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ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION

The Construction of the Success Frame by Secon@r@ion Chinese Parents;
a Cross-National Comparison
By
Krista Regina Noam-Zuidervaart
Doctor of Philosophy in Sociology
University of California, Irvine, 2014

Professors Frank D. Bean & Jennifer Lee, Chair

The second-generation Chinese were raised by inamtigoarents who had high academic
expectations and socialized them with cultural galsuch as zeal, collectivism, and filial piety
to achieve the goals they set for them. They livadethnic communities that supported these
notions, and befriended peers whose notion of ssceeas equally high, causing the second-
generation to compare themselves to people witlemianally high academic standards. These
dynamics are the labeled the ‘success frame’(Lek Zrou 2014) and form the core of this
dissertation. As the second-generation got olddrisagan to realize that there are other ways to
be successful, some grew critical of their upbriggino longer ascribing to their parents’
parenting styles (Hao and Bonstead-Bruns 1998) refuse to adhere to these ascribed notions
of success (Lee and Zhou 2013, Lee 2013). It resnarknown if this results in them shifting
the boundaries of the success frame when raisiig dwvn children or if they, as Tiger Mother
Amy Chua suggest, continue to set the same stamftartheir offspring (Chua 2011b, a).
Analysis of 79 in-depth interviews with second-gatien Chinese parents in the United

States and the Netherlands shows that the prewvat#rite success frame, and the flexibility of
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its boundaries, depends on more than parentingiggacand Chinese culture; it interacts with

the opportunities and constraints that the natiaoakext of the second-generation bestows on
them. How parents’ shape the success frame whsingaheir children depends on the country
in which they do so.

Adding quantitative data from these same resposdast well as from large scale
American Community Survey data (N= 26,040) shoves ffarents in the United States still want
their children to succeed and continue to emplogharisms that support the success frame.
Parents in the Netherlands, on the other handhéat children determine their own success and
focus on their pursuit of happiness instead. Comgantramarried and intermarried second-
generation Chinese within each country adds thatittramarried second-generation uphold
stiffer boundaries of the success frame than tmo8ea native-born Caucasian spouse. In fact,
the intramarried Chinese in the U.S.—where therdibevelfare state and ideologies of the
American Creed are similar to the Chinese notiohsurcess—set the standards for their
children even higher and as such tighten the baiewlaf the success frame even further.
Conversely, in the Netherlands, where educaticstregified and the social-democratic welfare
state provides a financial safety net, parentslpaeenforce of the success frame. Findings of
this study imply that culture and the frameworkso€cess it creates can be flexible, and depend
on national contexts. This suggests diverting cguseces in socioeconomic outcomes of the

third-generation.
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Chapter 1

General introduction

1.1 Introduction

During the last fifty years, immigration has becomeglobal phenomenon; there are few
countries that have not been affected by emigratimmigration, or both (Kritz 1987). The
development of greater global movement has forgedigration scholars to shift their attention.
Previously, most migration occurred from EuropeéNtmrth America. During the second-half of
the twentieth century this began to change; Eutmgmme an important immigrant destination
and the immigration to the United States diverdifismn 2012, over a million foreigners gained
lawful permanent residency in the United States @bl Batalova, and Auclair 2014), and
migration to the European Union was over a milod a half (Eurostat 2014). Both sides of the
Atlantic aim to incorporate these newcomers inteirttsociety and hope for their highest
socioeconomic outcome, because socioeconomic sudoes not only benefit the immigrants
and their offspring but also the society as a witBkan and Stevens 2003).

Indeed, for many immigrants the main motivation roigration is to create greater
opportunities for themselves and for their child(@woyette 2008). Immigrant parents want their
children to succeed. What it means to succeed dspen how parents frame success. Asian
immigrant parents, such as Chinese and Vietnansdethe standards of success for their
children exceptionally high. Doing so, Lee and Z{@014) argue, creates a success frame that
preserves and reinforces the desired outcomes: &igldemic achievement and prestigious
occupations. The success frame is reinforced bgtleoic peers, who grow up with similarly

high (academic) standards of success. Parentdaarstipport the success frame by living in an



ethnic community, which include an elaborate infiasture of afterschool activities, SAT
preparation programs, and homework support grodipsy 2009b). Moreover, growing up with
co-ethnics who maintain similar standards of whateans to be successful, reinforces (parents’)
success frame even further, as the second-genenagasures themselves by their co-ethnic
peers. The second-generation grows up with a naiguccess that surpasses that of all ethnic
groups; to be a successful Asian American anchftheir framework of success, one needs to
finish high school with straight A’s and get acapto one of the country’s top colleges (Lee
and Zhou 2014).

Jennifer Lee and Min Zhou (2014), who coined thentestress, however, that growing
up with these notions of success can also resulhintended outcomes: the second-generation
might feel a social outcast, or not Chinese enatigiheir grades are not on par with those of
their co-ethnic peers. Consequently, when reaclaudglthood, some the second-generation
Chinese may no longer ascribe to the values andotxioons they grew up with. While they
cannot reverse their own upbringing, they can detadshift their focus when raising their own
children. This may result in them “departing frometsuccess frame, choosing alternate
pathways”, and raising their offspring differentfiee and Zhou 2014, 53). | examine the
childrearing practices of the second-generatiomé&de to evaluate to what extent they indeed
shift their childrearing practices. | argue, howe\hat this shift and the appeared flexibility of
their success frame are influenced by two mainofacttheir own level of assimilation (and
conversely, the depth of their cultural roots), &mel opportunities and constraints of the larger
national context in which they raise their children

The first-generation, the immigrants, are a ‘loshegration’: they often maintain (strong)

ties with their country of origin and can be unugl or unable to fully assimilate into their new



surroundings (Gans 1979). Scholars who ascribedubeess of the second-generation to their
immigrant parents’ upbringing often simplified tgs) claiming there are specific ethnic values
that predict the academic outcomes of the secondrgion (Chao 2001, 2000, 1996). Indeed,
many of the childrearing values that are embedde@anfucianism, such as hard work, zeal,
collectivism, and filial piety, shape parenting grees, the educational expectations parents have
of their children, and their notions of success.

It is for this reason that it becomes importangtiady the second-generation. The second-
generation, who grew up in the receiving contextnuch more assimilated than their immigrant
parents (Portes 1996, Zhou 1997, Perimann and Wdil997, Portes and Rumbaut 2001, Crul
and Vermeulen 2003, Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Wat2004, Crul 2007, Kasinitz et al. 2008,
PewResearchCenter 2013a). Which begs the quedtithey continue to adhere to the same
frames of success they grew up with or if they adag (lower) standards of success held by the
mainstream? The second-generation grew up betwesse ttwo worlds: the culture of their
parents’ home country and the culture of their Isustiety (Portes 1996, Portes and Rumbaut
2001, Min 2006, Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Water€02 Their immigrant parents raised them
the way they knew best: with the cultural practié@sn their country of origin. At the same
time, the second-generation was socialized in tte@eiving country and learned that there are
alternatives to the way things are done at home. SHtond-generation grew up to juggle both
worlds and could sometimes pick and choosing differelements from each cultures (Waters
1994, 2001, Levitt and Waters 2006, Kasinitz et28l08, Zhou 1997, Kibria 1997, Zhou and
Bankston 1998, Kibria 2002, Crul and Vermeulen 20@ss 2000).

| argue that looking beyond the second-generacani even better gauge of immigrant

incorporation. Examining to what extent second-gatnen parents still create a success frames



for their children—the third-generation—sheds ligit the flexibility of the concept and

highlights how it is not merely culture that det@mes educational achievement, nor is it parents’
own socioeconomic standing. Second-generation {sleve a unique position because they
can choose from either the home culture or from hbst culture. Shedding light on these
dynamics will help illuminate the long-term assiatibn process. It will be up to the second-
generation to determine the direction of this psscd-or example, in regard to language and

shifting from mother tongue to English, Lieberson £urry (1971, 126) state the following:

There are two crucial demographic events necedsargnother-tongue shift. First, non-English
speaking immigrants or their descendants must I&arglish as a second language. Second,
bilingual parents must pass on English as the mdtirgyue to the next generation. If only the first
step occurs, but the bilingual parents maintainr thther-tongue in socializing the offspring,
then a stable multilingual situation will exist which bilingualism does not generate mother-

tongue shift.

The principle of a shift occurring between the tagyeé culture—in this case language—and the
culture of the receiving context could also be mgapto diet, values, holiday celebrations, and
the success frame; it applies to the whole framkwowhich parents’ culture is situated (Small,
Harding, and Lamont 2010). This research will shinat the extent to what culture and the
framework that supports it will be perpetuated oyemerations depends mostly on the context in
which it is shaped; it is influenced by the indiwads who reinforces it (the second-generation
parents) and by the context in which it is situgtee receiving country).

My dissertation adds to a growing literature ongheond-generation (Portes 1996, Zhou

1997, Perlimann and Waldinger 1997, Portes and Ruir?@01, Crul and Vermeulen 2003,



Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Waters 2004, Crul 2007askitz et al. 2008, PewResearchCenter
2013a, Kibria 2002, Louie 2004, Waters 1994, Learitt Waters 2006, Alba and Waters 2011,
Lee and Zhou 2014, Bean et al. 2012). The studyesmi@akunique contribution by examining
second-generation adults, as opposed to secondaggeneyouth. Focusing on how the second-
generation comes of age and raises their chilcaboyvs me to lift the vail that conceals the
potential assimilation and socio-economic outcorheheir children, the third-generation. By
making a cross-national comparison, this studyuies$ the impact that the host nation can have.
Indeed, as the editors of the"s@ear anniversary issue tife International Migration Review
point out: “Global comparisons will be particulaftyitful in understanding how parental, child,
and host society context and policy variables affleese [assimilation] outcomes” (Lee, Carling,
and Orrenius 2014, S28). Furthermore, my reseaxfidges a piece in the puzzle that the editors
present by asking: “In which host societies do¢higdren of immigrants attain the most-inter-
generation mobility and the strongest labor mackgtomes?”

Examining to what extent second-generation pareotginue to frame success as only
high academic achievement and occupational prestayestart to denote their children’s future
position in the national labor market. As such, thew) second-generation (i.e. the children of
immigrants who arrived after World War Two) generat“transition to diversity” (Myers 2007).
This transition is based on the changing demogcapthat are especially prevalent in Western
Europe, where the immigrant population is growinigile/ the native-born white population is
aging, and will soon be shrinking. This shift cunttg takes place in the labor market, where the
baby boomers are starting to leave and the childfemmigrants are beginning to enter (Alba
and Foner 2014). It is only a matter of time umtie general population will catch up. To

examine how these demographic changes could intpactultural and socioeconomic outlooks



of Europe and the United States in the long runs ipivotal to examine how the second-
generation raises their children and how theselidaking practices are related to the nation state
in which they live. To do so this dissertation aglies the central questidtiow do national
context and assimilation within a specific settinffluence the way in which second-generation

parents frame and support their notions of success?

1.2 Terminology

This research pays special attentiorsteccess frameand how they perpetuate over time. The
term success frame refers to the notion that ceAsian American populations (e.g. Chinese
and Vietnamese) have of being successful and adsirag (Lee and Zhou 2014). The success
frame determines their taken-for-granted levelwfcess, as this is similarly high among peers
as well. The success frame also includes the mesharby which parents promote and support
the highly successful outcomes of their childrerdefine culture as being linked to ethnic
heritage and (parents’) country of origin. Cultwwan include language, religion, holiday
celebrations, and specific values and beliefs. iEtlwalture ties people of the same ethnic
background together and helps guide their behav{@mall, Harding, and Lamont 2010).
Culture can also include common repertoires andailosnwhich implies that people can share a
“cultural toolkit” (Jeynes 2003, Sayer, Gauthienda~urstenberg 2004). Consequently, people
with the same culture often resemble each otheotoe degree by having similar diets, dress
codes, philosophies, and childrearing practiceshéncontext of this study, | focus on the culture
that is imbedded in the Chinese Confucianism aatl plertains to education and the academic

values and the outcomes that parents expect ofchearen.



It is generally believed that the longer immigraatsd their offspring live in a host
country, the more their culture fades because glosvly replaced with mainstream culture
(Gordon 1964, Portes and Rumbaut 2001, Lee and B8af)' This process can be termed
assimilation, but is also referred to as accultamtintegration, or incorporation—I use these
terms interchangeablssimilation(or integration, incorporation, etc.) thus referghe process
through which immigrants and their offspring ingegly adapt to their host society.
Immigrantsare people who move to a country other than i and plan to stay there. Their
children are thesecond-generatioh The children of immigrants who arrived to the @ditSates
after the passing of the Hart-Celler Act in 1964éalso been referred to as thew second-
generation (Zhou 1999). In contrast to the secamkration is the native-bopopulation. The
native-bornpopulation is born in the host country without imgvdirect immigrant background
(neither of their grandparents had migrated). Téeva-born of primary interest in this study are
Caucasiansin the United States this racial term is commiarEurope, people are less familiar
with racial terminology and the native-born are enbkely to refer to identify in national terms

(e.g. Germans, Dutch).

1.3 Focus of this dissertation: second-generationhihese

Regarding the earlier, mostly European, immigratiorthe United States, the common belief
was that more assimilation results in higher samaemic outcomes (Gordon 1964, Park and
Burgess 1921, Alba and Nee 1997). Recently, howevenas come to light that the new

immigrant populations, those who arrived after gassing of the Hart-Celler Act, do not all

follow this straight line. In fact, some childrem these immigrant populations obtained high

academic achievemeliecausetheir immigrant parents maintained specific eletaesf their



culture. By raising their children with cultural luas rooted in Confucianism and maintaining
strong ethnic ties within their ethnic communities the one hand, and focusing on context
dependent elements (including education and lar®uag the other, immigrants from select
countries of origin created a ‘formula’ which prdlpd their second-generation children toward
academic success (Portes and Zhou 1993, Zhou 7889, and Bankston 1998, Gibson 1988).
This assimilation route became known as ‘upwardnakgion’ (Portes and Zhou 1993, Zhou
1999) or ‘assimilation without acculturation’ (Gdrs 1988), and was especially prevalent among
Asian immigrants and their children (Zhou and Baoksl1998, Zhou 2009a, b, Lee and Zhou
2013, Lee and Zhou 2014, Louie 2004, Kibria 2002).

Creating a success frame allowed Asian immigrargrmda to set high standards for their
children and to distance themselves and their @mldrom either the mainstream or from
subpopulations within society (Jiménez and Horowi43). Early Chinese immigrants in the
Mississippi Delta, for example, dissociated themselfrom the black population to emphasize
their similarity with the white mainstream (Loew&888) and recent first-generation Chinese
parents use the success frame to redefine thddrehis position in the ethnoracial hierarchy
(Jiménez and Horowitz 2013). Zooming in on the €bashows how successful the formula
behind the success frame can be: the majority @drgkgeneration Chinese Americans have at
least a bachelor’'s degree, they are disproporipmahployed in high-skilled and managerial
sectors; and their annual median household incena¢ least $10,000 higher than non-Hispanic
Whites (DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, and Smith 2013).tHrs study, | examine to what extent
second-generation Chinese parents maintain higleata expectations of their children and

continue to raise their children to reach theseamues. | examine how parents’ notions of



success and their intergenerational transmissi@tafiemic expectations are influenced by their

level of assimilation and the national context imMach they assimilated.

Recent media debates, ignited by second-generdfioimese Amy Chua and her
publications on strict Chinese parenting, portiag $second-generation Chinese as raising their
offspring with strict rules similar to their paresh{Chua 2011b, a). However, being based on the
memoir of only one second-generation Chinese mpthese accounts hold no scientific proof.
Further scrutiny and rigorous methods are neededviaduate if second-generation Chinese
parents, who became known in the public debateliger Parents’ will indeed follow in their
parents’ footsteps and imitate their childrearitydes. Recent studies provide reasons to suggest
otherwise. First, cultural values alone do not aotdor second-generation’s success. Parents
not only raise their children with cultural valuelssuccess, zeal, and filial piety; they also raise
them within a specific context where high acadeagcomplishments are promoted by ethnic
institutions and the norm among their peers (LakZmou 2014). Second, and in part because of
the high standards that are set for them, the skegeneration does not always celebrate their
own (academic) achievements, nor do they necegspélceive their accomplishment as
indicative of success (Lee 2013, Lee and Zhou 2043 third, the second-generation does not
always agree with (all) their parents’ childrearstgles or subscribe to their parents’ standards
of success (Lee 2013, Hao and Bonstead-Bruns 1998).

This study examines to what extent second-gener&linese parents continue to raise
their children within the success frame and suptiost with the same tactics their parents had
employed (i.e. living in ethnic communities transéad investing in their children’s education).

| stress that childrearing does not take place maeuum (Foner 1997), and that not only



immediate surrounding (ethnic community) must deetainto consideration, but that also the
larger national context. National policies and pc&s are related to the acculturation process of
second-generation immigrants (Alba and Foner 2@M) as such, | argue, can influence the
flexibility of the frame that surrounds the succe$be impact of national context on this
flexibility is highlighted by paying attention toapents’ level of assimilation. Contrasting
intermarried and intramarried second-generatiomé&¥e within specific national contexts can
elucidate the impact of parents’ assimilation. hmine the practices that second-generation
parents employ to aid their children’s academicontes as well as the expectations that these
parents have for their children’s achievementssTaiter topic is important because parents’
educational expectations can be an important piedaf their children’s academic outcome

(Wang and Benner 2013b, Beal and Crockett 2010isEl&@an 2005).

In this study | seek to answer four research qoesti
1. To what extent do second-generation Chinese cantmsocialize their children with the

success frame that they grew up with?

2. How do national opportunities and constraints impalce flexibility of the success
frame?
3. How does the level of assimilation (measured bgrinarriage) impact the flexibility of

the success frame?
4, What are some of the strategies parents employuppat the success frame, if they

choose to raise their children with high educatibegpectations?
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1.4 Theoretical framework

This dissertation is embedded in three main booidgerature related to: national context, the
assimilation of second-generation Chinese youtld, @rldrearing practices of first-generation
Chinese parents. Rather than having a questionheady being embodied in relevant literature
for each chapter, the research questions, theameschapters intertwine. The research questions
are drawn from the literature but do not overlagectly with each of the chapters. Figure 1
below shows how the chapters and research questiadsunderlying theories are interwoven.
Each circle in the Venn-diagram represents a bddiyeoature. This dissertation draws on three:
1) a growing literature that stresses the impogasfonational context (see Alba and Foner 2014
for a detailed overview), 2) a vast literature tbaamines the assimilation patterns of second-
generation (Chinese) youth, and 3) studies thatezddthe childrearing practices of the first-
generation Chinese (there is no literature on thkmearing of the second-generation). Each
chapter is embedded in more than one body of liezaas is shown in the different areas where
the circles overlap. For example, chapter 4 exasninew national context influences the
childrearing practices of second-generation Chiféger parents and draws on the literature of

childrearing of first-generation Chinese and onltfeeature of cross-national research.
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Figure 1.1: Interactions between theories (circlesand chapters (overlapping areas)

Mational context

D Chapter 3: Quasi experiments in cross-national migration research

D Chapter 4: How national context influences the childrearing
practices of second-generation Chinase 'Tiger parents

Chapter 5: A cross-national comparisen of second-generation
Chinese Tiger' parants

. Chapter 6: Folk bilingualism vs. elite bilingualism; second genera-
tion parents raising bilingual children

1.4.1. National contexts

Child rearing does not take place in a vacuum usituated within close proximity to
assimilation and national context (Foner 1997)p8singly little research has been conducted to
evaluate how the second-generation fares in diftemational settings (for exceptions see: Crul
and Vermeulen 2003, Crul 2007, Alba and Foner 2@ and Mollenkopf 2012). This is
remarkable because understanding how the secoredagem fares in different national settings
can be insightful to understand the impact of Iqguaicies and institutions. It can be particularly

fruitful to make cross-Atlantic comparisons, as th® sides of the ocean have considerable
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differences in their immigration histories, incorgton policies, immigrant populations, and

non-immigrant related institutions, such as thecation system (Holdaway, Crul, and Roberts
2009). Some scholars argue that there is a groeoengergence between different countries and
the way that they approach immigrants and thewnparation (Alba and Foner 2014).

Cross-national comparative immigration studies anelative recent phenomenon and
can provide insights on the impact that the nasiate and its national institutions have on long-
term assimilation outcomes. In their recent review cross-national comparative “Grand
Narratives”, Richard Alba and Nancy Foner (2014niify five models that are used as base for
these comparisons: national models of integratimerket economy models, settler vs non-settler
society models; and models focusing on exceptismatind convergence. While these models
can be helpful to expose patterns of integratiaiwispecific domains, the scholars argue, they
fall short on explaining the full picture of immagtt incorporation. Nation states are too complex
to be reduced to one model, and not all of itstunisdns, ideologies, or culture can necessartly fi
within the same mold.

Indeed, comparing the two countries under studye highe United States and the
Netherlands), show that there are many differeasés’ within a country’s national borders
(Ragin 1997). Political institutions, historicakecies, and educational systems, to name a few,
do not necessarily all fall within one same framgwd-or instance, a common distinction is
between multicultural and assimilative systems., B¢ question is, if this distinction should
apply to the population (a multicultural populatiss» made up of a patchwork of different
cultures, such as the United States (Banks and 8B&t09)); institutions (multicultural
institutions enable immigrants to maintain theiritage culture, as do the state sponsored

religious schools in the Netherlands (Scheffer 2a86ldaway, Crul, and Roberts 2009)); or
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incorporation policies, which allow immigrants tamtain their ethnic roots (Castles and Miller
2003, Koopmans et al. 2005).

These discrepancies between the different sphéresssthat several national domains
must be taken into account when cross-national eoisgns are made. But, they also emphasize
that cross-national comparisons are valuable bed ne be made with caution. Alba and Foner
(2014) argue—as do |—that cross-national compasisoR especially useful in a progressively
transnational world, where countries increasingigire experiences. Cross-national immigration
research can evaluate how different societies rebpim similar phenomena because “a
comparative approach can shed light on the “inigstbthe systemic features of each society
that, because they are national “constants”, aenadverlooked or taken for granted in single-
country analysis” (Alba and Foner 2014, 266).

In this dissertation, | take this argument one dtether and stress that cross-national
comparisons are especially helpful when the sanpellption is studied across different national
contexts (as outlined in chapter 3). Studying thme population can, as Lee, Carling, and
Orrenius (2014) also point out, indicate how thensaethnoracial group fares in different

national settings, which highlights the divergen@ssimilarities) between the host countries.

1.4.2. Assimilation of second-generation (Chingseith

The incorporation of immigrants and the paths ttade towards integrating in their new home-

country has long been a subject of public, politiead theoretical debate (Park and Burgess
1921, Gordon 1964, Alba and Nee 1997, Joppke anthwkka 2003, Scheffer 2000, Berry

1997, Favell 1998, Brubaker 1989). In the recerdrgehowever, the attention has shifted

towards the children of those immigrants who adiire the second half of the ®@entury: the
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(new) second-generation. Scholars either gave @rgkemverview of the wellbeing of the
second-generation (Portes and Rumbaut 2001, KasMillenkopf, and Waters 2004, Kasinitz
et al. 2008, De Valk et al. 2009) or focused spedissimilation measures, such as their
educational achievements (Portes and Rumbaut ZBgliciano 2006, Crul 2000, Kao 1995,
Portes and Hao 2004), social networks (Gibson 1988htity (Alba 1990, Nabben, Yigoz,
and Korf 2006, Verkuyten 1988, Verkuyten 1999, 2005

According to the classical view of assimilationc@ed (and later) generations adapt more
to the mainstream than their parents. Gordon terthisdprocess, in which full assimilation is
achieved after several consecutive stages, thiglstiae theory (Gordon 1964). Immigrants (or
more likely, their children) reach the last phadeew they marry a native from the receiving
country and discard identity with their (parentsuntry of origin. The straightness of Gordon’s
assimilation line has been put to question reggrdie new second-generation. Scholars, such
Portes and his colleagues, argue that the new degameration takes different assimilation
routes (Portes and Zhou 1993, Portes and Rumbait, ZPortes and Hao 2004, see also:
Neckerman, Carter, and Lee 1999, Feliciano and RumnBO005). Based on their ethnicity,
socioeconomic background, and social capital, $kisond-generation assimilates via different
paths: downward (Feliciano and Rumbaut 2005, Wdiegl); straight (Alba and Nee 2003), or
upwards (Feliciano 2006, Zhou and Kim 2006). Sedat@ssimilation is not the only theory
that can describe the assimilation process of nuiremigrants and their offspring. Bean and
Stevens (2003), for example, argue that it is irtgyarnot to lump all aspects of assimilation
together; immigrants can reach assimilation in dmeension, say marital, but not on others,
such as economic. Likewise, the ‘mainstream’ carehlmaore than one dimension too, including

residential patterns, political participation, goakterns of intermarriage (Lee and Bean 2010).
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Still others believe that the assimilation linesiisiply not as straight as Gordon (1964) portrays it
to be. Gans (1992) claims, for instance, that g®nailation-line can include ‘bumps’, which
reveal revived identification with heritage cultur€he third-generation may find renewed
(symbolic) interest in the culture that their pasamied to forget (Gans 1997, Jiménez 2009).
This study draws on theories that pertain to th@natation of the second-generation
(Chinese). The second-generation is by definitiaaremassimilated than their parents because
they grew up in the receiving context and not mirtiparents’ home country. Growing up in the
receiving country exposed them to alternative caltalements, such as different food, holidays,
values, and perceptions (Crul and Vermeulen 2008| énd Schneider 2009, Kasinitz et al.
2008); it also enabled them to learn the langu&yetés and Rumbaut 2001), and facilitated
(partial) identification with the country in whidihey grew (Portes and Rumbaut 2001, Waters
2001)® This exposure to alternative forms of culture ée@bsecond-generation parents to
guestion their own culture and no longer take tallelements for granted (Small, Harding, and
Lamont 2010). Until now, most studies that examiine second-generation have focused on
second-generation youth, in part because the segemeration was too young to look beyond
this stage. My study adds to this literature byufing on second-generation adults. It remains
largely unknown how assimilation plays out whendkeond-generation comes of age and starts

to raise their children.

One important factor that can influence the chadirey practices of second-generation
parents in particular is their partner. Specifigai$ the partner from the same ethnic heritage or
is a native-born from the receiving country. Sosikntists have long argued that intermarriage

is a main indicator of assimilation (Gordon 1964geland Bean 2010, Qian and Lichter 2001,
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Stevens, McKillip, and Ishizawa 2006). The presuarpts that people tend to look for a spouse
who is culturally similar (Kalmijn 1998). It is tlsubelieved that intermarriage only takes place
after the immigrant population has become cultyrsilnilar to the mainstream and that there is
social acceptance between the immigrant and theedadrn populations (Blau, Beeker, and
Fitzpatrick 1984, Kennedy 1944). The assumptiainas once the (grand)children of immigrants
marry the native-born population, the assimilatpmocess is complete (Gordon 1964). Even
though other theories of intermarriage, such ashgpergamy theory (Davis 1941) and social
exchange theory (Kalmijn 1993, Qian 1997), claimttimtermarriage can also take place to
upgrade economic or social status, they do notmmde the connection between intermarriage
and assimilation. The Chinese, especially the segameration, have relatively high percentage
of intermarriage with the native-born populatiordfionston and Lee 2005, Linder et al. 2011).
Intermarried second-generation Chinese should bve assimilated than their intramarried peers
(i.e. second-generation Chinese married to a fel@hinese). This consequently also implies
they have less ethnic networks (the whole ‘in-latwork is absent), and are less embedded in

their ethnic culture community in general.

1.4.3. Childrearing practices by (first-generatid@hinese parents

This study examines the grownup children of Chinasaigrants and evaluates how they raise
their own children, the third-generation. Whilerthés no research on second-generation Chinese
parents, there are studies on first-generation €3@rparents. There are numerous elements of
Chinese culture, ranging from food to language #&wadn holiday celebrations to specific
embedded values. Here the focus lies on the edunedtexpectations that parents have of their

children and the strategies they employ to achibese academic goals. In other words, how
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parents create a success frame for their childnenh@w they support it. Most scholars would
agree that Chinese immigrant parents raise thdlidren with strict values and that have high
academic expectations (Geense and Pels 1998, G9&o 2000, 2001, Distelbrink, Geense, and
Pels 2005, Kelley and Tseng 1992). These childigavalues set the frame in which success
plays a central role. However, the high academiteae@ments of the second-generation cannot
be ascribed to these cultural values alone; stugiew that parents can support and reinforce the
success frame by investing in their children’s edionn and though the ethnic communities in
which they live (Lee and Zhou 2014).

The childrearing practices and values of Chinesmigrant parents differ significantly
from those of their native-born peers (Lin and P9Qd, Hao and Bonstead-Bruns 1998, Li 2001,
Lan 2002, Kwak 2003, Lieber, Nihira, and Mink 200oam 2014, Geense and Pels 1998,
Distelbrink, Geense, and Pels 2005, De Valk eR@09, Gijsberts, Huijnk, and Vogels 2011).
Their childrearing is similar to what Baumrind (197termed ‘authoritarian’ and rooted in
Confucian ideology. For instance, parent-child &ieny, parental disciplingg@an, and respect
for elders are collectivistic values that are knoae'filial piety’ (Chao 2000, Geense and Pels
1998, Ho and Kang 1984, Ho 1994). These valuespart@cularly important as the first-
generation raise their children. Moreover, by siaigg their children with these values, parents
explain to their children that they are part oheger whole. Hence, children’s achievements are
often used as a measure of parents’ success, astpand the (academic) performance of
second-generation Chinese can lift the social stgnof the entire family (Bempechat, Graham,
and Jimenez 1999, Caplan, Choy, and Whitmore 1B8&er, Kim, and Lee 1995, Kim and

Chun 1994).
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Chinese parents support their cultural childreasialyies and the success frame they set
for their children by investing in their childreréslucation. This investment is partially rooted in
their ethnic culture and known as a ‘social cortrbetween parents and children. The social
contract implies that parents invest in their al@ids education and that children in return take
care of their parents once they are old and f&tgenson, Chen, and Lee 2002). While parents
not necessarily expect their children to fulfil thend of the contract (Vogels, Geense, and
Martens 1999), they still invest in their childrenéducation, for example by paying for
afterschool programs, tutoring, or private schodlsese investments support and promote the
success frame. Compared to other immigrant par&hisiese (as well as Japanese and Korean)
parents not only invest more in their children’sad@mic outcomes, they are also more
aggressive. And because they do, Sun (1998, 45) aithe same amount of investment seems
to yield a larger amount of academic return (a tgreaffect) for East-Asian students than for
African-American and Hispanic students” (see albad®1996).

Another way through which Chinese immigrant parenipport the success frame that
helps improve their children’s academic outcomiviag in or moving to an ethnic community,
such as a tradition Chinatown @thinoburb: Ethnoburbs are suburbs within larger metropolitan
areas that are predominantly populated by peopmm fthe same ethnic minority (Li 1998).
These ethnic enclaves often house (ethnic) faslithat can promote academic achievement,
such as after-school activities, SAT preparatioogpams, and homework support groups (Lee
2012, Zhou 2009a, Louie 2004). Living in an etherclave also enables parents to make use
other ethnic facilities, such as Chinese schoolarital arts organizations or ethnic markets
(Zhou and Kim 2006). Living in an ethnic enclaven @ven enable children to receive elements

(such as language or certain values) of their dggitculture without parents intending so
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(Cavalli-Sforza and Feldman 1981, Bisin and Verd@600, 2005). Indeed, Louie (2006, 547)
found that “the experience of growing up in ethemnclaves that were transnational social spaces
paradoxically led to the development of strong ethmot transnational , orientations among my
second-generation Chineseliving in these ethnic communities can also promatademic
outcomes because these geographic areas can owgttiapigh-ranking school districts, as is
often the case in the larger Los Angeles metrogoliirea. Moreover, growing up in these
communities often implies growing up with high amhng peers. This results not only in peer
pressure to succeed, Lee and Zhou (2014) shovisatrasults in alleviated levels of what it
means to be successful, thus reinforcing the sadcame.

While these childrearing practices and tactics asdl documented for the first-
generation, it is unclear how they play out whea #econd-generation children raise their
children. In her 2011 memoir, Amy Chua claimed thampared to native-born American
parents, firsind second-generation Chinese parents have higheemwaexpectations of their
children and will thus continue to reinforce thesess frame. This claim sparked a lively debate
that directly addressed the link between theseifspespects of cultural childrearing and the
success frame that the Chinese bestow upon th&dresn However, Chua’s memoir was merely
the narrative of one parent and the debate thiawet was mostly based on personal anecdotes.
Here, | set out to examine the connection betwkmsrethnic culture and academic success more
systematically. Specifically, | analyse to whatesitsecond-generation Chinese parents continue
to use the success frame to formulate the educdtexpectations they have of their children and

to what degree raise their children to reach tigesds.
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1.5 Methods

| utilize multiple methods to address the four e®sk questions outlined above answer the
central questionHow do national context and assimilation withinpesific setting influence the
way in which second-generation parents frame angbstt their notions of?

To dissect how national context impacts the franufhiguccess of the second-generation
Chinese, | make a comparison between the UnitetesStand the Netherlands. Chapter 3
elaborates on this cross-national research degigith is set up as a pseudo experiment. The
data are both quantitative (surveys) and qualgafim-depth interviews). This mixed methods
approach adds depth to the findings and incredsas rieliability (Denzin and Lincoln 2000,
Emerson 2001, Lofland 2006). Applying multiple madhk is also known as triangulation, which
Denzin (1978, p. 291) defines as “[tlhe combinatidmmethodologies in the study of the same
phenomenon”. Triangulation offers a holistic apgto@and a contextual picture of the subjects

under study, which is especially valuable for (tigkg) small research populations (Jick 1979).

1.5.1 The quantitative data

There are three sources of quantitative data tieatgloited:

1) Short questionnaireswhich were collected as part of the in-depth rineavs (see
appendix A). The questionnaires were filled outhy respondents and their spouse at the end of
the interview in my presenéeThis allowed the respondents to ask questions \iteems were
unclear. The questionnaires include questions aicbdemographics, childrearing goals —
developed by Trees Pels and her colleagues (Distk/liGeense, and Pels 2005, Distelbrink and

Hooghiemstra 2005, Geense and Pels 1998, Pels XIS, and Gruijter 2005), and Jean
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Phinney’s (1992) Multigroup Ethnic Identity Measuee scale to measure ethnic identity (see
also: Trusts 2011a, Jiménez and Horowitz 2013, DeiMet al. 2012).

2) American Community SurvéiCS) data of 2010-2012. These data are usedapter 6,

to assess the language usage among several etbopsgincluding the Chinese. ACS data are
collected annually by the U.S. Census bureau asddan random sampling. The total N for the
sample, after selection, is 26,040. In chaptedéskribe these data in more detail.

3) The Immigration and Intergenerational Mobility inelopolitan Los Angeles survey
(IIMMLA) in the United States; and the Survey Intagon New Groups (SING) in the
Netherlands. These data provide general backgrouanithe second-generation Chinese in both
countries and are discussed in chapter 2, whichpeoes the United States and the Netherlands.
The IIMMLA data were collected in 2004 in the larged metropolitan ared.The subset used
for this research contains 1.5 arfd @eneration Chinese (n=402). The SING data weleated

in 2010 and contain a representative sample o€hihese in the Netherlands (n=1080jhe

subset for this study contains only the second-ggioa (n= 232).

1.5.2 Qualitative data

The qualitative data are based on interviews watoad-generation Chinese and their spouse
(Chinese or Caucasian) in the United States (N=3@) the Netherlands (N=36). | collected
additional qualitative data via participant obséiora at Chinese public holiday celebrations,
‘mommy and me’ groups, church meetings, and Chirsgd®ols; a focus/discussion group
session with several second-generation Chineselandh parents; and numerous informal
interviews with community leaders, informants, abbinese parents who did not qualify to

participate. The chapters 4, 5, and 6 presentethis dissertation draw on the in-depth
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interviews. The other data served as backgrounavkaaye for me to understand the population
under research better and gain a perspective whabeYVcalledverstehen(Weber and

Winckelmann 1956).

Interviews

To participate in the study, respondents had tbdye in the United States or the Netherlands;
have parents who were born in China, Hong Konglawan’, and a partner with Chinese or

native-born Caucasian roots. | focused on interiigwespondents with children but few

couples did not have children yet (some respondegte expecting a baby at the time of the
interview). During the interviews both partners wegoresent, which provides their shared
narratives and dynamics regarding their parentexgqeriences, aspirations, and educational
expectations.

The interviews were semi-structured and includsdtaof questions, topics, and probes to
create structure (Fossey et al. 2002, Trusts 20IM¥ structure enables me to compare the
findings across national contexts. All interviewgres conducted by me, in either Dutch or
English, in which | am both fluent. During the intews | took an inductive approach by
addressing subjects either through questions omeants (Snow, Zurcher, and Sjoberg 1982).
Subjects included: respondents’ own childhood,rtbkildrearing practices, and the educational
expectations that they have for their childrendtir@ssed the ‘Tiger Mother debate’ directly,
providing a springboard for discussions relatecetionic culture, education, and the success
frame (see appendix B for the complete interviewdgu Interviews lasted around two hours and
took place at a location that was comfortable ® réspondents, usually their home or a local

coffee shop.

23



Data

All interviews were digitally recorded, transcribeerbatim, and analyzed with AtlasTi. After re-
reading all the interviews, | coded them based @mecal topics and then recoded each topic in
more detailed to dissect specific themes. Thevigess provide thick and detailed data that add
to the authenticity (reliability) and trustworthsse(validity) of the findings (Benney and Hughes
1956, Lincoln and Guba 1985). The in-depth intexmgigoresent actions, emotions, and behavior
of the second-generation Chinese and as such grovedstudy with their ‘emic’ point of view
(Harris 1976). This is the strength of the quak@&atdata because emic standpoints make the data

closely connected to the population (Benney andnidad 956, Guba and Lincoln 1994).

Potential bias

Being a native-born Dutch female without any Ch&esots or connections placed me in an
‘outsider’ position at most of the interviews (Emsem 2001} It also created barriers to
accessing the research population. Gaining accassespecially difficult in the case for the
Chinese/Chinese couples in the Netherlands be¢hasghinese community in the Netherlands
is very closed, tightly knit, and difficult to gaiaccess to (Geense 2002). My outsider’s
perspective was especially challenging during st $tages of my study, when | conducted the
pilot interviews. During second data collectionipdr in which | collected the bulk of data, | had
my first child. Being visibly pregnant and latemether myself opened many new doors to new
respondents, as | was able to take my son to ‘momanty me’ groups, Chinese lessons, and
parenting classes, and during the interviews, asptrents opened up, since we now shared a

common language as (new) parents.
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Another drawback of my research is that —as it i wnost research —it contains an
element of self-selection. Only ‘nice’ people, wéa@ willing to be interviewed, participated in
my study’ | aimed to reduce this self-selection bias byuiicrg respondents that resemble the
overall population, by recruiting them through drnt sources, and by being conservative with
snowball methods. | let recruitment continue usaturation took place (Fossey et al. 2002,
Guest, Bunce, and Johnson 2006), which Glaser &aaisS (1967, p. 65) define as: is when
“saturation is the point at which “no additionat@are being found whereby the (researcher) can
develop properties of the category. As he seeslainmstances over and over again, the
researcher becomes empirically confident that egoay is saturated”. | reached saturation in the
Netherlands after | interviewed 36 couples anchemWnited States after 39. Some couples were

interviewed more than once.

1.5.3 The samples

Table 1.1 summarizes details of the samples cellefctr the purpose of this study. It shows how
similar both samples are; except for having a erspouse, there are no significant differences
between second-generation Chinese in the Unitei@sStand the second-generation Chinese in

the Netherlands.

25



Table 1.1: Comparing samples in the United Statesnd the Netherlands

United States Netherlands
Demographics
Lives in metro area 84.2% 86.1%
Female 55.3% 75.0%
Age (average) 37.8 (7.097) 35.8 (5.114)
Number of children (averages) 1.5(.830) 1.292 ()831
Age of first child (averages) 6.4 (4.359) 5.2 (8B5
Spouse is Chinese* 52.6% 30.6%
Socioeconomic Standing
High school (incl. Dutch MBO) 2.7% 11.4%
Undergraduate (incl. Dutch HBO) 37.8% 37.1%
Graduate (incl. Dutch Drs.) 59.5% 51.5%
Hours working each week 40.1 (14.154) 37.6 (10.881)
Stay at home mom 15.8% 5.6%
Ethnic identity
Chinese 52.9% 40.0%
American/Dutch - Chinese 41.2% 45.0%
American/Dutch 5.9% 14.3%
N 38 36

* sig different p<.05

In both countries, | conducted most interviews ilarge metropolitan area. In the United States
this was in the greater LA regithh California’s largest metropolitan area that hsuseer a
quarter of all Californians and more than 10 peroénhe total Chinese population in the United
States (Terrazas and Batalova 2009). In the Nethes| this was in the ‘Randstad’, the nation’s
main urban area which contains 40 percent of thieibpopulation and twice as many Chinese
as elsewhere in the country (Harmsen 1948)The samples in both countries have a larger
proportion of female respondents (55.3 and 75 péroespectively). This is because second-
generation Chinese women are more likely to interynawhich inflates the proportion of

women in the sample. Another reason for the peagenof women being higher could be due to
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a sampling bias (i.e. recruiting respondents at fmmy and me’ groups). The other
demographics are similar too, such as average r@gpegctively 37.8 and 35.8), the average
number of children (1.5 and 1.3), and average ddbeofirst child (6.4 and 5.2). In the United
States, | interviewed slightly more second-genena€hinese with a Chinese spouse than | did
in the Netherlands (52.6 and 30.6 percent, respdyg)ithat was because the Chinese/Chinese
couples in the Netherlands were more reluctanattgypate (see also: Geense 2002).
Second-generation Chinese in both countries hanelasi socioeconomic standings
(SES). Parents’ SES should be kept in mind becealass is related to parents’ resources and
toward their social and cultural capital (Colem&888). Moreover, class also influences the
approach parents have to childrearing. Parentsagbfeh socioeconomic standing have higher
educational expectations of their children and eanribe to a culture that is distinctively
different from that of lower socioeconomic clasgeshn 1977, Lareau 2003). The vast majority
of respondents are highly educated, which matdiesetsel of education of the overall second-
generation Chinese population in both countriese (2812, Vogels 2011). Chapter 2 details on
this too. In both countries, more than half of thepondents have a graduate degree (59.5 and
51.5 percent respectivelyf.The respondents work a similar amount (40.1 an6l B%pectively)
but—contrary to the overall population (OECD 2012hefre are more stay-at-home-mothers in
the U.S. (not significant). Given that in both cties the second-generation Chinese have
similar SES—also demonstrated when the couplesedalkbout their professions (e.g.
accountant, physician, or lawyer) and leisure & (holidays, sports, hobbies)—these effects
can be kept constant. The last resemblance bettheesamples is their ethnic identity. Holding
ethnoracial identity constant is important becatissan influence how parents socialize their

children in racial terms (Hughes et al. 2006). Neatl respondents identify as either only
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Chinese or as American/Dutch-Chinese. The sameués for the ethnic identification of the
larger population second-generation Chinese (Hugnk Noam 2011, Portes and Rumbaut
2001).

Perhaps second-generation Chinese in both courgreeshis alike because they were
brought up in similar fashions. On both sides @& #itlantic, the second-generation Chinese
describe childhoods that resemble those portrageithe literature. Their parents raised them
with strict rules, limited socialization with naéisborn peers, and, above all, strong emphasis on
education, in other words, setting up a succesadraMaria (all names are pseudonyms) is one
among many when she explains that her parents‘wetkeing sure that we got straight A's.” The
second-generation Chinese grew up with high expeot from their parents, and their
immigrant parents assumed that their children waxicel and obtain at least a college degree.
Satu, a mother of two, generalizes her experietwdake larger population: “Chinese parents
always have very high expectations of their chitgitbey should get at least a Bachelor degree. |
have that experience too.” The second-generation med only required to obtain at least a
college degree, they also had to conform to tharemts’ preferred study field they. Similar to
the general population second-generation Chinéserdspondents grew up with their parents
expecting specific majors, such as economics, nregiand law (Geense and Pels 1998, Zhou
2009a). Ju says that her parents wanted her tyg sitieer medicine or law: “I was bad at physics
and chemistry” she explains referring to why sk it apply to medical school, “so | studied
law”. Comparing their childhood to the upbringinfytbeir native-born peers, most realize that
their youth was typical for second-generation Cb@eThey ascribe these elements of their

upbringing therefore to their ethnic culture, whithesses the depth of the success frame (Chiu
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1987, Chao 2001, Pels 2000, Distelbrink, Geense,Rals 2005, Zhou 2009a) Most second-

generation Chinese do not want to raise their odldn similar strict fashion.

1.6 Findings
This research shows that there are large variabehseen the ways in which second-generation
Chinese set up success frames for their childrenptechanisms they employ to support these,
and the flexibility they give to their borders. Tlfferences presented here focus on the
expectations that parents have of their childracademic achievements and the way that they
implement these expectations. Second-generationeSaiparents with a Chinese partner living
in the United States have the highest expectati@hgraduate degree); second-generation
Chinese with a Caucasian partner living in the Re#mds have the lowest (any level high
school). Overall, | find that second-generationr@se parents do not always continue to set up
the same strict success frames they grew up waimslelves, or support these frameworks to the
same extent. Even the intramarried second-genar&lunese in the U.S., who set up even
higher educational goals for their children thaeytihad grown up with themselves, are not as
rigorous in supporting these as their parents hehpthey no longer push their children into
specific (prestigious) occupations, nor do they leympules as strict as the ones they grew up
with, but they do come very close.

| find that national context influences parentshception of the success frame. In the
U.S., both intramarried and intermarried couplegehaigher expectations than their peers in the
Netherlands. The effect of national context seemiednger than the effect of assimilation.
Assimilation into one national context yields diffat outcomes than assimilation into another

national setting. Assimilation does not automalycethply shedding (all of) one’s culture; in the
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case of the United States assimilation could rdasuffarents strengthening their success frame
because here (high) educational expectations areogbahe national culture and ideology.
Second-generation Chinese in the U.S. continuentphasize and talk about education more
than their peers in the Netherlands. The also woatito support the educational expectations
they have of their children and as such the sudcasz.

Assimilation changes how and to what extent parsapport the success frame as they
raise their children. In the United States, theaimarried parents are somewhat of an exception,
by investing in their children, moving to bettecl{sol) districts, and instilling their specific
values. In the Netherlands, parents barely talkubbweir strategies or academic outcome and
emphasize the importance of their children’s hapggninstead. Comparing Chinese (Asian)
parents to other ethnic parents shows that in tI&, parents are also more likely to promote
their children’s future socioeconomic potentialaising them bilingual. Language maintenance
can thus be perceived as another strategy throdgthwvparents tried to facilitate the success

frame for their children.

1.7 Overview of the chapters
To arrive at the answers for the research questibis dissertation contains five chapters. Of
these chapters three are empirical, the other twosapporting but none the less essential in
building my argument and providing background infation on which the empirical work is
based.

The chapter following this one (chapter 2) provigssential background details for my
dissertation by presenting the two countries urstiedy: the United States and the Netherlands.

In this chapter | focus on: the countries as a whobmparing their. welfare state structures,
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education systems and ideologies, ethnoracial ceitigpo, immigration policies and histories,
and incorporation policies of immigrants); the G¥sa population within each of the countries
(history, demographics, and immigration traject®yieand the second-generation Chinese
population within each country, drawing both on titerature and on original analysis of the
IIMMLA data and the SING data.

Chapter 3 is methodological and promotes the usdgquasi-experiments in cross-
national immigration research. With the increasenimber of countries to and from which
immigrants arrive, cross-national comparative reges growing too (see also: Alba and Foner
2014). This increase creates a unique opportunitgxamine how immigrants from the same
country of origin fare in different destinationsof@paring the same immigrant population in
different destinations creates a situation that lmanreated ‘as if' it is an experiment, a ‘quasi-
experiments’ (Bloemraad 2006, 2013, Ghorashi 2002)js methods chapter lays out the
argument that quasi-experimental research desigiiscsss-national immigration research
especially well. To increase the reliability ofghype of research and the validity of the findings
obtained, | propose three general guidelines: l&c8eg similar research populations (immigrant
groups) in both countries; 2) focusing on speafcintries under study; and 3) considering the
incorporation of control groups.

Chapter 4 examines second-generation Chinese idrtied States and the Netherlands
and draws on the in-depth interview data. It feietis the debate evoked by Amy Chu8attle
Hymn of a Tiger Motherin which Chua (2011a) describes how her stricin€e cultural
parenting style pushed her daughters to successarhine this specific cultural socialization
technique for the second-generation Chinese parmehisth countries and add that parents create

a success frame for their children to boost theadamic outcomes. The findings show that
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national context—focusing on different school sygsteand social security safety nets—can act
as an intervening variable by affecting the creafiad support of this success frame. U.S.-born
Chinese parents continue to channel their offspiomgards high educational achievement, while

their peers born in the Netherlands emphasizentip@itance of their children’s free choice and

happiness.

Chapter 5 zooms in on the differences betweennrdraed and intermarried second-
generation Chinese in both the United States amdNétherlands. Here, | add depth to the
between country differences uncovered in chaptand evaluate if there are within country
differences as well. The within country comparisehed light on the impact of assimilation on
parents’ childrearing dynamics on the framing anpp®rt of success. Within each country, the
intermarried second-generation Chinese have lowacational expectations of their children
and put less pressure on their offspring to obtagh achievements. This is in part because
parents have less ethnic networks to draw on tpatipheir success frame. While educational
achievement remains an important goal for paranthe U.S., it is less so for parents in the
Netherlands. The intramarried parents in the Un8tates establish especially high expectations
of success, and frame their success at even Higleds than their parents had done.

Chapter 6 does not make a cross-national compansondoes it compare intramarried
and intermarried second-generation Chinese. Instéddcuses on one of the strategies that
second-generation Chinese parents can employ t&t b potential socioeconomic outcomes of
their children and reinforce their success framaesing them bilingual. In this chapter | compare
several ethnic groups, including the second-geiwer&hinese, and argue that there are different
reasons for parents to raise bilingual childrefodus on a bilingual dichotomy of ‘folk’

bilingualism vs. ‘elite’ bilingualism and show (l=k on analysis of ACS data) that ‘folk’

32



bilingualism occurs in households with members fidisadvantaged backgrounds, regardless of
the presence of young children, and that ‘elitdingualism takes place in households with
couples from advantaged backgrounds and that tt@sgles switch (back) to speaking their
heritage language once they become parents. Asiangs fall within the ‘elite’ bilingualism
realm, but are treated separately from the dichgtbetause they are most likely to make this
shift back to their mother tongue. | include infew data of the second-generation Chinese to
provide context to the quantitative findings ancelaborate on parents’ motivations for making
the shift. The interview data show that second-geim Chinese parents speak their heritage
language to their offspring in order to maintaieithculture and because they feel that it can
provide their children with opportunities in an aoay where China has increasing power.

In the last chapter of this dissertation, chaptdrdiscus the findings of this dissertation
and couple them back to the four research questidns chapter synthesizes these findings and
addresses theoretical and policy implications.sbakview the shortcomings of the study and
make recommendations for additional research thatprish the new focus of research, second-

generation adults and their third-generation offgprforward.
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Chapter 2

United States vs. Netherlands

The international comparison between the UnitedeStand the Netherlands is a central part of
this dissertation. Describing each country in degimportant, because it can be deceiving to
compare two countries merely based on one singjense of ‘grand ideas’. While scholars who

conduct international comparative studies, ofteredmrt to such comparisons (Alba and Foner
2014), |1 would rather provide a more complete pitaf the countries studied. | compare the
United States and the Netherlands based on fivegaovelfare state policies; education systems
and ideologies; ethnoracial composition; immignatiostories and developments; and immigrant
incorporation policies. The focus of this studysecond-generation Chinese, which is why |
include both a section on Chinese immigrant hisemyg current communities in each country
and a section on the second-generation specificalys last section compares the second-
generation Chinese in the larger Los Angeles anehtlae Netherlands based on original data

(IIMMLA and SING, respectively).

2.1 The stage: two countries

The Netherlands and the United States differ onraber of national structures. Here | focus on
those that likely influence how immigrants arrivew they are received, the direction of their
incorporation, and how they are viewed by the gangopulation (Xie and Goyette 1996, Alba
and Nee 2003). While scholars usually focus onlyooe structure or domain to frame their
cross-national comparisons (Brubaker 1992, Kymli2Ra2, Torpey 2009, Bloemraad 2006), |

focus on five of them. These domains are by no sidamonly ones where the United States and
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the Netherlands differ, nor does pointing out thegferences imply that the two countries do

not also have things in common.

2.1.1 Welfare state structures

The United States is a liberal welfare state. laberelfare states are stratified, subscribe to free
market ideology, and have little government intexfiee in private (family) life (Esping-
Andersen 1996). The U.S. liberal welfare stateaiseld on the American Creed: believing in the
American Dream, pulling oneself up by the bootstregnd working hard for success (Lipset
1996). This emphasis on individual responsibilityplies that social security is only allotted to
individuals in times of need. In fact, it was “dedrately designed to create a sense of shame and
moral inferiority on the part of those who souglelief rather than work” (Handler and
Hollingsworth 1969, 1).

The Netherlands has a social democratic welfarenegThe government plays a large
role in people’s private lives and it promotes secbnomic equality through high taxes and
elaborate welfare programs (Esping-Andersen 1986pther unique element of the Dutch
social-democratic welfare state is its support(part-time) stay at home mothers. The expansion
of post-War welfare programs focused on the faraityl implemented policies to promote a
male breadwinner model. Relatively high salariesl dow cost of living provide further
incentives for women to stay home with their (yourildren. While only about a fifth of
American mothers stay home (UsCensus 2012), abdhiré of Dutch mothers with young
children do (Janssen and Portegijs 2011). Moredkersocial democratic welfares state enables

Dutch women overwhelmingly to work part-time (Pgije and Kreuzekamp 2008).
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2.1.2 Education systems and ideologies

Welfare structures influence the incentive to aag(inigher) education and a stable profession.
In liberal welfare states, education can protechiresy poverty, while in social democratic

welfare states the government may offers suchysatdt Moreover, in liberal welfare states, the
gap between high and low skilled jobs is largenthas in countries with a social democratic

welfare structure (Esping-Andersen 1996). Differamifare state structures not only provide

varying motivations to obtain higher education, bigo promote distinct educational systems
and approaches regarding education.

In the U.S. liberal welfare system, society is tdieal, almost bifurcated, and education
can provide a ticket to upward mobility. Peoplewieducation as a virtue to which everyone
should have equal access. According to the U.S.afbeent of Education, the American
education system is egalitarian, available to emeey and in public schools students ostensibly
receive the same basic curriculum. One consequartbés supposedly unbiased system is that it
only rewards those who graduate, one either ‘swomsinks’. Dropping out of high school is
penalized with low-skill and low-pay jobs that pide limited benefits®> Completing high
school, and especially with excellence, on the roblaad, is rewarded. It can open many doors,
ranging from acceptance to (prominent) collegesnéoit-based fellowships, and higher salaries.
This academic system creates a competitive systeeneastudents aim for the highest grades to
outperform their peers.

The Dutch education system, one could argue, islynd@ opposite. At sixth grade,
based on a national test and teacher's recommendastudents are tracked into one of three
high school trajectories. Parents and educatorsiden test performances to be based on

children’s abilities and potential. The popular maeekports that parents occasionally enroll their
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children in preparation programs, yet, the majoatypupils still take the test based on their
current knowledge and innate capabilities (Van Tgee and Van de Werfhorst 2007).
Ambition and outperforming others are seen as mnegaather than positive traits (Van Stigt
2012). Or as the Dutch proverb goe¥vie voor een dubbeltje geboren wordt, wordt noeit e

kwartje’ (literarily translated: those who are born a diméd never become a quarter”), which

summarizes the traditional Calvinist values oftnging to transcend one’s peers.

After taking the exit exam at primary school, studeare tracked into lower (applied), or
middle or higher (theoretical) high school. Aftagth school, the tracking continues into either
lower vocational training (e.g. plumber, paintealesperson); professional/associate degrees
(e.g. nurse, social worker); or academic (universiégree). Until 2008, the first degree at
university took five years to complete and includesth bachelor and masters’ degrees. The
tracked education system reduces competition asnthrity of universities is public and
accepts most graduates from an academic track safitool. Some highly desired study
directions, such as medicine, base their admisoans lottery system. While things are slowly
starting to change, currently Dutch students k@ilVe little reason to outperform their peéfs.
Furthermore, the Dutch government provides studenitis monthly stipends and affordable

loans, which might further reduce this incentiva(Mle Werfhorst & Van Tubergen 2007).

2.1.3 Ethnoracial Composition

The ethnoracial composition of the populationsha United States and the Netherlands differ
greatly; the United States is ethnically diversd dre Netherlands is relatively homogeneous.
There are three sources for the ethnoracial diyensithe United States that the Netherlands
lacks: 1) presence of an indigenous populatiohar@le number of people who are the ancestors
of slaves, and 3) a long and diverse history of ignation.
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When the first Europeans set foot on what is noweAcan soil, the country was
populated by dozens of native Indian tribes. Culyetwo percent of the population indicates to
be of the Indian race, about half also have at leas additional race. The Netherlands, does not
have an indigenous population, the Dutch are tdg@nous population.

The United States and the Netherlands both havstary of slavery. The majority of
blacks in the United States are the decedentsavkslwho were brought involuntarily. Even
though the Dutch participated in the slave tradesimpped slaves to and between their colonies,
they did not bring them to the motherland. Manytleé current immigrants from the former
Dutch colonies, such as Surinam, are decedentsesétslaves (Emmer 2000). While officially
the black populations in the Netherlands and theéedrStates may have similar backgrounds,
their past and current circumstances are incomparabthe United States, blacks have a long
history of formal suppression, segregation, andridapon. Many still struggle to access the
white mainstream, which holds most opportunitiesegland Bean 2004, 2010, Bonilla-Silva
2004). This is not the case in the Netherlands,revidacks are ‘just’ another group of recent
immigrants:® The Netherlands has no discourse on race.

The third reason why the U.S. population is moneedie than the population of the
Netherlands is because the former is an immigrataumtry and has always actively recruited
immigrants. Being an immigrant country also attedcinany immigrants to come on their own,
invited or not, welcome or not (Daniels 2004, Kangin 2007). When Congress passed the
Hart-Cellar act in 1965 and made it easier for igmamts from Asia and Latin America to
immigrate and/or bring their families, the countyetsified even further (Zolberg 2006). In the
Netherlands, large scale migration is a relativagw phenomenon. Here, an important

distinction is made between western and non-wesi@migrants. This division refers to
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immigrants’ geographic origin and/or the socioeguimdevelopment of their country of origin.
For example, immigrants from Indonesia (a formetddwcolony), fall in the western category,
as do immigrants from Japan. While immigrants frfSaob-Saharan Africa and the Middle East
are non-western. The four largest immigrant grolgpge roots in: Morocco, Turkey, Surinam,
and the Dutch Antille$® The next largest group is the Chinese. Of thd ft#ch population, 11
percent has non-western roots.

The different racial histories and ethnic composisi of the United States and the
Netherlands resulted in different discourse on e ethnic categorization. In the US, race and
the different racial categories are part of a commetoric to describe oneself and the country’s
diverse population. While different racial categsrievolved over time, the main categories are
strongly institutionalized through the U.S. Cen@\ebles 2000). According to the U.S. Census
(2014), currently 62.6 percent of the populatiom@n-Hispanic white, 13.2 is black, 17.1 is
Hispanic, 5.3 is Asian, and 1.4 has a differenesauich as native Hawaiidn This does not
include people who report more than one race, whlofost 3 percent of the population does
(Jones and Bullock 2012). The Netherlands doesaitgct census data and has no discourse on
race or ethnicity. There is no racial institutiomatl categorization nor is there a (decennial)
census to (re)enforce such a labeling. The popmas usually classified by (parents’) country
of origin. Native-born Dutch whose grandparents laoen in the Netherlands asitochoon
People with at least one foreign-born parent @ftechtoon either western or non-western.
Currently one fifth of the population is allochtqQatD years ago this was 11 percent. Figure 2.1
shows that 9.3 percent of this allochtoon poputatfowestern and 11.6 is non-western. Figure
2.1also distinguishes first from second-generatidile the grandchildren of immigrants are

officially autochtoonand no longer detectable in the official data,pgbeanay refer to them as:
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‘the third-generation’. This categorization lab#tem and excludes the from forming a Dutch
identity (Saharso 2006). As a result, even grandedn from Turkish immigrants, for example,

are often still viewed as Turks, and more oftemthat still referred to as ‘foreigner

Figure 2.1: Race in the U.S. and immigrant statusiithe Netherlands

US. The Netherlands
3% 2%
u White m Antochtoon
Bladk 1st gen Westemn
u Hispanic u 15t zen non-Western
B Asian B 2nd gen Western
u Other H2nd zen non-Western

Source: USCensus (2014) and the Netherlands (CB3)20

2.1.4 Immigration policies and histories

The first settlers who came to the United Stateiewea way, immigrants and immigrants have

continued to come ever since. To create unity betwal its newcomers, the United States
established a system of inclusion based on itsegahf the American Creed (Joppke 1999,
Huntington 2004). This is not to say that everytas always been welcome in the United

States. In the late eighteen hundreds, when immtmgraolicies started to take shape, many laws
focused on restricting access or enabling deportadf specific undesired populations, such as
criminals, prostitutes, persons against the govemjmand specific ethnic groups, such as the
Chinese (Kanstroom 2007). One important hallmarkhefU.S. immigration system is its quota

system. This system was established in 1924 andde visas to 2% of the total number of
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people in the United States from each country d@fir(population size was based on the 1890
census, when the population was predominantly Eao)p but excluded Asians (Kanstroom
2007).

Immigration policies changed dramatically after Wlowar Two, as discontent was
rising over the controversial bracero guest-wonkergram, which had brought many Mexican
guest workers (Zolberg 2006). The Civil Rights nmeats increased discontent regarding race-
based immigration policies further. The 1965 Imratgm Act ended the ridged national origins
guota system and shifted the focus to family migrat While the act aimed to increase
immigration from Europe, it instead increased ntigrafrom Latin America and Asia. Figure 3

below shows these changes over time.

Figure 2.2: World region of birth of the U.S foreigh-born population, changes over time
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Source: U.S. CENSUS (2006)

Another consequence of the Hart-Celler Act was th&. assimilation policies became
more open for cultural diversity and, a shift tq@i&ce from cultural uniformity and conformity,
to tolerance of multicultural diversity (Ueda 1997his is not to say, however, that the U.S.
emphasis on assimilation has weaned (Kivisto 2@0&) diversity is mostly based on national
and ethnic origin.

There is a lot of controversy over to what extdrg tiversification of the society is
desirable and whether the meanings of belonging atimenship has or should change. For
example, George Borjas (1999) claims that immitgaioday are less skilled than their
predecessors, are more likely to acquire publicsaswe, and are far more likely to have
children who remain poor and in segregated comnasniOthers, such as Frank Bean and his
colleagues (Bean and Bell-Rose 1999, Bean and 182803, Van Hook and Bean 2009),
contest this and show that that the job marketexgmnded to absorb the newcomers and has
done so without driving down wages or preventing nlative-born population from finding jobs.
Economic participation is an important indicatomattional belonging, citizenship is another. It
is for this reason that undocumented immigratioa rexeived an increasing amount attention
within the U.S. immigration discourse. And whilepdetation laws are as old as the immigration
to the U.S. (one of the first immigrant groups ®deported were the Chinese), it has been an
especially provocative subject of debate and malitaction in the last decade (Kanstroom 2007).
Despite the growing numbers of undocumented immigrahe numbers of legal migration still
surpass these. Moreover, the size of the seconekg@m is growing and it is this generation
that determines the outlook of society even moreltsis therefore not surprising that scholars

increasingly shift their attention to study thisppéation (Portes and Zhou 1993, Waters 1994,
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Gans 1997, Zhou 1997, Zhou and Bankston 1998, &B0i02, Louie 2006, Stevens, McKillip,
and Ishizawa 2006, PewResearchCenter 2013a).

The immigration history in the Netherlands is nearly as forming as it is in the United
States. The Netherlands is not a country of immigralt did, however, receive immigrants
throughout most of its recent history. The Nethetkawas known for being a liberal and tolerant
country that prospered especially during the Goldege. These characteristics made the
Netherlands a popular place for immigrants who famm prosecution, sought economic
opportunities, or needed (religious) freedom. Meegp because the extended voyages of the
Dutch East India Company, many immigrants were ablenove between colonies and the
different trade countries (Lucassen and Lucass&dl?0 Figure 4 shows the different regions of
origin from which immigrants arrived to the Netlsrtls changed throughout time. It must be
added that there were and are large discrepaneteén the different regions of reception. The
cities have always received more immigrants thandbuntryside. For example, around 1600,
Leiden had a population 55% foreigners (LucassehlLarcassen 2011a) and currently many of
the big cities such as Amsterdam and Rotterdam siaviéar percentages.

Figure 2.3: Regions of origin for migration to theNetherlands
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Immigration really started to have an impact on letherlands during the second-half of the
twentieth century, even though migrants had arrideding the first half of the twentieth
century—refugees escaping the Great War and Chimesegrants arriving to work in the
shipyards. Immigrants can be divided into threegaties: migrants (or returnees) from former
colonies; refugees and asylum seekers; and guagergoand their families. During the years
following their independence in 1949 and 1975, mamgrants came from the former Dutch
colonies of Indonesia and Surinam. The Netherldradsalways been considered a safe haven for
refugees escaping religious prosecution. During1i®@0s the number of refugees and asylum
seekers increased, but has since declined (Daudag Dagevos 2011).

The largest wave of immigration, and the most amrsial one, occurred as the
Netherlands recruited many guest workers to hebpileé the nation after World War 1l. The
intention was to have these migrants come for @nshort period. However, as the economy
started to collapse following the oil crisis of B97many decided to stay. In the nineteen
seventies, these guest workers (mostly men) stéotbdng their wives and children, and settled
in the Netherlands (De Valk et al. 2001, Garsseiepldas, and Sprangers 2005). Figure 2.4
shows how the number of immigrants in the Netheldamas changed over time. A separation is

made between Western and non-western immigrantbetmeeen first- and second-generation.
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Figure 2.4: First-and second-generation populatiom the Netherlands, through time

1,200,000

1,000,000

- /;-7
N il

00,000 m——non-WWestern 2nd Generation

W estern 2nd G ensrafion

abgolute numbers

=non-Westemn 1st G eneration

400,000

S /
:—”___{___ S

W estern 1st Generation

Source: Statline 2014

Most of the Dutch immigration literature and deblagés focused on incorporation of the
four largest immigrant groups who arrived from: Key, Morocco, Surinam, and the Dutch
Antilles.'® During the last decade this debate has becomedeand many have claimed that
immigrants are not assimilated enough. Critics arthat the Dutch multicultural assimilation
policies have failed (Scheffer 2000) and see tlspdeially Muslim) immigrants as a threat to
Dutch cultural values. Others claim that the gowsent is not doing enough to help immigrants
and their children incorporate. It is especiallg fhresumed lack incorporation of the second-
generation that worries many. In the largest citlamsterdam, Rotterdam, Den Haag, Utrecht),
more than half of the population under 18 has gararmo are foreign born (De Valk et al.
2009). These cities also struggle with problemateel to immigration, such as segregation,
crime, and unemployment. But geographic segregasomot the only problem, some claim,

institutional and cultural segregation are far mamablematic (Scheffer 2004).
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To fight segregation and promote incorporation,rentr policies aim to increase the
Dutch identity of immigrants and their children.ils important because the majority of native-
born Dutch continue to perceive first, second, amdn third-generation immigrants as non-
Dutch, regardless of their nationality. Consequenthany immigrants and their children feel
excluded from entering the Dutch mainstream (Dugtagnand Rijkschroeff 2003). The majority
of immigrants in the Netherlands does not feel gjlp connected to the Netherlands and
maintains ties with their country of origin (Gijsteand Dagevos 2005). Things are different for
the second-generation though. The second-generaéisrhigher levels of education than their
parents and is more connected to the Netherlan@s @motional level (Huijnk and Noam 2011,
De Valk et al. 2009, Gijsberts and Dagevos 2006g 3econd-generation is growing, which has
a large impact on the demographic outlook of théhbBidands, who has a shrinking native-born

population.

2.1.5 Incorporation policies of immigrants

The inclusion of second-generation in the receiwtogntry depends in part on the country’s
citizenship laws; is citizenship acquired by bifbs sol), such as | the United States and
France, or through bloodlingué sanguiniy as was the case in Germany until 2000, andistill
the case in Israel (Koopmans et al. 2005, Brub&R80). Inclusion in the receiving context can
also be influenced by how the country defines fitsBbes it define itself as an immigrant
country (such as the U.S., Canada, and Austratidpes it not, such as most Western European
countries, including the Netherlands (Castles aniteiV2003, Lindo 2005, De Valk et al. 2001).
These two points of inclusion often influence th&cp that the country’s politicians take on the

multiculturalism —assimilation continuum (and vigersa). The position on the continuum, often
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directs immigration- and incorporation-related pigs (Koopmans et al. 2005), the political
climate regarding immigration, and the extent taatvimmigrants and their children are able to
maintain their heritage language and culture. Hgdin to one’s heritage culture can impact the
way immigrants identify themselves and their cl@ldrand how they are viewed by the non-
immigrant population (Jenkins 2000). The United&tand the Netherlands have different takes
on immigrant incorporation. These approaches deterr(il) the ease with which immigrants
and their children can obtain citizenship, andtf®) support that policies (indirectly) provide in
maintaining the success frame.

Although the United States is a multicultursdciety its incorporation policies and
practices are assimilative (Zhou 1997, Kivisto 2005 an immigration country, the United
States receives large groups of immigrants each ydas has required the United States to
establish incorporation strategies through whicimigrants and their offspring reduce their
affiliation with their heritage culture and becomenericans as soon as possible (Castles and
Miller 2003, Dinnerstein and Reimers 2009). Idealiyhe newcomers do little to disturb the
society they are settling in and become as muah thieir compatriots as possible” (Modood
2005, p. 3). Whereas this classical straight-lisgirailation has been guestioned regarding the
new second-generation (Alba and Nee 1997, Necker@aer, and Lee 1999, Portes and Zhou
1993, Perlmann and Waldinger 1997, Portes and Run#@®1), the pressure to blend-in is still
present (DeWind and Kasinitz 1997, Alba 1990, Baad Stevens 2003, Portes and Rumbaut
2001). The U.S. government expects immigrants siakte and moves their culture to the
private sphere because preserving it remains a cratmoright (Koopmans 2003).

The multicultural incorporation approach in the INetands enables immigrants to

maintain their cultural identity (Koopmans 2003)o84 of the Dutch multicultural incorporation
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policies target labor migrants and their offspriBgcause these guest workers were expected to
return to their countries of origin (De Valk et aD01, Garssen, Nicolaas, and Sprangers 2005),
they were encouraged to maintain their elementief heritage culture. The Dutch government
sponsored a number of culture and language progthatsfostered their culture and as such
would ease their transition back home (Duyvendatt Rijkschroeff 2003, Entzinger 2003).
Even once the guest workers started to bring tweres and children, these policies Dutch
multicultural policies did not adapt. In fact, ime of the most important policies pertaining to
immigrants, the minorities policiesm{nderheidennofa of 1983, it was emphasized that
integration into the Dutch society was desired baty with retention of ethnic identity
(Entzinger, 2003). To this end, the Dutch governnaatively played a role in the conservation
of immigrants' ethnic identity. It was not untilethearly two thousands that incorporation
strategies began to shift (Scheffer 2000).

The Dutch multicultural society is egalitarian gpldralistic, which has two main roots:
pillarization, and thg@older modelPillarization, which was prominent during thesfihalf of the
20" century, informally divided the Dutch populatiortd several subgroups based on religion or
ideology. Each subgroup (pillar) had its own braesiing outlets, schools, and political parties.
The Dutch society is no longer pillarized, but soofets infrastructure remains. The Dutch
government continues to subsidize institutions thame religion or ideology, such as schools,
broadcasting channels, and newspapers. Critics earhat immigrants utilize these
institutionalized opportunities to establish thewn organizations and that it hinders their
incorporation process (Scheffer 2000, Crul and Sclar 2009).

The Dutch society also remains multicultural beeao$ its renownedoolder model.

According to this model, the government encouragds/iduals to organize themselves based
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on shared interests to discuss their benefits thighlocal and national government (Duyvendak
and Rijkschroeff 2003). This egalitarian systemelasn participant democracy, encourages
(ethnic) immigrant groups to establish instituticle$éated to their national origin, religion, or

ethnicity (Scheffer 2000). It is safe to concludattin the Netherlands, immigrants have
opportunities to maintain their culture, as the ggoment stimulates them to set up their own

organizations (Advokaat et al. 2005).

2.2 Chinese immigration history and current communiies

The transformation of the Chinese populations i@ United States and the Netherlands is
remarkable. In both countries they first arrivedprform the jobs that the locals would not do
(Benton and Vermeulen 1987, Van Heek 1936, KwortgMisc¢evic 2005) and in both countries
they moved up the socioeconomic ladder, reachihthalway to the top; the current second-
generation outperforms their peers of all ethnalatiackgrounds (Lee and Zhou 2013).
Moreover, their image changed 180 degrees too: Fremmg an undesired population that was
excluded from society, to being a population witheoof the highest intermarriage rates
(PewResearchCenter 2013a). Below | discuss theeGhimnmmigration histories and current

communities in more detail for the United Stated tre Netherlands separately.

2.2.1 The United States

The gold rush in California, the construction of tinanscontinental railroad, and the demand for
agricultural workers after the abolishment of stgMerought large numbers of Chinese (coolies)
to the U.S. (Dinnerstein and Reimers 2009, Dang994). They worked under stringent

conditions and various testimonies describe thand$hip to make ends meet in the United
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States and support their wife (and concubines) lrackhina (Kwong and Mi&vic 2005). Not
only did the Chinese work the jobs that the Amerscahunned, they were also treated as a social
outcaste by American politicians (Ueda 1994). Rultlhmpaigns placed them in a negative
spotlight and “the Chinese were accused of havimg morals, specifically of practicing
prostitutions and smoking opium; of low health stamls; and of corrupt influences and
practices” (Dinnerstein and Reimers 1999, 74). €qusntly, it was not uncommon for them to
be assaulted by mobs.

But, the biggest insult Chinese immigrants had tdfes was the systematic
discrimination by the U.S. government. Chinese waibject to special head taxes and laws
regarding their hotels and laundries and were ebeduwall together when the Chinese Exclusion
Act of 1882 took effect. This Statute preventedr@ése and their offspring from naturalization
and from bringing their wive(s) and children frorhi@a. Moreover, it enabled officials to deport
(ilegal) Chinese immigrants easier (Kanstroom 2aniels 2004). Around the middle of the
twentieth century, policies became more lenient943 the Exclusion Act was lifted and China
was given an immigration quota of 120. Moreoverin@se merchants were allowed to come to
the United States and so where the children andsmd Chinese residents. This loophole in the
law created an inventive migration system wheren€$e brought '‘paper sons' and 'picture
brides' to the United States (Motomura 2006, Dan04). Once in America, the Chinese
congregated in specific neighborhoods of largessitDuring 1940 and 1950s the Chinatowns
started to grow in cities like New York, San Fraa and Los Angeles

In 1965 with the passing of the Hart-Celler Act\iCRights Act) things changed for the
Chinese. The quota for Chinese increased to 20@0i@h excluding the immigration of family

members (Daniels 2004). As a result, the Chinespulpton in the United States rose
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dramatically. Moreover, once the People’s RepubfcChina (CPR) opened its borders for
emigrants to leave the country in 1978, these nusntmse even further. In 1960 there were less
than 100,000 Chinese immigrants in the United Stdtelf a decade later there were close to 1.8
million (McCabe 2012). When also including the Aman born Chinese this number nearly
doubles. The Chinese population is currently thetfolargest ethnic group in the United States
(USCensus 2010).

The Chinese are a highly organized group (Marin2lD1). Preservation of Chinese
culture has always been fundamental within Chireegemunities, even during, or as might be
argued, as a result of, their legal exclusion drelrtdeprivation of educational opportunities.
Moreover, as a consequence of their oppressionCtiieese established their own schools to
provide language and culture training for theirspfing (Leung 1975). They did so because
educational advancement and academic success pogtamt virtues of the Chinese culture
(Kelley and Tseng 1992, Kibria 1997).

These values of academic success and educatiorat@ment are still stressed by first-
generation Chinese immigrant parents as they rhisg second-generation children (Zhou
2009a, Zhou and Kim 2006, Kibria 2002) As an efféanerican born Chinese have levels of
education that surpass those of any other ethroapgrincluding non-Hispanic whites. This
success labeled them—together with other certaongkegeneration Asians—as a model minority
((Lee 2013, Feliciano 2006, Bonilla-Silva 2004).

Level of education is shown to be related to thgrele to which ethnic groups marry
other ethnic groups (Blau, Blum, and Schwartz 138&mijn 1998, Morrison 1989, Hwang,
Saenz, and Aguirre 1995). It is therefore not sampy that intermarriages between Chinese and

Caucasian ethnicities are not uncommon among tleendegeneration. Marriages between

51



Chinese and Caucasians are, however, a relatieslyphenomenon because they were banned
under anti-miscegenation laws that lasted in somaes until 1967 (Bonilla-Silva 2004,
Berreman 1972). Currently interethnic marriagesvbetn Chinese and Caucasian populations

have become increasingly common (Edmonston an®0@es).

2.2.2 The Netherlands.

The Chinese population in the Netherlands is vewgrde and one of the oldest immigrant
groups in the country (Wubben 1986). During the laheteenth and early twentieth century the
Dutch East India Company (VOC) navigated the Inddm@an and brought many Chinese to the
Netherlands and her colonies (Rijkschroeff 1998)tHe Netherlands, they congregated in the
port cities of Rotterdam and Amsterdam, where theyked at the shipyards and set up small
business. At the beginning of the™2@entury, Rotterdam had the largest Chinese comtsnimi
Europe (Rijkschroeff 1998, Van Heek 1936). The Gi@apression and Second World War
brought an end to these vibrant communities andsémtiments towards immigrants began to
change.

As many of the shipyards closed, the majority ofn@ke were left without work. Not
having an official legal status in the Netherlanassened their standing and during the Great
Depression and Second World War the Chinese immigjf@ecame a social outcast (Benton and
Vermeulen 1987). Anti-Chinese migration policied dnequent deportations resulted in their
numbers to drop to 800 (Wubben 1986).

After World War 1, the Chinese population starteml grow again and so did its
heterogeneity. For instance, decolonization of Duterritories in Indonesia and Surinam

enabled many ethnic Chinese who lived in these tti@snto become Dutch citizens. Once in the
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Netherlands, the Chinese established small busisessch as dry cleaners, grocery stores, and
restaurants. Their eateries found a niche marketngmimmigrants and Dutch officials who
returned from Indonesia and missed the flavordhefEast. Soon enough the general population
became interested in the especially developed ‘lDdimese’ food too, it was cheap, portions
were large, and one could take it home to consumm&watching Sunday sports. The concept
on Chinese take-away became an integrated elemh@&nitoh culture which resulted in Chinese
restaurants opening throughout the whole countrgryetown has at least on Chinese restaurant.
At the end of the twentieth century there were a&@imtwo thousand Chinese restaurants
(Rijkschroeff 1998).

The success of the Chinese restaurants createdaotdirs that motivated Chinese to
move to the Netherlands. Political unrest in Hongn# and the People’s Republic provided
further incentive for people to leave, especialigraChina’s policy changes of 1978 enabled
more people to do so, and in the years before {®8&n Great Britain handed Hong Kong back
to China). The family reunification that followedcreased numbers even further (Rijkschroeff
1998). Since the turn of the twentieth centuryréhis a new wave of Chinese immigrants
coming to the Netherlands. These are mostly youomen and men who come on temporal
visas to study or work as a Ph.D. or Postdoc fellbwe estimated that in 2009 there were more
than 7000 Chinese students in the Netherlandsoidh it is too hard to tell yet, it seems that
many of these temporarily immigrants end up staymthe Netherlands (Gijsberts, Huijnk, and
Vogels 2011). The total number of Chinese in théhBidands is difficult to estimate. Some say
it is around the 29,759 (Marinelli 2001), othesach as certain Chinese organizations (2007)

estimate the number around the hundred thouSagince 2000 this number has grown because
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many Chinese come to the Netherlands for study arkwit is one of the fastest growing
immigrant groups (Gijsberts, Huijnk, and Vogels 21

The Chinese community in the Netherlands is knowra alose tightly knit, and self-
reliant (Geense 2002). They have a large numberg#nizations catering for elderly, women,
and youth (see Minghuan 1999 for an extensive oeeiv They provide language classes,
Saturday schools, socialization opportunities, rdeke medicine, and elderly care. Most of the
organizations are privately financed because it was until 2004 that the Chinese were
officially recognized as a minority group. The gowaent had not included them in their
minority policies because, compared to other imemgrgroups in the Netherlands, their
unemployment rate and dependency on social seauasytoo low and their level of education
of the second-generation too high (Vogels 2011).

The majority of first-generation Chinese in the iINgtands work in Chinese hospitality
services or other ethnic businesses (Rijkschro@®8)L The second-generation practically grew
up in these restaurants, helping out on weekeras fxt very early age. Parents put a lot of
pressure on their children to obtain high educasonthey would not end up working in the
restaurant (Geense and Pels 1998). The Chinesaurasts are dispersed all over the country
(since every Dutch town has at least one). Consg@lig, many second generation Chinese
grew up with few or no other Chinese children amhuBut, since the Netherlands is so small,
access to ethnic services at nearby bigger citees wever far (Linder et al. 2011). The Chinese
second-generation grew up between two worlds aalinte like a ‘banana’; ‘yellow from the
outside, white from the inside’ (Witte 2009).

Marriages between native Dutch and second-genardfibinese are still relatively

uncommon, in part because the second-generatiatilisso young. The disparity between
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second-generation women and men is striking. Coeap#w second-generation Chinese men,
second-generation Chinese women are more likelpsdh@ native Dutch partner and these
trends have been increasing since 1999 and 2008dLiet al. 2011). Of the second-generation,
31 % of the women and 13% of the men married av@dtorn Dutch (De Beer and Harmsen

2003).

2.3 Comparing the second-generation Chinese in thénited States and the Netherlands

Here | compare the general populations of secomérgéion Chinese in the United States (larger
Los Angeles Metropolitan area only) and the Netreds. For the United States, data are a
subset of the Immigration and Intergenerational Nigbin Metropolitan Los Angeles
(IMMLA) data. These data were collected in fiveuoties around LA: Los Angeles, Orange,
Ventura, Riverside and San Bernardino. In the N#&hds data come from the Survey
Integration New Groups (SING) that was collected thg Netherlands’ Institute for Social

Research (SCPY.

2.3.1 Demographics

Of both datasets | only selected 1.5 (migratedgat 82 or younger) and second-generation
Chinese (roots in China, Hong Kong, Taiwan or Va@i). | include the 1.5 generation to
increase the sample size (but for the purpose roplsity, | refer to sample as second-
generation). In both countries, 47 percent of thgpondents are female. Average ages of the
populations are very similar too. In the Unitedt&athis is 27.8 and in the Netherlands 28.2.
Since the second-generation Chinese is still smgauis not surprising that the majority is not

(yet) married. Table 2 1 shows these basic demobgraletails.
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Table 2.1: Second and 1.5 generation Chinese

United States Netherlands
Percent female 47 47
Average age 27.8 28.2
Standard deviation age 5.9 12.5
Marital status
Never married 67.8 74.1
Married 25.7 24.6
Divorced/widow 3.3 1.3
N 518 232

Source: IIMMLA (USA) and SING (the Netherlands)

In both countries | am interested in those whoaaleave been married and whose spouse
is either Chinese or Caucasian. Selecting thegmrglents leaves a small sub- sample with 130
respondents in the United States and 47 respondetit® Netherlands. In both countries, the
majority of this subset has a Chinese spouse, enuls. 80% has a Chinese spouse, in the
Netherlands this is 62 %, consequently, the peagmst with a Whites spouse are 20 and 38

respectively.

2.3.2 Socioeconomic

As figure 2.5 shows, the majority of the secondegation Chinese has at least some college
education. In the United States (inner circle) peecentage that already completed their college
education was higher (61%) than those who had done the Netherlands (46 percent), but that
could catch up in case the second-generation Ghimeshe Netherlands are still enrolled in
college. The percentage of people with a high scdgdoma or below is very low in both

countries.
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Figure 2.5: Level of education second-generation @tese;
the United States (inner circle) and the Netherlansl (outer circle)

B High school or less

Associate degree’some
college

® College degree or more

Source: IIMMLA (USA) and SING (Netherlands)

2.3.3 Ties to the country of origin

Transnational ties include the social, economia palitical ties that can connect the second-
generation to their parents’ country of origin. léhsome view maintaining transnational ties as
impairing integration (Snel, Engbersen, and Leef@86), others deem it an essential element in
identity formation (Levitt and Waters 2006). Traaganal involvement can take many shapes
and forms. Common measures include visits, politmaolvement, sending of remittances, and

frequent contact.

Both the IIMMLA and SING data include only a feweasgtions about transnational ties;
most of these questions do not overlap which makesparison problematic. For instance, the
IIMMLA included questions on the engagement in ploétics of the (parents’) country of origin,
SING did not. IMMLA Respondents were asked how mtleey agreed with being interested in

the politics of the home country and more than [&Bf7%) agreed that they (either strongly or
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somewhat) interested in these politics. Howeveg, ftllow up question on actual participation
showed that this interest is not an indicator @blmement, because only 3.9% of the population
second-generation Chinese indicates to participatehe home-country’s politics. In the
Netherlands, the SING did not include questiongoilitical involvement in the home country,
but respondents were asked if they are still sgnd@émittances to the country of origin, which
virtually nobody did (4.2%).
A question that was asked in both countries wasitabgits to the country of origin. In

the United States 11.2 percent said they had esen lon a visit to their parents’ country of
origin. In the Netherlands this was nearly the sarere, 13.2 percent said they had visited their

parents’ country of origin during the year priorthe interview (2008).

2.3.4 Ties to the receiving country
Perhaps more relevant to the second-generationthare ties to the receiving country. One
important indicator of attachment to the host sgcis the involvement in national politics
(Gerstle and Mollenkopf 2001, Ramakrishnan and &sipede 2001). Nearly all of the second-
generation Chinese (87.5%) in the United Statdgeeistrongly or somewhat agrees to have a
good understanding of current politics. In the Netdnds this specific question was not asked,
but the majority (91.5%) of second-generation Céenmdicates to follow politics in the media
and two thirds (68.1%) say they would vote if therxuld be elections now.

A negative measure of connection to the host spdetthat of experience with
discrimination. In the United States second-geraraiChinese were asked if they had
experienced prejudice because of their race/etgnicthe past year; 29.1% said they had. In the

Netherlands respondents were asked how often thak tdiscrimination occurs in the
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Netherlands and how often they experienced it tledres. (I recoded both these variables to a
dichotomous variable: rarely/never vs. sometime®ry) often.) The majority (61.7%) of
second-generation Chinese in the Netherlands thivd¢sdiscrimination occurs but, just as in the

United States, only a third (34%) experiencedettielves.

Comparing the second-generation Chinese populatibtiee United States and the Netherlands,
even on a limited number of variables, shows thattivo groups are very comparable. It should
be kept in mind that the sub-samples are very sigéll, showing their similarities strengthens

the cross-national comparative research designi®ttudy.
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Chapter 3

Quasi-experiments in cross-national immigration resarch

3.1 Introduction

Transportation developments and media technologg bhacadened our view of the world and
changed our perception of time and space. Whilgelanigration movements have occurred in
the past, the flow of migration is now more divermed constant than ever before. These
developments made countries increasingly interddg@nas it became easier for people to move
between and within continents. But, whereas previonigration mostly occurred in one
direction—from Europe to Northern America or Auila-current migration patterns reveal
movement all around the globe. As a result, thezevary few countries that are not affected by
emigration, immigration, or both (Kritz 1987).

Diversification of migration also implies that péegdrom the same country of origin
migrate to a more diverse set of destinations. €hables researchers to compare immigration-
related phenomena in different national settingsec8ically, it creates the opportunity to
compare the same immigrant population among difteceuntries, creating a situation where
the immigrant population can be treated ‘as ifvés part of an experiment, a quasi-experiment.
In this chapter, | promote the usage of quasi-erpEts in immigration research. | assert that
using cross-national quasi-experiments is espgaaitable in the field of immigration and that
doing so can shed light on national policies, calticontexts, and institutions, by improving
immigration research and the availability of data.

Furthermore, | address in this chapter the potergitdalls of quasi-experimental

research. Tackling these can increase the relialfithe design and strengthen the validity of
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its findings (Campbell and Cook 1979, Campbell &tdnley 1963, Grimshaw et al. 2000,
Shadish, Cook, and Campbell 2002). Specificalligcdus on three tactics: 1) selecting similar
research populations (immigrant groups) in bothntoes; 2) being thoughtful of the specific
research cases (i.e., the countries under studyg)3aincorporating control groups within each
country. Cross-national projects often require pxomal preparation, resources, and time

(Bloemraad 2013).

3.2 Background of the experimental designs

In laboratory experiments, researchers randomlgassdividuals to one of two groups: a test
group or a control group. The assumption is thetalise the individuals are randomly assigned,
they are comparable in all other regards (e.g. ageder, and socioeconomic status). The
individuals in the test group receive a certairatiteent or undergo some sort of intervention/
manipulation, while the individuals in the contigrioup do not (they may receive a placebo).
After the intervention, the two groups are compaagain; the newly found differences are
attributed to the treatment. True experimentalgtesfollow this logic of cause and effect: if we
give half of the people who suffer from headache#\spirin and half a placebo, we expect the
individuals in the former group to feel significgnmore relieve compared to those in the latter
group. To assert a true relation between causeetiadt, Campbell and Cook (1979) explain,
three conditions must be met: 1) changes in thesecanust result in changes in the effect
(covariation); 2) the treatment must occur befdre ¢ffect (temporal precedence); and 3) the
supposed effect can only have been caused by #surmped cause (no plausible alternative

explanations). Meeting these three conditions mmee the validity of a given study. Improving
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the validity boosts the trustworthiness of the iimg$ and their generalization to larger
populations.

In sociology, true randomized experiments are taeause sociologists conduct their
research ‘in the field’ and not in a laboratoryather standardized observation settings. As a
result, research subjects are usually exposed te than the treatment alone (which violates the
third principle of no plausible alternative expltion). For example, political unrest took place at
the same time that a new educational policy wademented, or a natural disaster occurred
right before the researcher assessed the connebg&bmeen housing and socioeconomic
mobility. Hence, findings cannot solely be attridito the treatment but may also be affected by
a range of secondary factors (Campbell and Cook91%7ampbell and Stanley 1963).
Randomized, controlled experiments in social s@enalso face practical or ethical barriers
(Grimshaw et al. 2000). For example, a researchko wants to evaluate how having
incarcerated parents might influence children’sostiperformance, cannot randomly divide a
school class in two groups and subsequently imprise parents of one group. He can, however,
compare two existing student populations: onellatparents behind bars and one that does not
(see for example: Farrington 2003). Such a compareates a research design in which the
population is approached to ‘as if’ it was an expent.

Comparing two populations ‘as if’ they are partaof experiment is a design known as a
guasi-experiment. In quasi-experiments, subjeeshosen because they are already in the ‘test’
or ‘control’ group (Campbell and Cook 1979); Theliinduals in the test group are selected
because they undergo a certain ‘treatment’ (e.gingaa parent in prison, or facing a policy
change) and the individuals in the control group @rosen because they did not experience this

‘treatment’. Quasi-experimental design can be a&pplio a range of methodologies, from
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ethnographies with a small N, to large-scale dtesisanalyses. They are relatively common
among policy researchers but not so much among ath&al scientists. In the immigration

research, for example, they are rather rare. linigsual for immigration scholars to use quasi-
experiments when studying immigrants or their aleild (see for exceptions: Bloemraad 2006,
Noam 2014). This is surprising because, as | wilua below, quasi-experiments provide an
exceptionally good fit with cross-national migratiaesearch. (See Bloemraad 2013 on
comparissons within migration research in genehalthis chapter, | provide three guidelines to
specifically increase the validity of quasi expegits in cross-national immigration research:
selecting the right study populations, carefullpasing countries for comparison, and including
control groups. First, however, | discuss the ganenportance of cross-national immigration

research.

3.3 Cross-national immigration research

Scrutinizing immigrants through a cross-nationahparative lens provides new perspectives to
old issues and deepens theoretical understandisgamdl, political, and institutional processes
that could be overlooked by studying only one courfFoner and Bertossi 2011). Quasi-
experiments enable researchers to pin down howmaticontext, institutions, culture, and the
native-born population might affect immigrants atheir offspring (or vice versa). The first
cross-national immigration studies occurred withontinents. Nearly 25 years ago, Brubaker
(1990) compared the citizenship policies and ingpians for immigrants in France and
Germany. At the other side of the Atlantic, GeoBmjas (1991) compared immigrants’ labor
market positions in Canada and the United Statgsiireg that, compared to the U.S. family-

oriented migration policies, the Canadian pointtexys created an influx of a more skilled
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migration population. While these studies yieldcfaating insights, the cross-Atlantic studies
are especially interesting because they compareirtimigrant experience in the classic
immigration countries and new migration states.

Cross-Atlantic studies are, however, a relativelgent phenomenon. Europe started to
deal with large-scale immigration only after WoNdar Two and immigration to the United
States diversified as a result of the passing efi965 Hart-Celler Act. Technological changes
enabled migrants to move more easily as well agdodistances and more temporarily; leaving
“very few countries that neither send nor recememnational migrants” (Kritz 1987, 30). All
this new movement and diversification of both sagdand receiving countries enabled scholars
to study the interaction between immigrants and domtext of destination by making
international comparisons. Similar dynamics acrossans assists immigration scholars to
evaluate policies, populations, and immigrantsiffedent national settings.

There is not a clear standard for conducting crnaggnal comparative immigration
research. Several approaches circulate, and rleaaansensus has been reached so far on how
to obtain the most valid results. Some scholargptdo in-depth, small-scale methodology, and
see cross-national research as a “systematic analya relatively small number of cases [where
the] goal is to examine how structures, culturesc@sses, norms, or institutions affect outcomes
through the combinations and intersections of damsghanisms” (Bloemraad 2013, 2). Others,
such as Bean and his colleagues (2012), use a rpacspective and compare large scale data
sets from multiple countries. Regardless of schemeross-national comparative research each
country is treated as an entity in and by itseliclt country has a unique set of distinctive
policies, cultures, and institutions. Hence, eagtintry can be treated as a separate case. Each

case is a type of conformation that agglomeratesctsires and events (Ragin 1997, 28).
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Researchers can focus on the country as a whala specific cases within that country (i.e. its

institutions, policies, or events).

3.4 Cross-national research and quasi-experimentalesigns

In traditional experiments, treatments are randoasigigned to test and control groups in order
to evaluate the effectiveness of a specific treatm&he experiment must conform to three
important conditions to assert that it is indeedl tieatment that has caused the effect in the test
group: First, changes in the cause must resulthamges in the effect, as observed in the test-
group. Second, there must be a temporal order leatwee treatment and the effect. And, third,
alternative variables that could cause the sanmeeteiifi the test group must be ruled out (Cook
and Cambell 1979). In social sciences, quasi-erparis are more common and, as | argue, they
are especially suitable to cross-national comparatesearch. But, contrary to traditional- or
guasi-experimental studies, where the populatitest @nd control group) vary and the settings
(laboratory) are constant, in cross-national geageriments, the research populations (the
immigrant groups) are held constant while the nedeaettings (the countries) vary. Put
differently, in cross-national quasi-experiments ttieatment’ or ‘interference’ is not randomly
assigned to certain populations, but the populasoselected to test the specific treatment. For
example, Euwals and colleagues (2007) compareathie Imarket position of Turks who moved
to the either the Netherlands or Germany; Bloemré2@06) examined Viethamese and
Portuguese immigrants in the United States and dzatmassess citizenship policies; and Noam
(2014) compared second-generation Chinese paretie iUnited States and the Netherlands to
examine the influence of welfare state structurasparents’ educational expectations. The

reasoning behind these studies is the same: byrigedpe populations under study constant, the
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effect of the national setting can be measureds€national quasi-experimental design also
meets the three other conditions that should betmstpport the relation between cause and
effect: 1) covariation, 2) temporal precedence, 3nado plausible alternative explanations.

One of the key issues in immigration research igriderstand how immigrants and their
offspring fare in the receiving country and howustiing to the receiving context affects their
values, human capital, health, or economic wellipeln other words, how do changes in the
cause (moving to a new country) result in the effeay. having higher earnings, speaking the
language)? The assumption is that there is a ebioael between time spent in the host country,
and assimilative outcomes, which implies covariat{oondition #1). Some studies, however,
show that immigrants and their offspring can afsftuence the receiving context, such as certain
policies (Koopmans et al. 2005) or its economy¢gferg and Hunt 1995). Since correlation
does not imply causation, it is important to payemtion to the sequence in which the
phenomena occur. Knowing which variable came firstps supporting the relation between the
variables and detecting the cause and effect otrb@ment. The focus of the specific study
determines the independent and dependent variablegjuasi-experimental cross-national
research of immigration, temporal precedence (¢mmdi#2) can usually be relatively easy to
detect because the receiving country had been Hedoge the immigrant arrived, or the policy
was altered after immigration occurred on a largges While temporal precedence is relatively
easy to detect, it is more difficult to tackle thmssibility of alternative explanations
(condition#3) Excluding other potential causes for an obtainealtas particularly difficult in
guasi-experiments because the research populatisnhject to many more elements than just
the treatment variable (i.e. the receiving countiyjese influences can occur before, during, and

after immigration took place. | argue, howeveasttim cross-national immigration research, the
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number of alternative explanations can be contlolte. This can significantly strengthen the
reliability and validity of the cross-national fimgis, with both being especially important in
quasi-experimental research designs (Ramos-Alvatezal. 2008). Below, | provide three
guidelines to help limit the number of alternatiexplanations and thus strengthen the
connection between cause and effect: 1) comparimgas immigrant groups, 2) selecting

comparison countries with caution, and 3) considgsensible control groups.

3.4.1. Similarity between immigrant groups

Quasi-experiments, in which immigrants in differeateiving contexts are compared, are based
on the basic postulation that the immigrant popoiest can be held constant as the countries in
the comparison vary. This notion is important beeatmost case-oriented studies start with the
seemingly simple idea that social phenomena in Igadtings (such as organizations,
neighborhoods, cities, countries, regions, cultuaesl so on) may parallel each other sufficiently
to permit comparing and contrasting them” (Ragif7,28).The assumption is that by selecting
immigrants from the same home country, a numbefacfors can be controlled for because
immigrants from the same country of origin have lsadilar experiences in their country of
origin.

Caution must be taken, however, to ensure thaptipeilations under study are indeed
analogous. Most countries have more than one egraigp and multiple religions, languages, or
customs. Muslim Uyghur Chinese, for example, mayeha very different immigration
experience from non-religious Han Chinese. Sinyilatthe incorporation process is likely to be
influenced by immigrants’ socioeconomic status. &mmple, the post-war Turkish immigrants

in the United States have a higher education thair peers who came to the Netherlands or
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Germany around this time (see Akgun 2000, and Euetsal. 2007, respectively). Ethnicity as
well as socioeconomic standing should be kept emtsHaving similar research populations
across countries reduces the chance that findegdtrfrom causes other than the variable under
investigation. The more variables that can be ctlett, the fewer alternative explanations there
are to have yielded the outcomes.

Several cross-national studies intentionally corapgnoups from different countries of
origin. They do so because they do not focus orintimigrants’ ethnicity or country of origin,
but on other characteristics, such their legalustatWelch and Schuster (2005), for example,
compare the practice of detaining asylum seekerhenUnited States and several European
countries. They imply that in their study, the ingnaints’ specific country of origin is not as
relevant because they focus on incarceration rasea whole. Another reason why specific
country of origin is sometimes controlled for ischase the research focuses on the native-born
and their approach towards immigrants (see for @@nSemyonov, Raijman, and Gorodzeisky
2008). Caution must be taken and country of origust be kept constant, because there could
still be other variables that influence the resufisr instance, incorporation policies in most of
Europe differ between EU citizens and non-Europg&mopmans et al. 2005), and Muslim
immigrants face more prejudice than their non-Muspeers (Strabac and Listhaug 2008).
Researchers of cross-national research shouldaskishemselves what it is that they want to

know and which immigrant populations they needdmpare to obtain the answer.

3.4.2 Selecting countries
Just as it is important to carefully select theeegsh population, it is important to be thoughtful

about the counties under comparison. The courdregart of the research population too, either
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as a whole or as a subunit of the country—churgbegjcal systems, or policies (Ragin 1997).
Bollini (1993), for example, examined not only tinemigration policies of seven countries, but
also approached each country’s health system aparate entity. Selecting the right cases
increases the validity because it strengthensripgngent that the findings are due to the country
(or national institution) effect.

National cases are usually approached as ideas.tyffee countries or specific national
institutes resemble a set of values, policies epliagies. In his groundbreaking cross-national
study, Brubaker (1990) compared the access toengizip of immigrants in France and
Germany. He used the countries and their immignapiolicies as ideal types for nation-state
membership and examined how access to citizensfiyenced the assimilation of immigrants.
Comparing countries as a whole might be problentaiause within each country there can be
various subsets of policies, beliefs, and geogcgplarrangements. This is not only the case in
larger countries such as the United States or Ruisst also in smaller nations such as Nepal and
Portugal. Comparing the integration experience®afish immigrants in Moscow to those in
rural Portugal might therefore be of little sense.

Choosing the right countries can be daunting andynfiactors can impact the selection
process, both practical and personal. The typebefacles may depend on the type of research
conducted (i.e. quantitative or qualitative) and tbe scholar’s resources. Countries tend to
collect most immigration data on their largest @hgroups; which makes it difficult to obtain
large representative samples in countries with lemabpulations of these immigrant groups.
For instance, there is plenty data on Mexicanshim United States but nearly nothing on
Mexicans in Great Britain. Moreover, data may netdvailable in a language the researcher

masters or the researcher may not be familiar auttural nuances of the country under study.
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Other limitations can stem from restricted accesspiecific national institutions, databases, and
archives, or personal preferences regarding tindetravel abroad. Some of these barriers can be
overcome, however. In quantitative research, ingairs may be able to translate key terms and
concepts or collaborate with colleagues from thenty under study. Understanding the
language and culture of the countries under stuglymportant because even seemingly
standardized concepts, such as level of educatmay, have different meanings in different
national settings (Holdaway, Crul, and Roberts 2008derstanding the language and culture of
the country under study is perhaps even more irapbrinh qualitative research because the
country is a micro cosmos of which the researchaniintegrated part (Geertz 2000). Becoming
familiar with the countries under observation chawever, require large amounts of money,
time, and other resources (e.g. social networksghware hard to obtain in a limited time frame
(Bloemraad 2013). Consequently, most scholars tsel@aentries with which they have prior
experience—professionally or personally. Conductiegearch in familiar countries can have
both advantages and disadvantages, which are sitaillhose of the ‘insider/outsider debate’

(for this debate see: Emerson 2001, Geertz 2000).

3.4.4 Control groups

Although not commonly used in cross-national stsid@ontrol groups can greatly add to the
validity of the findings. Adding a control grouprcdelp disentangling whether the receiving
country has a unique effect on the specific immmggroup under study, or whether the country
has similar influence on other (immigrant) popuati as well. As illustrated in figure 1, the
focus is the interaction between the receiving tguiX vs. Y) and a specific immigrant

population (A). The treatment (country X) shouldpewt the test group (immigrant population
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A), but not the control group (immigrant populatiBh The treatment should have no effect in

the placebo country (country Y).

Figure 3.1: Control groups in cross-national quasexperiments

Country X

freatment

Country Y
placebo

Immigrant (Immigrant) Immigrant (Immigrant)
population A population B population A population B
fest-group control-group test-group control-group

For example, to examine how the proportions of white population impact the incorporation
of black immigrants, we can compare the assimiaggperiences of Ethiopian immigrants in
the United States and Norway. According to the @ét book (2014) the non-white populations
in these countries is respectively 20 and 2 perdeneach country we would add a neutral
control group, for example French immigrants. & tssimilation experiences of the Ethiopian
immigrants (test-group) in the U.S. (treatment) &nench (placebo) differ while those of the
French immigrants (control-group) do not, we cowsdcribe the difference to the racial
compositions in the respective countries.

To select suitable control groups, the researchet choose populations based on one of
two criteria: the control group in country A shouldd the same as the control group in country B
(e.g. French immigrants) or the control group stiddve the same relation to the test group in

both countries (e.g. the native-born populatiome Tirst criterion implies that the control groups
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are immigrants from the origin in each of the cowest under comparison. For instance,
Bloemraad (2006) compared Vietnamese refugeesititiited States and Canada and included
a control group of Portuguese immigrants in eadmty. Following the second criteria, the
control groups are selected based on their relatidhe test group. The researcher compares the
outcomes in the test group (e.g. Ethiopian immitgamnvith another fixed population (e.g.
French immigrants). It is important that the cohgymups in the different countries are similar to
each other. For example, Van Tubergen and KalnZ{)0%) examine the interaction between
immigrants’ language proficiency and the countrywhich they settle. They compare several
ethnic groups across a number of countries. Thigldocomparative design, the authors argue,
“vields a representative view of destination effecfor it examines differences across

destinations for multiple groups” (Van Tubergen &adimijn 2005, 1414).

3.5 Conclusion

In this chapter, | provided an account on how asgaaperimental design can benefit
researchers who undertake cross-national resedrelhgued that quasi-experiments are an
especially suitable method to study immigrantsirtbspring, and the interaction between them
and the country in which they settle. Studying éhpeenomena in a cross-national perspective
has become increasingly important. Due to technoébgand communication developments,
countries are progressively interdependent, andantbvement of goods, information, and people
has become easier than ever before. Immigrantscalenger tied to the migration chain laid out
by their predecessors or by the political relatitvesween their home country and potential
nations of destination. There are endless oppditgninew directions, and more diverse sending

and receiving scenarios.
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All these new opportunities for mobility call fouisable methodologies. In this chaper, |
advanced the use of quasi-experiments in the fuélatross-national immigration research.
Immigration scholars conduct cross-national reseegalize that nations are unique ‘cases’ that
can be studied to assess how immigrants fare (RE@ST). Examining immigrants in a cross-
national context creates a research design thamtdss that of an experiment in which country
effect can be isolated. Growing transnational masets between people and places implies that
immigrants from the same country of origin now Iseth different countries of destination.
Comparing their different assimilation outcomes shad light on possible impact of the country
as a whole or sub-cases thereof (e.g. citizenshbligs or approaches of the native-born).
However, the fact that research subjects are mokoraly assigned to test and control groups (i.e.
in which country of destination they live) couldehten the validity of the research | provided
three guidelines to improve the validity by elinting potential interference of irrelevant
variables: being thoughtful of the immigrant popigia under study, choosing the countries in
the comparison carefully, and including control i gyre. Making well-informed and strategic
decisions in these three domains increases thabildly of the research and the validity of the
findings. Providing these practical guidelines withpefully motivate immigration scholars to

consider quasi-experimental designs in the growald of cross-national immigration research.
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Chapter 4°
How national context influences the childrearing pactices of second-

generation Chinese ‘Tiger' parents

4.1 Introduction

During the last few decades, the size the secondrgion population has been growing in both
the United States and Europe. The majority of tlebdleren of immigrants were socialized with
the rich ethnic culture of their parents’ country arigin. In this chapter, the focus lies on
second-generation Chinese and on a selection wfrible ethnic culture: their values regarding
their children’s academic achievement and howdahiscreate a success frame for their children.
| isolate this specific component from their larget of culture. While other cultural elements
are not any more or any less important to take amtmount as second-generation Chinese raise
their children, they are not directly related te guccess frame.

When the second-generation Chinese grew up, théiire was prominently present in
their lives; most spoke their parents’ language,Ghiinese food, and were raised with numerous
cultural norms and values (Geense and Pels 199 €001, 1996). For many first-generation
Chinese parents one important Chinese value to grags their children was the emphasis on
academic and materialistic success; they wanted thédren to obtain high education and
succeed academically. They created specific stdadfor this success and expected their
children to fall into this mould of the successnig To instil the notion of the success frame,

first-generation parents instilled specific Chinps@ciples of filial piety, collectivism, and zeal

" This chapter was adapted from the publication:mioéris R. 2014. How national context influences th
childrearing practices of second-generation Chifieiger’ parents. New Diversities (16) 1: 41-5%rh the sole
author and copyright holder of this article. Pesiua to use this article in this dissertation hasrbgranted.
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and to support the success frame they investedhair teducation and moved to ethnic

communities (Chao 1996, Hao and Bonstead-Bruns,18898u 2009b, Geense and Pels 1998).
Their efforts paid off and, on average, second-gdim Chinese are more successful than their
peers: they are less likely to drop out of highaathhave higher GPAs, and are more likely to
attend top universities (Lee 2012, Vogels 2011,ieQ004).

But, the literature shows that second-generatiog nwalonger agree with the success
frame in which they compare the level of their osutcess to the success of their Chinese peers
(Lee and Zhou 2014). They may no longer subscribspiecific childrearing strategies with
which their parents instilled these standards afcess upon them (Hao and Bonstead-Bruns
1998, Lee and Zhou 2013). On the other hand, in20&d memoir, Amy Chua claimed that
compared to American parents, firahd second-generation Chinese parents have higher
academic expectations of their children and enféheesuccess frame with particular Chinese
childrearing strategies. These diverting strategfethe second-generation raises the question of
what the second-generation will do when raisingrtben children: Will they continue to have
high academic expectations of their children, réigan with the success frame they were raised
with, and continue to focus their ethnic culturepdiasizing academic outcomes? Or will they, as
Lee and Zhou (2014) predict, depart from the sutr@sne by choosing alternative pathways?

One missing element in this discussion is the erfee of the society at large. Lee and
Zhou (2014) emphasize the importance of contexghiaping the success frame, stressing how
living among co-ethnics reinforces the high acadestandards that first-generation Chinese
parents set for their children. They fail to acktexge the larger context, however, and how this

can influence the formation of the success framgénlong run. It is important to scientifically

75



analyse to what extent the success frame remapariant to second-generation Chinese parents
within different contexts because it may impactemsp of the assimilation and socioeconomic
outcomes of their children, the third-generation, different ways. This study places the
childrearing of second-generation Chinese in asenagional perspective to reveal that the
success frame is not only influenced by time, & &y space. Specifically, national context—
focusing on school systems, approaches towardsagdoc and social security safety nets—

impacts how the notion of a success frame is peapetl over time.

4.2 Theoretical background: Childrearing of first-generation Chinese and the adaptation of
second-generation Chinese

The extent to what parents with an immigrant backgd hold onto their ethnic culture often
impacts how their children assimilate into the nswam. Parents can also use their culture to
distance their children from certain populationsrli Chinese immigrants in the Mississippi
Delta, for example, dissociated themselves from bheck population to emphasize their
similarity with the white mainstream (Loewen 1988\ recent first-generation Chinese parents
use their immigrant background to redefine theitdean’s position in the ethnoracial hierarchy
by motivating their offspring to outperform theiative-born white peers (Jiménez and Horowitz

2013).

4.2.1 To create a success frame, first-generatibmé€se parents employ three mechanisms
The childrearing of Chinese immigrants is comple ancludes a whole range of values,
beliefs, practices, and tactics. First-generatibm€se parents include three main mechanisms to

instil values regarding education and academiceaeiment and as such create a success frame
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that promotes exceptional academic outcomes of seeond-generation children. While parents
of other ethnic groups might also include one, tawoall three of these mechanisms, they are
most commonly incorporated in the childrearing sabeof Asian (especially Chinese)
immigrant parents (Chao 2000, Zhou 2009a). Moreavery are maintained and reinforced by
the second-generation themselves who compare dbattemic achievements to those of their
peers. First, Chinese immigrant-parents use spesli@ments of their ethnic culture to generate
academic success. For example, compared to theertairn, Chinese immigrant parents raise
their children in an ‘authoritarian’ (Baumrind 197fhshion; they reinforce strict rules (Chao
2000, Geense and Pels 1998);and are more likejgltcand use corporal punishment, (Kelley
and Tseng 1992). Many of these authoritarian vatwesrooted in Confucian ideology. Parent-
child hierarchy, parental disciplingyan), and respect for parents are collectivistic valtleat
are described as ‘filial piety’ (Chao 2000, Geenasel Pels 1998). Following this principle,
children should obey to their parents, includingittparents’ academic expectations, because
their (academic) performance reflects on the fanai$y a whole. In fact, parents use their
children’s achievements as a measure of their cavanpal success.

The second mechanism with which immigrant parergate and support a success frame
for there is by investing in their children’s edtios, for example by sending them to afterschool
programs, SAT prep courses, or hiring a tutor. 81998) shows that compared to other ethnic
groups, Chinese (as well as Japanese and Koreamtpalevote more financial, cultural, and
human capital, as well as within-family social neises to their children’s education (see also:
Chao 1996). They are also more aggressive in ubiege strategies to secure their successful

outcomes (Sun 1998).
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The third strategy that supports the success fran®y living in a particularly high-
ranking school district or an ethnic community, efhoften overlap. These notions of supporting
their children’s success frame and moving them syecific directions of accomplishment is
similar to Lareau’s (2003) notion of concerted imaltion; parents take an active role in
exposing their children to stimulating environmeatisd stir them into specific directions.
Moving to highly-rated school districts improvesthjuality of children’s education and thus
their academic potential. Moreover, by living irog proximity to co-ethnics who share their
cultural values and in an area with venues to ptertizeir children’s achievement will support
the notions of success even further. At these Bpeatiter-school activities, SAT preparation
programs, and homework support groups, the secendrgtion is surrounded by peers that have
high academic achievement, which then become tha Qioee 2012, Zhou 2009a, Louie 2004).
Immigrant parents thus indirectly push their cheldtowards high academic outcomes because
their second-generation children compete with tgect peers. This then raises the standards of

success of the whole second-generation Chinesdgiimpu

4.2.2 Upward assimilation and the interaction bezswethnic culture and national context

Like other immigrant parents, first-generation (&dse are socioeconomically diverse and want
their children to do better than they did, or in émcan terms, to realize the American dream
(Goyette 2008). First-generation parents’ a dosenafiigrant optimism and a selection of their
cultural values created a success frame that pesmibieir children’s academic success and
professional development (Geense and Pels 1998y 2009b, Lee and Zhou 2014). The
second-generation, as well as their parents, @eatew frame and narrative of what it means to

be successful. The success frame, Lee and Zhd4)20gue, is supported by living in ethnic
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communities (as discussed above). But, what theg®s overlook is the potential impact that

the larger society has on reinforcing the succemsd. While the second-generation is clearly
formed by their upbringing, they are also influeth¢xy their larger surroundings, which is why

they are more assimilated than their parents dre.Way in which the second-generation adjust
to their host country is not only determined byithgarents, but also by the opportunities,

constraints, and institutions of their national teomt (Crul and Vermeulen 2003, Crul and

Schneider 2009, Kasinitz et al. 2008).

By growing up in the receiving country, the secgeateration became familiar with the
mainstream values and culture of their native-bpeers (Kasinitz et al. 2008, Crul and
Vermeulen 2003). While their adjustment to the retiegam enabled them to become successful,
it also made them critical of their own upbringingonsequently, second-generation Chinese
may no longer agree with (all) their parents’ crelaring styles (Hao and Bonstead-Bruns 1998)
or subscribe to their parents’ standards of suc@less and Zhou 2013). In other words, the
assimilation process could alter their perspeativéheir own upbringing, their perception of the
success frame, and the childrearing practiceswiitich they raise their own children.

To date, there are no studies that examine howjfaadcond-generation Chinese adults
continue to create a success frame for their admidyy setting high educational expectations.
The dynamics described above suggest an interabetween the context in which second-
generation Chinese live and this specific subsethefr childrearing practices. In different
countries, second-generation Chinese are raisédsmitilar approaches, because these are based
on their parents’ traditional beliefs. However, whhbey raise their own children, they may have

shaped different attitudes based on their upbropguithin the specific context of the nation
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state. The way they adjust their approach towdrdssticcess frame and academic expectations
they have of their third-generation children iglikto be specific to this national context.

While Chinese culture is distinct, many of the ceaéues that shape its success frame are
actually very similar to American ideals. For exdepoth American and Chinese cultures place
high value on (academic) achievement and occuptisunccess. The Chinese emphasis on
education and achievement has Confucian rootsuZ@®9b) but match the U.S. setting, the
American Creed, and its deeply rooted notions efAmerican Dream (Lipset 1996, Hochshild
1995). Taking these values into consideration, Acaerand Chinese values are actually more
similar than they appear at first blush. Moreowa@nce these aspects of the Chinese ethnic
culture are beneficial in the liberal U.S. welfatate, educational achievement and materialistic
success are applauded (Esping-Andersen 1996). nfRkseces between the Chinese and the
U.S. core values make contexts for child-rearingyv@&milar, which makes it easier for the
second-generation Chinese parents to maintainrestdi them. This is especially the case when
compared to the Netherlands, a nation with a distiack of emphasis on material success,
especially compared to its prominence in the Anagriand Chinese cultures.

In the Netherlands, the need for higher educatimharcupational prestige is reduced by
a school system that promotes mediocrity and hagxdensive social security safety net.
Although academic achievement does increase sarioeuc wellbeing also here, it is less
crucial to a sustainable lifestyle. Hence, the elet® of the success frame that promotes
academic excellence, high income, and occupatiomesitige are less suitable to the mainstream
compared to the American mainstream. They have Atided value in a society that places less
emphasis on material possessions and status. &sesdrch has demonstrated that when the

cultures of origin and receiving context differ gtlg, cultural dissonance between parents and

80



children can occur (Zhou 2009b, Geense and Pel8,1880u 2009a) and may lead to the
second-generation opposing their parents’ focusperiormance and success (Zhou 2009b).
Given that the second-generation Chinese may alneaakit the ideals behind the success frame
(Lee and Zhou 2014) makes it likely to believe tliey so especially in the context of the
Netherlands.

The divergent processes in the United States amdN#therlands suggest that national
context interacts with the way that second-genenafihinese conceptualize of the success frame
with which they grew up and the way they intergatienal transmit those values that promote
its outcomes; parents either accept or opposegbects of their culture that boosts the success
frame. Although seemingly counterintuitive, theg@maimics lead second-generation Chinese in
both the U.S. and the Netherlands to choose chiloirg practices that promote the assimilation

of their third-generation children.

4.3 Data & methods

4.3.1 Data origins

Data are based on semi-structured, in-depth irgetviwith second-generation Chinese mothers
and fathers in the United States and the NetheslaBelcause this study includes both spouses as
respondents, the total of interviewees in the Nédhds is 21 (11 couples, one partner was not
present at the interview) and 41 in the United &tgR1 couples, one partner who was first-
generation was excluded). Interviews with both sesuresults in an equal gender distribution
(all couples were heterosexual). Interviewing bp#ntners at the same time provides dynamic

narratives regarding parenting practices, expeegnand aspirations.
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In the U.S., | focused on the greater LA regionljf@ania’s largest metropolitan area and
in the Netherlands on the ‘Randstad’, the nation&n urban region. Interviews lasted around
two hours. During the interviews, | took an induetapproach by addressing a same set of topics
(through questions, comments, and probes) in batbntdes. The topics included the
respondents’ own childhood (e.g. birthplace, stinparents’ approach towards education), the
way they raise their children (e.g. leisure time tivaites, division of labour,
disciplining/rewarding methods), and their eduaadioexpectations (e.g. academic prospects,
extracurricular activities, choice of school). Dhgithe conversations (which took place in either
English or Dutch) the ‘Tiger Mother Debate’ camefrgguently. Because the debate was such a
‘Hot Topic’ during the time of the interviews, thissually happened naturally. All interviews

were digitally recorded, transcribed verbatim, andlysed with AtlasTi.

4.3.2 Settings and the cross-national comparisoa gsasi-experiment

Cross-national research can be approached as a&eypasiment (Bloemraad 2006, Noam
2013). Keeping factors constant between nationatests and research populations creates a
pseudo-experimental design. This design allows mmanalyse the effect of the ‘treatment’
(national context) on the variable of interest l@f@aring practices) within my research
population (second-generation Chinese).

This study focuses on two differences between thged States and the Netherlands:
their school systems and their (interrelated) dosadety net. In the U.S., which is typically
described as a ‘liberal welfare state’, societgtratified, almost bifurcated, and education offers
a potential ticket to upward mobility (Esping-Anden 1996). Consequently, students aim to

outperform their peers, making the U.S. academstesy competitive. Moreover, there is a
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strong belief in personal responsibility and sobiahefits are only allotted to those in absolute
need. Compared to the Netherlands, the U.S. hagharhpercentage of the population living in
poverty, but the public spending on social welfasza share of GDP is lower (Dewan and
Ettlinger 2009). The Netherlands, where socialefiesiare more abundant, is a typical social-
democratic country (Esping-Andersen 1996). The DBugovernment provides more social
security through income subsidies or other assistaBut, more importantly in light of this
study, it also has different education systemsagppitoach towards educational performance (see
Holdaway, Crul, and Roberts 2009 for an overvieW)e Dutch education system is tracked
from seventh grade. Based on a national test aaché®’'s recommendations, students are
channelled into educational trajectories. Most [sufake the test without preparation because
parents and educators consider the scores to esprigeir innate abilities and potential (Van
Tubergen and Van de Werfhorst 2007). Children’skisadetermine their subsequent level of
high school. A tracked education system reducespetition (Van Tubergen and Van de

Werfhorst 2007).

4.4 Findings: Diverting expectations and differentnotivations

The divergence in the extent to what second-gepear&hinese in the United States and the
Netherlands focus on the success frame when raisaaugchildren reflects how parents and their
children adjust to their national context. Beforddmessing differences in regard to the
educational expectations they have of their chiidred the specific mechanisms they transmit to
create a success frame for their children, it see8al to stress the similarities between the
second-generation Chinese parents in the U.S.lendllétherlands. Keeping variables constant

strengthens the validity in pseudo-experiments €Blaad 2006, Noam 2013) and suggests that
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differences between the two countries are not ehbhgendividual factors, but related to national

context.

4.4.1 Similar socioeconomic standing and background

Table 4.1 compares the samples of this study. th bountries, respondents are in their thirties
and have young children. (This is in part becausmly selected respondents with pre-teen
children and in part because the population segamgration Chinese is still young (Linder et
al. 2011, Kasinitz et al. 2008)). In both countriparents identify with being Chinese; nearly all
respondents identify as either only Chinese or asercan- or Dutch-Chinese. Parents’

ethnoracial identity can impact the way they samgatheir children in ethnoracial terms (Hughes

et al. 2006).

Table 4.1: Characteristics of the sample, by counyr

United States Netherlands
Characteristic Mean St. dev. Mean St. dev.
Demographics
Age 39.4 4.79 35.9 3.86
Number of children 1.7 0.71 1.7 0.63
Age of first child 6.2 291 4.6 3.17
Ethnic self-identificatior{%)
Chinese 47.5 47.5
American/Dutch Chinese 45 47.6
American/Dutch 7.5 4.8
Socioeconomic
Weekly hours work 38.4 13.13 43.7 13.92
Years of education 18.5 2.50 17.2 1.84
Stay at home parents (%) 20 4.50
Number of respondents 42 21
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The socioeconomic status (SES) of the second-gemer@hinese is similar too. Parents have
high levels of education and highly skilled jobsjigh reflects the overall populations (Vogels
2011, Louie 2004). SES is related to social anducall capital and can influence parents’
childrearing approach; parents of higher SES hauelly higher educational expectations of
their children and may ascribe to different cultufeareau 2003).

One difference between the parents in each coistheir labour-force participation: the
average number of working hours each week is higaegnts in the Netherlands than for parents
in the U.S., as is the number of respondents withllgime job (not stay-at-home-parents or
students). This is remarkable because the oppsiiee case for overall populations in both
countries (OECD 2012). Another difference is thet@ein which the second-generation Chinese
are employed. In the Dutch sample, respondents were likely to own a (family) business,
while respondents in the U.S. were more employekdighly skilled occupations (e.g. architect
or physician).

Perhaps second-generation Chinese on both sidesheof Atlantic express such
resemblance because they were raised similarly.b®tie grew up within the success frame and
their accounts on their upbringing include strigtes, limited socialization with native-born
peers, and a strong emphasis on education. The2nisa approaches towards their education
reflect the childrearing theories on which thisdstudraws (e.g. Chao 2000, Geense and Pels
1998, Zhou 2009b, Lee and Zhou 2014). Respondexgsatedly mention that their first-
generation parents had expected them to excelinBtance, parents, such as those of U.S.-born
Maria (all names are pseudonyms) were “making watewe got straight A’s.” First-generation
parents also expected their children to obtaireastla college degree, and, as Fen explains “the

decision that | was going to college was made gahb”.
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Second-generation Chinese perceive their paremesspre for high achievements as
essential to their Chinese culture. Bao, a mothahé Netherlands, explains that she and her
siblings “had to get the highest degree possiliid,ray parents emphasized this strongly!” She
stresses that this was ‘normal’, this was theirnpaf reference. High achievements were
common among her Chinese peers: “the Chinese ofjiengration, at least the ones we know,
were all pushed pretty hard”. The question is, hiovsecond-generation in both countries
conceptualize these experiences and how do thkyeide the way they create a success frame
for their children? As discussed below, analysish# interviews reveals differences in two
domains: the creation of a success frame by settertpin expectations of their children’s

educational path, and the reasons parents givecalteaintain this frame of success.

4.4.2 The educational path: parents’ expectatiohchildren’s freedom of choice

When second-generation Chinese grew up, their fmestcentuated the importance of education
and academic achievement. Most respondents wehe abp of their class, attended university,
and even obtained graduate degrees. Their edugaitaoed them in the upper-middle class of
society, providing plenty of opportunities. Despiteir similarities, second-generation Chinese
parents in the U.S. and the Netherlands now différow they view the success frame and their
intergenerational transmission of these elementsheif culture that shaped it. In the U.S,,
parents expect their children to obtain a gradustgree, and parents in the Netherlands are
satisfied if their children complete the highestdehigh school (VWO). In the former, second-
generation Chinese accept their ‘Chinese’ emphasi®ducation and employ some of their
parents’ specific childrearing mechanisms that $oon their children’s academic outcomes to

create a success frame for their children. In @teed, parents oppose the emphasis on academic
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achievement and stress that their children cansghtteir own educational path, as long as they

finish high school. Parents thus bend the frameghaounds their notions of success.

U.S. second-generation Chinese: “She needs to ableast a graduate degree”
Second-generation Chinese parents in the UnitegsS#lill see ambition and achievement as
imperative and ascribe their disposition for harorky zeal, and determination to their ethnic
culture. They experienced how beneficial thesastraie in their competitive society and how it
provided access to the upper-middle class. Bectiigsewant the same for their own children,
they continue to pass on these values. Most segendration Chinese parents in the U.S. expect
graduate degrees from their children. While paresftsnost ethnic groups hope that their
children will finish university (Goyette 2008), seal-generation Chinese aim higher: “I think
we would probably expect them to get graduate @sgrgou know, go on to a graduate school of
some sort” Lydia says of her daughter (8) and s®)n This expectation is similar to the
expectations their parents had of them. Parentsotiavant their children to do worse than they
did. Mark explains that because he has a gradeapese he tells his daughter to obtain the same:
“at minimum, or else. | mean, | kind of make funipfbut | said, ‘if you don't achieve it, then
you fail as a person’.”

Parents take their educational demands for graamddio not take their children’s wishes
into account. They set a minimum level of educafiontheir children from the moment (or
before) they are born and focus on these goalerdtian looking at their children’s capacities.
For example, when | ask Karen if she has any eduatdesires for her toddler and six month-
old, she passionately answers: “college, definitatyaving expectations for children at such an

early age emphasises that their children may ne¢ mauch input, stressing the importance of

87



filial piety. Ruby explains that her two childrekrfow that college is expected. It is not going to
be a ‘should | go to college?’ kind of thing”. Wailt may be that the children of the second-
generation Chinese in the United States will regginst their parents demands at an older age
(Lee and Zhou 2013), parents make it seem thatwiilepot allow their children to choose their
own educational path.

Parents say that their educational expectationareinreasonable because they deem
their children smarter than the average, at ldestaverage American. Hence, they believe that
their children do not need to be pushed that mwettalise, as Fen puts it: “a lot of that stuff
comes very naturally.” This taken-for-grantednessai common aspect of culture (Small,
Harding, and Lamont 2010) and is created becausedbond-generation Chinese parents are
still situated within their framework of succeshely are embedded in their ethnic community
that has similar expectations of their childrenisTénables the second-generation to accept these
elements of their parents’ culture that focus oncation, because they are not faced with valid
alternatives. More importantly, parents in the ©diStates are also able to take these for granted
because they do not clash with the (educationdl)egaof their surroundings. The American
principle that one can create a better life throeglucation and hard work is deeply rooted
(Lipset 1996, Hochshild 1995). These mainstreanuaslreinforce parents’ dispositions. That
said, parents ascribe their notions of what it ,seanbe successful to their own ethnic culture.
They consider their notions of success to be higher those of the average American. They see
it as typically Chinese or Asian to stress academmwbievements, which accentuate the

acceptance of the success frame and how it is eteel:

Education. Education, of course. Gosh, educationyisu know, for Asians...Asians just have a

thing where we like to criticise and harshly cige Like, if you get like an A-minus you must be
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stupid, or retarded. You must have done somethisigspectful to your teacher, that's why you

got an A-minus.

Another indicator that the second-generation Clanmeshe U.S. accept the success frame is their
efforts to promote their children’s academic outesnthrough mechanisms similar to those of
their parents, such as investing in their childseatlucation and living in specific geographic
areas. Traditionally, Chinese parents support tbkildren’s education as part of a ‘social
contract’; Parents invest in their children’s sdivap and the children provide for their parents
once they become old and frail (Zhou 2009a). Burilevsecond-generation Chinese no longer
expect their children’s assistance in the futuneytdo continue to invest in their academic path;
they either become a stay-at-home-parent, or ams dx@lains “put in the money, or the
environment, or whatever we need to help [our deryjlalong [in her education]”.

Parents also increase the academic outcomes af ¢hédren by choosing specific
schools. Some send their offspring to private sthauch as Sandra. Sandra explains that she
chose a private school to increase the chancéénathildren will continue to college: “l assume
they'll go to college. | am not paying for privasehool for them not to go to college”. Other
parents move to neighbourhoods within particuldmiyh-rated school district&ometimes, as

Betty explains, even before their children are born

When we were looking at this home that was defipitsme of the first things we checked out,
even though we didn't have kids at the time. Weéeédoat the school system, the school district

here, and the school that we would be sending iolsrtk.
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Second-generation Chinese parents in the Nethestdihdvant her to obtain certain basics, get

a foundation”

Similar to their U.S. peers, second-generation €enparents in the Netherlands grew up with
the success frame; their parents who had high agadepes for them and their peers were all
high achievers. Their parents typically worked lohgurs in restaurants with minimal
compensation. They did not want the same for ttl@idren and saw education as the way out.
Based on their values of filial piety, second-gatien Chinese were required to meet their
parents’ high academic expectations (Geense arsd1P8B). But, as the second-generation got
older and compared their efforts and outcomes asetof their native-born peers, they became
aware of alternatives. They realised that themaase to life than educational accomplishments,
and that fulfilment is not an outcome of academiccess per se. They realized there are other
ways to be successful, and more importantly, otbads to happiness. The second-generation
Chinese find themselves with academic competenmie high-skilled professional jobs to
please their parents, not because they chosedthdipemselves.

Second-generation Chinese explain that they davaat their children to have the same
experience and therefore take a different appredwn raising them. They disagree with their
parents’ emphasis on educational achievement amoinger stress education to the same extent.
Contrary to their parents and U.S. peers, theyatdnstruct their children to obtain (at least) a
college degree. Instead, they stress their childréfre choice in deciding whether or not to
continue their education and in determining thpecsfic direction. They expect their children to
complete the highest level high schodWO and obtain an educational foundationVAVO
diploma, parents argue, provides their childrerhvétsolid base and opportunities to choose

either a professional or academic career. Marged gaat: “for me it is important that [my son]
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will attend HAVO or VWO high school. | don’t care if he will continue tbet professional or

academic track afterwards.” Marcel's wife explathat because they both grew up with the
pressure from their parents, they do not want tehpineir children, which, she adds, is very
common among her peers: “l also see it among ooergéion who we meet at church; the
younger generation doesn’'t want to [push theirdrkit].” Yunru and her husband Ruben
illustrate this point too. When | ask them abowt itinportance of education for their daughters (4
and 8) Yunru answers that it is “very importantt Bwey are free to choose to study what they
want to studyjf they want to study.” Ruben adds that it is notualibe level of schooling but

that “the basics are the most important: languagathematics, and those types of things”.
Rather than focusing on their children’s educaticgradpoint, parents stress their children’s
choice in determining their educational path and timportance of basic education. Qing
explains: “I don’t think that the education by ifseuniversity or a Ph.D.—is the most

important. It is important that the child choosemsthing that feels good. But, you do have to
have a certain base”. Second-generation Chinesmtgaim the Netherland thus reshape the
boundaries of the success frame from having at keasllege degree to having at least a VWO
high school diploma. Since these new boundaries sagported by their peers and the
expectations they instil in their children they dikely to stick, just as the previous boundaries

of the success frame had.

4.4.3 Reasons to stress education: financial secud. personal happiness
Second-generation Chinese parents in the Unite@sStand the Netherlands give their children
different levels of freedom to make decisions rdgay their education. These differences are

influenced by the country’s school systems anddpportunities after completing education.
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Parents in the U.S. argue that a graduate degiie iminimum requirement to find a job with

financial security. Parents in the Netherlands diotalk about financial wellbeing but stress their
children need a basic education to achieve perdaminess. This discrepancy highlights that
parents adjust their expectations to constraints ggportunities in their national contexts and

that parents bend the frames of the success fracoedangly.

In the U.S., high education provides more job opyaties

In the United States, second-generation Chinesenfmafeel they have no choice but to stress
education when raising their children. The U.S.etyds unforgiving and competitive, parents
explain, and education is fundamental to successcel parents insist that a graduate degree can
increase their children’s potential job securityl dmancial well-being. Sarah explains: “If you
want a job, a good job, you have to at least geaaters (...) you need to do more education to
be more valued”. Like most second-generation Cleinegrents, Sarah believes that children
need more education these days. Contemporary eerplaye looking for workers with at least a
college degree. Economists at the Bureau for LaBoatistics (2013) explain that this so-called
‘degree inflation’ implies that higher levels ofwextion are required for lower skilled jobs and
that college degrees are the minimum to get hiogdehtry level positions. In the U.S., the
unemployment rate for people with a college degsesmost half (4.5%) of those with only a
high school diploma (8.2%). Since parents motiviftieir expectations with their children’s
occupational opportunities and financial wellbeingjs not surprising that they adjust their
outlooks to this degree inflation and prefer gradudegrees. Karen says that she “want(s) them
to do well and have opportunities”, and realisest th college degree might not be enough.

“there's no guarantee, with a college degreetilisard to find jobs”.
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Parents call upon the success frame they grew tipasia way to describe the need to
create occupational opportunities. Karen’s husb@teven says: “it is definitely the Asian or
Chinese belief that the more...the higher educgbedare, or the better school you go to, it opens
up greater doors”. The association between sampaind future opportunities is a recurring
theme among second-generation Chinese in the USttads. For example, Lydia, says that “we
want to give our kids the best opportunity to makeeven better life, at least equivalent or
better, so that they can be comfortable and hageoa quality of life”. It seems that parents
have put the success frame in a context. While frements had stressed the importance of
education for its prestige, the second-generatimphasizes education for its opportunities.
Given that it is similar to their parents’ expendas, it is safe to assume that they accept this
element of their culture, implement it in their owhildrearing, and thus maintain the success
frame they grew up with. This interactive procet®sses the association between context,

expectations, and childrearing practices.

In the Netherlands, parents emphasise their childreappiness

Contrary to their U.S. counterparts, second-geimrathinese in the Netherlands do not see
academic success as prerequisite to (financiallpbeialy. They talk negatively about prestige
and high income, and object to this element of rtleeilture. Instead, parents stress their
children’s happiness. By letting their children oke their own (educational) careers, parents
express that their opinion is not more valuablenttieeir children’s, which suggests that they
oppose the values of filial piety. Together, thasults in parents to renounce the success frame
they had grown up with and recreate a framewonkltdt it means to be successful for their own

children.
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Their exposure to alternative approaches of edutatind academic achievement enabled
second-generation Chinese to question their owmingihg. They believe that there are innate
limitations to the educational abilities of theihildren and that having expectations their
children cannot meet can result in frustration. M/lthis process has also been documented in
the United States (Lee 2012, Hao and Bonstead-Bi988), it only lowered the expectations of
parents in the Netherlands. Here, parents feelfthancial wellbeing is not crucial to achieve
happiness. Parents do not talk about financialntmees to push their children towards academic
achievement. Cheng explains that his children’ll@f education “depends on their abilities.
There is no point in pushing children if it turngt@hat they do not have the abilities to do more.
This will only make them very unhappy”. Cheng’s argent demonstrates how the childrearing
practices of second-generation Chinese in the Matids differ from the ones they were
brought up with. It stresses also how the concéightaon of the success frame is altered by the
dominant notion of education and performance.

Second-generation Chinese in the Netherlands retthéte emphasis on education as a
response to their own upbringing and are able tealas a reaction to the society in which they
live. Parents express no concern about their @nldr(future) financial situation. Growing up in
the Dutch society made them realise that educapimstige, and income do not imply a much
higher living-standard. Yunru explains how thislission changed her and her husband’s lives

and the socialization of their children:

We made very conscious decisions to change ouersase that we could do something we enjoy,
and this awareness of ‘what is enjoyable and whamportant’ is something we would like to
teach our children too. We don’'t want them to fthihk about making money and only then see

what they enjoy.
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4.5 Discussion and conclusion

In this chapter, | demonstrated that national cdnitteracts with the transmission of specific
elements of Chinese culture. Comparing second-ggaerChinese in the United States and the
Netherlands shows that parents can adjust theldrelring practices to their context. In the
former, second-generation Chinese parents acceutcess frame they had grown up with; in
the latter they oppose this.

U.S.-born Chinese parents continue to have highcathnal expectations of their
children. Their values of their Chinese heritaggarding hard work, zeal, and academic
achievement fit well within the American contextigget 1996, Hochshild 1995), and allows
parents to take the notion of a success framerémtgd. Parents want their children to succeed
and they continue frame their success in termdairto the way they had grown up. Moreover,
they continue to support the success frame by nmésia that promote it: they raise their
children with high academic expectations and caltwalues such as filial piety and
collectivism; they help their children succeed byasting in their education, for instance by
staying home to care for their children; and supploe success frame by selecting reputable
schools and neighbourhoods. But while second-ggaer@hinese in the U.S. accept the success
frame, they no longer raise their children as puely as the first-generation parents described in
the literature or as austere as the ‘Tiger Mothaegicted in the popular media.

Second-generation Chinese parents in the Netherlaade lower expectations of their
children’s educational outcomes and (only) reqtiem to finish the highest level high school
(VWO). After obtaining the basics, parents leaveoittheir offspring to decide: continue to
university, follow a professional track, or starbrking. As such parents reset the boundaries

around the success frame. Parents oppose the €hmkses regarding education, with which
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they were raised, and do not want to put theirdcail under the pressure that comes with the
success frame. Happiness, they stress, is their adlidrearing goal. Consequently, parents no
longer support the success frame and do not inmesteir children’s academic outcomes as
much, nor do they move to specific neighbourhoddss is not to say that other elements of
their culture—such as diet, holidays, and valuese—+art important either, they are. But these lie
beyond the scope of this study.

Second-generation Chinese parents in the Netheylamd able to alter their notions of
success and pathways to happiness because ofdbificsplements of the national educational
system offers schooling alternatives and the giadgides a social security safety net (Esping-
Andersen 1996). Second-generation Chinese pargplsaie that they do not worry about their
children’s academic outcomes because they rediateobtaining a VWO high school diploma
might be enough to succeed. The meaning of suticesshifts. That said, most VWO graduates
continue to university and (children of) immigraat® even more likely to do so (Van der Aart
2002). Another reason for second-generation Chipasents in the Netherlands to ‘only’ stress
this basic education and object high standardshefsuccess frame may be a result of the
accessibility of college. Dutch universities areanhe all public and usually accept most VWO
graduates from the right specialisation. Moreottee, need for external merit based fellowships
is reduced because they have relatively low tuifees. This Dutch school system is in stark
contrast with competitive U.S. school system. la thS. only successful high-school graduates
can continue to good colleges and/or obtain mexseld funding. Thus, parents in the U.S. have
an incentive to stress maintain a success framé phamote their children’s academic

achievement.
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Another difference between the second-generationgSh parents in both countries is
the money or time that parents invest to mainthan lhorders that circumvent their notions of
success. In the Netherlands, parents are less ro@uc@bout school rankings; rarely move to
specific neighbourhoods, and do not invest in tohildren’s education in any direct way. This
is in stark contrast with their peers in the Uwhere, for example, parents are more likely to
stay-at-home, suggesting the investment of bothe tiamd money in their children. The
differences can be partially explained by theimpessive school systems. In the Netherlands,
nearly all primary schools are public and underdhme governmental supervision. Hence, they
all implement the same core curriculum and are avhgarable quality. In the United States,
there is a large discrepancy in the quality of sthiand school districts; parents can improve the
potential academic outcome of their children byesihg a highly-rated school (district) (Zhou
2009b). Moreover, because of the competitive natdirtne U.S. school system, it is common
that children attend afterschool programs that sttpgr advance their academic progress, which
is not the case in the Netherlands.

The last reason why second-generation Chinese tgsamenthe Netherlands may lower the

standards of the success frame could be becausedi®fewer severe penalties of having lower
academic achievements. The Netherlands has a-slerradcratic welfare system which provides

the social security safety net. The U.S. is a &bevrelfare state where education provides this
security (Esping-Andersen 1996).

The analysis of the findings shows that the extenivhat second-generation Chinese
parents support the success frame, is influencexhbgteraction between their conceptualisation
of their own upbringing and their national contekhis conclusion should, however, be taken

with some caution since findings are drawn on r&dat small and select samples. Future
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research with larger and more diverse samplesrzhoate whether or not these processes regard
the whole second-generation Chinese populatiothely apply to other ethnic groups as well,
and whether there are in-group differences (e.gvden mothers and fathers).

Thus far, scholars examined either the role ofuceltn the childrearing practices of first-
generation Chinese (Chao 2000, Geense and Pelg ®938e incorporation of the second-
generation Chinese youth (Kasinitz et al. 2008). dinging these two literatures together, |
moved the debate forward. Long-term assimilatioacgsses are in part determined by the
intergenerational transmission of culture and mstiof success. Decedents of immigrants either
lose components of their culture by the third arrtb-generation or merge them with elements
of the host culture, creating a type of new hylmdture and childrearing practices. While this
study only examines a selection by focusing onstiexess frame, it does provide a piece in the
larger ‘assimilation’ puzzle. It demonstrates tbattain aspects of assimilation are not the same
in every national context and nor is the cultute hich the second-generation mixes their own
culture to create a new hybrid form. Second-germmrdihinese parents match their utilization of
the success frame to the needs of their natiomedwudings, which, naturally, affects their third-
generation children differently. In the U.S., addjon implies that parents accept the success
frame with which they grew up. Consequently, tloditdren will most likely continue to obtain
high academic achievements, especially given thglh Bbcioeconomic status of their parents,
especially because parents education is such aortamp predictor of child’s education (Lee &
Zhou 2014). In the Netherlands, parents adjustéanainstream by opposing the success frame;
they no longer stress academic achievement ancessicand raise their children with values

similar to the native-born Dutch, focusing on iremabilities and happiness.
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In the United States and the Netherlands the segendration Chinese approach the
notions of success and the boundaries that framdigsimilar ways—either accepting or
opposing them—yet they both adjust them to thetional context. These findings indicate that
adjustment to the host society may not have theesflong-term) implications in different
countries. Although it is too early to examine #ducational outcomes of the third-generation
Chinese, it is likely that their potential academahievement, and as such, their socio-economic

assimilation, depends on the context in which tharents raise them.
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Chapter 5

A cross-national comparison of second-generation @iese ‘Tiger’ parents

5.1 Introduction

The previous chapter showed that second-gener&tlonese in different contexts shape the

success frame differently for their children, therd-generation. The way second-generation
Chinese create a success frame for their thirdrgéina children is important because it can

influence their children’ socioeconomic standing 83, wellbeing, and access to resources. The
main assumption is that the more immigrants and thecedents assimilate, the higher their

level of education and their SES becomes (ParkBungess 1921, Gordon 1964, Portes and
Rumbaut 2001).

Members of the second-generation usually adaphedhbst society more strongly than
their parents. Consequently, they may feel that therents are too strict or that their parents’
standards are unobtainable. They may no longeeagitd their parents’ overriding emphasis on
education (Zhou 2009a). In the previous chaptenowsed that the level of with the success
frame depends in part on the country in which theoed-generation grew up. While second-
generation Chinese in both the United States amdN#therlands grew up with the same success
frame, they no longer instilled it in their childréo the same extent. This showed that the
second-generation adjust to the receiving contaxt,t does not show to what extent and how
more or less assimilation within specific natiosattings influences their conceptualizations of
this success frame.

To examine these interactions, | connect the liteeaon childrearing by first-generation

Chinese to the literature on the assimilation efgbcond-generation. Doing so sheds light on the
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childrearing practices of second-generation Chipasents. | illuminate these dynamics through
a quasi-experimental research design. Data on degemeration Chinese parents in the
Netherlands and in the United States illustratesy hational welfare state regimes and
educational approaches impact the educational éfmmts that second-generation Chinese
parents hold for their third-generation childrerd amow they frame their notions of success.
Comparing intermarried and intramarried second-ggioe Chinese within each country allows
me to utilize control groups to evaluate the impEcissimilation. This thorough research model
increases the validity of the research design dsasethe reliability of the findings in showing

differences both between and within countries.

5.2 Theoretical background: constructing the succesframe and incorporation of the
second-generation

In the recent years, it has come to light thatcthiédren of certain immigrant populations achieve
at above-average levels, such as the second-gemeCitinese (Lee 2012, Gijsberts, Huijnk, and
Vogels 2011). As argued in the previous chaptds, shiccess can be ascribed to the success
frame in which they were socialized. This chapténds into focus one of the many elements of
this success frame by paying attention to parehigh academic expectations and the

childrearing practices they employ to support it.

5.2.1 The construction of the success frame biydgeaeration Chinese
Summarizing the literature, there appear to beetimechanisms through which the Chinese
immigrant parents have created a success framéh&r second-generation children: First,

parents socialize their children with specific \eduegarding parent-child relations that are often
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described as ‘filial piety’ and include strict raleobedience, hierarchical power structures, and
collectivism (Chao 2000, Distelbrink and Hooghiera2005, Geense and Pels 1998, Kelley and
Tseng 1992). Because children feel they need feotsheir parents, they may try to meet their
expectations by becoming academically successfab (Bind Bonstead-Bruns 1998, Kasinitz,
Mollenkopf, and Waters 2004, Lieber, Nihira, andklR004). Parents thus set certain standards
of what it means to be successful. Second, baseteotraditional notion of a ‘social contract’,
parents invest in their children’s education (Steam, Chen, and Lee 2002). Indeed, compared
to other ethnoracial groups, Chinese parents inwethteir children’s education and are more
aggressive in their investment strategies (Sun 19938, see also Chao 1996). Through the third
childrearing tactic, parents support the succeasdr they live in or move to an ethnic
community. Living in ethnic communities can promaieademic outcomes because these
neighborhoods often overlap geographically withtipalarly high-ranking school districts and
because living in these ethnic communities impliieg among co-ethnics who share cultural
values and have similar educational expectationstheir children. Living in an ethnic
community also supports the success frame in pgecense because and the ethnoburbs often
house facilities that promote academic achievemsuath as after-school activities, SAT

preparation programs, and homework support grogesf012, Zhou 2009b, Louie 2004).

Preservation of the Chinese culture has always begortant within the Chinese
community. This is in part because it was belietred Chinese immigrants should and could not
naturalizing (Daniels 2004, Kwong and N&vi¢c 2005, Benton and Vermeulen 1987), and it was
in part because Chinese immigrant parents thenselhamted to distance their children from

other populations (Chong 2005, Loewen 1988). Imgao, Chinese immigrant parents set up
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their own standards of success and as such créaeduccess frame for their children. For
example, recent a study by Jiménez and HorowitA3p@how that Chinese (and Japanese)
immigrant parents utilize their emphasis on edocato redefine their children’s position in the
American ethnoracial hierarchy. Parents instilltheir children a sense of (socioeconomic)
superiority and motivate them to outperform thetive-born white peers. The United States is
not the only country where Chinese immigrant paremeated a success frame; similar trends
have been recorded in Australia (Dandy and Nett#lli2002), Canada (Li 2001), and the
Netherlands (Vogels 2011). In the previous chaptedicated that the second-generation takes
different paths when it comes to their children aitdrs their beliefs to the national context of

the receiving country.

5.2.2 Incorporation of second-generation youth

While there are numerous studies on first-genarafibinese mothers and fathers and on how
some of their childrearing practices can channeir tbhildren into specific educational tracks
and professional directions, there is virtuallynesearch on second-generation Chinese parents
(for an exception, see Noam 2014). One reasorhisigap in the literature is that until recently,
Chinese second-generation in the U.S. and in tlieddands were too young to have children.
There is, nevertheless, plenty research on secenédrgtion Chinese youth and on how they
alter their parents’ cultural norms and valueshas/ tadjust to the mainstream (Lee and Zhou
2013, Witte 2009, Louie 2006, Kasinitz, Mollenkopind Waters 2004, Louie 2004, Kibria
2002, Portes and Rumbaut 2001a). The combinatianasftaining cultural values on the one

hand and assimilation in select domains on theroflaad creates a particularly successful
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‘formula’ that pushes the second-generation to @cec heights (Gibson 1988, Zhou and
Bankston 1998, Geense and Pels 1998, Zhou 20098, L8uie 2006).

However, the knife cuts both ways; the combinatmi cultural maintenance and
assimilation enables the second-generation to thew upbringing with a critical eye. Growing
up in the receiving country exposes them to alteres to their home culture, such as different
food, language, values, and perceptions (Crul aadnéulen 2003, Crul and Schneider 2009,
Kasinitz et al. 2008). These other possibilitidsvalthem to question their own upbringing and
rather than take it for granted (Small, Hardingd &amont 2010). The mismatch between the
two cultures can create a fracture between fiestegation parents and their second-generation
children, also known as cultural dissonance (Zhod Bankston 1998, Zhou 2009a). Cultural
dissonance is more probable when the host countmgimstream culture differs strongly from
the immigrants’ heritage culture and members of sbeond-generation are more assimilated
than their parents. As | showed in the previougtdra this cultural dissonance can imply that
the second-generation Chinese raise their childngm different ideas of what it means to be
successful. This is because, while the second-gBoeis values, social interactions, and
identity continue to be influenced by their paréwctdture, they are also affected by their host
country’s culture and standards of success. Therantion can result in a success frame that
includes elements of both side-by-side, a cultheg inixes both cultures into a new culture, or a
culture that rejects one of the two (Portes and BRauh2001b, Kasinitz, Mollenkopf, and Waters
2004, Kasinitz et al. 2008, Waters 1990, Verkuyt8A9, Verkuyten 1988). Recent studies show
that not all second-generation Chinese continusugagport the success frame (Lee and Zhou
2013) or subscribe to their parents’ standardsuotass and emphasis on educational outcomes

(Hao and Bonstead-Bruns 1998). As showed in chdpteertain alternatives provide a better fit
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for the context in which they grew up (see alsai 2013). There are, however, no studies that
examine how these dynamics are incorporated bynsegeneration parents and how they
impact the educational expectations they have eir tithird-generation children and the
childrearing practices to support success frameceSmembers of the second-generation grew
up in the host society and are more assimilated thwir parents, it is likely that they will adjust
their childrearing practices even further. But theestions that remains is if they adjust their
childrearing to their specific national context aihdhey adjust it more when they are more

assimilated?

5.3 Hypotheses

In this study, | utilize a cross-national comparatidesign to assess how second-generation
Chinese adjust aspects of their childrearing prastiand shape the success frame to their
national context. Comparing second-generation Geine two countries, the United States and
the Netherlands, enables me to examine if incotoranto different national settings results in
context-dependent assimilation. These findings #dddepth to those presented in the previous
chapter. To expend on these findings | comparergegeneration Chinese with a native-born
Caucasian spouse (i.e. intermarried) and seconergion Chinese with a Chinese partner (i.e.
intramarried) within each country. This within-cdyn comparison creates a test-group vs.
control-group situation, which sheds light on thapact that assimilation (measured by
intermarriage) has on childrearing practices reiggrdacademic outcomes. Figure 5.1 below

illustrates the research design.
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Figure 5.1 Between and within country difference:
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5.3.1 National context

As detailed in chapter 3, cr-national research can be approached as a -experiment
(Bloemraad 2006, Noam 2013eeping factors constant between national costamtl researc
populations creates a pseuekperimental design that allows for analyzing tlifeat of the
‘treatment’ (specific elements of the national @xt} on the variable of interest (childreal
practices) within the research population (se-generation Chinese). The United States an«
Netherlands both have a free market economy aniasidemographics (even though the L
populationis 18 times as big as that of the Netherlands) bate a white majority and simile
age and gender distribution®nitedNations 2013, CBS 2013)mportantly, the Chines
populations in both countries are also analogohsy tare about a hi percent of the tote
population, have similaristory and experience, and &he largest and fast-growing Asian
groups (CBS 2013,inder et al. 201: PewResearchCenter 2013)s the previous chapter, tt
chapter focuses on two points where the countriferdtheir welfare structure Esping-
Andersen 1996and their approach towards educatiseeHoldaway, Crul, and Roberts 20
for an overview) Since | have outlined these differences in detadhapter 4, | will not do s
again. As shown | chapter 4, the sec-generation Chinese, who grow up in these two diffe
countries, adjust their childaring to their surroundings in different ways.eyhadapt it to thi

opportunities and constraints of the welfare siatavhich they raise their children. In tf
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chapter | explore this the way second-generatiomé3e parents alter their success frame even
further and hypothesize thatecond-generation Chinese parents in the Netheslamtl stress

the importance of values that are the foundatiothefsuccess frame less than their peers in the
United States nor will they will transmit thoseretnts of their that support the success frame

(Hypothesis I).

5.3.2 Assimilation

In this chapter, | examine how assimilation impabes way parents utilize their notions of the
success frame. To measure the effect of assimmlatiocompare intermarried (second-generation
Chinese with a native-born spouse) and intramaxgedond-generation Chinese with a Chinese
spouse) couples. Because people seek a spouses thiatilar to themselves (Kalmijn 1991,
Kalmijn and van Tubergen 2006), intermarriage insidered the ultimate outcome of
assimilation (Lee and Bean 2010, Gordon 1964). Hetlze assumption is that the second-
generation Chinese will only intermarry once (p&jttheir values have become similar to those
held by their native-born peers. Moreover, intemage is also likely to result in less emphasis
on the success frame because these couples hageréseurces to support this notion. In other
words, they not only have the point of referencéheir Chinese peers, but also of their native-
born spouses and their native-born network (emilyg. Similar to other ethnic groups, native-
born parents are influenced most by their upbriggamd most likely to raise their children
similar to the way they were raised (Caspi and E1@88, van ljzendoorn 1992). Also, having a
native-born spouse provides more connections tondiastream culture and reduces the Chinese
network (as the in-law segment of the network iseal). Moreover, intermarriage provides

access to and intimate knowledge of alternativetheohigh standards of the success frame and
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thus reduces its reinforcement—positive and negat\ll these reasons make it is plausible to
assume thatintermarried second-generation Chinese are ableébémd the standards of the

success frame more than their intramarried peeypg@theses II).

5.4 Data & Methods

This study draws on rich qualitative data and statided quantitative data, collected in both the
United States and the Netherlands. A mixed metlaggsoach adds depth to the findings and
increases their reliability (Denzin and Lincoln PQCEmerson 2001, Lofland 2006). Mixed
methods also provide the ‘best of both worlds'. IQatve data are rich, thick, and contain
detailed information (Geertz 2000); with qualitatidata, there is a voice behind the checkbox
(Guba and Lincoln 1994). Quantitative data, on dtieer hand, provide the ability to quantify

certain findings and tests for significant diffeces between the populations.

5.4.1 Data origins

As the previous chapter, the data for this stuaytased on semi-structured, in-depth interviews
with second-generation Chinese. In this chaptedd the standard questionnaires that both
partners filled out at the end of the interviewtdial, 75 couples participated in this study: 86 i
the Netherlands and 39 in the United States, anst mspondents filled out the questionnaire.
Some of the couples were interviewed more than.&niceerviews lasted around two hours. All
interviews were digitally recorded, transcribedbagim, and analyzed with AtlasTi. After re-
reading all the interviews, | coded them based @megal topics and then recoded each topic in

more detailed to dissect specific themes.
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The short questionnaire increases the contextudlnei of the findings (Jick 1979,
Denzin 1978) and includes demographic, socioeconoamd ethnic identity measures. It also
includes the ranking of childrearing goals and r@gj@ns in order of importance (Pels 1998,
2000). In this chapter, | address one of five ak#ding goals by analyzing which position
parents assigned to ‘achievement’. (The other okalidng goals were: discipline, respect, self-
esteem, and social feeling.) | also focus on tlaggrations that parents may have for their
children’s future, which are: a good job, a lotmbney, and prestige. The other five are that
parents aspire for their children to have: frienestended family, nuclear family, parents,
respect from others, and their own future spouse @nldren. The childrearing goals were
developed by Pels and she and her colleagues thstedamong immigrant parents from several
national origins (Geense & Pels 1998; Nijsten &sP2)00; Pels 1998; Pels & Nijsten 2000). All
guantitative data were analyzed in IBM SPSS Siedist tested for significant differences

between and within countries using t-tests anckiesquare test of association.

5.4.2 The samples

Table 5.1 summarizes details of both samples regarthe respondents’ demographics,
socioeconomic status, and ethnic iderftitylt shows how similar both samples are; except for
having a Chinese spouse, there are no signifigéietehces between second-generation Chinese
in the United States and their peers in the Nedihed. In quasi experiments it is important that

irrelevant variables are similar because that way tan be held constant.
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Table 5.1: Comparing samples in the United Statesd the Netherlands

United States

Netherlands

Demographics

Lives in metro area

Female

Age (average)

Number of children (averages)
Age of first child (averages)
Spouse is Chinese *

Socioeconomic Standing

High school (incl. Dutch MBO)
Undergraduate (incl. Dutch HBO)
Graduate (incl. Dutch Drs.)
Hours working each week

Stay at home mom

Ethnic identity

Chinese

American/Dutch - Chinese
American/Dutch

N

84.2%
55.3%
37.8 (7.097)
1.5(.830)
6.4 (4.359)
52.6%

2.7%
37.8%
59.5%

40.1 (14.154)
15.8%

52.9%
41.2%
5.9%

38

86.1%
75.0%
35.8 (5.114)
1.292 (.831)
5.2 (4.353)
30.6%

11.4%
37.1%
51.5%

37.6 (10.881)

5.6%

40.0%
45.0%
14.3%

36

* sig different p<.05

Both countries have a larger proportion of femaspondents (55.3 and 75 percent
respectively). This is because second-generationeSa women are more likely to intermarry,
which inflates the proportion of women in the oVlesample. Another reason for the percentage
of women being higher could be due to a samplig loi.e. recruiting respondents at day cares
or ‘mommy and me’ groups). The other demographiesewsimilar too, such as average age
(respectively 37.8 and 35.8), the average numbehivdren (1.5 and 1.3), and average age of
the first child (6.4 and 5.2). In the United Statésinterviewed somewhat more second-

generation Chinese with a Chinese spouse (52.@@rtdpercent) which is in part because the
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Chinese/Chinese couples in the Netherlands were meductant to participate; perhaps, as one
of the respondents suggested, because they drenst embedded in their relatively closed
Chinese communities (Geense 2002).

Second-generation Chinese in both countries hawi#asisocioeconomic standing (SES).
Parents’ SES should be kept in mind because cdassldated to parents’ resources and to their
social and cultural capital (Coleman 1988). Morepvyaarents’ class also influences their
approach to childrearing. Parents of higher sacdnemic standing have higher educational
expectations of their children, and can ascriba tolture that is distinctively different from that
of lower socioeconomic classes (Kohn 1977, Lar€iB2. The vast majority of respondents are
highly educated, which matches the level of edoocatof the overall second-generation
population in both countries . In both countriegrenthan half of the respondents had a graduate
degree (59.5 and 51.5 percent respectiviélihhe respondents work a similar amount (40.1 and
37.6 respectively) but—contrary to the overall pagion (OECD 2012)—there are more stay-at-
home-mothers in the U.S. (not significant). Givlaattin both countries, the second-generation
Chinese have similar socioeconomic standing—alseotstrated when the couples talked about
their professions (e.g. accountant, physicianaaryer) and leisure activities (holidays, sports,
hobbies)—these effects can be kept constant.

The last resemblance between the samples is in ¢b@nic identity. This is important
because ethnoracial identity often influences hawepts socialize their children in racial terms
(Hughes et al. 2006). Nearly all respondents ifiergither as Chinese or American/Dutch-
Chinese. The same is true for the ethnic identiboaof the larger population second-generation
Chinese (Huijnk and Noam 2011). Perhaps secondrgan Chinese in both countries are

alike in these ways because they were raised hgtlsticcess frame in both countries.
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5.5 Findings: Quantitative and Qualitative evidencdor recreating the success frame

The interviews revealed both between- and withinntoy differences. Figure 5.2 summarizes
the main findings. The findings are structured aditq to this research design: first | present the
cross-national comparison and then | zoom in onitfk@married and intermarried second-

generation Chinese within each country.

Figure 5.2: Findings between and within countries

United States Wetherlands

Expect a college Education is part

Intermarried

degree i oflarger toolset

Push towards a i Aim for max
Intramarried ' L i

gradoate degree | within abilities

5.5.1 International comparison: Parents’ childreagi goals and aspirations

As also shown in chapter 4, the second-generatluneSe parents in the United States and the
Netherlands differ in the ways they continue t@sirthe importance of education and create a
success frame for their children. This differerceeflected in the expectations they have of their
children’s academic achievements and in the frecgenwhich they bring up the subject during
the interviews. High academic achievement, the amd needed to obtain it, and the desire that
their children will be at the top of their clasg amportant parts of the Chinese culture that shape
the success frame (Geense and Pels 1998; Lee 2@¥knd Zhou 2014; Louie 2004). When
parents in both countries rank a set of five gdals their children’s future in order of

importance, stark differences surface (the fivengere: discipline, achievement, respect, social

112



feeling, and autonomy). In the United States, edtbf the parents consider ‘achievement’ the
most or the second most important goal for theildobn’s future; in the Netherlands only nine
percent of the parents do (see figure 5.3). Inlthited States, less than half of the parents place
the ‘achievement’ on the lowest two ranks while entvan three quarters of the parents in the

Netherlands do. These differences are signifiganiQdl) and provide support for hypothesis |I.

Figure 5.3: Placing of 'achievement' when Bitems were ranked

United States Netherlands

® 1stor 2nd
1 3rd
® 4th or 5th

a) The other items were: discipline, respect, $deing, and autonomy. Respondents were askexb e five
items in order of what they considered importantf@ir children’s future
** p<.01

Achievement is a key ingredient in the success éramd usually represents a respected
occupation, high education, and/or a three figureoine (Lee 2012; Geense & Pels 1998).
Second-generation Chinese parents in the Netherlaray place less stress on this childrearing
goal because they no longer attach any value tdréiits that it represents, while in the United
States, parents do. The underlying representatddnaschievement and how parents in both
countries perceive them differently comes to ligiiten parents ordered eight items that are
important in the future lives of their children.h@ eight items are: extended family, parents,

nuclear family, friends, good job, money, prestigi@ld’'s own family). | ascribed points to each
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position (8 points for the first place, 7 for thecend, etc.), averaged these points, graphed

the three achievemenglated aspirations in Figure 5

Figure 5.4 Parents' aspirations for their children's future
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While secondyeneration Chinese in the Netherlands no longersiden the future
prospects of a good job, making a lot of money abiining prestige very important for th
children’s future, their peers in the United Statikd. In fact, on average, e parents in the
United States place each item one position highiee; differences between the future prosp
of ‘a good job’ and ‘a lot of money’ were signifita(two sample-test, one tailed, p<.05). N
only do parents rank the aspirations theve for their children’s future significantly diffent,
but they also differ irperceivin¢ the three items as part of the same phenomenorsdeon-
generation Chinese parents in the Netherlandsitehes do not measure a single phenome
while for their peers in the United States, it ([ttown Bach’s alpha respectively .461 and .7

These findings support hypothesi

114



5.5.2 Parents’ motivations and expectations

The differences between second-generation Chimeskei Netherlands and the United States
support the findings of chapter 4. Indeed, wheremr talk about the importance of their
children’s education and their academic achievesgridecomes clear that in the United States
parents continue to ascribe to a success frame \philents in the Netherlands do so to a much
reduced extent. Echoing the previous findings, maran the Netherlands no longer attach much
value to prestigious occupations and jobs with@day check. “It is not the most important
thing that [my son] will live in a big house andw#r an enormous car”’, Romi explains. In fact,
for more than half (56%) of the parents in the Ndtdnds, ‘high income’ is thieastimportant
item when ranking the eight aspirations they hawetlieir children’s future (see also above).
Less than a third of U.S. second-generation Chiresleed this item as least important. Second-
generation Chinese in the Netherlands stress thertance of income less than their parents did
because they feel that they do not need to. Parargly link monetary incentives to educational
achievement and occupational choices. Instead,ndegeneration Chinese parents in the
Netherlands connect educational accomplishmenthdiov children’s happiness. They believe
that a solid educational basis can provide theitdedn the platform for educational and
occupational opportunities.

As shown in chapter 4, parents in the Netherlangsrarely concerned about their
children obtaining a college degree but do stress they want their children to finish high
school. While several parents do not really minthi$ is a lower, middle, or higher level high
school, most prefer their offspring to attend thghbst level (VWO). A VWO diploma will
provide their children with the basis for educateomd job opportunities. Yuet, an intermarried

mother, explains regarding her child that “If yoet @n athenaeum [highest level] high school
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diploma you can do everything. You can achieve ygterg. You can continue to university, to
the HBO [higher professional education], or to O [lower professional education];
whatever you choose”. Having these choices and rtyppites will increase their children’s
happiness, parents argue. Unlike their own parémty,do not want to decide on their children’s
study choices or occupational. QinQin, an intramdrmother of three girls (four, two, and two
months), explains this, saying: “we think: ‘do sething you enjoy’. Our parents always pushed
us to obtain a higher education and make a lot ohey and we don’'t want this for our
daughters. We are thinking: ‘just do something YViga and let it make you happy’. Money
doesn’t really matter”.

The emphasis on personal fulfilment and happinesgiy prominent among the second-
generation Chinese parents in the Netherlandsamdlso shown in chapter 4, stresses that they
reframe what it means to be successful as beingyhaphich differs starkly from the success
frame with which they were raised. Second-genanatthinese parents in the Netherlands
consciously decide to raise their children wittsthiiccess frame and no longer support a success
frame of high academic achievement and occupatisnetess. Moreover, no longer socialize
their children with values that support this suscémme, such hard work, filial piety, or
collectivism, nor do not make specific investmems improve their children’s academic
achievement, or enroll their children in specifigdigh-ranking schools. The decision to raise
their children differently from the way they wereobght up is a conscious one. When the
second-generation Chinese grew up, they came taadaat their straight-A diploma did not
grant them any more materialistic success thanr theers with mediocre study results.

Moreover, and perhaps more importantly, they camealize that the success frame was not a
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free card to happiness. This insight made the skgeneration reject the success frame. They

focus on creating choices for their children. dajntermarried mother to a newborn, explains:

Because my parents pushed me so much toward sowéttiid not believe in, | often wondered:
‘would | have been happier if | had taken a lowdueational track? Would | have had a different
future? Could | have done something that | enjoyede?’ So, based on my own experience, |

want to see how [my son] develops and then hehaile to make decisions for himself.

Second-generation Chinese not only want their cdrldo make their own choices, but they also
want to focus on the individual child and his or héilities, rather than channeling him or her
towards a certain academic outcome because thethgethat is expected. Parents believe that
their children will become unhappy if they are pegtbeyond their aptitude. They stress that
happiness is more valuable than academic achiewgemespecially if educational
accomplishments are achieved in lieu of happinEss approach is similar to the native-born
Dutch (Herweijer and Vogels 2013). The main chidneg objective to make their children
happy may compromise their children’s level of eation, however. But parents are more than
willing to make this ‘sacrifice’. For example, Eva second-generation Chinese mother,
explains that “I don’t think that education by ifséike a Bachelor or Ph.D. degree, is the most
important. It depends on what the child wants amdtwmakes him feel good.” Her husband
Cheng adds that it is not only about what the chidahts, or what makes him feel good, but “it
also depends on their abilities. There is no pwmirgushing children if it turns out that they do

not have the abilities to do more. This will onlyake them very unhappy”.
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The notion that not everybody is born with the saabdities is in contrast to the
American ideology regarding education, success,thadelief in the self-made man. In other
words, it is nearly opposite to the American susdesme. According to the American Creed,
the harder people work, the more they will sucag@oset 1996, Hochshild 1995). Parents from
all ethnic backgrounds want their children to ddlwre society and climb the socioeconomic
ladder, including the Chinese (Goyette 2008). Gowtto their peers in the Netherlands, second-
generation Chinese parents in the U.S. continarphasize the importance of education when
they raise their children and reinforce the notiohghe success frame. Education, they explain,
is vital to socioeconomic mobility and can estableconomic stability. “You don’t typically
think that your kids are gonna do worse than y@ht?” Lydia, a mother of two, wonders out
loud: “So, our hope is, we want to give our kide tiest opportunity to make an even better life
[than us], at least equivalent or better, so thaytcan be comfortable and have a good quality of
life”.

The fact that parents raise their children with shecess frame becomes especially clear
when parents have certain expectations of theld@n from the moment their children are born.
For example, when | ask Karen if she has any eduathopes for her toddler and six month-
old, she passionately answers: “college, definitelgrica says of her three year old that: “[we]
definitely want our child to have a college edumatil mean, | think that's, it's almost, like,
given”. Of course, like their peers in the Netheds, the second-generation Chinese in the
United States also want their children to be hafyoy,they believe that a college degree is a
prerequisite. They feel that the right educatiom aive their children the occupational
opportunities and financial stability to reach hiaggs. However, unlike their parents, they no

longer want to direct their children toward certanofessions. Steven, a father of two, stresses
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that obtaining higher education will increase Hiddren’s future prospects because: “the higher
educated you are or the better school you go tpens up greater doors. Whether you choose to
go through those doors is up to you. It gives yome more opportunities”.

Unlike their parents, they no longer include specdccupations within their success
frame. They no longer emphasize the occupatiortipeedParents leave it up to their children to
decide what they want to study, as long as thefogmllege: “it's not as if I've made plans for
her to go to law school or medical school. | wottldnwouldn't be able to do that”, intermarried
Phyllis says when | ask her what her expectatioesfer her six year old daughter. She is,
however, quick to add that she does want her daughtgo to college: “yeah, but college”. One
reason that the American-born Chinese do not waoh&nnel their children onto specific career
paths is because some experienced studying a lthecipat they did not choose. The majors
their parents selected for them, mostly medicia®, lor economics, did not always match their
own preferences. May, a mother of two, says thahéstly, | want [our children] to be educated
in whatever they choose. We can foresee what $ti®ing points are, and you know, push, and
gear them toward that. But we can'’t tell them wimatlo. Whereas my parents, they were like:
‘you're going to be a doctor’. And that's not soimeg | really wanted to do”. As showed in
chapter 4, parents support the success frame lillimgsvalues that stress the importance of
education and by continuing to invest in their dfeh’s education.

The approaches of the second-generation ChineskeirNetherlands and the United
States differ starkly. Parents in the Netherlanogpleasize the importance of happiness and
approach education as a means to obtain this oedtappiness thus become part of their
success frame. In the US, parents maintain theesactrame but no longer emphasize the

importance of certain occupations. The second-g¢ioar Chinese parents in the U.S. expect at
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least a college degree. The discrepancy betweesdt®nd-generation Chinese parents in the

Netherlands and the United States supports hypsthes

5.5.3 Intermarried vs. intramarried in the Netherts: education as element of skillset vs.
optimizing abilities

In the Netherlands, intermarried parents trusthieirtchildren’s personal abilities and efforts;

parents approach education as a part of their remlsl overall growth and ascribe equal

importance to educational, athletic, social, agjsind emotional development. Parents let their
children advance at their own pace. The majoritys@tond-generation Chinese with a Dutch
partner talk about their children’s academic achmegnt as part of a general set of skills. They
believe that academic abilities, like other taleat® based on the child’s inborn capabilities. “I

believe that he is an individual and someone wistbdearn to discover himself. So, | cannot
decide for him” Jia says of her infant. Parentsl@xpthat education is just one tool children

should develop for their future to become succéssfd happy.

Intermarried parents pair their children’s acadeskitls with these other proficiencies
and follow their children’s lead in deciding whickills to develop and to what extent. They
ensure that their children will not overdevelop @hkédl to the detriment of another, as they are
all important. Parents include skills other tharuaation in their success frame. Marit, for
example, says that: “[my toddler] should just daavaver it is he wants. We will guide him from
our experiences. If he will only focus on studiewill stimulate him to also play sports. | hope
he will like sports”. Seeing education as part ofagger set of tools implies that parents
incorporate their children’s school experiences@as aspect of their overall development and

success frame. This approach is similar to theladgoof most native-born Dutch parents, who
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believe in their children’s autonomy and consideslzand ambition as one of the least important
childrearing goals (Herweijer and Vogels 2013). Hitude of intermarried parents becomes
especially evident during the conversations | hatth Batu. | interviewed Satu and her Dutch
husband, Robert, twice: Once in 2008 and then aga@11. During these interviews, Satu and
Robert express that they want to stimulate theisseducational advancement, but see it as part

of their larger development. In 2008 Satu tells me:

I don't think that a child should work too hard hese it will only create frustration for the child
to attend a school that is above his level. That, see are currently looking for a primary school
that suits [our oldest son’s] needs. We have tkénfg that, well, it is kind of silly to say thid o
your own child, but we think that he is pretty stéate writes his own name and he is only three

and a half! So we are looking for a school that stimulate him.

Three years later, during our second interview, tbeple tells me that their son is still
outperforming his peers. In fact, his teacher rdgeasked them to consider allowing him to skip
a grade and take a test to determine whether hg@ified. Native Dutch often see
overachievement and ambition as rather negativenéler and Vogels 2013), and many of the
second-generation Chinese start share these setginas Satu’s reaction to her son’s teacher

illustrates:

Oh no, that is so sad!” No, we are not going & em and we are not letting him skip a grade.
(...) He might be cognitively advanced for his agé dncial-emotionally he is not. | was thinking,

‘He is already an early student [and younger thanclassmates] and if he will skip a grade he
will start [junior] high school at age 10 or 11dén’t want that’. So no, he skipping a class is not

something we’ll consider.

121



Satu’s thinking process is typical of the intermedr second-generation Chinese and their
Caucasian spouses. They describe their beliefethett child has his or her own capacities and
that children can become miserable if they are @didleyond these abilities. Even if a child has
certain gifts, such as being considered more igeit than others, parents like Satu focus on
other skills, too. Satu feels almost embarrasseshtoher son is so smart. She does, however,
feel that this intelligence should be nurturedf ms other skills should be nourished. Satu and
her husband do not want their son’s intellectugdrimrement to hinder his social and emotional

development. Parents revisit the success framenwhaising their children and no longer

emphasize education. Second-generation ChinedeeiiNétherlands include other skills when

framing success and no longer solely focus on ammdeutcomes. To support their new success
frame they stimulate their children’s other devet@mt too by sending them to sports classes,

encouraging them to develop social skills, anddaucing the pressure to achieve academically.

But how is it for the intramarried second-generatiGhinese? How would Satu’'s
response have been if she had had a Chinese h@sbaRdbert were Chinese, she probably
would have let her son skip to the next class. &®tshe or her husband would have been
influenced more strongly by their success frame iangbuld have been taken for granted that
higher achievements are better, or perhaps hews-would have put more pressure on her and
her son. In the Netherlands, second-generationeShinith a Chinese partner are more likely
than their intermarried peers to stimulate theiildcln’s educational development. The
intramarried parents in the Netherlands try to state their children to achieve to their

maximum capacities.
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It must be stressed that their approach still dsffgreatly from the way they were raised.
While their immigrant parents had certain educati@xpectations of their children’s academic
outcomes and pushed their children to these ehdsseécond-generation intramarried parents
focus on stimulating their children to reach thexmmaum within their own capacity. They stress
they want their children to ‘do their best’. Stilhe intramarried second-generation Chinese in
the Netherlands are more likely to fall back onirtheevn upbringing. Moreover, having a
Chinese spouse implies that both parents weredraigid the success frame and that they have
two Chinese childhoods to draw upon and no alteraahildhood to be inspired by.

The intramarried second-generation Chinese aldoatelthat they want their children to
be happy and have no intention of pushing themsptzxific educational or occupational tracks.
However, in a de facto way, they are directing rthadfspring on a path toward academic
accomplishments and they do raise them with annated version of the success frame. For
instance, intramarried parents often speak in teomsstimulating” their children in their
academic development, vocabulary that is rarelyl tsetheir intermarried peers. For example,
Ah Kum says: “I consider education important andhirta stimulate[our son].” Parents ascribe
this need to ‘stimulate’ their children toward ueisity to their cultural background. The success
frame they expose their children to is not as ridge the one they grew up with and they do not
plan to push their children as much as their parposhed them, honoring the limits of their
children’s abilities. But, they are aiming for thehildren to reach their maximum abilities. Kaij,
the father of two girls, says that: “Chinese in g@hwant their children to attend university. We
would like that, too. If they cannot, well, that wd be ok too, but we would try tstimulate
them”. Second-generation Chinese parents with ad&Ski spouse support the success frame by

becoming involved in their children’s schools. Viaoleering at school provides parents the
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opportunity to engage in their children’s educatiéor Luli, this was the main incentive to

become a computer support volunteer at the scHdwrawo daughters.

I like to be involved in their school performante,connect to the teacher, and to see the other
kids. This way | know who is who and how they acénd... and that way | know that if they are

working on their tables, for example, which oneptactice at home.

Parents with Chinese partners see school fulfilingle they could not meet themselves
They consider formal education a crucial elementh& success frame and important in their
children’s personal growth. It is part of the sigcdrame because they view it as a typical
Chinese trait to consider education this essenbaltheir personal development. In this
awareness, they stimulate their children to reachteir complete aptitude and take an active
role in their children’s education. Parents withaive-born Dutch spouse, on the other hand, see
education as an integrated part of their childréifés much like sports and arts. The intramarried
and intermarried second-generation Chinese in #tbélands show how the former continue to
hold on to some of their cultural values while tager are more assimilated. This discrepancy

supports hypothesis Il.

5.5.4 Intermarried vs. intramarried The United $&tcollege degree vs. graduate degree

In the United States, there is a similar discregabetween intermarried and intramarried
second-generation Chinese parents. For all patleatsuccess frame is still very relevant; nearly
all parents want their children to obtain a collatggree and they have confidence in their
children’s abilities to reach this goal. The cosptiffer in how they envision their offspring’s

career after college and in how central a rolestiexess frame plays their children’s daily lives.
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Second-generation Chinese with a native-born Caarcgartner emphasize that they want their
children to follow their own path once they finigheir bachelor degrees. Second-generation
Chinese with a Chinese spouse expect that thddrehi continue their education, obtain at least
a graduate degree. For both parents prestigiougpations are no longer an element of the
success frame. Parents focus only on educatioroltaining the base for occupational success
from there.

Intermarried second-generation Chinese indicatettiey are influenced by their native-
born American spouse in the way they approach ¢iducd hat their children obtain a bachelor
degree is important for both partners, but once ttieldren complete college, parents leave it to
their children to decide what to do with their kvélhey do not direct them into specific study
fields or occupations. “I want them to choose theltimately, their careers. Their field,” May
says, of her son and daughter. Like nearly all oseeond-generation Chinese, the intermarried
second-generation Chinese in the U.S. grew up ligh standards of success towards which
they were pushed by their parents. They no longetwhis for their children and instead leave it
up to their offspring to decide what they want o ahce they finish college. This approach is
different from their own upbringing, in which spkcistudy fields and occupations were part of
the success frame. To help their children in makiageer choices, parents help them “discover
who she is, and, and what is suitable for her” ladli8 puts it for her daughter. They want their
children to develop their own opinions and chodssrtown directions. They feel that having
their own choices will make their children happi@&he pursuit of individual happiness, the
opportunity to make personal choices, and the tgbtlh pursue their dreams are typical

American traits. Parents are aware of this. Thalize that they have adjusted their childrearing
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practices from the way they were raised themselVbsy often ascribe these changes to their

native-born American spouses, as Victoria illustsat

I’'m trying not to have too many expectations butduld like to, them to be more successful than
myself in the sense that, more knowing who they arere free to pursue their passions and
knowing what their passions are from an earlier &gel being emotionally intelligent about what

they're feeling and being aware of themselves, tvigc| think, a kind of an American value.

Like their intermarried peers, the second-genema@binese with a Chinese spouse also want
their children to obtain a bachelor degree. Buy tiade their educational expectations further by
expecting a graduate degree, as well. For themaraed couples, education plays a central role
and they expand the success frame to include ihirehlevel of education. Many parents, such
as Gregory, see high academic expectations asfptneir cultrue. Gregory says that he and his
wife “have certain expectations of our kids, yowwn We value education. As an educated
couple, we value education, and as a Chinese coupdeents grew up with this emphasis on
education. Parents even continue to stress theriemm® of education when they do not agree
with the way their parents raised them. Althougbytkdo not want to pressure their children to
the same extent, they still expect high academicames. Obtaining a graduate degree is pivotal
in the current economy, and parents stress andifatin order for their children to get by and
create financial security, they need to motivartbhildren towards a graduate degree. “If you
want a job, a good job”, Sarah, a mother of twapl&xs, “you have to get at least get a
masters”.

Intramarried second-generation Chinese parentserUnited States resort to the tactics

they know to shape their success frame and as isgobase the odds that their children will
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reach this goal and obtain a graduate degree. Wibgtknow is mostly based on the way they
were raised. They continue to implement the cultpractices they grew up with, but to a lesser
degree. The parents instill values of filial pietytheir children, make investments to improve
their children’s academic outcomes, and choose tieidren’s schools carefully. Contrary to
their childhoods, education is not the single foatithe success frame anymore and they do not
push their children to the same extent. Intramdrparents do make sure, however, to help their
children toward their academic path. The intergath@nal transmission of filial piety is subtle.
Parents do not instill the same parent-child hararthat the first-generation had demanded, but
they do expect that their children will fulfill threeducational expectations. Lydia, for example,
explains that she and her husband still have heghathds of their children, and that they raise
them with high educational hopes. They have clear strict rules in the house to make sure
their son and daughter will complete graduate desgrBut in comparing herself to the ways she
and her Chinese husband were raised, Lydia says Shre loving to our kids, uh, in terms of
giving them affection”. Lydia adds “that's moretb& western influence. But at the same time |
feel | have to--we have to have the high expeatatior them”. As was shown in chapter 4 as
well, the intramarried second-generation also ihveere to support their children’s success
frame and are also more likely to send their chitdio specific schools. For some parents, such
as Ruby, this meant enrolling their children invpte school. Ruby describes the choice of
school for her twelve and nine year old, and thes & “already expecting them to enjoy
education and school. That's why they're in privathool.” For other parents, choosing a
specific school implied focusing on a particulah@al district. Joshua, a father of a three-year
old, stresses the importance of school distridtszént us to be in a decent school district. But, |

think, the other half of it is parenting, and th#ney half of it is, so he can have his own
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motivation, his own desire to learn”. The LA metobfan area, in which many of the U.S.
interviews were conducted, is home to school distwvith a wide variety of ratings, and parents
made strategic choices to move to “better” schagilidts. Sometimes, as Betty explains, parents

even made this decision before having children:

When we were looking at this home that was defipitse of the first things we checked out,
even though we didn't have kids at the time. Weékéaoat the school system, the school district
here, and the school that we would be sending ms to because we will full time working. It

would have been hard for us to trek to a privateetor something like that.

The success frames of the intermarried and intnraeabparents in the United States differ in two
main aspects: those of intermarried couples remianilar to those they grew up with; parents
expect college degrees of their children and tenttust in their abilities to obtain them. They
are, however, more flexible and no longer inclugecsfic expectations of specific occupations.
Parents stimulate their children by encouragingntihe do well in school but do not employ
many of their values to bring about this outcomlee Thtramarried couples, on the other hand,
set the expectations of their success frame hititear those they grew up with. Parents expect
graduate degrees and take extra precautions togten the boundaries of their successful
standing by stressing certain values (e.g. filiaty), investing in their children’s education, and
placing them in private schools or specific schadistricts. These findings demonstrate that in
the United States, intramarried are more likelynthize intermarried parents to emphasize the

importance of their children’s education, which\pds support for hypothesis Il.
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5.6 Discussion & conclusion
In this chapter, | examined how the intergenerafiotransmission of success frames is
influenced by national context and level of assamn. The focus lied on second-generation
Chinese parents in the Netherlands and the Unitedes§ comparing intermarried and
intermarried couples in each country. The reseeocimected two bodies of literature: studies on
the childrearing practices of Chinese immigrantepts and research on the assimilation of
second-generation Chinese youth. There are viytmallstudies that examine second-generation
parents and the way they raise their children (N&0h4). There are plenty of studies on
intermarriage (Kalmijn 1993, Lucassen and Laarn2002Perlmann and Waters 2004, Qian and
Lichter 2007)}or on bi-cultural parenting (Crippeand Brew 2007), but none approach
intermarriage as an indicator of assimilation t@leate the second-generation’s childrearing
approaches.

Chinese (immigrant) parents recently received #hpla of media attention when Amy
Chua turned the spotlight on their parenting stydesl dubbed them ‘Tiger Parents’. Tiger
parents have high educational expectations for teidren and raise them with specific cultural
values to push them to obtain these outcomes. Tisengore to culture alone, however, and
parents can support their emphasis on educati@ndating a success frame. Indeed, the second-
generation Chinese themselves were raised whidinwace highly successful in objective terms
(Vogels 2011, Louie 2004). The majority of Chine&mericans have at least a bachelor’s
degree, and they are disproportionately employelgigh-skilled and managerial sectors. Their
annual median household income is at least $1@fr than non-Hispanic Whites (DeNavas-
Walt, Proctor, and Smith 2013). But the second-gdie does not always agree with their

parents’ childrearing styles } or want to followetlpaths that create such success frame for their
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own children. The findings indicate that the chelgiing practices of second-generation Chinese
have become milder and that the majority no lomgénforce the boundaries of the success
frame as strictly as their ‘tiger parents’ had. fEhare important variations between and within

countries.

The national context in which the second-generaitbmese raise their children impacts
to what extent they continue to emphasize the sscéemme. In the Netherlands, second-
generation Chinese parents place their childreafsoimess above anything else, certainly above
educational success and professional achievemeatas such create a success frame in which
success is formulated as happiness. They emphtwne children’s individual abilities and
believe that pushing their children academicalluldampair this happiness. Similar to native-
born Dutch, parents believe that there are linaittheir children’s abilities and that they should
not be pushed beyond these borders (Herweijer\Mogkls 2004). Parents do not connect
academic achievement to their children’s futuraricial well-being. It appears that in this social
democratic welfare state, parents no longer fezlnded to stress education or their children’s
materialistic wellbeing. There is no incentive totain education to provide a financial safety
net, because the government would provide thiss iFiwentive is still very relevant in the United
States. Here, second-generation Chinese parentmweno emphasize the success frame and
expect their children to obtain at least a colldggree. But, like their peers in the Netherlands,
the second-generation in the United States alsthéat children decide what to study and which
career path to follow. Occupational prestige idarmer included in the framework.

In both countries, assimilation had an importanpaet on the way parents restructured
the framework of success and how they raised tti@idren. Assimilation, as measured by

intermarriage, resulted in less ridged boundanme$®ath countries. Or put reversely, second-

130



generation with a Chinese partner appear to holtighter to the success frame and to what it
represents. In the Netherlands, the intermarried/\@ducation as one of many skills to develop
in their children, while their intramarried courgarts want to stimulate their children toward the
upper boundary of their abilities. In the Unitedat®s, there is a similar gap between the
intermarried and intramarried couples; the intermedrcouples want their children to complete
college, but the intramarried expect their childtencontinue to graduate school and thus
increase the levels of the success frame. Theyosufipe success frame by investing in their

children’s education and by enrolling them into@pe schools.

The differences between and within the countrieshave important implications for the
socioeconomic incorporation of the third-generatiSecond-generation Chinese parents in the
Netherlands vow for their children’s happiness andonger stress the importance of education
in the way their immigrant first-generation paredid. Native-born Dutch believe that children
should not be pushed beyond their abilities (Vagt&014, Herweijer and Vogels 2004) } and
second-generation Chinese parents have adoptedrdes and reframed their success frame
accordingly. They stress that the success frantethlest were pushed into made them unhappy
and do not want this for their own children. In thetherlands, they add, emphasis on education
plays a less central role and has less importasrceréating occupational opportunities. Native-
Dutch parents base their expectations on theidamls innate academic abilities, rather than on
their zeal and hard work (Herwijer and Vogels 200@)e Dutch social democratic welfare
system enables them to do so because the Dutdkedraystem has various educational and
professional alternatives, while the social demicnaelfare state takes care of those who fall

between the cracks. The Dutch government providiasaacial safety net for its unemployed
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and the income gap between those with a univedeiree and those without is not particularly
large (CBS 2013).

The second-generation Chinese in the Netherlagltmuish the success frame because
they no longer need for it. That said, there is¢riking difference between the intermarried and
intramarried second-generation Chinese. While potbulations want their children to be happy,
the former believe this can be accomplished by sty their children in the career path they
choose. The latter believe, as was demonstratetiapter 4 as well, that it is still their role to
direct their children to reach the maximum withineit capacities and often want their children
to attend the highest level high school (VWO). Atimg this high school is often a good
predictor of continuing to university since most XDAgraduates continue to university and
(children of) immigrants are even more likely to stm (Van der Aart 2002). This adjustment is
likely to lower the academic outcomes of their pfisg compared to their own
accomplishments. But only future research on tlvel-ipeneration can indicate if this is indeed

the case.

In the United States, parents do hold on to theessframe and their overall educational
expectations are higher. Here, parents expectst écollege degree and employ mechanisms to
support the success frame. Parents rank achievemgher and talk about the monetary
incentives for (high) achievement. In the U.S. ld@develfare state, a college degree provides
opportunities and financial security. Educationpisotal in improving one’s labor market
position and making more money (Lipset 1996). Paren most ethnoracial populations hope
their children will obtain a college degree (Goge2008). Nearly all second-generation Chinese

expect this minimum too, but a stark differencensetn intermarried and intramarried second-
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generation Chinese appears: Second-generatior$shwith a Chinese spouse have even higher
expectations of their children. They hope theirldrlein will obtain a graduate degree. They
distance themselves and their children from thenste@am by setting a success frame that has
standards that are even higher than the once ttesy gp with. It is not unreasonable of parents
in the U.S. to have high expectations of their dii@h. Economists at the Bureau for Labour
Statistics (2013) explain that higher levels of @ation are required for lower skilled jobs and
that college degrees are the minimum to get hiordehtry level positions. In the U.S., the
unemployment rate for people with a college degsesimost half (4.5%) of those with only a
high school diploma (8.2%) and for people with asteds degree, it is even lower (3.5%). Since
intramarried parents back up success frame witteleefbthat it will lead to their children’s
occupational opportunities and financial well-beinigis not surprising that they adjust the
boundaries of this frame based on these factss likely that third-generation offspring of
intramarried parents will have an even higher St their parents and obtain a top position in

the ethnoracial hierarchy.

This chapter shows that in both countries, interredrsecond-generation Chinese have
lower educational expectations than their intramdrpeers. Assimilation is thus likely to lower
the socioeconomic outcome of their children. Howgetigture research needs to point out if the
success frame of intermarried second-generatiomeShi in each country differs from their
native-born peers. Since parents’ educational d&pens are one of the greatest predictors of
children’s academic outcomes (Wang & Benner 20E3|B:. Crockett 2010; Davis-Kean 2005),
it is important that future research will contrést findings with the success frame of the native-

born. The children of the intramarried second-gath@n Chinese are likely to still outperform
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their peers, especially those in the United Statbere level of education is an important tool to
survive. These between- and within- country figdirprovide a glimpse into third-generation
children’s potential academic outcomes, and as,sti&ir socioeconomic assimilation in the

long run.
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Chapter 6
Folk bilinguals vs. elite bilingualism; second-gemation parents raising

bilingual children

6.1 Introduction

As repeatedly argued in this dissertation, thergxte what immigrants and their offspring adapt
to the host society can be important to predidr thetential socioeconomic status (SES). One of
the most important domains of assimilation to ieflae socioeconomic incorporation is

language acquisition (Bean and Stevens 2003, Rumbkassey, and Bean 2006). Speaking the
language of the host country enables immigrantsthed children to participate in the host

country’s labor force and/or attend school sucedlysf Regarding the second-generation

Chinese, research has shown becoming fluent inigngtas part of the success frame with
which they were raised, since their parents redlit® importance to advance academically
(Portes and Hao 1998). But whereas the emphasigp@anlec policy used to be geared toward

English immersion and speaking English only, it masently come to light that there are

advantages for (children of) immigrantsdtso maintain the mother tongue. That is, for being
bilingual (Portes and Hao 1998).

The majority of children of post-1965 immigrants,ogs up in households where
languages other than English (or in addition toliEhy is spoken. However, by the time they
reach adulthood, the second-generation are mady lio have shifted to English (Portes and
Hao 1998, Suarez 2007). This language change isrkag the ‘language shift’ (Fishman 1972).
The shift does not automatically imply that the setgeneration will speak English to their

offspring. In fact, the shift is only complete ey will. If second-generation parents choose to
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speak their mother tongue to their children insteastable bilingual situation occurs (Lieberson
and Curry 1971). In this chapter | argue that basedhe second-generation’s background—
disadvantaged vs. advantaged—two forms of bilingoahave formed: ‘folk’ bilingualism and
‘elite’ bilingualism (Romaine 1998). In ‘folk’ bifigualism parents do not consciously choose
raising their children to become bilingual butstlikely that their offspring grows up as such
regardless. In ‘elite’ bilingualism parents makeamscious effort to raise their children with
their mother tongue because they recognize thedatdéeefits of speaking more than one
language. Zooming in on a particularly advantagegupation that expresses a strong emphasis
on educational achievement—second-generation Ghinrslows that parents not only switch to
their mother tongue once children are born, buttthey also utilize other tactics to increase their
children’s bilingual potential and as such add bilengual skills to the success frame of their

children.

6.2 Theoretical background: language assimilation,shift, and different types of
bilingualism

6.2.1 Background, language assimilation of the seeond-generation

There is a positive correlation between languagéisskf immigrants and their earnings
(Dustmann and van Soest 2001, Chiswick and Mil8&¥5). Moreover, according to the classical
straight line theory, language and culture acquisitleads not only to socioeconomic
incorporation, but also to large scale intermaejagthnic identification with the host culture,
and, eventually, to the end of discrimination amohfécts of values between the immigrant
population and the host society (Gordon 1964). Bpgahe language of the host society is thus
essential and language acquisition is the foundaiio which the assimilation of other domains

is built. Without speaking English the second-gahen cannot obtain access to the success
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frame. The majority of the second-generation hgsederence of English over their heritage
language and the vast majority speaks English bytithe they reach adulthood (Portes and
Schauffler 1994, Portes and Hao 1998).

But as important as it is to speak English, theralso value to maintaining the language
of one’s (parents’) country of origin. In fact, tesecond-generation continues to value speaking
the heritage language highly (Portes and Hao 1B9&ra-Mills 2001). Speaking the mother
tongue can connect them to cultural heritage (Imigaley 1996), and boost ethnic identity
(Guardado 2002). Speaking the heritage languagelsanprovide the second-generation with
practical advantages: for those living in ethniclawves, it provides ties with the community at
large (Tse 2001) as such it can thus support tbeess frame; it can ease communication when
visiting the (parents’) home country (Cho 2000); aid the interacting with (live-in)
grandparents (Ishizawa 2004). Moreover, as thessaf certain immigrant groups increase,
some scholars such as Huntington (2004) argueintpertance of being eloquent in languages
such as Spanish may become increasingly imporéspicially within certain ethnic enclaves
(Beckhusen et al. 2012). Indeed, based on 1980 CkBsus data, McManus (1990) shows that
in certain Hispanic communities, Spanish speaketsbgtter jobs than those speaking only

English.

6.2.2 Language shift or movement towards bilingumli

Whether or not immigrant parents elect to raisér tti@ldren with English, it is likely that their
offspring acquires it by participating within them®rican society. The vast majority of second-
generation youth speak English either well or weejl. This presumption is in line with Joshua

Fishman (1972) predominant model on the languate Blshman’s language shift model holds
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that the immigrant generation often uses its nalareguage at home, but that their second-
generation children grow up speaking the host-agguanguage and by adulthood shift to this

language altogether (Portes and Hao 1998). Whdeethre plenty of studies that examine how
language shifts from native tongue to English betwé¢he first and the second-generation,
respectively (Bean and Stevens 2003, Stevens 19&hains largely unknown which language

the second-generation decides to speak with tlfiispring (see for exceptions: Alba et al. 2002).

This is in part because until recently most secgeieration populations have been too young to
have their own children.

It is important to examine the language spokendopsd-generation parents because this
generation might still have the opportunity to cb®a@ language, as they mostly grew up with
two languages: their heritage language at homeEaglish with their peers. The language(s)
that the second-generation decide to speak witin thed-generation children determines to
what extent a complete language shift may or mdytaie place. If second-generation parents
do not pass on English as the mother tongue tméle generation and instead “maintain their
mother-tongue in socializing the offspring, thestable multilingual situation will exist in which
bilingualism does not generate mother-tongue slflfttberson and Curry 1971, 126). Since
language acquisition is not a zero-sum situati@nemts may decide to raise their children with
more than one language. Unlike some other elenwdntise heritage culture, such as religion,
acquisition of English can go hand-in-hand with mt@ning heritage language.

Parents from different backgrounds have differamtentives to raise their children
bilingual. Even parents who do not consciously &eoto raise their children with a second
language might end up with bilingual offspring. Fetample, their children pick up a second

language ‘on the street’ or because their paraks & language other than English in their

138



presence. This distinction matters because sped#kenperitage language at home can represent
a conscious choice, at least for parents, wheegagihge loss and maintenance is less intentional
(Stromswold 2001). The former implies that pareate active players in facilitating their
children’s bilingual upbringing and may do so asteategic choice to improve their success
frame; the latter suggests that parents may noerttekconscious decision, but that children will
learn a second language regardless. This distmeli®o indicates that there can be a language
shift in household once couples become parentspdituin all households. In other words, while
the second-generation may have a preference folisBnduring adolescence (Portes and Hao
1998), this may no longer be the case once thegrbegarents. By transmitting their heritage
language intergenerationally, second-generatiorerpar also expose their children to their
heritage culture, provide them access to their iethecommunity, and increase their
communication with non-English speaking relativéscond-generation parents may have more
than one incentive to raise their children to dengual. And if so, they should be more likely
than the childless to speak their heritage languwdeme, particularly when their children are
preschoolers and in the most critical phase ohiegrlanguage (Johnson and Newport 1989).
Until the1960s, thus regarding the early wavesnodgtly European) immigrants, it was
believed that bilingualism could impair successdssimilation into the host society. Bilingual
individuals were believed to have lower 1.Q.s apéexh retardation (Hakuta and Diaz 1985,
Brigham 1923). In order to successfully integrageholars and politicians believed, fluent
English, and only English, was fundamental (BrurghE986). Recently and mostly referring to
the post-1965 influx of immigrants, it has comdight that being bilingual, and especially being
fluent bilingual, can have great benefits. The safspeaking English plus another language

seems to be bigger than its parts: fluent bilingodlviduals have increased cognitive abilities
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and are better at problem solving (Bialystok 1986&y have higher GPA’s and standardized
academic tests scores (Portes and Rumbaut 199&&urh995); and people who grow up with
more than one language are more flexible, thinkenwoeatively, and have a larger imagination
than those who grew up with only one language (B&aR88). Speaking more than one language
can be thus especially of interest for parents what to fit their children in high achieving
success frames.

But, as | will argue below, even parents who do dobose to raise their children
bilingual, many do so. Second-generation pareras ftess educated and more vulnerable
backgrounds might not be fluent in English themsel(PewResearchCenter 2013b) and
automatically provide their children with a bilirguchildhood (given that their children learn
English at school). Parents from disadvantageddrackds who do speak English may feel they
do not have the ‘luxury’ to raise their childrenitgual because they do not want to jeopardize
their children’s educational development. On thdéeothand, some advantaged second-
generation populations, are likely to make a cansxieffort to raise their children with more
than one language because they want to raisedhidgren’s ethnic awareness or realize it can
boost their children’s educational outcomes. Tregem to be two types of bilingualism: an
unconscious and unavoidable kind, and an electivkemcouraged version. Before arriving at
the hypotheses, | discuss each in more detail. M@ | zoom in on second-generation Asians,
whose fear of losing their obtained educationalilgge adds another incentive to raise their
children bilingually. | argue that given their stgbemphasis on education (Louie 2004, Kao
1995),this population of parents will be especigligne to switch to bilingualism once children

are in the household because it adds to their m®td the success frame.
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6.2.3 Folk bilingualism (bilingualism as a result)

Compared to other second-generation populatiorspatiics have lower levels of education, and
lower socioeconomic standing—both first and secgederation (PewResearchCenter 2013a).
Moreover, they are less likely to be part of a ieyed population that decided to immigrate.
Their immigrant selectivity, in other words, is lofifeliciano 2006). Compared to Asian or
European Americans, Hispanics are more likelywe In ethnic communities, as is the case for
immigrants (and their children) from other disade@ed backgrounds, such as African or West
Indian immigrants (Iceland and Scopilliti 2008)ving in an ethnic community implies regular
interaction with co-ethnics and, given the multrgetional composition of these communities,
provides later generations the ability to use tineritage language (Jiménez 2009). The vast
growth of Spanish speaking communities since th&fas ensured the flourishing of Spanish-
speaking communities and culture for decades toec(Bolé 1990, Bean and Stevens 2003).
Moreover, because people from different countriesrgin share the same language —which is
lacking among European or Asian language—therelasge number of Spanish speakers. This
creates a critical mass and a niche market for nemseSpanish-language newspapers, radio, and
television stations (Lopez 1996).

Within these ethnic communities, some argue, spgaknglish loses its importance and
Spanish takes its place (Huntington 2004). Indédah and his colleagues (2002) found that the
children and grandchildren of Spanish-speaking ignamits retained their language longer when
they live in ethnic enclaves. Moreover, in certeities, like Los Angeles, the primary language
of the working class is Spanish (Van Hook and B&@0®0, Bachmeier and Bean 2011) and,

based on 1980 U.S. Census data, McManus (1990)sstiatvSpanish speakers get better

jobs than those speaking English. These are clyleoatextual, and socioeconomic factors that
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can influence the likelihood of households beingrggh-speaking. Given the large role of
Spanish in the day-to-day life, second-generatiamems may not feel they can choose to speak
Spanish with their children because speaking Shasimore a matter of necessity. The type of
bilingualism with witch these second-generatiorep#s raise their children can be termed ‘folk
bilingualism’. In this type of bilingualism, parenteel they do not choose to raise their children
bilingual because either parents themselves laek Ehglish skills to raise their children

monolingual or because their children become hilaidpy growing up within an ethnic enclave.

Hypothesis I:
Disadvantaged populations do not actively seelatsertheir children bilingual. In other words,

couples will not become more bilingual once theyehehildren.

6.2.4 Elite bilingualism (bilingualism as choice)

The above described ‘folk bilingualism’ can be c¢asted with so-called ‘elite
bilingualism’(Romaine 1998). In elite bilingualisrparents make a conscious decision to raise
their children with more than one language. Paress opt for this form of bilingualism come
from advantaged backgrounds and are often at middlepper ranks of the socioeconomic
ladder. These are usually the children from Europmad Asian immigrants who were highly
selected—immigrants from these origins have a higitdication compared to the national
average in their country of origin (Feliciano 2068)r who have obtained advanced degrees
within the United States (PewResearchCenter 20Y2hile this second-generation usually grew
up with their mother tongue at home, they themsehaeve the experience of becoming fluent in

English (Zhou 1997, Zhou and Bankston 1998, Zhod Eim 2006). When many Asian
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immigrants grew up, language acquisition and edowcak success went hand in hand; second-
generation Chinese, for example, recount that theye told by their parents to assimilate
linguistically so they could access opportunitieneyally reserved for the white mainstream
(Zhou 2011). In other words, speaking English wosldoport their success frame. This
experience of growing up with a language other tBaglish at home yet being pushed by their
parents to learn English fluently, can give theoselegeneration parents the confidence that their
children can grow up bilingual too and that it eald to their chances for success.
Second-generation parents who subscribe to thie fofr elite bilingualism want their
children to grow up with more than one languageabse they recognize that in an increasingly
global world, speaking more than one language caralgreat asset (Sassen 1991, 1984).
Educated parents may be aware of the consenshbs liitdrature that there is, “regardless of the
exact causal order, [a] positive association ohgualism with intellectual development” (Portes
and Hao 1998, 274). Thus, for these parents, lidhgm is a choice and a luxury that they feel
they can afford. Parents may decide to shift t@kipg a language other than English once they
have children, hire a nanny from their (parentgurry of origin, or enroll their children in
bilingual or language immersion schools. Maintemaoica heritage language in the host country
thus requires both individual motivation and a suppetwork (Lieberson and Curry 1971, Solé
1990). Since home is the last stand of the heril@gguage (Fishman 1965, Veltman 1981), such

motivation must come from parents and other memhbeise household.

Hypothesis Ii
Advantaged populations will make a conscious ettodocialize their children in more than one

language. They are likely to become more bilinguade they have children in their household.

143



One advantaged group of second-generation pateatsst particularly known for its emphasis
on education and increasing the socioeconomic agsoof their children are the Chinese, also
known as ‘Tiger Parents’ (Chua 2011a). | focus @iaA bilingualism separate from the folk

bilingualism and elite bilingualism.

6.2.5 Asian bilingualism Second-generation Chingssians) parents incentives for raising
bilingual children
| focus on Asian bilingualism separately from tlodkfand elite bilingualism because | predict
that second-generation Asians have an exceptiomadlly incentive for raising their children
bilingual. There are three reasons for this: 1)yTieev having bilingual skills as a way to support
the success frame with which they raise their cbiigd2) second-generation Asians climbed up
the socioeconomic ladder themselves and want teeptethat their children’s socioeconomic
standing will decline; 3) their immigrant parente dess likely to speak English than the first-
generation from other countries because their mathegues are very different from English
(Miller and Chiswick 2004), teaching their childrémeir mother tongue will enable them to
connect to their grandparents and their heritadjereu

Many second-generation Asians grew up with an enasmpressure to succeed (Gibson
1988, Portes and Zhou 1993, Zhou 1997, Zhou andkd$am 1998). Their immigrant parents
raised them the success frame which included @lltvelues of zeal, filial piety, and
collectivism that led exceptionally high levels education and prestigious occupations which
became the norm (PewResearchCenter 2013a). Cedaond-generation Asians in particular,
such as the Chinese, are less likely to drop oligif school, often outperform their peers, and

get accepted to top universities disproportionéllge 2012, Vogels 2011). The success frame
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created a position in the socioeconomic racialdnadry that is even superior to native-born
whites (Jiménez and Horowitz 2013). In the previokapters of this dissertation | showed that,
based on this structure of success, the secondajemewant their children to succeed too and
especially intramarried couples continue to ras@rtchildren within this success frame. Being
bilingual can help their children reach this goal.

Moreover, the success frame sets the educatiomaidatds of Asian Americans
exceptionally high. By supporting the success fraggeond-generation parents aim to prevent
their children from moving down on the socioecononadder. In other words, second-
generation parents have much to lose if their oliddo not succeed. Raising them bilingual is
one way of many that they can aim at avoiding this.

Last, Asian languages have a larger distance tdidgBnthan most European languages.
This implies that it is harder to learn English formigrants from Asian countries than it is for
immigrants from European countries (Miller and @hgk 2004). If the second-generation wants
their children to communicate with their (grandjpds, it becomes important to learn the
language of their parents’ country of origin. Grpacknts influence heritage language
acquisition and play crucial a role as culturalKemoand family historian (Alba 1990). The
presence of a grandparent living in the househelich is traditionally very common among
Asian families) can improve the likelihood that Idnén use their heritage langue (Ishizawa
2004). Moreover, having the ability to communicatigh grandparents whether or not in the
household can support the success frame.

If Asian parents indeed have added incentivesHerr tchildren to be bilingual, they will
be also more likely to switch to being bilinguaaththeir other advantaged peers. It also implies

that they should be more likely than the childléssspeak the heritage language at home,
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particularly when their children are preschoolard enost susceptible to learning their language

(Johnson and Newport 1989).

Hypothesis llla

Compared to other groups, Asian Americans are tbstrikely to switch to bilingualism once
they have children.

Hypothesis llib

Asian Americans focus on their heritage languageahse it can support their success frame by
providing their children with potential superior @oeconomic outcomes and by it providing

their children with cultural heritage.

6.3 Data & methods

The data for this study are both quantitative andlitptive and derived from the American

Community Survey (ACS) between 2008 and 2010, amskdb on in-depth interviews with

second-generation Chinese, collected between MardlOctober 2012, respectively. The mixed
methods approach adds depth to the findings andases their reliability (Denzin and Lincoln

2000, Emerson 2001, Lofland 2006). Mixed methods plovide the ‘best of both worlds’.

6.3.1 Quantitative data

The ACS asks respondents if they speak a languhge than English at home, and if so, which
other language they speak and how well they speagkdh. It allows for examination of family
structure and the presence of children. Howevecalise the ACS does not distinguish the

second-generation from later generations, | sultetit.75-generation for the second-generation.
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1.75 generation consists of immigrants who arrivethe U.S. as preschoolers and were entirely
educated in the United States (Rumbaut 2004). Imantgfrom English-speaking countries of
origin or from countries where English was an a#fidcanguage (e.g. India) were excluded. The
data are divided by country or region of originsuking in groups of immigrants from: China,
Korea, Vietham, Other Asian countries, DominicarpiRgic, Central America, Mexico, Haiti,
West Europe, East Europe, Russia/Ukraine/IsraelfifSAmerica, Middle East (without Israel),
Non-English speaking Africa, and Other (see Tabkedppendix C). The sample size of all 1.75
generation respondents is 113,794. To test thepetlngses, the respondents were divided
between having ‘Advantaged’, ‘Disadvantaged’, oiassbackground. The division was based
on country of origin, average level of educationimigrant selectivity of the specific population,
and racial disadvantages (see also: Alba and F2dg4). Table Il in appendix C lists the
countries by group and number (N) and percentagetatfsample (%).

Of the 113,794 respondents | selected only houdshthlat included a member of the
1.75 generation and his/her partner (or are widdavearced living with another adult) and/or
biological children. It excludes households in whian adult member of the 1.75 generation
would live only with a parent or other family mempend it excludes single-person households.
The final number of households is 26,040 (see THbie appendix C). In the analysis | control
for gender, age, years of education, years in thieed States, the presence of children aged six
years and older in the household, as well as pavamables (partners’ age, years of education,

years in the U,S. and whether the partner was inaire US).
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6.3.2 Qualitative data

The qualitative data are based on 39 in-depth viges which | conducted with second-
generation Chinese parents and their spouse ittited States (mostly Southern California)
between March and October 2012. During the intarsjd took an inductive approach, asking
open ended questions based on a topic list. foets dn the conversations regarding language,
which includes: parents’ language expectationsheirtchildren, parents’ efforts to instill their
mother tongue, and parents ‘motivations for speplnglish and/or Chinese (I use the term
‘Chinese’ here while in reality respondents refdrte a range of different dialects including
Mandarin, Cantonese, Taiwanese and Hakka). Theviates lasted around two hours. All
interviews were digitally recorded, transcribedbagim, and analyzed with AtlasTi. After re-
reading the interviews, | coded them based on gétapics and then recoded each topic in more

detailed to dissect specific themes.

6.4 Findings: folk and elite bilingualism and Asianparents’ motivations for bilingualism
6.4.1 Quantitative findings
Using 2008-2010 ACS data, | selected 1.75 generaéspondents in households that include: a
partner, and/or other adults, and/or biologicaldtken. It excludes single-person households or
households in which 1.75 respondents (still) livéhwheir parents without their own children.
The final number of households is 26,040 Tablanlappendix C shows the sample’s breakup
by region/country of origin. The majority comes rfroMexico (38.2%), or Western Europe
(20.9%).

As table 6.1 below shows, except for respondentis Wietnamese and African heritage,

the majority does not (yet) have young childreimlgvin their household. Those born in Western
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European are least likely to have a child unden Bheir household (19.5%) and respondents
arriving from Africa are the most likely (56.4%).0@paring these percentages to those of
having children of six or older in the household@.@% and 38.5%, respectively) and average
age (54.1 and 34.4, respectively) indicates thatthican population is simply younger than the
West European, the 1.75 generation from Africa herafore still more likely to be in
childbearing age. The Vietnamese and Central Acarrpopulations seem to be a similar young
population while the respondents born in East Eemop and ‘other’ countries are older
populations. Not surprisingly, the average ‘yaarthe United States’ is close to the average age
(because the selection was based on age).

For all the groups, more than half of the respotglare female and there are especially
many females among Korean (68.1%), African (66.7&b Dominican Republican (62.6%)
respondents. Another discrepancy between the piogmgacan be found for those who are single
parents. There are very few single parents among #ifrican, Chinese, and
Russian/Ukrainian/Israeli populations (all just 0®86) but nearly a quarter of the respondents
from the Dominican Republic raises a child withauytartner. The last divergent that needs to be
pointed out are in the years of education, the &vewerage education (just under 12 years) is
obtained by Mexicans and the highest by Chinesadstl 16 years). Indeed, this discrepancy is

well documented in the literature (Portes and Ha@42.
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Table 6.1: Descriptive for person 1 variables

Ch;_)ld> gg]rgzlr?t Female ngd Age etii?:;sti(()); Years in US

Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

China 31.0% 5.2% 53.6%  43.6% 40.1 11.60 15.7 2.437.33 11.59
Korea 42.0% 6.4% 68.1% 39.8% 36.0 7.39 15.3 241 .8337.16
Vietham 51.0% 7.2% 58.5% 39.5% 34.4 5.48 15.0 2.5381.7 5.60

gg;"'”'ca” 35.8% 23.5% 62.6% 53.1% 380 11.65 134 292 3511911

Central 421% 17.2%  58.7% 52.0% 349 1123 129 3.02  32.11.40L
America

Mexico 37.0% 16.4% 57.7% 61.8% 37.7 13.17 11.9 3.0852 13.22
Haiti 33.1% 16.0% 58.3% 54.3% 36.7 9.33 139 2.633.63 9.62

West Europe 8.6% 8.3% 52.0% 47.3% 541 1280 14.0.52 2 516 12.74
East Europe 19.5% 8.2% 542% 43.7% 495 1825 14.2.73 46.6 18.26

Russia,
Ukraine, 32.2% 5.0% 55.7% 43.1% 40.4 1488 15.0 2.55 37.5 .0515
Israel
South

. 31.8% 11.2% 58.3% 54.0% 39.2 10.60 14.3 2.44 36.60.681
America
Middle East 31.6% 5.9% 53.0% 50.6% 41.2 1237 14.2.78 38,5 12.35
Africa 56.4% 5.1% 66.7% 38.5% 344 10.10 14.8 2.4332.0 10.08
Other Asia 36.2% 12.4% 57.8% 50.1% 38.6 1232 14.2.34 36.4 12.32
Other 13.1% 11.2% 52.3% 65.8% 45.9 8.54 14.2 2.523.14 8.54

Source: ACS 2008-2010

When studying bilingualism | included both partnerghe household. It was important
to add the respondent’s spouse to the sample et@usr she of course has as much influence
on the language spoken in the household as thendspt. Table IV in appendix C shows the
average ages, years in the U.S., and years of galuaaf the spouses, which are showing a
similar pattern to the one described above. The amhin difference between spouses is the
number of years spent in the United States. Inolydhe spouse in this study, results in the
examination of households, rather than individyabscept for single parent households). The
spouse can have an important influence on the istigisocialization of the child because if the
respondent speaks only English but the spousehises her mother tongue when raising the

child, the child will still be raised bilingual. 8 parents may, in fact, make this strategic
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decision and divide the languages spoken in thesdtmld by parents: one parent speaks
English, the other parent his or her mother tondteeents from different countries of origin

could even decide to raise their children trilingwach parent speaks to the child in his or her
respective mother tongues, in addition to the Ehglhe children learn outside of the household
(Hoffmann 2001). In this chapter trilingual anditgual families are compiled together and

treated as bilingual families.

Table V in appendix C shows language usage in thuesdhold and the language each
parent speaks: only English, only non-English, athkEnglish and non-English. Since the main
interest of this chapter is to gauge to what exteniseholds are bilingual, and specifically if
they change to being bilingual once children arenpd present figure 1. Figure 6.1 below
presents the percentages of households that hdeasatone of the partners speaking a language
other than English at home (regardless of whettgidren are present in the household).
Potential children raised in these households bell(at least partially) bilingual, assuming that
they will learn English outside the home, for exéemp school. The survey does not ask which
other language is spoken, how frequent it is usedhow well the respondent and/or his or her
spouse speak the other language. The range aridfedMéngual potential can thus vary greatly.
In this chapter | make the assumption that theeibthanguage is the respondent’s heritage
language.

Figure 6.1 shows that only Korean and Western Eeaopcouples are more likely to
speak only English compared to in addition to olygisome of) their heritage language. In
households where the respondents were not Korekasiern European, more than half speak a

language other than English at home, without apglydny controls. Respondents and spouses
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from Mexico, the Dominican Republic, ‘Other’, anér@ral American countries are most likely

to use a language other than English at home (leet®2 and 93%). For respondents from Haiti,

South America, or Vietnam this percentage dropsuaten points (to around 72-77%). It drops

another 10 percentage points for respondents froddl® East, Russia, Ukraine, Israel, China,

or East Europe (around the 62%). In just over (&1P6) of the households with respondents and

spouses from African or other Asian countries @lege other than English is spoken.

Figure 6.1: Extent of bilingualism in the householdby country/region of origin
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Source: ACS 2008-2010

I hold a few variables constant when examiningiifges switch to being more bilingual

once there are small children in the households@&h&riables are both at the individual and at
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the household level. The individual level variablase: gender, age, number of years of
education, and number of years in the United Statee household level variable are being a
single parent and whether or not there are oldidlrelm (6 years and up) in the household. | also
control for partner characteristics: partner’s geaireducation, years in the U.S., and whether or
not the spouse is native-born. Table VI in apper@lishows that there are strong correlations
between the different variables (p<.001); the etoep are between years of education and
having a child under 5 in the household (p<.01) beiveen female and own years of education
(.5) or between female and partner’s years of educd.05). | left out the correlations between

single parent household and partner related vasabl

To examine if having children in the household @ases the usage of a language other
than English in the household | applied logistigressions. Logistic regressions are preferred
over Ordinary Least Squares (OLS) regression becdlis outcome variable—that is, the
dependent variable of speaking the heritage lareguag dichotomous.

Table 6.2 shows the results of the multivariateisiog regression. To ease the
interpretation of these findings, the table presethie odds ratios. Western Europe is the
reference category, which implies that the oddesaif the other countries are given relative to
the odds ratio of Western Europe. Odds ratios gr€at smaller) than 1 indicate that the people
from this country are more (or less) likely to dpem language other than English in the
household. Model 1ll, and IV include also a setcolariates to control for demographic and
household level variables. The first model shows é&mpty model with only the countries.

Comparing the findings to the reference group, Wwhschbirth country in Western Europe (e.g.
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Germany, Spain, Denmark) shows that all but thasa m Korea, are more likely than Western

Europeans to speak a language other than Englisieinhousehold.

Table 6.2: Logistic regressions for bilingual neitler parent vs. both parents

model | model Il model Il model IV

OR SE OR SE OR SE OR SE
West Europe (reference) .275 .256 1.928 1.952
Korea .965 .089  .758** 091 .526*** .094 471*** 31
East Europe 1.179* .080 1.169* .080 1.263* .083 74*2 .091
Non-English African 1.705* 255 1.304 259 998 270 1.225 .381
Russia, Ukraine, Israel 2.036*** 100 1.905*** 1011.780*** .107 1.823*** 122
Other Asia 3.690*** 076 3.046** 078 2.048*>* .B 1.766*** .105
China 3.488** 080 3.002*** 082 1.996** 086 18®*** .104
Vietnam 4.175%** 098 3.187** 100 2.101*** .104 2.001*** 147
Middle East 4.713*** 097 4.095*** 098 2.974*** (12 2.881** 123
Other 7.917** 080 7.750*** 081 6.248** 084 T70r** .092
Haiti 6.305** 218 5.287** 221 3.468** 231 B36*** .313
South America 6.169** 096 5.385*** 097 3.649** 102 3.823*** 121
Central America 7.550** 093 6.291*** 094 4.088* .102 4.35%** 126
Hispanic 12.938*** 109 11.684*** 109 8.466*** .114 11.075** .136
Mexico 16.924*** 052 14.838*** .053 11.326*** .059 12.89*** 066
Dominican Rep. 15.122*** 187 13.523** 188 1.165** 200 11.293*** .236
Child >5 in household 1.907*** 042 1.321*** 047 1.739*** 112
Controls Variables
Female 976 .037 974 .038
Age 1.089*** 011 1.088** 011
Single parent A11x* 091 .113*** .09
Years of education 976** 007 976*  .007
Years in the US .884* 011 .884** 011
Child 6< in household 1.211** 038 1.204** 038
Interactions birth country and having a child obbyounger in the household
Korea & child <5 993 .199
East Eur & child <5 .936 .233
NE Africa & child <5 532 541
Rus, Ukr,Isr & child <5 .802 .258
Other Asia& child <5 1.17 .183
China & child <5 .969 191
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Vietnam & child <5 .874 .219

Middle East & child <5 923 .23
Other & child <5 A51%* 229
Haiti & child <5 .230** 475
South Am & child <5 720 .228
Central Am & child <5 .693+ 217
Hispanic & child <5 .326*** 252
Mexico & child <5 544+ 138
Dom Rep. & child <5 577 444

Source: ACS 2008-2010

Adding a dummy variable for having a child belowefiyears old in the household
(model 11) results in slightly less variance betweabe different countries and Western Europe,
but does not change the picture a whole lot. Thgekt change takes place among Koreans, who
now are significantly less likely than Western Epgans to speak their language of origin. And
among Non-English Africans, who are no longer digantly different from Western Europeans.
The difference between those born in Western Eusopk Korea becomes even larger when
adding the control variables (model Ill), but nloé tdifference between Western Europeans and
those arriving from non-English speaking Africa ens insignificant (this is probably in part
because the sample of the latter group is so sn#adijling the interaction variables between
birth country and having young children in the heh@d (model 1IV) shows that almost all
disadvantaged countries of origin (except South Acag are significantly less likely than those
from Western Europe to switch to their native tamgehen children are present. This is not the
case for the respondents with advantaged backgsound

Figure V in appendix C shows the regression limesafi the countries. Closer inspection
of this figure shows some patterns based on bioimicy. The regression lines for Korea;
Western and Eastern Europe; Russia, Ukraine, aadljd/ietnam, China, Other Asia all display

an upward slope, whereas the slopes for Hispanexidd, Other, and Haiti, and Non English
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Africa are nearly having a downward angle. Tabl® ltelow shows the logistic regressions of

model Il for the three groups.

Table 6.3: Logistic regressions for bilingual neitler parent vs. both parents, grouped

countries
OR SE

Disadvantaged (constant) 2.059

Advantaged 131 xx* .044
Asian .180*** .059
Has child under 5 in household 1.086 .052
Controls Variables

female 1.05 .035
Age .1.059%** .010
Single Parent 1.013 150
Years of education 1.034*** .007
Years in the US 937*** .009
Child 6< in household 1.132%** .032
Spouse years of education 1.026*** .006
Spouse age Q7 1% .003
Spouse years in the US 1.024*** .002
US-born spouse .303*** .061

Interactions birth country and having a child obbyounger

Advantaged & child <5
Asian & child <5

1.282**
1.760***

.083

.094

Source: ACS 2008-2010

The multivariate logistic regression in table 6h®ws that people from Advantaged and
Asian backgrounds are much less likely than pebpla disadvantaged backgrounds to switch
to speaking a language other than English at homee children are born. Respondents from
Advantaged and Asian backgrounds are likely to@dwib their heritage language once young
children are present. Asian parents especially nfaikeswitch, even when controlled for level of

education, spouses’ country of origin (i.e. conéwlfor native-born spouse), and a number of
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socioeconomic covariates. These differences betweegroups are especially clear when they
are illustrated with the regression lines for eatthe population groups (see figure 6.2).

Figure 6.2: Logistic regression lines of speakingihguage other than English at home
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Source: ACS 2008-2010

6.4.2 Qualitative findings

To add depth and context to the above presentéih{is, to explore the underlying reasons of
why second-generation Asians are most likely totdwitheir household language(s) from
English to their heritage langue once childrenmesent, and to place the above findings in the
light of the success frame, | examined one of tlstrsuccessful Asian American populations:
second-generation Chinese. Second-generation @amesoften portrayed as a model-minority;
they have an average education that surpasses ofthaton-Hispanic Whites, they are
disproportionally employed in high-skilled and mgesaal sectors; and they have an annual
median household income that is more than $10,d8%ea that of non-Hispanic Whites
(DeNavas-Walt, Proctor, and Smith 2013). While sleeond-generation does not always agree
with the model-minority stereotype, or even suffexem the pressure of the associated high

expectations (Lee 2012), they are accomplishedbjiactive terms (Jiménez and Horowitz 2013).
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They measure themselves by the model minority ctype and use these standards in creating
their success frame. The sample contains secorelaj@n Chinese whose parents were born in
China, Hong Kong, or Taiwan. There are slightly enéemales (55.3%), as is the case in the
ACS data (53.6%), the average age is about the santhe average age in the ACS data too
(37.8 and 40.1 respectively), and the respondaritse data are highly educated, as is the case
in the ACS data. Because the interview data aregbax larger dissertation there were no single
parent households. The average number and age ohtldren is relatively low (1.5 children per
household with an average age of 6.4 for the olde#tl). The average number of hours the
respondents work each week (including only the ewgad) is 40.1. Almost 16% of the
respondents are stay-at-home mothers (there werestap-at-home fathers). Nearly all

respondents identify as Chinese (52.9%) or as GhiAgnerican or American-Chinese (41.2%).

The respondents in the sample talk about their childhoods were shaped by the
success frame and vice versa. Their parents hagldréihem with traditional Chinese values such
as zeal, filial piety, and collectivity (Zhou 20094 was important for their parents that they
were aware of being Chinese and that they carhedidentity with pride. Although there are
people who grew up with parents who spoke Englieb, majority is raised in a household
speaking only Chinese. When they grew up, neatlyeslpondents attended Chinese school.
Attending Chinese school reinforced the succesadrbecause it provided ethnic networks and
brought the second-generation in contact with pégh® had equally high standards for what
being successful meant). Only few respondents fana memories of attending Chinese school,

however, and most felt they had to sacrifice tHe@e Saturday. Richard illustrates this

158



sentiment: “They made me go to Chinese school envtbekends, and | hated it. Right, so
everything I've ever heard about Chinese schottiasthe kids just hate it”.

The parents realize, however, that the Chineseddc®oved a purpose and looking back
they often wish they had applied themselves manés ifisight leads many parents to consider or
actually send their own children to Chinese sch@tlinese school could support the success
frame. The conversation with Karen and Steven atiwit toddler was typical of many similar
interactions. | asked the couple if they considarding their son to Chinese school. “Yeah, |
think so. | went for ten years when | was a kidar&n answers and explains why she thinks it is
important, rather than fun: “It's kinda like piatessons, you know? You hate it at the time, but
you appreciate it later. So, yeah, we’ll probaldynd him”. Others share these sentiments. It is
part of growing up, Lisa and George explain, evelh will not make their daughter fluent in
Chinese. Lisa explains that: “I don’'t expect herhtve a full on conversation”. But, George
elaborates “[we] do want to pass on something”. Aamtjuage is such a practical element of
their culture. Speaking Chinese can provide thaugtter with future opportunities. The couple
had even thought about this before their daughtey born. Because Lisa speaks Cantonese and
George speaks Mandarin they decided that it wilhimee helpful for their daughter if George
would pass on his heritage language: “So we kihlhasely said, George will speak Chinese
and | will speak English”. “But”, Lisa regretfullgds, “that hasn’t happened yet”. The couple
changed their strategy and now sends their chil @hinese school, because, “we are having a
hard time speaking Chinese at home”. This can bel@ion even though the couple does not
have fond memories of their own years in Chines®ak Lisa explains: “It is part of the rite of

passage, damn it! We had to go, she has to golaoglis* [even though] | hated it!”
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Thus, learning Chinese is important for the secgederation Chinese parents, it can
support their success frame. Hence they go to ¢gagths to teach their children their heritage
language. As the quantitative findings indicate,jaAsparents are likely to shift from a
monolingual English household to a bilingual (om&bimes even trilingual) household once
they have children. These findings are confirmedhia interviews. Some parents switched to
using Chinese between themselves. Speaking Chameses in handy, Donna explains, “if we
don’t want them to understand [what we are sayinBJit most parents make the shift in the
hope that their children will become bilingual.ngiand Mathew explain that it was “our goal to
have them be bi-lingual from the beginning”. Betwdbemselves Jing and Mathew still speak
English. Most parents speak English between themsdbecause that is what they feel most
comfortable with. Sometimes parents are forcedettabse they do not speak the same dialect.
Not speaking the same dialect does not necesgaBlyent parents from raising their children
with more than one language. Parents can focutinds either one of the two, as Gregory and

Ruby explain:

Gregory. | wish | could, you know, | wish | could do a tEtjob of [speaking Chinese].

Interviewer What do you speak, is it Mandarin mostly?

Gregory. | think that's one of the factors why they dogfieak a whole lot of Chinese. Because
my family speaks Mandarin, and Ruby’s family spe@ksitonese. So, at home we speak English.
*laughs* And she tries. She tries to speak to tie@antonese.

()

Ruby I'm speaking to him more. | have started beeduelt like, before | wanted him to learn
mandarin, and | don’t speak Mandarin, so | wasgyto like get my in-laws to help, and it didn't
really work out that way [laughter], and, now I'ikd, I'll just do the Cantonese part [laughter].

It's still Chinese, so I've been trying to speakhimm more, and now I'm encouraging him. I'll tell
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him: ‘repeat the sentence what | just said to y@rI'll just give him an answer to answer back,

so he can at least practice”.

Many parents feel that they do not speak Chinedie(@meugh) to sufficiently teach their
children. For example, Max says he feels bad atteuChinese he tries to teach his son, because
it is “about the level of a two year old—or threeay old”. And Claire says that “[I] probably
know Dim-Sum Chinese”. This limited Chinese pradioty brings many parents to seek help.
They send their children to Chinese school, asritest above, or, as Ruby had explained,
include their parents (in-law). Betty also empldkis latter strategy: “I speak Chinese to her,
Mandarin. And that's why | want her, my daughterhé around her grandparents...because she'll
get Mandarin from my mom and then Cantonese from [sband’s] mom”. The immigrant
grandparents are still more proficient in ChingSendparents can thus help with teaching their
grandchildren Chinese. Timothy’'s mother comes twaceveek and Timothy's wife Sharon
explains that her mother in law “actually helps thds with Chinese because we can’t really
talk, because it's Mandarin. So she helps therh thi¢ writing and the speaking”.

In fact, because some of these first-generationdgarents do not speak English (that
well), the second-generation often is forced toakp€hinese with them, even if they do not
speak it with their children. Speaking Chinese he grandparents in the presence of their
children can increase the language skills of tlubitdren, especially if the first-generation
grandparents live within the same household. Roegpdains that he and his wife Sandra “both
still speak Taiwanese with my parents”. They seegarents about twice a week and “we get
together and have dinner with them every Sundalthign addition they see Sandra’s parents

“probably like once or twice a week”. With both setf grandparents they speak Chinese. Their
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children can pick up Chinese at these get-togetbecause they are present too and “they do

hear us communicating with them”.

Second-generation Chinese are thus not only likelytransform their monolingual
household to a bilingual one, but even transmitn€se to their children if they do not even
intent to do so, via the interaction with the figeneration grandparents. Those second-
generation Chinese parents who intentionally trangmeir language to their children say they
do so for two main reasons: practical skills anttucal maintenance. Many parents mention
either one, Timothy and Sharon, who earlier hadamed that Timothy’s mother helps their

daughters with Chinese put both together:

China is now a global powerhouse. So it is a defitife skill for them to know Chinese, you
know, job wise. You know what | mean? Whether ween@hinese or Caucasian, | mean it's the
smart move to make. And then plus it's their hggté...) | guess it's a good thing to have them

learn that; culture, and stuff like that.

Most parents mention one of the two, however. Thosents who stress Chinese to
reinforce or support their success frame or, theual aspect of it highlight that it does not only
help their children understand where they came fioum it also enables them to connect if they
were to visit China (or Hong Kong or Taiwan). Eddjafor example, says about his daughter,
who was adopted from Taiwan, that he and his widatwher to know her culture, where she
came from. And also be able to have us bring hek bzere to Taiwan to communicate with the

people. And it would be better if she knew the lzagg...if she knew Mandarin”.
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While cultural roots are important, the majoritypzrents mentions economic incentives
when stressing the importance of understanding piederably, speaking Mandarin and as such
reinforce the success frame. China’'s economic poasrgrown tremendously in the last decade
or so and this has made Chinese a very importagukege. Speaking Chinese can benefit their
children, parents argue. Joshua, illustrates tbistp“Mandarin is so practical. So, | mean, I'd
rather him be more proficient in Mandarin for, jdst his own sake, you know, when he's an
adult”. Parents believe that by speaking Chinéseir children can have an advantage over
those who do not speak Chinese. China’s econorsess also provided parents with a sense of
pride and linguistic legitimacy. Speaking Chineselonger ‘just’ provides their children with
cultural heritage; it also supports the successdray increasing their future opportunities and
chances in the work force, which is increasinglieinational as China’s influences are only
growing. Speaking Chinese can provide their childwith a great asset; “Everything is
international. So China is the biggest country.t&speak Mandarin would be very important”
May says when she elaborates on why she speaksaviangith her kids, even though her

Caucasian husband does not understand most of it.

This emphasis on speaking Chinese with their abdespecially in order to support the
success frame, confirms that parents make the iwussdecision to implement the language
within their household. This stresses that paremist their children to maintain the advantage
they have acquired and that parents want to giee thildren an extra push in upward mobility
on the socioeconomic ladder. These findings ardéin@ with the quantitative findings and
confirm hypothesis Ill. Hypothesis Ill is also confed regarding the importance of cultural

maintenance. As illustrated above, parents conttou®alue the linguistic element of their
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heritage culture. They see their language as atwayaintain ethnic and cultural ties, especially
with their first-generation parents, which too abble an indirect way to strengthen the success

frame.

6.5 Discussion & conclusion

Early migration scholars had the assumption that rtiore immigrants and their children
assimilate, the higher their socioeconomic outcomesld become. Language was a central
piece in this assimilation puzzle (Gordon 1964 kPamd Burgess 1921). While it is true that
speaking English is imperative for successful ipooation into mainstream society, fruitful for
participation at educational institutes, and crurigmost of) the labor market, it does not have
to come at the expense of maintaining the herikagguage. Previously, scholars believed that a
complete language shift was desirable (Fishman )1@AZrently, however, the consensus is that
maintaining one’s heritage language can have impobradded benefits. Second-generation
youth who are fluent bilingual have more cognitalelities (Bialystok 1986), more flexible and
creative minds (Baker 1988), and higher standaddiest scores (Rumbaut 1995). When the
second-generation continues to speak their herltaggiage to their third-generation children, a
stable bilingual situation can occur (Lieberson @udry 1971, 126).

In this , | argued that bilingualism is not alwaysonscious choice of parents, but can
also be a consequential outcome. | distinguishedtfwes of bilingualism: ‘folk bilingualism’
and ‘elite bilingualism’. The former implies chikn grow up with a language other than English
because of their geographic location (i.e. livingan ethnic enclave) or because their parents are
unable to speak (only) English. With ‘elite bilirgism’ parents choose to raise their children

bilingual by speaking (also) a language other tBaglish at home to provide their children with
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the added benefits of being bilingual. As hypothedi and confirmed, ‘folk bilingualism’ is
more likely to occur among populations from disadeged backgrounds while ‘elite
bilingualism’ is more common in advantaged housesol

Findings show that most people with disadvantagatkdprounds were more likely to
still speak their heritage language compared to rttegority of those with an advantaged
background (Western or Eastern Europe, Korea, Ch¥ietnam, Other Asia and Russia,
Ukraine, Israel). Except for people born in West&urope or Korea, people from all other
countries were more likely to speak their mothegtee than not to speak it. In other words, 50%
or more of the people who were not born in Westunope or Korea spoke a language other
than English at home. The main interest of thislgtwas to see if there was a difference in how
people in these different households would switctheir heritage language once children were
born and if there was indeed a distinction betwéak bilingualism’ and ‘elite bilingualism’
corresponding to this shift.

The findings revealed three distinct patterns: peapth disadvantaged backgrounds
were unlikely to switch to their heritage languagee children were born; having an advantaged
background made people more likely to switch tcakpey their heritage language at home once
children were present; and people with an Asiagionvere most likely to make this shift. Of
course, the advantaged and Asian populations gparinmore likely to switch to their heritage
language because they have more room to becomeguml; the percentage speaking English is
lower which implies there are more people that dgdtentially change to speaking their mother
tongue. Moreover, perhaps Asian Americans are é@dpedikely to switch their household
language because they wanted their offspring smrehe advantages they had gained with their

educational success (Kao 1995).
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These findings confirm hypothesis |, 1l, and Illkowever, the findings do not imply that
the third-generation will become bilingual or tts@ble bilingualism occurs. Previous research
on second and later generations shows that growpngith a language other than English is no
guarantee for fluency in that language (Hinton )99%he qualitative findings of this study
provide some insight in these dynamics. Drawingacsample of second-generation Chinese, |
show that parents often do not feel comfortabl@gh) with their mother tongue to switch fully
to speaking only Chinese with their children. Thajonity of parents do, however, have the
intention to raise their children bilingual, at$¢d some extent because they believe that it can
support the success frame. They try to fortify thediildren’s bilingual potential by mobilizing
their first-generation Chinese parents (in-law)bgrsending their children to Chinese schools.
Immigrant grandparents can improve the likelihooat tgrandchildren use their heritage langue,
especially if the immigrant grandparents and thed{generation grandchildren live in the same
household (Ishizawa 2004).

The findings confirmed hypothesis llIb because trehowed that first-generation
Chinese grandparents play an important role inldhguage acquisition of the third-generation
and as such also pass on other elements of tiicetulture, such as values, family traditions,
family history (Alba 1990). Cultural maintenance agie of the reasons second-generation
Chinese parents decided to speak Chinese to thigiren. Another, more important, incentive
for second-generation Chinese parents to exposedt&ren to Chinese was to give them an
advantage over their Caucasian peers, and thugy#iening the borders of their success frame.
China is a growing economic power, parents rightftéasoned, and speaking Chinese (at least

to some extent) could increase their children’sr@ioccupational opportunities.

166



Second-generation Chinese parents perpetuate sbeineconomic benefits by raising
their children (in part) with their heritage langeaa Parents from disadvantaged backgrounds are
less likely to make the switch to their heritagegaage, but are more likely to use their mother
tongue regardless of having children. Disadvantagmigrants are more likely to live in ethnic
enclaves (PewResearchCenter 2013a) where spedkengnother tongue (usually Spanish)
provides an important tool in communication (Vanokdand Bean 2009, Bachmeier and Bean
2011), community connections (Tse 2001), and ewbropportunities (McManus 1990).

The potential future scenario that emerges basetheriindings of this chapter needs
further exploration among the third generation. Mgdings indicate that two types of
bilingualism: folk bilingualism and elite bilinguam, which are preserved by parents from
disadvantage and advantaged background respectiifethe third-generation will become
bilingual following these patterns, the gap betwadnantaged and disadvantaged populations
can widen. Since Spanish is especially importatiénlower labor market segments and in some
cities even the primary language of the workingsl@/an Hook and Bean 2009, Bachmeier and
Bean 2011, Lopez 1996), it is likely that speakByanish will remain important for parents
preparing their offspring for a future in theselnes In fact, the use of Spanish at home does not
deter the learning of English and can help withrétention of Spanish (Tran 2010).

Parents who prepare their children for participatid the higher end of the labor market
can focus on heritage languages that are usefrd,tbach as Chinese. China’s economic world
power leads second-generation Chinese parentsetssdhe importance speaking their heritage
language. Parents of advantageous backgrounds tresg she importance of bilingual skills
among their children because they want to providger tchildren with advanced skills in an

increasingly competitive society. If these pattecnatinue, the linguistic divide between ‘folk
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bilingualism’ and ‘elite bilingualism’ can increasbe socioeconomic dispersion between the
different populations.. Future research will neeghow how the potential discrepancy impacts

the third-generation’s socioeconomic wellbeing.
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Chapter 7

Discussion and Conclusion

7.1 Context of the study
This research sheds light on the interaction batwleag-term immigrant incorporation and
nation state variables. By examining how seconcegaion parents shape the success frame for
their children within specific national contexts,show that the shift towards diversity has
different consequences in various settings. Thelirfijs reveal that the receiving country
interacts with the childrearing practices of secgederation parents to create outcomes that are
best for their third-generation children within ithepecific national setting. These findings are
thus connected to the socioeconomic potential Heir tthird-generation children because they
based on the assumption that parents can influg@echildren’s socioeconomic outcomes by
raising them within a specific framework of success

The focus of this dissertation was on the expemtatithe second-generation Chinese
parents have of the educational outcomes of theidren and the specific elements of culture
that promote and support these outcomes. In otloedsy | examined to what extent second-
generation Chinese parents raise their childrem wie success frame they were raised with
themselves (Lee and Zhou 2014). | concentrate oonskgeneration Chinese, because they are
known for their high academic achievements andgsbnal success. Previous research showed
that first-generation Chinese parents have highero& expectations of their children and raise
them with an emphasis on filial piety, zeal andeztlvism to promote these outcomes. (Zhou
1999, 2009a, Lee and Zhou 2014, Vogels 2011, L&0@4). As such parents create certain

standards of success which become the new norndathenframe through which the second-
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generation measures their success (Lee and Zhat).20khinese immigrant parents can support
this success frame in multiple ways: by investingheir children’s (supplementary) education
(e.g. SAT trainings, tutors), or by living in a higated school districts. Often parents do so when
they move to ethnic communities, which overlap witgh rated school districts, provide ethnic
ties, and/or house numerous educational aftersgrograms (Zhou 2009b).

The second-generation does not always continusdidb& to the success frame (Lee and
Zhou 2014) nor do they always agree with their parehildrearing practices (Lee 2013, Hao
and Bonstead-Bruns 1998). However, there are alsons to believe they continue to have high
academic expectations of their children and rdisentwithin the success frame (Chua 2011b, a).
This study examines if second-generation contirtoesaise their children in this fashion and
continue to be the Tiger Parents depicted in theulgs media. Being the second-generation,
they were exposed to alternative childrearing sgias and cultural systems while growing up.
Consequently, they have the opportunity to pick emoose elements from either their parents’
culture or from their host society’s culture. Ivkaset out four research questions to examine
how these dynamics interact, how national oppotiesi and constraints influence the
socialization techniques of the second-generatma how childrearing is influenced by the
parents’ assimilation. Since the research questbtisis study do not align completely with the
chapters presented in this dissertation, the dssoaghat follows synthesizes the findings of the

chapters to answer the research questions.
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7.2 Answering the research questions
7.2.1 To what extent do second-generation Chines@ntie to socialize their children with the
success frame that they grew up with?

This research found discrepancies between secameajeon Chinese parents within and
between the United States and the NetherlandseTdlissrepancies are curious because usually
parents raise their children similar to the wayytheere raised themselves (Caspi and Elder
1988, Van ljzendoorn 1992). | showed that the wagond-generation Chinese parents shape
the success frame of their children is relatech&rtnational context and level of assimilation.
Chapter 4 showed that the connection between remin upbringing and their current
childrearing is very clear for second-generatiomn€se parents in the United States. They show
many resemblances. Chapter 5 revealed that intresdagecond-generation Chinese have even
higher educational expectations of their childrdrant their parents had of them. Both
intermarried and intramarried second-generatiomé¥e in the U.S. want their children to obtain
a solid education and keep the borders of the sadtame intact. The intramarried prefer their
children to do better than they have done, which msommon aspiration within the American
context (Goyette 2008). But since the majoritylide parents obtained a graduate degree, there
is not much room for their children to do bettetcept for obtaining a graduate degree as well.
This is what the intramarried second-generatioemqarin the U.S. expect. While they no longer
channel their children into specific study fields focus on specific occupations, they do
encourage them towards specific collages and degrad thus reinforce the success frame.
Chapter 4 indicates that compared to the Netheslapdrents in the United States are more
likely to support the success frame too; they comignmvest in their children’s education and

move them or the family as a whole in order to mewbetter educational opportunities, just as
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the first-generation had done (Zhou and Kim 200®jese parents thus continue to raise their
children with their heritage culture, but not ascsiyy. For example, while nearly all parents in
the U.S. had gone to Chinese school when growingnly few sent their own children; most
did so to promote their Chinese language skillsyas shown in chapter 6.

Since the second-generation grew up with two wedsthin the culture of their parents
and within the culture of the receiving culture—thkave access to alternative frames of
reference. Which elements they chose from eachefnark depends on parents’ academic
expectations and on the opportunities and conssraoh the national context in which the
transmission process takes place. Compared to depreration Chinese parents in the
Netherlands, parents in the United States stithfand support a success frame that is similar to

the one they grew up with.

7.2.2 How do national opportunities and constraimgact the flexibility of the success frame?
The discrepancies outlined in the section abovacate that national opportunities and
constraints do indeed impact the shape and firmok#se boundaries surrounding the success
frame. As indicated in both chapter 4 and chaptga®ents in the United States are more likely
to talk about creating educational opportunitiestfeir children. Compared to the Netherlands,
U.S. based second-generation Chinese parents alsanbre about financial prospects and
increasing their children’s socioeconomic potesti&arents in the Netherlands, on the other
hand, are more likely to stress the importancéeif tchildren’s happiness and overall wellbeing.
Comparing Asian parents to parents from other g@msj)tchapter 6 showed that Asian
parents were more likely to speak their mother s@engnce children were born, which could

support their success frame. Speaking Chinese d@w thildren was a conscious decision,
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second-generation Chinese parents explain, andl sudport the success frame by increasing
their children’s cultural awareness and as suchlvigeoadditional socioeconomic advantage.
Moreover, the educational expectations of the garéam the United States were higher than
parents in the Netherlands. As shown in chaptpaBents in the U.S. are more likely to create a
success frame similar to the one they grew up lgthscribing significantly more importance to
the childrearing goal ‘achievement’ compared tartpeers in the Netherlands, and stressing the
future objectives of ‘a good job’, ‘making a lot mfoney’ , and ‘obtaining prestige’. In the U.S.
parents want their children to obtain at least liege degree. In fact, intramarried couples even
hope their children will attend graduate school.the Netherlands, parents bend the success
frame; parents mention they would be satisfiethéirt children would complete high school, but
the intramarried couples prefer this to be the éidgavel high school (VWO). In the Netherland
second-generation Chinese parents are more likestress their children’s happiness and see
that as the main defining factor of success arglieb they reshape the success frame.

As outlined in chapter 4, the divide between seegereration Chinese in the U.S. and
the Netherlands stems most likely from the diffeembetween the countries’ economic system,
focusing on their different educational systems a&odial security safety nets which can
influence the need parents feel to set certain@apens of their children. The United States has
a liberal welfare system where education is an mamb predictor for socioeconomic outcome
and wellbeing; the Netherlands is a social demamcnaelfare system where the government
plays a larger role in providing a social safety ({Eesping-Andersen 1996).

The U.S. welfare states has a strong belief ofilbneself up by the bootstraps and
values that resonate with specific elements of Ghenese culture stresses (i.e. importance of

education, zeal, socioeconomic outcomes). In ottwds, the Chinese success is not too far
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removed from the American Creed (Hochshild 199pskt 1996). These Chinese success frame
is very different from the Dutch ideology of relai mediocrity (Van Tubergen and Van de
Werfhorst 2007), and from the Dutch creed of nohtivey to be better than your neighbor. For
example, common Dutch proverbs emphasize the ifle@wnplaying oneself and remind the
Dutch to “just act normal, because that is crazgugh” (Doe maar gewoon, dan doe je al gek
genoeg. Other often heard phrases are about blendingtinthe crowdSteek je kop niet boven
het maaiveld ui{do not stick your head above the mowing field)l #me phrasé&Vie voor een
dubbeltje geboren is, wordt nooit een kwaifjeose born a dime will never become a quarter)
discourages climbing the socioeconomic ladder withie generatioft. Moreover, not only do
the approaches towards academic achievementssahdnefits differ between the countries, so

do their socioeconomic safety net and general eoansystems.

7.2.3 How does the level of assimilation (measiethtermarriage) impact the flexibility of the
success frame?

Overall, the second-generation is more assimildtad their parents. This implies, as this study
confirms, that they are less embedded in the aulb@itheir (parents’) country of origin. This is
especially the case for the second-generation vawe la native-born spouse. Because people
seek a partner who is similar to themselves (Kalm91, Kalmijn and van Tubergen 2006),
intermarriage is usually used as an measuremeassmilation (Lee and Bean 2010, Gordon
1964). Chapter 5 shows that the intermarried segemération Chinese in both the United
States and the Netherlands place less emphasieoautcess frame than their peers with a

Chinese partner.
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The success frame can be reshaped because iniedrnsgcond-generation Chinese are
more assimilated, that is, more similar to theveaborn population, and therefore more likely to
choose native-born spouses. Or because the intéech@ave intimate access to an alternative of
the success frame because their spouses refereito nibtion of success when raising their
children, which is similar to the way they weresed (Caspi and Elder 1988, Van ljzendoorn
1992). Moreover, having a native-born spouse caa ptovide more social connections to the
mainstream culture (i.e. family) in lieu of a Chseenetwork, which could reduce support for the
success frame and as such increase assimilatibie gecond-generation Chinese. The end-result
is the same: the children of intermarried secontkgtion Chinese grow up with a less rigid
success frame than their peers whose parents #drgdsrond-generation) Chinese. Indeed, the
intermarried second-generation Chinese in thisysemphasize the importance of education
less, have lower educational expectations of tti@ldren, and are as such less likely to support
the success frame when raising their children. diserepancy was especially prominent in the
Netherlands, which is in part because there thehasip on education was already reduced
through the interaction with this nation stategswn in chapter 4).

As the descriptive analysis of chapter 2 showsorsggeneration Chinese women are
more likely to intermarry than their male peersstis true for my sample as well as for the
general populations (Harmsen 1998, Edmonston ared 2005). This has potential gender-
related implications. Warikoo (2005, 806) pointg,dbat women “carry those links to tradition
by, for example, wearing ethnic clothing on spedatasions, cooking food from the native
country, and symbolizing the home and traditiorcamtrast to the male”. Consequently, while
the intermarried second-generation Chinese ardilesdg to reinforce their heritage culture that

supports the success frame, as | showed in chaptesmen in general are more likely to be the
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cultural carrier, in part because they spent mione {at home) with their children (Luke 1994).
These gender dynamics could be especially relef@nsecond-generation Chinese because
traditionally Chinese families are very patriarchad women are in charge of the childrearing
(Geense and Pels 1998, Wolf 1972, Clark and Osw8Rb, Distelbrink and Hooghiemstra
2005). Since my sample was too small to make aleétgender distinction, future research is
needed to clearly discern such differences. Fudtudies could also pay additional attention to
the difference between intermarried second-germaraiihinese men and women and the role
their native-born Caucasian spouses play. Thisdcahled light on potential differences in

assimilation between intermarried second-gener&ionese men and women.

7.2.4 What are some of the strategies parents gntplsupport the success frame, if they choose
to raise their children with high educational expE®ns?

An important part of the childrearing practiceshwithich first-generation immigrant parents
raised their children focused on improving theirldilen’s academic outcomes by shaping and
supporting the success frame: parents moved ihtaeheighborhoods (Li 1998, Zhou 2009b);
invested in their children’s education (Chao 1996n 1998) and, most of all, socialized them
with specific values that stressed collectivismedibnce, and hierarchy (Zhou 2009a, Geense
and Pels 1998). In this dissertation | explore hibg/second-generation continue to utilize these
strategies when raising their children. The findimgdicate that, while these mechanisms were
largely natural for the first-generation and pafttleeir “taken for granted culture” (Small,
Harding, and Lamont 2010), they are much less sotlfe second-generation Chinese. The
second-generation recognize, however, that the asmplon education is part of their success

frame. Nearly all parents grew up being subjecthts frame work. Recognizing their success
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frame as something ‘typical Chinese’ enables theorsé-generation Chinese to challenge its
boundaries when raising their own children. Botaptkr 4 and 5 demonstrate that growing up in
the receiving context allows parents to bend theldrs that circumvent the success frame when
raising their own children.

Chapter 4 also shows that assimilation does notl teamply that parents taper the
educational expectations that they have of theilden’s education. On the contrary, the
findings presented in this chapter show that timgelanational context can support and even
promote the success frame. In the United Statesyerpcioeconomic mobility is celebrated and
part of the national ideology (Hochshild 1995, l&6p4996), parents continue to support the
success frame by using strategies such as geograpbbility, emphasis on educational
achievement, and investment to improve their chity educational outcomes. Chapter 5 adds
that this is especially the case for the intranea@rgecond-generation Chinese in the U.S. Chapter
4 illustrated that in the Netherlands parents @ss likely to call on those strategies that thely ca
‘typical Chinese’. Here, parents are more likelydfect the success frame, especially if they feel
that adhering to it may compromise their childreméppiness. Chapter 5 adds that especially the
intermarried couples in the Netherlands are likéby renounce these strategic ecultural
childrearing practices. These divergences betwé@reht subpopulations of second-generation
Chinese demonstrate that the success frame, whisb prominent among second-generation
Chinese (Chao 1996, 2000, 2001, Cheng and Utte8,18Bua 2011b, a, Lee and Zhou 2014),
becomes adjustable for the second-generation.

The flexibility of the framework is also evident the language usage of the second-
generation, discussed in chapter 6. Findings gbtelna indicate that second-generation Chinese

can revive elements of their ethnic culture if tHmsfieve they can support the success frame.
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Analysis of the American Community Survey showst tltmmpared to other ethnic groups,
Asian parents who no longer spoke their motheruengith their spouse are significantly more
likely to switch (back) to speaking their mothengoe once their children are born. While this
does not always result in a stable bilingual situa{Lieberson and Curry 1971), it does imply
that there is not yet a complete language shifEnglish (Fishman 1972). Analysis of the
interview data shows that second-generation Chinesiee this switch to support the success

fame of their children.

7.3 Limitations and future research

The main limitations of this study are those tha eommon for most qualitative research: a)
limited generalizability of the qualitative segmeln} selectivity in the qualitative sample; and c)
potential bias and influence of the researchers $hudy also includes constraints that are unique
to this research: d) the focus is only on thoseifipeelements of culture that are incorporated in

the success frame and e) the cross-national cosmpais between just two countries.

7.3.1 Common limitations

Because the qualitative sample was not randomhyrfaom the total population, the findings
of this study cannot be generalized. The sampld®ih the United States and the Netherlands
are therefore not representative of these countities possible that the experience of second-
generation Chinese in the greater Los Angeles mradifferent from the experience of the
second-generation Chinese in the New York, for g¢tamThe same can be said about the
second-generation Chinese in the Netherlands. Whéesample was mostly collected in the

Randstad, which is a region that houses the mgjofitthe Chinese population (Gijsberts,
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Huijnk, and Vogels 2011, Harmsen 1998), it is pilalesthat those growing up in a more rural
part of the country have different experiences.

The inability to generalize the data is furtherited by the sample being selective. To
recruit participants for this study | used multipfeethods, such as placing flyers at (Chinese)
organizations, attending events, and joining ‘momamd me’ groups. Consequently, the
majority of respondent in both the United Stated te Netherlands were women (55.3 and 75%
respectively). The gender difference is especiglgminent in the intermarriage subsample
because second-generation Chinese women are nkefg to marry non-Chinese (Harmsen
1998, Edmonston and Lee 2005). Sampling bias @&solts in having a sample of only ‘nice’
people, because those were the people to volutiterrtime and energy by participating in this
study. The sampling bias is especially prominenbrgrthe intramarried Chinese couples in the
Netherlands. The Chinese community in the Nethddais well-known for being closed,
secluded, and hard to access for social resear(@eense 2002, Benton and Vermeulen 1987,
Harmsen 1998, Linder et al. 2011). Hence, my supsawf intramarried in the Netherlands is
the smallest. The sampling bias of interviewingc&iipeople is hard to overcome because
offering a (monetary) compensation for participatiwould merely switch the bias; rather than
studying only ‘nice’ people, the sample would th&lso include ‘poor’ or ‘greedy’ people,
because in that scenario people participate be¢hagevant to gain access to the incentifes.

Another common limitation of qualitative researshthat the researcher is an integral
part of the study. Being a native-born Dutch fenralgearcher without any Chinese ancestry or
relatives inevitably effected my research popukgtibhe way | approach my research population,
and my knowledge of the Chinese culture (Emersdii20ofland 2006). | did all in my power

to familiarize myself with the Chinese cultiffeNevertheless, more than one eyebrow was

179



raised regarding my choice to study the Chineserskgeneration and | could never become as
‘proficient’ in the Chinese culture as my interviess who had grown up with it. In other words,

| always remained an outsider and | might have hawware to subtleties trivial to insiders, an
aspect often pointed out as a major disadvantageass-cultural research (Lofland 206%).
However, | believe that not having Chinese root® dlad advantages, as it enables me to see
cultural elements that are taken for granted byGheese; implying culture on a somewhat

deeper level (Small, Harding, and Lamont 2010).

7.3.2 Specific limitations

One could argue that the most important elemenGhifiese parents’ heritage culture are those
that create and support the success frame, asctreympact their children’s socioeconomic
outcomes. Most immigrant parents want to improwesbcioeconomic standing of their children
(Goyette 2008). That said, other elements of celtan be valuable too; such as language and
holiday celebrations, which can nourish a sensetbific identity and belonging (Portes and
Rumbaut 2001, Rumbaut, Massey, and Bean 2006, kaBailey 1996, Cho 2000), or dietary
preferences and medical practices that can promdtealthy lifestyle or general wellbeing
(Noam 2012). This study is limited in that it haslyoexamined those aspects of the Chinese
culture that are relevant within the success frame.

International comparative research is an incre&gimgportant tool to understand how
national context impacts immigrants, their offsgrirand their assimilation processes (Lee,
Carling, and Orrenius 2014). While this study ma&esmportant contribution to this growing
field, it is limited in that it compares only tw@uantries. Including more countries could have

been further clarified the impact of national comten assimilation processes. For instance,
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Yiu's (2013) research shows that in certain costesuch as Spain and lItaly, even first-
generation Chinese do not create a similar sudcases in different contexts. Instead, parents
create a success frame that includes becomingpeatreurs because these professions provide
prestige and economic success within this confBxis study is thus limited in that it did not

include such a country as third comparison context.

7.4 Future directions

These limitations could be approached as opporésnid generate directions for future research.
Future research can fill gaps left open in thisdgtwr strengthen the findings by using
complementary methods. Moreover, every good reBegvens doors to future directions and, as

such, moves the general immigration and incorponatiebate forward.

7.4.1 Examining additional elements of Chineseucalt

This study fills an important gap between two bed€literature: that of the assimilation
of second-generation Chinese and that of the @alilng practices of first-generation Chinese.
In filling this gap | advance the immigration dission regarding the potential assimilation of
the third-generation. One limitation of this studyts narrow focus on the success frame. While
assimilation into the socioeconomic domain is plbdpahe most important sphere, it is not the
only one (Bean and Stevens 2003). Other elemeatsatie part of culture that are not directly
linked to academic and occupation achievement decludietary preferences, dress, holiday
celebrations, specific traditions and ceremoniasg, \aalues and norms. Different aspects of the
Chinese hrritage culture can serve different rdi@sexample in creating an identity and a sense

of belonging (Chao 1994, Loewen 1988, Small, Hagdiand Lamont 2010, Lamont 1999).
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Future research could examine these other elenardsthe role they play as the second-
generation raises their children.

Preliminary results from the U.S. data show thatace cultural aspects can serve more
than one function, both overt and covert. For gXamfollowing childbirth, most second-
generation Chinese women interviewed for this stomiytinued to practice at least one element
of what is known as the ‘lying’ or the ‘sitting mibn (zuo yue3i During this one month period
women would stay in bed, eat specific dishes, litmte spent outdoors, and/or consume
traditional medicine. While there is no scientifioof for the medical benefits of any of these
practices, the majority of women would rationalibeir adherence to these elements of their
culture as such. They talked about speeding tleewmvering period, improving their health, or
increasing their baby’s wellbeing. While the owerdsons women gave were medical, there were
covert reasons too, such as showing respect tortiegher (in-law) or maintaining connection to
their heritage culture and reaffirming their idépnt(Noam 2012). This example shows that
different elements of one’s ethnic culture can plmportant roles on different levels of
assimilation. Perhaps even more interesting, thenhaof women who practiceuo yueztook
these practices for granted; some did not eventgbem out during the interview as being
specifically Chinese until | explicitly asked abahem?® This indicates that further scrutiny of
the role of culture requires not only detecting ihgortance of other elements but also
dissecting whether those elements that are tratesinire done so consciously or

unintentionally.
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7.4.2 Utilizing additional research methods

This study uses innovative methodology by makirgass-national comparison (Lee, Carling,
and Orrenius 2014). Further research within eacimitg can strengthen the findings laid out
above, possibly by using a somewhat different nekilagy. Claiming to do something is often
easier than actually doing it and this is defiitifle case for cultural maintenance. Parents may
say that it is important for them that their chédrdo well in school and that they expect only
straight A’s, but they might be understanding nbakgss if their children come home with ‘just’

a B. First-generation parents are not supportiveeholdren obtaining ‘just’ Bs (Lee 2013).
Perhaps the best way to unfold the actual chiltrgguractices is by close observations within
family settings. The opportunities | had to obsetive interactions within the family setting (I
often had meals with the entire family while conihgg the interview), were too limited to
include in this study. Best would be to conductrifpgpant) observations over an extended
period and accompany families as they go through thaily routines. In other words, to become
the family dog, as Annete Lareau describes of &search assistants in her study on parenting
styles (Lareau 2003).

Observations or more detailed interviews could gswvide additional information on
the daily language usage within the different hbos#s and on the proficiency of the third-
generation in both languages. In other words, tmeethods could assess to what extent the
household is bilingual and how stable the langusiieation is. Given that fluent bilingualism
can promote educational outcomes (Portes and Runi8&@é, Rumbaut 1995), future research
will need to examine the bilingual skills in liglif academic achievements (Baker 1988).
Additional methodology can be valuable to evallateyuage usage because the ACS only asks

if a language other than English is spoken at hdtraoes not ask how frequently the language
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is spoken. Hence, bilingual households includedhmsere parents only sing nursery rhymes, as
well as those where parents solely speak theitaggrilanguage. Children growing up in either

household will end up with very different ‘bilingliakills.

7.5 Contributions & implications

This study shows that the second-generation Chimesmth the Netherlands and the United
States pass reinforce the success frame to vadg@geees. The extent to what second-generation
Chinese transmit the values that support the freumik and the educational expectations they
have of their third-generation children dependdlancountry in which they live. By showing
international differences, this study makes an irtgya contribution to the growing field of
cross-national migration research. Specificallyis thresearch pushes the debate further in
understanding how “parental, child, and host sgcgeintext and policy variables affect these
[assimilation] outcomes” and how national contemaldes “children of immigrants [to] attain
the most-inter-generation mobility and the stromd@sor market outcomes” (Lee, Carling, and
Orrenius 2014, S28). The quasi-experimental rehedesign of the study in is especially fruitful
because it allows keeping several variables cohitahcannot be held constant when studying a
single country (Alba and Foner 2014, 266).

The within country differences highlight that theeze also differences between
intermarried and intramarried second-generationn€de. In both the United States and the
Netherlands, the intermarried second-generations(tfhose that are more assimilated) had
weaker boundaries of the success frame compardetointramarried peers. These findings
highlight that more assimilation is accompaniedhwiéss rigid success frames. This is an

expected outcome, but relevant to the debate arnmatrriage and childrearing because it
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highlights the flexibility of culture and the framdahey shape. Being malleable has several

implications.

7.5.1 Pick and choose; symbolic boundaries of tloeess frame

The findings suggest that for second-generatiomé&da parents, certain elements of their culture
that support or promote their success frame caladghbecome ‘symbolic’. Parents no longer
take the all the elements that emphasize theid@nls educational outcomes for granted nor do
they automatically link them to their ethnic ideéntiBy making their culture symbolic, | argue, it
becomes similar to the notion of symbolic ethnicitthe concept of symbolic ethnicity was
coined by Gans (1979) to describe the way third latet generations descendants of European
immigrants refer to their ethnic heritage. Symbetibnicity, Gans (1979) explains, implies that
people can choose those elements of their ethnibiy they like and want to familiarize
themselves with, and discard others. Moreover, sfimbethnicity can take place when
individual identity no longer associated with ththrec etiquette that is applied by their
surroundings. Symbolic ethnicity is based on tleuagption that ethnicity is “fluid and dynamic,
[and] socially constructed in people’s concretdaanteraction with others” (Min 2002, 11).

In this study, | showed that for many second-getr@raChinese, their success frame can
have symbolic sides too. Depending on their nationatext and level of assimilation, parents
can choose to utilize and reinforce their notiohsuxcess and as such help push their children
toward certain academic outcomes or they can chimodesregard elements of their culture that
shape the boundaries of their success frame when fdel they are no longer needed. This

stresses that the concept of the success frartexiBlé and malleable. Just as symbolic ethnicity
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(Alba 1990, Gans 1997, Waters 1990, Gans 1978gstbecome optional and intergenerational
transmission of it is a conscious choice.

Approaching the success frame as having symboliddos has important implications
for the third-generation and, in light of the diswy shift, for the larger population. When the
notions of success become symbolic, parents caasehgpecific elements to transmit to their
children depending on the purpose they hope toesamd adjust the levels and perceptions of
what it means to be successful. The elective commoof the success frame will be especially
prominent among the intermarried couples, who tavalternative set of tools to choose from
within their household. This can have importantliocgiions. Because intermarried parents have
the opportunity to pick and choose the elementsheir respective cultures and select their
notions of success, they can create a new systesnazess that is unique within the specific
household. As such they are able to create a sybtainis also known as a 'transcultural family
system' (Crippen and Brew 2007). In transcultuaabify systems parents have to deal with their
different cultural and ethnic backgrounds and sameincorporate them into one that works
best for their household (Hsu 2001). By picking afmbosing the specific elements of their
culture carefully and by cautiously bending the tmbaries of the success frame and adapting
them to their nation state, parents can thus méatgtheir children’s potential for success and
as such, to an extent, their level of assimilation.

In sum, my study shows that for the second-germmraiihinese, the success frame and
the cultural notions that support it, have becomenevhat symbolic. Depending on the
opportunities and constraints of their receivingiteat, second-generation parents can stress
different elements of their cultures and to varydegrees raise their children with the success

frame. This highlights how modular and adaptiveghecess frame can be to fit into the context
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in which it is transmitted. In intermarried houskls) for example, transmission of select
elements of the success frame can create a ‘triamsdufamily system’, which transcends the
success frame of either parent. Furthermore, thidysshows not only that the success frame can
be adapted to the receiving context, but alsoithan be completely disregarded if there is no

longer a need for it.

7.5.2 Educational outcomes of the third-generation

If there is no longer a need for a certain cultarait within a specific context, does that mean
that this trait ceases to exist? As in biologicabletion, some argue, in cultural evolution also
only the strongest traits will survive (Koopmansaét 2005). Therefore, the findings of my
study can imply that over time only the ‘beneficimhits will survive. Following this line of
thought, it could be that second-generation parentg buttress the success frame if it helps
their children to adapt better within their spexiftontext. Or, in the words of cultural
evolutionists Luigi Luca Cavalli-Sforza and Mardesldman (1981, 7), “the evolution of traits
that are cultural depends ultimately on the waywimch such traits are transmitted among
individuals within a generation and between gemnanat.

For the descendants of immigrants, this may meandber time the boundaries of the
success frame become weaker in context that hawver Istandards in their notion of success.
This is indeed what my findings show; in the Neldreds, with its social democratic welfare
state structure, second-generation Chinese hawer leducational expectations of their children
and push them less hard, there the success frameaily non-existent. In the United States, and
its liberal welfares state that promotes the exoaept creed of the American dream (Lipset

1996, Hochshild 1995, Esping-Andersen 1996), paremtre more likely uphold the boundaries
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of the success frame. Consequently, if parentseetghons are an accurate indicator of their
children’s success—which they usually are (WangB@dner 2013a) —it is likely that levels of
education of the third-generation Chinese in thé&ddnStates will be higher than that of their
peers in the Netherlands. In similar vein, basedhendiscrepancy between intermarried and
intramarried couples within each country, it isydidle that the children of intermarried couples
will have a lower level of education than their re@ho have two (second-generation) Chinese
parents.

Thus, if the cultural evolution theory does indegably to the childrearing practices and
the intergenerational transmission of those elesmtrat support the success frame, my findings
imply that we can expect a socioeconomic gap betwhed-generation Chinese across and
within national settings. For instance, given thatthe United States, intramarried second-
generation Chinese parents expect graduate degfréesr children, the socioeconomic standing
of this third-generation might surpass that ofoditler ethnic groups. As such they might recreate
a success frame that has expectations and referpoa@s of success that are even higher than
those they grew up with. For the society at latge ¢tould create a ethno-racial divide within the
U.S. racial hierarchy based on expectations arainatent of success (Jiménez and Horowitz

2013).

7.6 Conclusion

In this study | have shown that second-generatitinnese) parents differ greatly in their efforts
of raising their children within the success frathey grew up with. | showed discrepancies
between second-generation Chinese parents in tliedJ8tates and second-generation Chinese

parents in the Netherlands and between intermaamedintramarried couples in both countries.
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Intramarried second-generation Chinese parentsithited States are most likely to raise their
children similar to the way they were brought uptramarried second-generation Chinese
parents in the Netherlands are less likely to do Bee study also revealed that Asian parents in
the U.S. are more likely to switch (back) to spagkiheir heritage langue with their children
than other ethnic groups in the United States. fdgated —and confirmed with the qualitative
data on second-generation Chinese parents in thethi8 these parents value their heritage
tongue because it can support the success frame.

While these findings may seem to indicate thatsg@nd-generation Chinese continue to
raise their children in fashions similar to themmigrant parents, this was not entirely the case.
Yes, the second-generation Chinese (especiallyetiath a Chinese spouse) will continue to
adhere to the notions of success created by the#nps and maintained within their communities
(Lee and Zhou 2014). But, the second-generatiomé&3ei are by no means the austere ‘Tiger
Parents’ that are portrayed in the media. Parenbotih countries aspire to raise their offspring
to achieve what is best for their children andtihetm choose their own career path. In the U.S.
for intramarried second-generation Chinese pardngsmplies that their children should obtain
a graduate degree, because higher degrees willtigare children more financial security and
opportunities to establish a rewarding careerheNetherlands this implies children can follow
their own educational path, as long as they fimgih school, and do whatever makes them
happy. Context matters, and based on the findprgsented here it appears that context
interacts with the childrearing practices of secgederation parents and the way they frame
success for their children. As such, context islliko influence the socioeconomic assimilation

of the third-generation in the long run.

189



NOTES

There are studies that show that some elemerfisridhge culture can become important again fiod thr
even later generations (Jiménez 2009), but oftettithese are considered symbolic (Gans 197%eabitd plus-
generation has the opportunity to pick and choadg those elements of their culture that they [Wéaters 1990).
2 In the Netherlands the first and second-generai@ joined together under the term ‘allochtoavhith
refers to people with at least one foreign-borreparl do not use this term here.

8 In the Netherlands many second-generation yourgyitentify more with the city in which they grewp u
than with the country (Phalet, Lotringen, and Emyzir 2000, Nabben, ¥#g6z, and Korf 2006, Verkuyten 2006).
Some cities make an active attempt to increaseidéetification with the city. An example of this the 1
amsterdam’ campaign of the Dutch capital.

4 In a number of cases the respondents filledlmitjiestionnaire at their own leisure after | Haglaaly left.

If this was the respondents’ preference, | wouttiegi leave the questionnaire with them (and theuldveend it
back to me at a later time), or | would send thedigital version of the questionnaire after theeratew. In two
instances | did not receive the questionnaire beedylting in a smaller N for the quantitative séenpompared to
the qualitative sample.

® The larger LA metropolitan area includes five ciem around Los Angeles: Los Angeles, Orange, \fantu
Riverside and San Bernardino.

6 The SING is the first and only time that a repreative sample was collected of the Chinese in the
Netherlands (Gijsberts, Huijnk, and Vogels 2011)e ™ata are not yet publicly available. | was aédwo access
the data while working the Netherlands InstituteSocial Research (SCP) and to make these analysis.

! | interview only second-generation Chinese witlots in mainland China (PRC) or Hong Kong. This
excludes (ethnic) Chinese from Chinese Diasporancamities. For the Dutch sample this excludes Clirfesm
the former colonies Surinam and Indonesia. In thetdd States, this mostly excludes Chinese fromtndie.

Whereas many have suggested | include this groggcided to keep my sample as ‘clean’ and comparabl

possible.
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8 | have no personal ties to the Chinese commuaiigll and people repeatedly asked me where myestte

for this population came from. Before | startegttésearch | had no knowledge on the (second-g@n@r&hinese
population in either national context.

° A reason that people may not agree to participatee study is explained to me by Han, a Chinesa
from the Netherlands. Han says he is willing tk taécause he is not like other Chinese; he is offer, and
westernized. His sister, he says (who also matoed native-born Dutch), is more Chinese; She ésed, more
private, and, as he predicted, unwilling to pap@éte. It is possible that the results of this reteare somehow
biased by this element of self-selection.

10 The larger L.A. metropolitan area includes thes fcounties around Los Angeles: Los Angeles, Orange
Ventura, Riverside and San Bernardino.

1 The ‘Randstad’ includes the country’s four latgates: Amsterdam, The Hague, Rotterdam, anddbitre

12 In the United States there were fewer respondeititsonly a Master’s degree and more respondeiitsav
Ph.D. or MD degree. The opposite was the situatibthe Netherlands. This is mostly due to theifedié#nt
education systems: In the U.S. higher educatistrigtured as either obtaining a bachelor degreeRi.D. degree.
Masters degrees are available but often obtainedoete to a doctorate degree. Up to 2008 the Dhigher
education was structured as either obtaining a édactdegree at a higher professional college ongdo the
university with only the option of following a rautdirectly to master degree. Obtaining a Ph.D. a¢tdnd done
through a four-year apprentice under a professorkiwg full time (and getting paid) at a specifesearch project.
13 There is a large discrepancy in income and uneynpént rates between high school dropouts, those wh
completed high school, and those who obtained legmldegree. For example, students who do not aiepigh
school often end up in low paying jobs; the mediaekly income for those without high school degee$471 and
their unemployment rate 12.4%. Having a collegeréedncreases median weekly income to $1,066 acdkdses
the unemployment rate to 4.5% (LaborStatistics 2013

14 Most Dutch public universities do not have a sb®m procedure for their students at the undenggel
level, but since January 1, 2013, they are alloteedSince the late 1990s, there was a steep growgrivate
colleges Elbers & Brouwer2003). Some of them have selection procedures ks we

15 The Netherland does not have the same raciaj@atation as the United States, and the Dutchkislace

viewed more as immigrants than as blacks. Theylégs segregated than Turkish and Moroccan immigyrdor
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example (Bolt and Van Kempen 2000), and Antilleahshe second-generation have nearly the same ebanc
find a (steady) job compared to their native-boerng (Andriessen et al. 2007).

16 Traditionally, most Dutch immigration researchpedally large scale quantitative studies — hasiged on
these four big immigrants groups (Moroccans, TuBginamese, and Antilleans). More recently scisosarted to
look at non-conventional migrant groups such asGhaese (Gijsberts, Huijnk, and Vogels 2011) aefiligees
(Dourleijn and Dagevos 2011, Pels and Gruijter 2005

1 There is some overlap between the categorieskbéand Hispanic, because the Hispanics can algthesy
are black. The white category only includes thobé#eg who say they are not Hispanic.

18 Since 2010 the Dutch Antilles are officially aopince of the Netherlands. People coming from Aruba
Curacao and Bonaire are, however, still considémadigrants, and often face incorporation problennsilar to
‘real’ immigrants.

19 The pillarization principal informally divided theutch population by (religious) ideology. The fauain
pillars were: Protestant, Catholic, Liberal, ana¢i@8bDemocratic. All pillars had their own facitis and institutions
to cater to its members from the cradle to the grav

20 The size of the Chinese population in the Ne#mel$ is hard to estimate for several reasons,, [Eitshic
Chinese who come from Indonesia and Surinam areregistered as being Chinese because the DutchraCent
Bureau for Statistics (CBS) and municipal admiaistms (GBA) collects data on (parents’) countryoafjin, not

on ethnicity. Second, a relatively large numbeCbfnese has naturalized, no longer holds a Chipassport, and
is no longer registered as Chinese (Vogels, Geamsk Martens 1999). Third, it is hard to estimdie $cope of
illegal Chinese immigrant. Some say their numbersidigh as 67 thousand (Marinelli 2001). Forth¢esi2000 the
number of Chinese students that come to the Nethdsl as students or to work as PhD’s or Post Dass h
significantly increased while many end up stayihgytare not included in the statistics becauséaif temporal
visa status (Gijsberts, Huijnk, and Vogels 2011).

A | analyzed these data while working at the SG@ SING data are not yet publicly available.

| interview only second-generation Chinese witlots in mainland China (PRC) or Hong Kong. This

excludes (ethnic) Chinese from Chinese Diasporanuamities. For the Dutch sample this excludes Clarfesm

the former colonies Surinam and Indonesia. In thetdd States, this mostly excludes Chinese fromtndie.
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Whereas many have suggested | include this grodecided to keep my sample as ‘clean’ and comparabl
possible
B The samples for chapter 4 and 5 differ. In chragteonly selected intramarried couples and inethitboth
partners in the analysis. In chapter 5 | includethlintramarried and intermarried couples but ideldi only the
primary respondent (not their spouse). Consequémtéysample sizes are different, as are the vdtueheir ages,
number of children, etc.

2 In the United States there were fewer respondeititsonly a Master’s degree and more respondeiitsav
Ph.D. or MD degree. The opposite was the situatiothe Netherlands. This is mostly due to theifedi#nt
education systems: In the U.S. higher educatistrigtured as either obtaining a bachelor degreeRi.D. degree.
Masters degrees are available but often obtainedoete to a doctorate degree. Up to 2008, the Daigher
education system was structured as either obtaaimgchelor degree at a higher professional cobegming to the
university with only the option of following a rautdirectly to a master degree. Obtaining a Ph.DIdcbe done
through a four-year apprentice under a professorkiwg full time (and getting paid) at a specifesearch project.
5 It must be added that in the Netherlands appemdbwards education and the value of academic
achievement are slowly changing. While the Dutah larown for being slow at change, especially reigardeep
rooted cultural values and traditions, it appebheg globalization and a growing interdependencevéen different
institutes of higher education start to requirentite become more competitive. For example, grathes t® count
more in getting accepted to university and govemtnsponsored scholarships and loans start to dtminihese
changes could bring changes in the way parents thesr children and the values they instill inrthe(second-
generation) immigrant and native-born alike. Thefs@nges are recent, however, are not yet releviaah wollected

the data. It could, however result in second-gdim@raChinese parents to draw back on their cultiedds regarding
education and academic achievement when raisimgdhiédren.

% | did not offer the participants of this studyyanonetary compensation for their participationhis study.
Because the interview would take up a large chuhkheir time, however, | did feel | wanted to gitieem
something in return. Usually | brought home-bakedkies or chocolates to compensate the intervieviaetheir
time, effort, and openness.

2 To become familiar with the Chinese populatiatid not only read academic research but also numero

novels on the Chinese (second-generation) experismch as ‘on gold mountain’ and ‘the joy luck ¢Julwatched
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movies, talked with laymen and women, studied feaummer at the Chinese University of Hong Kong (G)H
and traveled through mainland China.

2 In the United States | was a double outsider b&ed was not born and raised in the United Stiatess
also less familiar with the American culture thay American spouses. | tried to compensate thisalking a lot
with American friends and colleagues and gettinginderstand their normal, or ‘emic’ point of vie®&nierson
2001).

21t could of course also be that the women feltamfortable about discussing a practice as intinaatenedical
care following childbirth. (The subject had notaditcome up during my preliminary interviews duringpich | did

not have my own children.) But based on the way wotalked about it, it did not seem to be the ¢thaewomen

were embarrassed.
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APPENDIX A
Questionnaire

Basic details
Name and age:

Full names and ages children:

Home address:

E-Mail:

Phone number:
Occupation:
How many hours do you work on average in a week:

Highest ducation:

In which city did you grow up:

Following is a standard questionnaire related tarygackground. Some of the questions | might
have addressed already during the interview, homeweuld really appreciate it if you could
answer all the questions:

In terms of ethnic group, | consider myself:

In terms of ethnic group, | consider my children:

Use the numbers given below to indicate how muchagree or disagree with each statement.
1: Strongly DISAGREE

2: Somewhat DISAGREE

3: Somewhat AGREE

4: Strongly AGREE

1) | have spent time trying to find out more aboutomyn ethnic group, such as its history,
traditions and customs.
2) | am active in organizations or social groups thalude mostly members of my own

ethnic group

3) | have a clear sense of my ethnic background arat iwimeans for me
4) | like meeting and getting to know people from ethgroups other than my own
5) | think a lot about how my life will be affected layy ethnic group membership

6) | am happy that | am a member of the group | betong

7) | sometimes feel it would be better if differenthieic groups didn’t try to mix together
8) | am not very clear about the role of my ethniaityny life
9) | often spend time with people from ethnic grougigeo than my own
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10) I really have not spent much time trying to learorenabout the culture and history of my
ethnic group

11) I have a strong sense of belonging to my own etbroap

12) | understand pretty well what my ethnic group merabig means to me, in terms of how
to relate to my own group and other groups

13) In order to learn more about my ethnic backgroumayve often talked to other people
about my ethnic group

14) | have a lot of pride in my ethnic group and its@aplishments

15) ldon't try to become friends with people from atle¢hnic groups

16) | participate in cultural practices of my own grogpch as special food, music or
customs

17) laminvolved in activities with people from othethnic groups

18) I feel a strong attachment toward my own ethniaigro

19) | enjoy being around people from ethnic groups iothan my own

20) | feel good about my cultural or ethnic background

21)  Attained level of education is determined by inngtaracteristics

22)  Schoolwork should always come first

23) An A minus is a bad grade

24)  Children should be raised to excel and be the nuimbe in their class

25)  The level of education children achieve dependsaw hard they work

26) Math and science are more important subjects thaind literature

27) A child should study even if it did not receive hework

28)  American mothers are too easy on their children

29) Chinese mothers are too harsh on their children

30) | consider myself a tiger parent
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The below tables have three themes ‘Importantstfait my children’, ‘respect’, and ‘important
in my child’s future life’.

Can you please rank the terms of the left columthénright columns according your order of
importance? (1 being most important)

Important traits for my children to gain in the fut ure

Random order From most to least important

Achievement

Discipline

Respect

Autonomy

Social feeling

Respect

Random order from most to least important

Self-respect

Respect for elders

Respect for authority

Respect for parents

Respect for family

Important in my child(ren)’s future life(s)

Random order from most to least important

Extended family

Nuclear family

Friends

Parents

A good Job

A lot of money

Prestige/recognition

Child’s own nuclear family
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Who does what in the household

1= only father, 2=mostly father, 3= together, 4= stly mother, 5 = only mother.

NA= not relevant

Activity Score

Remarks

Bringing children from/to school

Work outside the house

Go to the doctor with the children

Make sure the child obeys rules

Reading to/with children

Eating with the children

Trips with the children

Punish children

Celebrate holidays with the children

Watch over children

Household, cleaning etc.

Support children with their homework.

Religious education

Comfort children

Teach the child to think independently

Groceries

Decide what children are and are not allowed to do

Educate about ethics

Visit family

Physcial care (wash and dress child)

Provide child with sexual education
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Reward children

Determine about school choice of children

Cook

Teach children about their culture/ ethnicity

Go on holiday

Maintain contacts with school

Determine children’s spendings

Have fun with the children (play, joke around)

Dicipline children

Stimulate children at school

Provide the family values

Home improvement

Maintain contacts with other parents

Teach child new skils

Teach the child about cultural customs

Support other parent in childrearing

Other:
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APPENDIX B
Semi structured interview guide

Data own purpose

Date:

Location

Name woman:

Name man:

How many children:

Name, gender, age child 1:
Name, gender, age child 2:
Name, gender, age child 3:
How long married (if at all):
Ethnic mix of the couple:

*=Chinese partner

Introduction

e Explain about the research (international companiss childrearing goals) and its background
(little is know about the childrearing of the 2nehgy

e \Warantee anonimousity

o Tell a little about me (grad student at UCI, frorh, Mharried, one son, interested in culture’s role
in the family life)

e Emphasize interest in their opinions, views, fegdinThere are no right/wrong answers

e Empahasize interview is voluntary. They can cartbel interview at any time and/or refuse
guestions (has never happend so don't get scabata is treated confidential, respondents
remain anonimous.

e Can I record the interview

e Can they sign a consent form.

Topic list (topic are not presented in order in wheéh they have to be addressed)

General

¢ Meet: how long do they know eachother, where, whew; did they meet
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Did they live together before marriage, when marry?

How was the wedding (dig for cultural elementsgerof the parents, traditions, customs, see
pictures?)

How were the reactions of people around you (fanfilgnds, parents) regarding the ethnicity of
the partner (mixed marriage, expected to marrytbaie, etc).

How were reactions with birth of child. (Chinesedd, gender of baby)

What was the role of tradition at giving birth (ly a boy, having 1 month celebration, stay in

house, not shower , eat ginger, etc).

Own childhood

Family
[ ]

Caucasian partner:Any connection to Chinese culture before? Did pmtee on Chinese
(culture, people) change? How, when. How is par@tenese

Chinese partnerwhat is the background/immigration story of ygarents. What was parents’
SES. Do your parents talk about background/history

Family composition: siblings, parents, grandparémtsH?

Do you have more family in US in this area? Hotenfdo you see them?

Talk a bit about home situation of childhood: Didrgnts work, emphasis on education,
punishment and reward, role of chinese cultureficadvalues. Language spoken, Did you feel
different than other (american) kids, why, how,guds’ (educational) expectations, pressure on
education, anikdotes, examples.

Community: how many co-ethnics, friends, family,i@htown

Extracuriculair: organizations, sports, music, @si school, volunteer

Identity: Do you feel Chinese, how would you IDd dhis change throughout time/space. How do
you think others see you? How does parther see?

What are the most important aspects of Chinesareditadition (ask both partners)

Which aspects least favorable (ask both partners)

Ask both partner also about their partner’s culture

What do you do regarding american culture? Whatrisrican culture and not Chinese

Do you have (culture related) conflicts

Do both parents live here? Still in thouch?

How often visit/see family, when, where
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How describe ties with parents/fam. Same both aidee fam

Chinese fam ties different than ‘American’ fam #id¢dow, why?

Will your parents move in with you (or siblings)@t age? Why, what does other partner think?
Do you want this or is this expected?

Do you give part of your income to your parentstBartners? Why?

Do you give part of your income to anyone else (tamces, other family, charaty, etc)

Household tasks; division of labor list — and slidénto education

Are you both happy with the division of labor? Wkhbuld be different

Do you feel you spend both as much time with ydudren?

What do you do with your children (leisrue actiestj sports, crafts, music, etc)

What are some of the values important in your ¢hiife.

Do you help your child with its homework

How important is school. How important is educatjoompare to own upbringining)

Stir discussion a bit to tiger mom debate: whathdey feel about that? Do they agree? How do
they implement education in their children. Do tiegnt them to succeed to what cost?

WHY is education important? How was it in own chitdbd? Things different now?

Who is responsible for the child’s education? Tacktextent does the school play a role? Did
(will) they chose a certain school?

How about aditional tutoring?

Examples

1) Your child comes home from school with a B in matiat do you do?

2) Child has an important test tomorrow and wantotlgy at friend’'s house today

General childrearing

How do you make sure child behaves?

Punishment /reward? How different from onw child®&orporal punishment?

Is there someone else to dicipline the child (stbendparents, babysitters) do they use the
same techniques?

What is the role of grandparents? Do they babyit?hey live with the couple? Will they? Does
the couple pay them part of their salary? Whiclgleage do the grandparents speak, what speak
with the children? Why?
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Cultuur

What are the most important elements of the etbaiure? Why? (holidays, customs, values).
What does the Caucasian parent think? (each aiqrait

What are some of the most important elements of rigae culture? (each of partners)

How do both cultures differ

How do parents transmit these to the children? iEipl? Do they use organizatoins, events,
community to transmit the culture?

What is the role of others (family, friends, chédis friends).

Are there elements of the culture you do NOT wamngass on? Which, why, how prevent?

Do you want to familiarize your children with batbltures? How

Explicit What food, what holidays, medicine, Isstinoder cult or cult from COO

Language: do you speak Chin to child, do other lspdén? Do you have books, dvd, music?
Chinese school? Other programs? why

What language do you speak with the family?

How important is the family? Cohesion? Are thergaip things that you would say are typical to
your family?

Are there things you do same/different from owbrniqging?

Ethnic enclaves/ institutions

How many Chinese in this area where you live (yonk

How often you see others?

Contact with 1st generation?

Are you a member of any organization? Is this ctdo® much chin in that org?

Do you go to special Chin events? Do you go toroghienic events?

Do you think your kids stand out being Chinese?

What is the role of the community? (orgs, shopsnés; same as others, etc). How is this role for
children

How do you consider your children (Chinese/Amerjcamd how are they viewed by others?

How important to be close to ethinc community?

Did you move here because of the community?
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Chinese identity
e Are you children more Chinese or caucasian? Why® Hio they see it themselves? How do you

view it? How do others view it?

Do you have contacts with other mixed couples? @ yriends have more mixed friends?

How important child knows background? Visit Chinay®

How does child see itself? Do you emphasize oneigtimore than the other? Why, how?

Proud to be Chinese (booming economy)

Future of children
¢ What is important in the future of your children
o Do you have a preverence marriage partner for i@nld
e What expectations (education, job, etc) do you Hawgour children?

o Do you see your child as an immigrant? As diffePetiow do others view him/her?

Thank you
o Do you know other couples

e Is there anything you want to add?
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APPENDIX C
Tables and figures accompanying chapter 6
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Table I. Country groups and which countries they iclude, 1.75 generation, excluding single country gups

West Europe
Denmark
Finland
Iceland
Norway
Sweden
Belgium
France
Netherlands
Switzerland
Greece

Italy
Portugal
Azores
Spain
Austria
Germany

Russia etc.
Ukraine
Armenia
Azerbaijan
Georgia
Kazakhstan
Uzbekistan
USSR, ns
Israel/Palestine

155
89
140
211
270
381
1,754
770
324
566
2,828
723
149
1001
512

17,420

27,293

1,029
222
19

40
205
107
73

947
2,642

East Europe

Albania 147
Macedonia 85
Bulgaria 162
Czechoslovakia 94
Slovakia 49
Czech Republic 78
Germany 0
Hungary 274
Poland 986
Romania 566
Yugoslavia 268
Croatia 114
Bosnia 250
Estonia 29
Latvia 82
Lithuania 84
Other USSR/Russia 2,355
Byelorussia 177
5,800

Central America

El Salvador 1,776
Guatemala 2,207
Honduras 777
Nicaragua 599
Panama 1,102
6,461

Africa
Guinea
Nigeria
Senegal
Somalia

China
China
Hong Kong
Taiwan

Middle East
Afghanistan
Iraq

Jordan

Kuwait
Lebanon
Saudi Arabia
Syria

Turkey

Yemen

Algeria

Sudan
Egypt/United Arab Rep.
Morocco

North Africa, ns

16
498

26

98
638

3,986
885
1,015
5,886

149
295
228
95
296
271
129
456
187
53
126
403
208
125
3,021

South America
Argentina

Bolivia

Brazil

Chile

Colombia
Ecuador
Guyana/British Guiana
Paraguay

Peru

Uruguay
Venezuela

South America, ns

Other Asia
Japan

East Asia, ns
Thailand
Nepal

Asia, nec/ns

Other
Costa Rica
Cuba

637
248
866
326

1,697

854

453
106

931

118

673

60

6,969

4,982
34
1,576
119
338
7,049

328
2,897
3,225

Source: ACS 2008-2010



Table Il Countries grouped by background

Disadvantaged Advantaged Asian
Country N % | Country N %| Country N %
Dominican Rep. 1,794 1.6 | West Europe 27,293 24 | China 5,886 5.2
Central America 6,461 5.7 | East Europe 5,800 5.1 | Korea 4,942 4.3
Mexico 33,645 29.6 | Russia, Ukraine, Israel 2,642 2.3 | Vietham 3,377 3
Haiti 1,052 0.9 | Middle East 3,021 2.7 | Other Asia 7,049 6.2
South America 6,969 6.1
Africa 638 0.6
Other 3,225 2.8
Total 53,784 47.3 38,756 34.1 21,254 18.7

Source: ACS 2008-2010

Table Ill Sample selection process by country

All generations 1.75 generatiorn  selected sample
Country of origin N % N % N %
China 61,027 7.5 5,886 5.2 886 3.4
Korea 30,412 3.8 4,942 4.3 1,190 4.6
Vietham 34,857 4.3 3,377 3 954 3.7
Dominican Rep. 18,803 2.3 1,794 1.6 422 1.6
Central America 64,001 7.9 6,461 5.7 1,260 4.8
Mexico 275,834 34.1 33,645 29.6 9,947 38.2
Haiti 13,177 1.6 1,052 0.9 175 0.7
West Europe 85,562 10.6 27,293 24 5,434 20.9
East Europe 49,065 6.1 5,800 5.1 962 3.7
Russia, Ukraine, Israel 19,257 2.4 2,642 2.3 397 5 1.
South America 68,881 8.5 6,969 6.1 1,552 6
Middle East 24,720 3.1 3,021 2.7 528 2
Africa 7,302 0.9 638 0.6 39 0.1
Other Asia 25,773 3.2 7,049 6.2 733 2.8
Other 30,248 3.7 3,225 2.8 1,561 6
Total 808,919 100 113,794 100 26,040 100

Source: ACS 2008-2010
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Table IV Descriptive for spou

se variables

Years of education Years in US Age
Mean SD Mean SD Mean SD

China 15.3 2.10 35.5 12.83 41.3 11.49

Korea 15.1 2.08 33.1 10.95 37.5 8.15

Vietnam 14.6 2.75 33.2 9.60 35.9 6.44

Dominican Rep. 13.3 2.73 31.8 12.95 39.9 11.62

Central America 12.7 3.24 30.0 10.90 36.7 11.12

Mexico 11.4 3.68 32.7 12.54 39.0 12.45

Haiti 13.9 2.36 30.2 10.34 37.9 9.60

West Europe 13.9 2.58 47.0 17.11 53.9 12.40

East Europe 14.1 2.40 38.1 17.48 49.5 16.02

E;’asesl'a Ukraine, 14.5 2.33 32.5 13.84 415 13.61

South America 14.0 2.49 31.1 12.94 40.3 10.74

Middle East 145 2.68 31.8 12.76 42.0 11.61

Africa 14.7 2.40 30.6 14.22 39.2 10.01

Other Asia 14.1 2.46 335 11.66 40.2 12.24

Other 14.0 2.33 42.0 13.60 46.0 9.46

Source: ACS 2008-2010

Table V Language usage in the household, by parent

Only English Non- English language Bilingual
neither dad/ both  neither dad/ both  neither dad/ both
om mom m

China 38% 20% 41% 38% 20% 41% 40% 24% 36%
Korea 65% 13% 23% 65% 13% 23% 66% 15% 20%
Vietnam 28% 19% 53% 28% 19% 53% 30% 24% 46%
Dominican Rep. 8% 11% 81% 8% 11% 81% 15% 20% 65%
Central America  18% 15% 67% 18% 15% 67% 25% 20% 55%
Mexico 7% 10% 83% 7% 10% 83% 14% 21% 65%
Haiti 23% 20% 57% 23% 20% 57% 25% 21% 54%
West Europe 60% 20% 20% 60% 20% 20% 61% 21% 18%
East Europe 40% 21% 39% 40% 21% 39% 43% 22% 35%
:_‘;‘r*;g’l'a Ukraing, o700 1996 44%  37%  19%  44%  38%  20%  42%
South America 27% 24% 49% 27% 24% 49% 29% 27% 44%
Middle East 36% 15% 50% 36% 15% 50% 37% 17% 46%
Africa 46% 15% 39% 46% 15% 39% 49% 15% 36%
Other Asia 46% 14% 40% 46% 14% 40% 47% 16% 37%
Other 15% 20% 66% 15% 20% 66% 16% 23% 62%

Source: ACS 2008-2010
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Table VI Correlations between the different variabks

Child<5  female Age Single  Yearsof Yearsin Child 6< Spouse  Spouse Spouse US-born
parent educ usS yearsedu age years US spouse

Child<5 1 0.023***  -0.459***  0.068*** -0.011* -0.456*** -0068**  -0.016**  -0.477** -0.046** -0.073**
female 1 -0.087**  0.167*** -0.009+ -0.085***  0.054*** -Q013* 0.071*** 0.07*** -0.102%**
Age 1 -0.072**  0.053**  (0.993**  (0.039***  0.059***  0.918***  0.059***  0.205***
Single parent 1 -0.123**  -0.071**  0.215** na na na na
Years of edu 1 0.054***  -0.095***  0.568***  0.041*** -0.171%** 0.222%**
Years in US 1 0.038***  0.059***  0.911***  0.052***  0.209***
Child 6< 1 -0.134**  -0.048**  0.113**  -0.102***
spouse years edu 1 0.051**  -0.168***  0.273**
Spouse age 1 0.104**  0.171***
Spouse years US 1 -0.805***
US-born spouse 1

Source: ACS 2008-2010




Figure | Regression lines for all countries of orign; horizontal axis is 0 has no children, 1

has young children in the household
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