns ns n
Catholic 59.5 18.9 8.1 27 10.8 100 37
Other Christian 48.5 18.2 15.2 3.0 15.2 100 33
Buddhist 50.0 16.7 25.0 0.0 83 100 12
Other religion 75.0 0.0 0.0 0.0 25.0 100 4
Spiritual, no organized religion 83 50.0 25.0 83 8.3 100 12
None, atheist 50.0 214 7.1 7.1 14.3 100 14

Maintain ties in home country?” ns ns ok ns ns n
Not at all 34.8 26.1 304 0.0 8.7 100 23
Yes 52.8 20.2 9.0 4.5 13.5 100 89

Educational attainment* ns ns ok ns ns n
High school only 0.0 0.0 100.0 0.0 0.0 100 2
Some college 47.5 15.0 15.0 25 20.0 100 40
AA degree 54.6 18.2 18.2 0.0 9.1 100 Il
BA/BS degree 40.5 27.0 13.5 8.1 10.8 100 37
Graduate or professional degree 68.2 27.3 0.0 0.0 4.6 100 22

What race do others see you as’* ns ns ns ns ook n
White 28.6 14.3 28.6 0.0 28.6 100 7
Asian 46.9 28.1 15.6 6.2 3.1 100 32
Filipino or Pacific Islander 75.0 12.5 6.3 6.3 0.0 100 16
Hispanic 50.0 273 9.1 4.6 9.1 100 22
Black or Part-Black 16.7 16.7 0.0 0.0 66.7 100 6
Ambiguous 48.0 20.0 12.0 0.0 20.0 100 25

Source: Authors’ calculations based on the CILS Longitudinal In-depth Sample, 1991-2016.

Note. Pearson’s % significance tests, overall (left column) and by category: **p < .001, ¥p < .01, *p < .05, Ap < .10, and "p > .10. CILS = Children of Immigrants

Longitudinal Study.
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last further into the life course as they move further into pro-
fessional careers dominated by Whites (Agius Vallejo, 2012;
Feliciano, 2009).

In addition, highly educated respondents may identify more
strongly with their origin countries because the “immigrant
bargain”—that their parents’ sacrifices will be vindicated
through their own success—motivates them (Agius Vallejo,
2012; Louie, 2012). For example, JP notes:

I think for me being so motivated by my parents and their sacri-
fices, and to see the struggle that they went through . . . Especially,
seeing how their lifestyle was growing up in...the Philippi-
nes...never did [ wanna give up [on my education].

Highly educated Mexican-origin respondents were espe-
cially motivated by the immigrant narrative and proudly
expressed Mexican/Mexican-American identities. For exam-
ple, Isabella, a master’s degree-holding school teacher, states,
“...1 think that my parents did a very good job with
us . ..encouraging us to study, to go to school...I’m proud
to say that I’'m Mexican...” Leo, who also holds a master’s
degree, similarly articulates his ethnic identity expression as
a tribute to his immigrant parents, while also seeing it as a
response to stereotyping:

For me it’s very important to label me Mexican-American because
I wanna show people . . . two sides. | wanna show my parents that,
hey, I made it. And I’m proud of being Mexican. And. .., I wanna
show . ..conservatives people—hey...I’'m an immigrant that
came to this country and I succeeded and I don’t take advantage
of the system.

Leo exhibits reactive ethnicity: His identity developed in
response to conflictual experiences in the United States and not
only home country attachments (Rumbaut, 2008).

Finally, we find that respondents’ phenotypes relate to eth-
nic self-labels in complex ways. Many respondents’ identities
diverge from outsiders’ classifications. For example, none of
the seven respondents perceived by others as White (and thus
nonethnic/immigrant), identifies only as American. Likewise,
none of the six respondents viewed as Black/part-Black by oth-
ers identifies primarily as Black. Instead, these respondents
often identify using mixed terms (e.g., Afro-Latina, Black-
Filipino, 67%). Yet racial classification by others influences
self-identity labels. For example, Trung adopts an Asian iden-
tity to correspond to others’ classifications: “When you look at
me, I’'m not really...the—physical embodiment of...an
American. ‘cause I’'m Asian. But. .. still consider myself an
American since I lived here all my life and. . . this is where I
call home...”

Respondents viewed by others as Black uniformly noted
how others’ perceptions shaped their ethnic labels. For
example, Pat, who expresses a Black-Filipina identity,
explains, “...if it was up to me, actually, I’d just say,
I’'m American [but] I know what they’re asking...I don’t
want to be rude about it.” Similarly, Maria and Spencer,

both of African-American/Filipino immigrant parentage,
shifted from identifying as Filipino-American in adoles-
cence (reflecting close relationships to their Filipino moth-
ers), to stable identities as mixed Black-Filipino by early
adulthood. Spencer even asserts that his Black identity is
now more important “‘cause [of]...my skin color.” These
shifts in identity labels over time are responses to outsiders’
racial classifications.

Discussion/Conclusion

Moving beyond existing research focused on ethnic identity in
adolescence or early adulthood, this long-term longitudinal
study of immigrants’ children aging from their teenage years
into middle adulthood makes several contributions. First, we
lend support for the supposition that ethnic identity shifts most
during adolescence and transitions to adulthood but stabilizes
further into adulthood (Erikson, 1968; Phinney, 1993). This
study additionally reveals that the importance of ethnic identity
often declines as adults develop new identities as parents,
workers, and spouses.

Second, we find multiple paths and outcomes of ethnic self-
identity development among immigrants’ children and varia-
tion by immigrant generation, consistent with segmented
assimilation (Rumbaut, 1994). However, while the vast major-
ity of foreign-born respondents identify in national/hyphenated
terms throughout the life course, by middle adulthood, they are
more likely to shift to panethnic identities than their U.S.-born
peers. In contrast to linear assimilation accounts predicting the
U.S.-born would most frequently adopt Americanized self-
identity labels (e.g., Gordon, 1964), we find that foreign-born
respondents more often use both “plain” American and paneth-
nic identity labels by middle adulthood. The interviews reveal
that these 1.5-generation adults recognize their increasing
political and cultural incorporation into American life, a shift
perhaps not as salient for the 2nd or 2.5 generation. However,
just as the foreign-born more frequently discard identities
rooted in origin countries with age, they also tend toward view-
ing ethnic identity as unimportant more than U.S.-born peers
do, patterns of difference that hold even within national-
origin groups.

Third, this study illuminates how ethnic identity develop-
ment derives from both ancestral attachments and external clas-
sifications imposed by U.S. society. Those who assert identities
referencing their origin countries tend to come from close-knit
families and maintain native languages and ties to the home
country. Panethnic identities, on the other hand, are more com-
mon among those with less education who have less cohesive
families and few transnational ties. Panethnically identified
adults tend to accept U.S. racial classifications rather than
express personally salient identities. In contrast, the few
children of immigrants in middle adulthood who identify
as “plain” American resist the forces of U.S. racialization,
unlike American-identified adolescent children of immigrants
(Portes & Rumbaut, 2001). These adults assert that, at least
in Southern California, American is not synonymous with
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White. Nevertheless, it is more common for adult children of
immigrants to feel constrained by a U.S. racial structure that
limits their ethnic identity choices (Dowling, 2014; Song,
2003).We see this among those who identify as Asian because
they view this as an Americanized label reflecting their racial
classification and among those who adopt mixed identity labels
in adulthood after recognizing that others question how some-
one can identify as American but appear non-White, or identify
in origin-country terms but appear Black. Thus, these ethnic
self-identities differ from the “symbolic ethnicity” exhibited
by descendants of European immigrants (Waters, 1990)
because they are often a response to racialization rather than
costless expressions of individual preference.

Limitations of this study suggest future research directions.
First, our study was restricted to a particular historical and
social context—children of immigrants born in the late 1970s
and coming of age in San Diego in the 1990s, who we followed
into their late 30s. In more homogeneous and exclusionary con-
texts, immigrants’ children may have less agency to choose
self-identity labels. Second, our sample is limited to ethnic
groups prevalent in San Diego in the 1990s, including Mexi-
cans, Filipinos, Vietnamese, and other Asian subgroups. Ethnic
identity development may differ for others, such as those with
Caribbean or African origins and future research should
explore ethnic identity development for other groups in differ-
ent regional and historical contexts. Third, our sample is rela-
tively small, making comparisons across ethnic groups and
between covariates, and the conclusions drawn about such dif-
ferences, tentative. While a larger sample would allow for more
complex statistical analyses and greater confidence in the con-
clusions drawn, our analysis also shows the importance of
drawing on qualitative data to illuminate the complex mean-
ings behind ethnic identity choices and changes over the life
course. Overall, this study reveals the interplay of agency and
structure in ethnic identity choices among children of immi-
grants over the life course, suggesting that within inclusive
contexts, ethnic identity choices are shaped both by the depth
of homeland and cultural attachments, and by the existing
U.S. racial structure.

Appendix
Table Al. Sample Characteristics.
N %
Generation
“1.5” (foreign-born, came to United States under age 13) 61 54.5
“2.0” (U.S.-born, both parents foreign-born) 36 32.1
“2.5” (U.S.-born, one parent foreign-born, one parent 15 134
U.S.-born)
Gender
Female 61 545
Male 51 455
(continued)

Table Al. (continued)

N %

National origin

Mexican 28 25.0

Filipino 20 17.9

Vietnamese 14 12.5

Other Southeast Asian 16 14.3

Chinese 10 89

Indian 4 36

Other Latin American 4 36

Mixed 16 14.3
Family socioeconomic background (T1)

Lowest SES tertile 41 36.6

Middle SES tertile 42 375

Highest SES tertile 29 259
Family cohesion (T2, n = 106)

High 32 302

Not high 74 698
Language preference (T1)

English 76 67.9

Other language or English and other equally 36 32.1
Foreign language ability: speaking and understanding (T1)

Less than very well 81 723

Very well 31 277
Language with parents (T1)

Mostly/only English or both equally 28 25.0

Mostly or only non-English 84 75.0
Religion (T4)

Other Christian 33 295

Catholic 37 33.0

Buddhist 12 10.7

Other religion 4 36

Spiritual, not religious 12 10.7

None, atheist 14 12.5
Educational attainment (T4)

High school or less 2 1.8

Some college, no degree 40 35.7

AA degree I 9.8

BA/BS degree or 3+ years college 37 33.0

Graduate or professional degree 22 19.6
Transnational ties (T4)

No ties 23 20.5

Keep in touch directly or indirectly 89 79.5

Source: Authors’ calculations based on the CILS Longitudinal In-depth Sample,
1991-2016.
Note. CILS = Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study.
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Notes

1. The 1965-1990 period was arguably the most inclusive era in U.S.
immigration history. The 1965 Act repealed the “national origins
quotas” law that had restricted immigration since the 1920s and
blocked Asian and African migration. After the Vietnam War
ended and the 1980 Refugee Act was passed, more refugees were
resettled in the United States in the 1980s than in any other decade.
The Immigration Reform and Control Act of 1986 legalized
2.7 million undocumented immigrants. And the 1990 Act tripled
the number of visas to highly skilled immigrants. Nearly all respon-
dents and their parents were legal permanent residents, if not citi-
zens, by 2014.

2. The larger Children of Immigrants Longitudinal Study included a
Southern Florida sample not used here.

3. See Portes and Rumbaut (2001) for further information about the
original sample.

4. Comparisons between the 112 interviewed at T4 and the full T1
sample showed no sample attrition bias on any characteristic (age,
gender, grade point average, family socioeconomic status, etc.)
except national origin, which was by design. The T3 in-depth inter-
views intentionally included a larger Chinese sample to facilitate
ethnic comparisons.

5. Although Rumbaut (1994) distinguishes between “national” and
“hyphenated” terms, our interviews revealed, like previous
research (Kiang & Johnson, 2013), that respondents often used
these terms interchangeably, sometimes depending upon the audi-
ence, a finding we elaborate on in other work (Feliciano & Rum-
baut 2018). In addition, our analyses showed no significant
differences between the covariates considered in Table 3 and those
who identified in primarily national or hyphenated terms.

6. The two T4 respondents who used a panethnic-hyphenated
term (Asian American) were coded as panethnic, consistent with
Rumbaut (1994).

7. Six respondents not interviewed at T2 were dropped from analyses
over time, although included in all subsequent analyses. We found
no evidence of selection bias when testing whether these 6 differed
significantly from the other 106. For example, the six were distrib-
uted across four national-origin groups and evenly distributed
across family SES backgrounds.

References

Agius Vallejo, J. (2012). Barrios to burbs: The making of the Mexican
American middle class. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Alba, R. (1990). Ethnic identity: The transformation of White Amer-
ica. New Haven, CT: Yale University Press.

Ashmore, R. D., Deaux, K., & McLaughlin-Volpe, T. (2004). An
organizing framework for collective identity: Articulation and sig-
nificance of multidimensionality. Psychological Bulletin, 130,
80-114.

Boeije, H. (2002). A purposeful approach to the constant comparative
method in the analysis of qualitative interviews. Quality and Quan-
tity, 36, 391-409.

Bohn, S., Bonner, D., Chappelle, C., Cuellar, Mejia, M., & Danielson,
C.,...Hill, L. (2018). California’s Future. Public Policy Institute
of California. Retrieved from http://www.ppic.org/publication/ca
lifornias-future/

Chavez, L. R. (2008). The Latino threat: Constructing immigrants, cit-
izens, and the nation. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.
Chong, K. H. (1998). What it means to be Christian: The role of reli-
gion in the construction of ethnic identity and boundary among
second-generation Korean Americans. Sociology of Religion, 59,

259-286. doi:10.2307/3711911

Csizmadia, A., Brunsma, D. L., & Cooney, T. M. (2012). Racial iden-
tification and developmental outcomes among Black—White multi-
racial youth: A review from a life course perspective. Advances in
Life Course Research, 17, 34-44. doi:10.1016/j.alcr.2011.10.003

Dowling, J. A. (2014). Mexican Americans and the question of race.
Austin: University of Texas Press.

Elder, G. H. (1998). The life course as developmental theory. Child
Development, 69, 1-12. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.1998.tb06128.x

Erikson, E. H. (1968). Identity, youth, and crisis (1st ed.). New York,
NY: W. W. Norton.

Feliciano, C. (2009). Education and ethnic identity formation among
children of Latin American and Caribbean immigrants. Sociologi-
cal Perspectives, 52, 135-158. doi:10.1525/s0p.2009.52.2.135

Feliciano, C., & Rumbaut, R. G. (2018). Varieties of ethnic self-iden-
tities: Children of immigrants in middle adulthood. RSF': The Rus-
sell Sage Foundation Journal of the Social Sciences, 4,26—46. doi:
10.7758/RSF.2018.4.5.02

Fuligni, A. J., Kiang, L., Witkow, M. R., & Baldelomar, O. (2008).
Stability and change in ethnic labeling among adolescents from
Asian and Latin American immigrant families. Child Develop-
ment, 79, 944-956. doi:10.1111/j.1467-8624.2008.01169.x

Fuligni, A. J., Witkow, M., & Garcia, C. (2005). Ethnic identity
and the academic adjustment of adolescents from Mexican,
Chinese, and European backgrounds. Developmental Psychology,
41, 799-811.

Gans, H. J. (1979). Symbolic ethnicity: The future of ethnic groups
and cultures in America. Ethnic and Racial Studies, 2, 1-20.

Glaser, B. G., & Strauss, A. L. (1967). The discovery of grounded the-
ory, strategies for qualitative research. Chicago, IL: Aldine.

Gordon, M. M. (1964). Assimilation in American life: The role of race,
religion, and national origins. New York, NY: Oxford University
Press.

Harris, D. R., & Sim, J. J. (2002). Who is multiracial? Assessing the com-
plexity of lived race. American Sociological Review, 67, 614—627.

Kasinitz, P., Mollenkopf, J. H., Waters, M. C., & Holdaway, J. (2008).
Inheriting the city: The children of immigrants come of age. New
York, NY: Russell Sage Foundation, Harvard University Press.


https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2094-4634
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2094-4634
https://orcid.org/0000-0003-2094-4634
http://www.ppic.org/publication/californias-future/
http://www.ppic.org/publication/californias-future/

96

Emerging Adulthood 7(2)

Kiang, L., & Johnson, N. C. (2013). Relationship-specific variability
in adolescents’ ethnic self-labeling preferences. Journal of Adoles-
cence, 36, 815-823.

Kiang, L., & Luu, J. (2013). Concordance in self and ascribed ethnic
labels among Asian American adolescents. Asian American Jour-
nal of Psychology, 4, 93.

Knight, G. P., Bernal, M. E., Cota, M. K., Garza, C. A., & Ocampo, K.
A. (1993). Family socialization and Mexican American identity
and behavior. In M. E. Bernal & G. P. Knight (Eds.), Ethnic iden-
tity: Formation and transmission among Hispanics and other
minorities (pp. 105-130). Albany: State University of New York
Press.

Lambdin, C. (2012). Significance tests as sorcery: Science is empiri-
cal—Significance tests are not. Theory and Psychology, 22, 67-90.

Levitt, P. (2007). God needs no passport: Immigrants and the chang-
ing American religious landscape. New York, NY: New Press:
Distributed by W. W. Norton.

Lopez, N. (2003). Hopeful Girls, Troubled Boys: Race and Gender
Disparity in Urban Education. New York, NY: Routledge.

Louie, V. S. (2012). Keeping the immigrant bargain: The costs and
rewards of success in America. New York, NY: Russell Sage
Foundation.

Marks, A. K., Patton, F., & Coll, C. G. (2011). Being bicultural: A
mixed-methods study of adolescents’ implicitly and explicitly mea-
sured multiethnic identities. Developmental Psychology, 47, 270.

Massey, D. S., & Sanchez, M. (2010). Brokered boundaries: Creating
immigrant identity in anti-immigrant times. New York, NY: Rus-
sell Sage Foundation.

Min, P. G. (2010). Preserving ethnicity through religion in America:
Korean Protestants and Indian Hindus across generations. New
York: New York University Press.

Nagel, J. (1994). Constructing ethnicity: Creating and recreating eth-
nic identity and culture. Social Problems, 41, 152-176.

National Academies of Sciences. (2015). The integration of immi-
grants into American Society. Washington, DC: The National Aca-
demies Press. doi:10.17226/21746

Ocampo, A. C. (2016). The Latinos of Asia: How filipino American
break the rules of race. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Phinney, J. S. (1993). A three-stage model of ethnic identity devel-
opment in adolescence. In M. E. Bernal & G. P. Knight (Eds.),
Ethnic identity: Formation and transmission among hispanics
and other minorities (pp. 61-79). Albany: State University of
New York Press.

Phinney, J. S., & Ong, A. D. (2007). Conceptualization and measure-
ment of ethnic identity: Current status and future directions. Jour-
nal of Counseling Psychology, 54, 271-281.

Phinney, J. S., Romero, 1., Nava, M., & Huang, D. (2001). The role of
language, parents, and peers in ethnic identity among adolescents
in immigrant families. Journal of Youth and Adolescence, 30,
135-153. doi:10.1023/a:1010389607319

Portes, A., & MacLeod, D. (1996). What shall I call myself? Hispanic
identity formation in the second generation. Ethnic and Racial
Studies, 19, 523-547.

Portes, A., & Rumbaut, R. G. (2001). Legacies: The story of the immi-
grant second generation. Berkeley: University of California Press;
Russell Sage Foundation.

Portes, A., & Zhou, M. (1993). The new second generation: Segmen-
ted assimilation and its variants. The Annals of the American Acad-
emy of Political and Social Science, 530, 74-96.

Qin, D. B. (2009). Being “Good” or Being “Popular”: Gender and eth-
nic identity negotiations of Chinese immigrant adolescents. Jour-
nal of Adolescent Research, 24, 37-66.

Roth, W. D. (2012). Race migrations: Latinos and the cultural trans-
formation of race. Stanford, CA: Stanford University Press.

Rumbaut, R. G. (1994). The crucible within: Ethnic identity, self-
esteem, and segmented assimilation among children of immi-
grants. International Migration Review, 28, 748-794.

Rumbaut, R. G. (2005). Sites of belonging: Acculturation, discrimina-
tion, and ethnic identity among children of immigrants. In T. S.
Weisner (Ed.), Discovering successful pathways in children’s
development: Mixed methods in the study of childhood and family
life (pp. 111-163). Chicago, IL: University of Chicago Press.

Rumbaut, R. G. (2008). Reaping what you sew: Immigration, youth,
and reactive ethnicity. Applied Developmental Science, 22, 1-4.

Smith, R. C. (2014). Black Mexicans, conjunctural ethnicity, and
operating identities: Long-term ethnographic analysis. American
Sociological Review, 79, 517-548.

Song, M. (2003). Choosing ethnic identity. Cambridge, England:
Polity Press.

Tovar, J., & Feliciano, C. (2009). “Not Mexican-American, but
Mexican”: Shifting ethnic self-identifications among children of
Mexican immigrants. Latino Studies, 7, 197-221.

Tuan, M. (1999). Forever foreigners or honorary whites? The Asian
ethnic experience today. New Brunswick, NJ: Rutgers University
Press.

Waters, M. C. (1990). Ethnic options: Choosing identities in America.
Berkeley: University of California Press.

Waters, M. C. (2001). Black identities: West Indian immigrant dreams
and American realities. Cambridge, MA: Harvard University
Press.

Zhou, M., & Bankston, C. L. (2001). Family pressure and the educa-
tional experience of the daughters of Vietnamese refugees. Inter-
national Migration, 39, 133-151.

Author Biographies

Cynthia Feliciano, PhD, is a professor of Sociology at
Washington University in St. Louis. Her research investigates
the development and consequences of group boundaries and
inequalities, and focuses primarily on the descendants of Latin
American, Caribbean, and Asian immigrants in the United
States. She is the author of Unequal Origins: Immigrant Selec-
tion and the Education of the Second Generation, and over two
dozen journal articles.

Rubén G. Rumbaut, PhD, is a distinguished professor of
Sociology at the University of California, Irvine. He has written
widely on immigrants, refugees, and adult transitions in the
United States. Among his books are Immigrant America: A
Portrait, and Legacies: The Story of the Immigrant Second
Generation.




<<
  /ASCII85EncodePages false
  /AllowTransparency false
  /AutoPositionEPSFiles true
  /AutoRotatePages /None
  /Binding /Left
  /CalGrayProfile (Gray Gamma 2.2)
  /CalRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CalCMYKProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /sRGBProfile (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
  /CannotEmbedFontPolicy /Warning
  /CompatibilityLevel 1.3
  /CompressObjects /Off
  /CompressPages true
  /ConvertImagesToIndexed true
  /PassThroughJPEGImages false
  /CreateJobTicket false
  /DefaultRenderingIntent /Default
  /DetectBlends true
  /DetectCurves 0.1000
  /ColorConversionStrategy /LeaveColorUnchanged
  /DoThumbnails false
  /EmbedAllFonts true
  /EmbedOpenType false
  /ParseICCProfilesInComments true
  /EmbedJobOptions true
  /DSCReportingLevel 0
  /EmitDSCWarnings false
  /EndPage -1
  /ImageMemory 1048576
  /LockDistillerParams true
  /MaxSubsetPct 100
  /Optimize true
  /OPM 1
  /ParseDSCComments true
  /ParseDSCCommentsForDocInfo true
  /PreserveCopyPage true
  /PreserveDICMYKValues true
  /PreserveEPSInfo true
  /PreserveFlatness false
  /PreserveHalftoneInfo false
  /PreserveOPIComments false
  /PreserveOverprintSettings true
  /StartPage 1
  /SubsetFonts true
  /TransferFunctionInfo /Apply
  /UCRandBGInfo /Remove
  /UsePrologue false
  /ColorSettingsFile ()
  /AlwaysEmbed [ true
  ]
  /NeverEmbed [ true
  ]
  /AntiAliasColorImages false
  /CropColorImages false
  /ColorImageMinResolution 266
  /ColorImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleColorImages true
  /ColorImageDownsampleType /Average
  /ColorImageResolution 175
  /ColorImageDepth -1
  /ColorImageMinDownsampleDepth 1
  /ColorImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeColorImages true
  /ColorImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterColorImages true
  /ColorImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /ColorACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /ColorImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000ColorImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasGrayImages false
  /CropGrayImages false
  /GrayImageMinResolution 266
  /GrayImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleGrayImages true
  /GrayImageDownsampleType /Average
  /GrayImageResolution 175
  /GrayImageDepth -1
  /GrayImageMinDownsampleDepth 2
  /GrayImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeGrayImages true
  /GrayImageFilter /DCTEncode
  /AutoFilterGrayImages true
  /GrayImageAutoFilterStrategy /JPEG
  /GrayACSImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.40
    /HSamples [1 1 1 1] /VSamples [1 1 1 1]
  >>
  /GrayImageDict <<
    /QFactor 0.76
    /HSamples [2 1 1 2] /VSamples [2 1 1 2]
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayACSImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /JPEG2000GrayImageDict <<
    /TileWidth 256
    /TileHeight 256
    /Quality 30
  >>
  /AntiAliasMonoImages false
  /CropMonoImages false
  /MonoImageMinResolution 900
  /MonoImageMinResolutionPolicy /OK
  /DownsampleMonoImages true
  /MonoImageDownsampleType /Average
  /MonoImageResolution 175
  /MonoImageDepth -1
  /MonoImageDownsampleThreshold 1.50286
  /EncodeMonoImages true
  /MonoImageFilter /CCITTFaxEncode
  /MonoImageDict <<
    /K -1
  >>
  /AllowPSXObjects false
  /CheckCompliance [
    /None
  ]
  /PDFX1aCheck false
  /PDFX3Check false
  /PDFXCompliantPDFOnly false
  /PDFXNoTrimBoxError true
  /PDFXTrimBoxToMediaBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXSetBleedBoxToMediaBox false
  /PDFXBleedBoxToTrimBoxOffset [
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
    0.00000
  ]
  /PDFXOutputIntentProfile (U.S. Web Coated \050SWOP\051 v2)
  /PDFXOutputConditionIdentifier (CGATS TR 001)
  /PDFXOutputCondition ()
  /PDFXRegistryName (http://www.color.org)
  /PDFXTrapped /Unknown

  /CreateJDFFile false
  /Description <<
    /ENU <>
  >>
  /Namespace [
    (Adobe)
    (Common)
    (1.0)
  ]
  /OtherNamespaces [
    <<
      /AsReaderSpreads false
      /CropImagesToFrames true
      /ErrorControl /WarnAndContinue
      /FlattenerIgnoreSpreadOverrides false
      /IncludeGuidesGrids false
      /IncludeNonPrinting false
      /IncludeSlug false
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (InDesign)
        (4.0)
      ]
      /OmitPlacedBitmaps false
      /OmitPlacedEPS false
      /OmitPlacedPDF false
      /SimulateOverprint /Legacy
    >>
    <<
      /AllowImageBreaks true
      /AllowTableBreaks true
      /ExpandPage false
      /HonorBaseURL true
      /HonorRolloverEffect false
      /IgnoreHTMLPageBreaks false
      /IncludeHeaderFooter false
      /MarginOffset [
        0
        0
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetadataAuthor ()
      /MetadataKeywords ()
      /MetadataSubject ()
      /MetadataTitle ()
      /MetricPageSize [
        0
        0
      ]
      /MetricUnit /inch
      /MobileCompatible 0
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (GoLive)
        (8.0)
      ]
      /OpenZoomToHTMLFontSize false
      /PageOrientation /Portrait
      /RemoveBackground false
      /ShrinkContent true
      /TreatColorsAs /MainMonitorColors
      /UseEmbeddedProfiles false
      /UseHTMLTitleAsMetadata true
    >>
    <<
      /AddBleedMarks false
      /AddColorBars false
      /AddCropMarks false
      /AddPageInfo false
      /AddRegMarks false
      /BleedOffset [
        9
        9
        9
        9
      ]
      /ConvertColors /ConvertToRGB
      /DestinationProfileName (sRGB IEC61966-2.1)
      /DestinationProfileSelector /UseName
      /Downsample16BitImages true
      /FlattenerPreset <<
        /ClipComplexRegions true
        /ConvertStrokesToOutlines false
        /ConvertTextToOutlines false
        /GradientResolution 300
        /LineArtTextResolution 1200
        /PresetName ([High Resolution])
        /PresetSelector /HighResolution
        /RasterVectorBalance 1
      >>
      /FormElements true
      /GenerateStructure false
      /IncludeBookmarks false
      /IncludeHyperlinks false
      /IncludeInteractive false
      /IncludeLayers false
      /IncludeProfiles true
      /MarksOffset 9
      /MarksWeight 0.125000
      /MultimediaHandling /UseObjectSettings
      /Namespace [
        (Adobe)
        (CreativeSuite)
        (2.0)
      ]
      /PDFXOutputIntentProfileSelector /DocumentCMYK
      /PageMarksFile /RomanDefault
      /PreserveEditing true
      /UntaggedCMYKHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UntaggedRGBHandling /UseDocumentProfile
      /UseDocumentBleed false
    >>
  ]
  /SyntheticBoldness 1.000000
>> setdistillerparams
<<
  /HWResolution [288 288]
  /PageSize [612.000 792.000]
>> setpagedevice


