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I ntroduction

Since the early 1990s, transnationalism has emegedprominent paradigm in
the field of international migration studies (Gli€khiller 1999). The focus of this school
of research is on immigrants’ continued engageméitht their country of origin. In this
study, | conceptualize and analyze two dimensidngsamsnationalism, contact through
return visits and remittances, to test hypothesémuta the phenomenon of
transnationalism. Over the past 2 decades, thenhbtienal Monetary Fund (IMF)
estimates that gross remittance flows to developmgntries have increased from 28.3
billion US dollars in 1988 to $50.6 billion in 1998nd in 1999 to over $65 billion
(Gammeltoft 2002). Travels to home countries afdatikely common among Latino
immigrants in the US. A national study of Latimomigrants reports that 66% of Latino
immigrants have visited their country of origin pasgration to the US and that 35%
intend to move back to their original country (Walger 2008). An increase in
individual-level interactions with countries of gim have lead transnational researchers
to document political, economic, and socio-culturahpacts of immigrant
transnationalism (for example, Levitt and Jawor2@Q7).

Sociological studies on migration have traditiopdibcused on the presumed
opposite of transnationalism — the assimilatiorinmfigrants to the host society. Past
studies emphasized the processes of immigrant atiaptto American society through
language acquisition, socioeconomic mobility, arafnage with native-born Americans
(for example, Gordon 1964). In general, most eirgliresearch shows that the degree
of assimilation increases with increased lengthexyposure to American society (for
example, Alba and Nee 2003). A logical corollardy assimilation research is that
contacts with and remittances to the country ofjioriwould decline over time as
immigrants become settled and adapted to Amerioarety. This view is challenged,
however, by the emerging literature on transnatisma which posits that continued
involvement with the country of origin is a commpattern among immigrants (Glick
Schiller, Basch and Blanc 1995). In a recent stiytes, Haller and Guarnizo (2002)
found that transnational engagement among Latimoigrants is associated with higher
human capital resources, such as higher educdtiginer occupational status, and longer
length of stay in the US (Portes, Haller and Guarrd002). This literature presents an
interesting puzzle: is engagement with the couafrgrigin at odds with assimilation to

the American society?
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This paper argues that previous studies subsumedifferent dimensions -- the
socioeconomic resources (i.e. income and educabioimmigrants and their attachment
to host society -- under one unified label of adsition. By specifying both of these
dimensions and their impact on transnational engagé | examine whether
assimilation to the host country and transnatioties to the home country are
competitive, complementary, or independent perspext Specifically, my model
separates the attachments that may motivate immigta maintain home engagement
from the socioeconomic resources that enable tletio tso. More exposure to the host
society, measured by length of residence in the W&jld produce socioeconomic
resources such as income and education that allomsgrants to pursue cross-national
activities. On the other hand, the exposure to igaa society is expected to decrease
the level of home engagement as suggested by cdassisimilation studies, because a
greater level of attachment to the US reduces imantg’ motivations to remain involved
in home country. This framework allows for the gibgity that the relationship between
assimilation and transnational engagement candignificant. As suggested by a group
of transnational scholars (Glick Schiller, Bascld &anc 1995), immigrants may retain
their attachment to their country of origin regasdl of their levels of attachment to the
Us.

| examine these perspectives using a nationallyesgmtative sample of Asian
immigrants in the US. Previous studies of trarisnatism have focused primarily on
Latino immigrants (Portes et al. 2002). Despite #dwxioeconomic, political, and
linguistic diversity of immigrants from Asian couigs, a general pattern of transnational
engagement for Asian immigrants has not been giveentral place in the transnational
literature. This is a first attempt, to my knowded to quantitatively examine the
relationships between assimilation and transnaligmaamong Asian immigrants in the
Us.



Literature Review
Assimilation Perspective

Assimilation is defined in the sociological litane¢ as the erosion of differences
between groups, between the majority population anihorities, and between
immigrants and the native-born (Alba and Nee 2@&don 1964; Massey 1981). The
classical assimilation perspective argues that gramts become more integrated into
mainstream America as they are exposed to hosttgp@specially across generations.
A large body of assimilation studies relies on @ard influential book which identified
the multiple dimensions of assimilation in Americaociety including -cultural
assimilation, structural assimilation, marital asftion, identificational assimilation,
attitude receptional assimilation (i.e. absence pogjudice), behavior receptional
assimilation (i.e. absence of discrimination), andc assimilation (i.e. absence of value
and power conflict) (Gordon 1964, p.71). The keynaept to his model was structural
assimilation, which involves immigrants’ particigat in primary-group associations
such as social cliques, neighborhoods, and frigpdshith the native population.
Gordon argued that the entry into such primary gsogdepends on the acceptance by the
majority population. If the native population idllimg to include immigrants in their
personal associations, structural assimilation éedu other types of assimilation.
According to Gordon, the entrance of immigrantsoimgrimary groups leads to
intermarriage, which leads to a loss of ethnic itign These changes over time, he
argued, will eventually lead to the erosion of atidictive ethnic group and its cultural
values.

Recent studies on assimilation provide more nuarmedesses of immigrant
adaptation. Segmented assimilation theory, forgye, argues that contextual factors of
sending and receiving communities in addition talividual human capital shape
immigrants’ experience in American society.  18egted assimilation theory predicts
three paths toward integration to American societyegration toward middle-class
America through upward economic mobility and fudlcalturation; integration to the
underclass with downward mobility; and economi@gnation and partial acculturation
toward the middle-class through co-ethnic commasiti The theory suggests several
factors that determine the path toward incorponatiodividual characteristics associated

with the degree of exposure to American society stnuctural factors such as political

% Gordon also argued that the reluctance of the ntpgjoopulation to accept minorities
leads to “eth-class” where class is stratified thni groups.
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relations between sending and receiving countthes nature of co-ethnic communities

and prejudice in receiving society, and parentab $Bortes and Zhou 1993; Portes and
Rumbaut 2006; Zhou 1997). Segmented assimilatienry complements the classical
assimilation perspective by providing the explamaifor the different rates and patterns
of adaptation by ethnic groups. While the rate #red nature of adaptation may vary
across groups, large scale empirical surveys firat bver generations, majority of

immigrants and their children have eventually bee@milar to native-born Americans

in terms of their socioeconomic profiles, residaintpatterns, language use, and
intermarriage (Alba and Nee 2003; Hirschman 1983s8#&y 1981; Waters and Jimenez
2005}.

Even though assimilation studies do not directlgrads the relationship between
assimilation and transnational engagement, thesiclsassimilation perspective assumes
that assimilation takes place at the cost of imamtg’ distinctive ethnic characteristics,
which include identity, language and cultural valleought from abroad (Gordon 1964,
p.81). Gordon saw assimilation as an interactivecgss between immigrants and
American society and suggested that immigrantserautions with native-born
Americans will gradually supplement those from tblel society. Based on this
perspective, many researchers assume that asgimilabuld be associated with the
erosion of distinctive ethnic ties and to an evahtilecline in engagement with home
countries (Alba and Nee 2003; Guarnizo, Portes Hater 2003; Sana 2005). A
classical assimilation hypothesis would suggedt dittachments to and contact with the
country of origin will become less salient over ¢iffor immigrants, as they spend more
time in the US and progress through generationmpiically, Alba and Nee noted the
loss of mother-tongue fluency over two to threeegations and speculated that the lack
of language proficiency will weaken the ability die third-generation children of
immigrants to become involved in the life of thdéiome countries, and therefore
transnationalism will not extend beyond the thieshgration (Alba and Nee 2003, p.150).
Transnational Perspective

Transnationalism is an emerging research prioritithiw the field of
international migration studies. In the early 199he phenomenon of increased cross-
national activities among immigrants was highlightsy anthropologists (Glick Schiller
1999; Glick Schiller, Basch and Blanc 1995; Glickhfler, Basch and Blanc-Szanton

% This has been the case especially for Europear\siath immigrants, but has not
worked for African Americans.
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1992; Levitt, DeWind and Vertovec 2003). The votuand intensity of their economic,

political, and social engagement with the counfrgrigin lead transnationalists to argue
that immigrants’ lives and their identities maydmveloped in relation to more than one
nation and that their engagement with the countrgrigin does not necessarily decline
as a result of increasing levels of assimilation thieir destination society. The

transnational perspective challenged the perspmeativ classical assimilation which

assumed that immigrants’ lives are bounded by nediates and that assimilation and
transnational involvements are incompatible.

The idea of transnationalism has attracted thentatte of scholars across
disciplines who have conducted a variety of studsiag different operationalization of
transnationalism. Some scholars have investigaddtical transnationalism in terms of
global citizenship and cross-national political iistn (Guarnizo, Portes and Haller
2003; Keck and Sikkink 1999; Soysal 1997). Othaddressed remittances and
immigrant entrepreneurship as a form of economandgnationalism (Guarnizo 2003;
Portes, Haller and Guarnizo 2002; Sana 2005; Vea@p04). Still others have looked
at social transnationalism which encompasses tikstibehaviors, and social networks
that span nation-states (Appadurai 1990; Haller laanadolt 2005; Levitt 1998a; Smith
2002).

The scope and definitions of transnationalism iimdebated (Glick Schiller
1997; Portes, Guarnizo and Landolt 1999; Waldireged Fitzgerald 2004). As several
researchers have pointed out (Guarnizo, PortesHafidr 2003; Itzigsohn et al. 1999;
Waldinger and Fitzgerald 2004), there are two campdefining transnationalism. On
one hand, Portes and colleagues have conceptuatizednationalism narrowly.
Guarnizo et al. (2003)'s study, for example, defitemnsnational migrants as “a new
class of immigrants, economic entrepreneurs ortipali activists who conduct cross-
border activities on aegular basis” (Guarnizo, Portes and Haller 2003, p1213).
Transnational activities, in this definition, aréglily institutionalized and constantly
sustained.  Their definition leads to mutually ewole categories that identify
transnational migrants and those who are not. @nather hand, other researchers
(Foner 2005; Glick Schiller, Basch and Blanc 19R&sinitz et al. 2002; Levitt 1998b;
Smith 2002) characterize transnationalism as a campnactice among all immigrants.
Their studies focus on the local-level interactiofsmmigrants such as developing and
maintaining familial and religious ties and sendiegittances to those who stay in the

sending society. For them, transnationalism isoadh concept that includes sporadic and
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occasional activities across countries. Althouigh fevel of transnational engagement
may vary among individuals, for these authorsjnathigrants are capable of conducting
transnational activities.

By using the term “transnational home engagemehtihtend to emphasize
behavioral aspects of immigrants’ ties with thedmnie country. This conceptualization
rests on the assumption that all immigrants arald@pof engaging in the affairs of home
country, yet it restricts its scope to the obselwand objective measures of transnational
involvements. Home visits and remittances are imebcators of transnational home
engagement that reflect immigrants’ motivation taimmain active connections with the
country of origin. Return visits are social praes of immigrants that maintain
connections and identity with family and friendsle country of origin, while settling in
a new society. Through physically moving betwdssn home and destination countries,
immigrants link two distinct localities and socphctices and foster a transnational field.
Return visits to the home country are especialeesal for maintaining transnational
ties to original places for those who came to ti&when they were young. Qualitative
studies on Asian American children of immigrant®whthat visits to their or their
parents’ country of origin make a strong impressiarimmigrant youths. Visiting their
original country and having face-to-face interacsiavith relatives often affirms values
that their family brought from abroad and creataseaotional transnationalism that
helps them identify with their ethnic oridin

Remittances represent the financial involvementrohigrants with the country
of origin based on their social connections andgakibns beyond national borders.
Sending remittances is often considered as parimafigrants’ transnational living
because of its transformative impact on the liviethase who reside in the home country.
The impact of remittances ranges from investmestiall businesses to supporting basic
household consumption and educational costs (&G@rrffortes and Haller 2003;
Vertovec 2004). The significant increase in theoant of worldwide remittances has
also contributed to certain nations’ GDP as welicaa global economy (Guarnizo, Portes
and Haller 2003; UNFPA 2006). Although both retuisits and remittances are parts of
transnationalism, remittances are more likely tortfieienced by the financial need of

those who live in the home country than returntsisi

* One study of children of Chinese migrants describesxperience of return visits as
the bridging of identity between being “Chinesetldeing “Chinese Americans” (Louie
2002).



Assimilation and Transnationalism

Transnational literature suggests several forms refationships between
assimilation and transnational engagement amongigramts. Figure 1 shows three
analytical relationships between immigrants’ expesto the US and the level of
transnational engagement: two of which are expebtethe transnational perspective;
and one is expected by the assimilation perspective

Line 1 shows the expected pattern of transnatiamablvement based on the
classical assimilation theory which predicts thstramigrants become exposed to their
host society, their level of home engagement walgldine. The degree of the decline,
however, is much debated. On one hand, Alba an@ RKgO03) argue that
transnationalism will decline significantly aftdret third generation because of language
barriers between the native-born and their relatinethe sending countries, and the ties
will disappear eventually. Empirically, many steslishow the considerable decline in
transnational activities among the second generation the other hand, others argue
that transnational engagement will not disappeanptetely even after the children of
immigrants reach the third generation. Foner'dyaigmon Latino communities suggests
that this is possible because of the low cost dhiad and the constant inflow of new
immigrants from Latin America, which may sustaire ttransnational field for later
generations (Foner 2005). Despite the disagreeammd the degree of erosion by the
third generation, both agree that the level ofdrationalism would considerably decline
as immigrants are exposed to American society. [&\the temporal framework of these
studies rests on a long-term, generational view, dtudies would expect a gradual
decline of transnational activities for the firgngration immigrants is expected as they
increase their exposure to the US.

Line 2 represents the first group of transnatistatlies which argue that the level
of transnational engagement will increase as imamty exposure to host society
increases. Portes and colleagues’ studies on &Hosalism among Latino immigrants
have consistently found that transnationalism isoested with highly assimilated
immigrants who have higher educational levels, mgears in the US, and higher
occupational status. They explain that conducatirmgs-national activities is a relatively
complex task, and therefore requires a certain amofiincome, social network, and
education (Guarnizo, Portes and Haller 2003; P&083; Portes, Escobar and Radford
2007; Portes, Haller and Guarnizo 2002).
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Line 3 expresses another transnational argumentichwlemphasizes that
establishing a new life in a destination countryesianot necessarily detract their
economic, political, and social commitments to ttleeiuntry of origin (Foner 2000; Glick
Schiller 1999; Glick Schiller, Basch and Blanc 19B8vitt 2001). These authors show
that maintaining multiple identities and loyaltiess a normal part of immigrant life.
According to Foner (2005), this applies to immigeam New York City both at the turn
of the 20" century and at the end of the™€entury. Foner’s historical comparison of
first generation immigrants in New York City revedlthe sustained familial, economic,
political, and cultural connections to the courntfyorigin. Furthermore, Kasinitz et al.
(2002) showed that transnational ties, as meaguareeturn visits and remittances, are
sustained and continue to play an important roleneamong the second-generation
immigrants in New York. The amount of transnatianaolvement among immigrants,
this line of argument predicts, is constant thraughtheir lifetime even with the
increasing amount of exposure to host society.

The summary of previous literature poses an int@gggpuzzle: are assimilation
and transnationalism at odds with each other? s $hidy considers problematic that
assimilation and transnational perspectives doengage much with each other. In an
attempt to provide an integrative framework, thisdg explains the ways in which both
perspectives are at work in explaining immigrarsiragation and transnationalism.

[Figure 1]
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Conceptual Mode and Hypotheses

| suggest that both assimilation and the transnatiengagement are processes
that comprise common aspects of the adaptatiorepsocFigure 2 shows my conceptual
model which divides assimilation into two comporsergéocioeconomic resources and
attachment to American society. | argue that eaomponent produces different
mechanisms that link exposure and home engagerbig.distinction was not made
clear in previous literature, which complicated tdebates on assimilation and
transnationalism.

[Figure 2]

The first component of assimilation, i.e. socioemoit resources, indicates
income and educational levels that influence theabdity of immigrants to engage in
cross-national activities such as remittances ahdm visits. Having a sufficient income
and a stable job, for example, would facilitate iigwants’ return visits. Trips to Asian
countries from the US are relatively expensive careg to trips between the US and
Latin American countries, and require a certain amf resources. Having money
would allow immigrants to purchase airplane tickersd take vacation time from
employment to visit their countries of origin. (&) socioeconomic resources should be
an important predictor for transnational engagemBnottes colleagues’ studies, which
found positive relationships between human cagpital transnationalism among Latino
immigrants, partially highlighted this path (Porteller and Guarnizo 2002).

The second component of assimilation, attachmentthts US, has been
traditionally associated with their level of sattlent in the US. In particular, the
acquisition of citizenship and English proficienaye often identified as markers of
immigrants’ settlement in their destination sociéf§ba and Nee 2003). My study adds
the location of their primary residence and a peecklevel of discrimination as another
indicator of attachment to the US. Having primeggidence in the US should indicate
their high level of connection to the US. The megof discrimination should capture the
contextual element of immigrant adaptation, suggkdly the segmented assimilation
theory. Those who are exposed to a high levelsafrighination should have a low level
of attachment to the US.

Attachment to the US influences the motivation wimigrants to engage in
transnational activities. The assimilation perspectand transnational perspective
disagree on the nature of the relationship betvatrthment to the destination society

and engagement in the sending society. Assimilatioeory predicts a zero-sum
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relationship between attachment to the originahtguand attachment to the destination
country. This theory would argue that the highelesf attachment to the US would
replace immigrants' old ties and attachment tor tbeuntry of origin, and reduce their
motivation to engage in transnational activitie$f this theory holds, immigrants’
involvement with their country of origin will decle, as they become exposed to the US.
Alternatively, the transnational perspective clairtigmt attachment may have no
significant impact on the level of cross-natiomaldlvement. As suggested by a group of
transnational scholars such as Glick Schiller (J99Bmigrants are capable of
maintaining multiple attachments: their level ofaahment to their countries of origin
may remain constant regardless of the level othiteent to the US.

Resources and attachment to the destination sogiaty be influenced by the
degree of exposure to the US. Gordon’s assimiatiodel maintains that immigrants’
exposure to American society increases the chahageyactions between immigrants
and the native-born population. By interactinghatihe native-born population through
schooling, employment, and other institutional isgf, immigrants may learn English,
obtain socioeconomic resources, establish their fifmy and consequently develop
attachment in the new society.

| use the number of years spent in the US and &gerival as indicators of
exposure. | include the age of arrival becaugakies into account the developmental
context of immigrant adaptation to the US. Fof@rexample, points out that those who
came to the US when they were young learn Englishfamerican customs more easily
through schools and other institutions, and becengaged with life in the host country
(Foner 2002). Put differently, the same amountiog spent in the US may provide
different levels of exposure depending on when theived to the US: fiver years as a
teenager in the US, for example, may offer moreodpities for exposure than five
years in the US when an immigrant is in their 40s.

In sum, several hypotheses can be drawn to linketred of exposure to the level
of home engagement under several conditions. Imamig with greater exposure to the
US are more likely to experience greater leveldbath socioeconomic resources and
attachment to the US. If the effect of socioecoioassimilation outweighs that of
attachment to the US, then this will result in geedevels of home engagement than
those with less exposure. If the attachment to W&e outweighs the availability of
resources, then those with greater exposure willldss likely to engage in home

engagement, such as sending money to and visitiagy tountry of origin. If, as
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suggested previously, the effect of attachment&US is insignificant to the level of
attachment to the country of origin, then, thosthwjireatest exposure and consequently
with greatest resources will be most likely to eygén transnational home engagement.
It should be noted, however, that the causal walatiip between the variables of
assimilation and the level of home engagement lsiguous.

Country of Origin

The relationships between assimilation and tramsmat activiies may be
complicated by immigrants’ country of origin. Theuntry of origin may affect the level
of home engagement for three reasons. First, tmehcountry’s governmental
initiatives or restrictions on travel, visas antizeinship can influence the immigrants’
return visits (Portes et al. 2007; Haller and Ldnh@®05; Waldinger 2007). Travel
restrictions between the US and Vietham until m@9as, for example, may hinder
Vietnamese immigrants’ visit to the country of anig Second, the country of origin may
indicate different contexts of exit which leadsdifferent levels of home engagement.
For example, immigrants who fled political proséoutin their original countries may
seek integration into a destination society and b®yess likely to engage in the affairs
of their home country (Portes 2003; Portes and Rwnt2006). Third, economic
discrepancies between the country of origin anditBemay motivate the immigrants to
send remittances back home. Economic obligatiorsénd money home would be
stronger for those who came from economically diasathged countries. Viethamese,
Filipino, and Indian immigrants are more likely $end money than other nationalities
because of the relative economic poverty of theuntries of origin (Table 1).
Immigrants from Korea, Japan, Hong Kong and Taivigncontrast, are hypothesized to
be less likely to send money because of the rela&sonomic wealth of their respective
sending countries.
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M ethods
Data

Data for this study come from a first-generatioriadsssample of the National
Latino and Asian American Survey (NLAAS). NLAAS wvdunded by the National
Institute of Mental Health to conduct research ewcpiatric disorders among Asian and
Latino populations in the US. NLAAS collected infeation from May 2002 to
November 2003 from nationally representative sampfeadults from four Latino groups
(Cuban, Mexican, Puerto Rican, and other Latinaceies, four Asian groups (Chinese,
Filipino, Vietnamese, and other Asian descent), ancbntrol group of non-Hispanic,
non-Asian, white respondents. Household populatigad 18 years or older, who met
self-identified ethnic group criteria, and thoseomived in one of the 50 states and
Washington D.C. were asked to participate in thierulew survey. Interviews were
conducted in English, Spanish, Mandarin, CantoriEsgalong or Vietnamese.

Respondents in the NLAAS core sample were seleo#dg a multistage
stratified area probability sampling design. Hdwdds were sampled from primary
sampling units, i.e. metropolitan statistical areasounty units, and secondary sampling
units formed from contiguous groupings of Censuxckd, which were selected using
probability proportionate to size. An eligible pesdent in Latino and Asian households
was then asked to participate in intervidw§he overall sample consists of 2,095 Asians,
2,554 Latinos, and 215 whites. The response rate 6%.6%. My sample consists of
Asian respondents who answered that they wereddmoad. The sample size of the first
generation Asian Americans is 1639, which is ald8% of the entire Asian American
respondents (Heeringa et al. 2004).

The core sampling procedure of the NLAAS resulted a nationally
representative, household sample of Asian Americdreble 2 summarizes the profiles
of the Asian American sample and the first genenathsian American sample of the
NLAAS, in comparison with Asian American populatiiom the 2000 Census (Reeves
and Bennett 2004 December). The demographic desisics of the NLAAS sample
resemble those of Asian Americans in the 2000 Gen&loticeable differences include:
Asian Americans of Indian origin are slightly undepresented in the NLAAS; those
aged between 18 and 64 and the foreign-born arerepeesented in the NLAAS; and

the median household income is slightly highertiier NLAAS respondents.

® If there is more than one eligible respondentnglsirespondent was randomly selected
by the interviewer. For the detailed descripteee Heeringa et al. (2004).
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[Table 2]

The NLAAS data are particularly useful for this pap purpose because the
survey asked not only respondents’ levels of adiaptan the US, but also asked the
nature and degrees of ties they have with theinttgwf origin. Also, the nationally
representative data will allow us to address thevadence and correlates of
transnationalism among Asian immigrants in generdiis is particularly important since
one of the criticisms of transnational studies besn that studies were often based on
gualitative methods and tended to overemphasizeptbealence of transnationalism
(Portes et al. 2002; Levitt and Jaworsky 2007)addition, the NLAAS contains a large
sample of the first generation respondents (N= 168Bich allows us to conduct
systematic analysis on the effects of countriesrigfin. One of the disadvantages of this
dataset, however, is that it does not include thdse permanently returned to their home
country, which might influence the conclusion abtbtudy. Another disadvantage is that
the data are cross-sectional. The lack of longlddata limits our ability to test the
causal effects of assimilation on home engagemebBispite these disadvantages,
NLAAS provides enough information to test this papehypotheses regarding
immigrants’ continued transnational engagement.

Measurement

Dependent variable My dependent variables, immigrants’ return giséind
remittances to a country of origin, are operatiea as the following three measures:
the overall frequency of return visits; the numbéwisits within the previous year; and
whether or not the respondent had sent remittaiocd® country of origin.

Previous literature has also used remittances atdrrr visits to capture
immigrants’ involvement with their country of origiRumbaut (2002) for example used
frequency of visits and remittances as measuresrasfsnational behaviors among
children of Latino and Asian immigrants in San edasinitz et al. (2002) used return
visits and remittances as measurements of traostiies among the children of
immigrants in New York. Waldinger's analysis ontiba transnationalism also used
remittances and travels to the native country dgators of transnationalism (Waldinger
2007).

Table 3 shows the distribution of the first dependeariable, the overall
frequency of visits to the country of origin. Theestionnaire asked “How often have
you returned to your country of origin (the count§ origin of your parents, if

respondent was born in the US) — often, sometimagsly, or never?” The variable was
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recoded as either O=rarely/never or 1=sometimesioftThere are two reasons for this:
the wording of the question suggests that “rarelid “never” imply negative
assessment, while “sometimes” and “often” imply ipes assessment of overall
frequency of visits; also this coding ensures #wath cell contains enough samples to
conduct statistical analyses.

[Table 3]

Table 4 shows the distribution of the actual nundgerisits to the home country
within the previous one year. Respondents weredsklow many times have you
returned to your country of origin (the country afgin of your parents, if respondent
was born in the US) in the last year?” Since tis&ridution is highly skewed, with 57%
of respondents who did not visit their country agim at all within a year, it was recoded
into a binary variable where 0 means no visits Antkans once or more visits in a year.

[Table 4]

With respect to remittances, the following questiaas asked to only those who
were born abroad. “Do you send money to relatimggur country of origin?” Table 5
shows that 45% of the first generation respondanswered that they send money to
their country of origin.

[Table 5]

Data show that these three measures of transnbtoigagement are empirically
related to each other. Tables 6 and 7 show asgmsaetween overall return visits and
the number of visits within a year, and betweenrrewisits and remittances. The first
bivariate table (Table 6) shows that overall retvigits and the number of visits within a
year are closely related, and both measures reypridsedegree of contact to the country
of origin. Those who visit their country of origften or sometimes are much more
likely to visit their country in the previous yeam.he difference is 45 percentage points.
Table 7 shows that return visits and remittances adso related at a moderate level,
indicating that both return visits and remittancepresent the theoretical concept of
transnational engagement. Those who answer tkegtdfien or sometimes visit their
country of origin are slightly more likely to semdmittances. At the same time, the
remittances and return visits seem to capture so@ewdifferent aspects of
transnationalism. As discussed before, remittamayg be dictated by the financial
needs of those left behind in the country of origitile return visits are influenced by

the desire of immigrants to maintain connectionfamily in the country of origin.
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Despite the slight difference, both return visital aemittances seem to be empirically
related and both represent the concept of trarsraism.

[Table 6]

[Table 7]

Independent Variables One of my key independent variables, exposuri¢o
US is measured as the duration of residence anafageival in the US. Duration of
residence was measured as the number of years ramtsgspent in the US. The longer
immigrants reside in the US, the more chances hiaeg to interact with the native-born
and adapt to the culture and custom of the US. c8iggories were created: 5 years or
less; between 6 and 10 years; between 11 and 155;yieetween 16 and 20 years;
between 21 and 25 years; and 26 years and londéis variable also serves as a
measurement of immigrant’s current age when the afgarrival is included in
multivariate models. The age of arrival was cdkg into 4 binary categories: arrival
before age 13, between 13 and 19; between 20 grahd4after 25. Those who arrived in
the US before age 13 are treated as a referenpgrobe younger the immigrants were
when they arrived in the US, the easier it is toenh to be exposed to the American
society and adapt to new culture.

Intervening Variables Two components of assimilation are measureal&saf.
Socioeconomic resources are analyzed as the ldvaddocational attainment and
household income controlling for the household.sigZducational attainment is measured
as the number of years of schooling. Dummy vagisblere created to represent: less
than a high school education (less than 12 yehig; school graduate (12 years); some
college education (13-15 years); college graduteyéars); and postgraduate (more than
16 years). Household income was divided by the gfzhe household and collapsed into
4 categories: less than $10,000; between $25,060%a4,999; between $25,000 and
$49,999; and $50,000 and above. The referent gediggs than $10,000.

The degree of attachment to the US is measuredass#ion of citizenship,
location of primary residence, perceived sensagafridnination, and English proficiency.
All of the variables are dichotomous variables:uraized or not naturalized; primary
residence in the US or abroad; high or low levelpefceived discrimination; and
fair/poor or good/excellent level of English pradiacy.

Another key independent variable is the respondeotsintry of origin.
Respondents were asked about their country of,liitim which dichotomous variables

were created for Mainland China, Hong Kong and Baiwombined, Vietnam, India, the
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Philippines, East Asia (Japan and Korea combirat), Other Asia. Mainland China is

treated as a reference group because, as seereiprévious section (Table 1),
immigrants from Mainland China are a mixture of Hljgeducated professionals and
rural peasants, and thus the demographic profflésdividuals from Mainland Chinese
are likely to be the average of other nationalities

Following previous literature on transnationalismy model also includes
demographic variables such as family status, amdeye Family status was created by
combining marital status (married, and not married) the presence of dependents aged
under 18 (with children, and without children). Asresult, four categories of family
status were created: single without children; snglith children; married without
children; and married with children. The locatmfrtheir families is, however, unknown.
Analytic Methods

Because of the dichotomous nature of my dependanables, binary logistic
regression was used to analyze the multivariatgiogiships between the exposure to the
US, countries of origin, various and home engagemeéfor each dependent variable,
four logistic regressions were created to explbeerelationships among variables. The
first model includes the country of origin as adiceor of home visits, with Mainland
China as the reference category. Model 2 introslwespondents’ exposure to the US,
measured as duration of residence and age of kimittae US. Model 3 adds one of the
intervening variables, socioeconomic resources\galith demographic controls. Model
4 adds another set of key intervening variablecwiieasure the level of attachment to
the US - the acquisition of citizenship, primangidence in the US, a low sense of
discrimination, and better English proficiency.

All the logistic regressions adjust for the hieracal nature of the multistage
survey data. The NLAAS sampling procedures requihe construction of weighting
corrections to take into account joint probabititiof selection under the three
components of the sampling design. The SAS 9.1 PRORVEYLOGISTIC procedure
was used to estimate coefficients and standardsewhile incorporating the NLAAS

sampling designs with stratification, clusteringdainequal weighting.
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Results
Bivariate Results

Table 8 shows the bivariate descriptive statidticsountry of origin. It includes
the unweighted frequencies of each country of oragid weighted percentages of all the
variables. It shows several distinct profiles dertain nationalities. For example, Asian
Indians tend to have a high educational attainneeyond college), high income, and
tend to be young and recent immigrants. This ssiggdat they may have come to the
US to pursue a graduate degree or to work as miofed workers. In terms of
transnational engagement, Asian Indians are the ifiledy to visit their country of
origin among all nationalities.

By contrast, Viethamese immigrants are most likelyhave low educational
attainment and low income, but at the same timet tilady to be integrated to the US in
terms of citizenship and the low perception of dimmation. These characteristics
suggest that many of them came as refugees withHitman capital. Their involvement
with the country of origin is also unique: they #ast likely to engage in return visits to
their country of origin, but more likely to sendniétances than other nationalities. The
restriction on travel between the US and Vietnarny timait their capability to visit home.

Immigrants from Hong Kong, Taiwan, Korea, Japard ather Asia show two
distinctive characteristics. First, many are yqusiggle individuals who probably came
to the US when they were children. It is likelntihey came to the US with other family
members. Second, there is a disproportionate sifidtigh educational attainments. This
group of individuals may have come to the US adeatts. Their financial involvement
with the country of origin is very low. They amabt likely to send remittances to their
relatives back home. This may be due to the faat their countries of origins are
economically developed and their relatives maynsa&d financial support.

Judging from the bivariate results, it looks thattbrs in the country of origin
influence the type of migrants who come to the &kpecially in terms of socioeconomic
status, and to some extent, their nature of attaohto the US. Table 8 also indicates
that Chinese immigrants appear to have averagedeaistics of all immigrants.

[Table 8]
Multivariate Results
1. Return Visits

a. Overall frequency of visits
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Country of origin. Table 9 shows the results of four logistic regi@s models on
the overall frequency of visits. Those who answdheat they often or sometimes return
to their country of origin were coded as 1. Theeseof models show strong, gross and
net effects of countries of origin. The first mbdbows that compared to those who
came from Mainland China, immigrants of Hong Kongl al'aiwanese origin are 2.7
times as likely to answer that they visit their ooy of origin often or sometimes.
Similarly, those from India and the Philippines &r& times and 1.6 times as likely as
Chinese immigrants to visit their home countrid&etnamese immigrants, on the other
hand, are much less likely to answer that theynofte sometimes visit their home
country. In fact, they are half as likely to do@mmpared to Chinese immigrants. The
difference between Mainland China and East Asipgdaand Korea) is not significant.
Model 2 shows that the relationships between thenirg of origin and return visits
continue to hold when the age of arrival and redpatis current age are controlled. For
individuals from Hong Kong and Taiwan, the relasbip becomes even stronger, which
suggests that the effect of being from Hong Kong dmiwan was suppressed by
respondent’'s age and age of arrival. The high gmsjty of return visits among
immigrants from Hong Kong and Taiwan is somewhdsaif by the fact that Hong
Kong/Taiwanese immigrants are more likely to haeene to the US before age 13,
which is associated with the low propensity of tiigj the country of origin. The direct
effect of country of origin on return visits is Bificant and stable even after controlling
for individual characteristics such as socioecomorasources (education, and income),
demographic characteristics (gender and familyusjaand the degree of attachment to
the US.

The negative relationship between being of Vietrsamerigin and the odds of
visiting the country of origin is consistent withet two hypotheses: the context of exit
hypothesis which predicted that emigrating as aged reduces the likelihood of being
able to visit their home country; and the strudtimgothesis which predicted that the
governmental restriction on visiting the country ul limit their return visits.
Additionally, the positive effect of coming from Hg Kong/Taiwan as opposed to
Mainland China net of individual characteristicsaymsuggest that the current political
regime of the sending country/region has a dirfeceon the immigrants’ return visits.
In addition, my empirical results show a strongsipee relationship between coming
from India and home visits. Although this relasbip was not hypothesized, it helps us

speculate other factors, such as the presencemédiate family members in the home
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country that were not accounted for in my heurisimdel. | will flesh out this point in
the following section.

Exposure. Model 2 through 4 reveal several characteristitghe relationship
between exposure to the US and return visits.t,fi#edel 2 shows that the duration of
residence does not affect the likelihood of vigjtimome. It also shows that arriving in
the US before age 13 has a significant and nettedfe reducing the likelihood of visiting
their home country compared to those who arrivéelr.laSecond, the effect of exposure
does not seem to be mediated by resources or @gatito the US. Adding resources
and attachment in models 3 and 4 slightly changesoefficients for the age of arrival,
but most of the effects remain unchanged. Thirelrd is little variation in effects of age
of arrival above age 13. The difference betweesffments is most pronounced among
individuals who came to the US before age 13, mithg that those who came as
children have a much lower propensity of returntsighan the rest of respondents. In
sum, these findings show that arrival to the U% ahild (before age 13), rather than the
degree of exposure, has the strongest net effeitteopropensity of return visits.

What, then, explains the low propensity of visitilgme among those who came to
the US before age 13? One possible factor is tbgepce of their immediate family in
the US. It is likely that those who came to the &$Schildren were accompanying their
parents and siblings. If immigrants have immediatgily members in the US, they may
not feel the need to return to their country ofgirito see relatives. The presence of
family members in the US could reduce the incentiveisit the country of origin and
lead to the low propensity of return visits regasdl of their level of resources and
attachment to the US. By contrast, having immedfaimily members in the home
country may explain the relatively high propensitly home visits especially among
Indian immigrants. Bivariate statistics (Tables8pwed that migrants from India tend to
be young immigrants who recently came to the USdadts. These individuals may still
have parents and siblings left in India, and thés/rareate a strong motive to go back to
their country of origin. A similar mechanism cowdgdply to those from Hong Kong and
Taiwan, although the relationship is complicatedabyelatively large (25%) group of
individuals who came to the US before age 13. reustudies may need to distinguish
the geographical location of their immediate fanmigmbers with particular attention to
immigrants from India as well as Hong Kong and Taw

Resources Model 3 added one of the intervening variablsscioeconomic

resources, along with demographic controls to ptettie frequency of return visits. It
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was hypothesized hat socioeconomic resources wuale a positive effect on return
visits, and filter the effect of exposure and tleirry of origin. The results partially

support these arguments. Consistent with my hygsih the household income
controlling for the family size was found to be piogly associated with the overall

frequency of return visits. This suggests that fihancial resource may allow Asian

immigrants to purchase tickets and increases thacghto return home for a visit, which
may positively influence the overall assessmentetirn visits. It also appears that the
effect of income increases but at a decreasing rwetéch may be due to declining

marginal returns.

Socioeconomic resources, however, do not appaaethate the effect of exposure
and the country of origin. Introduction of measuo¢ socioeconomic resources in Model
3, along with demographic controls slightly reduties effects of exposure (especially
the age of arrival) and some of the effects ofdbentry of origin on return visits. This
indicates that the effects of exposure and countfeorigin are partially filtered through
socioeconomic assimilation, but exposure and thtry of origin still have a significant
amount of independent effect on return visits. c8ithe socioeconomic resource also has
a direct influence on return visits, the three ahlés, i.e. the age of arrival, the country of
origin, and the resource, appear to work indepehdenaffect return visits.

Attachment Model 4 added variables that measure the levattachment to the
US, i.e. the acquisition of citizenship, primarysidence in the US, a low sense of
discrimination, and better English proficiency. shiows that these variables are not
associated with the level of return visits. Odatsos indicate that those who are attached
to the US, in terms of citizenship, the low levélperceived discrimination, and better
control of English language, are slightly more lyké visit the country of origin, but
these patterns are not statistically significant.

Model 4 also shows that the introduction of attaehtrvariables does not change
the coefficients of other background variables.e ddds ratios of household income, age
of arrival, and country of origin remain unchangafter the introduction of the
attachment to the US. This suggests that the itmpaiecncome is not mediated by
attachment.  Again, country of origin, exposure ttee US, and resources have
independent influences on return visits, and attemit to the US is not a mediating
factor.

Recall our discussion on the classical assimiladod transnational perspectives

(Figure 2). The assimilation perspective claimeat attachment to the country of origin
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will decline as immigrants settle into a new coyrtnd grow attached to the new society.
The transnational perspective alternatively posited immigrants will remain attached
to the country of origin regardless of their level@ttachment to their new society.

This study’s results render some support for taaginational perspective since the
relationship between the attachment to the US lamdéhtidence of home visits was found
to be insignificant. This may be due to the impetrfmeasurement of attachment to the
US, but it is possible that for immigrants, thedeef home attachment is fixed regardless
of the level of attachment to the US. As suggebtedne group of transnational scholars
(Glick Schiller et al. 1995) immigrants may not dotheir attachment to their home
country even after their settlement in destinasogiety. If attachment to the US and
attachment to the country of origin are not competoncepts, the frequency of return
visits can be determined partly by the amount sbueces immigrants have.

In summary, the full model indicates that much eturn visits among immigrants
can be attributed to the characteristics of theuntry of origin and whether or not they
came as a child to the US. It was speculatedrfigtating to the US with immediate
family members influences the frequency of retuisits. This also suggested that the
location of the immediate family members, instebéxposure or duration of residence,
might be what needs to be considered in transrateamgagement. Income was found to
have a direct effect on return visits, which intéchthat resources enable immigrants to
engage in return visits. By contrast, attachmenttte US was not found to be
significantly related to the propensity of returisits. The result is consistent with the
idea that immigrants may have continued attachrteettte country of origin regardless
of their level of attachment to the US, and therefibe likelihood of returning home for
visits is influenced by their ability (i.e. incom&) purchase tickets and visit home. It was
also found that attachment to the US and attachrimetite country of origin are not
necessarily competing concepts.

[Table 9]

b. The number of return visits within a previousiye

Table 10 shows logistic regressions on the numbeisds to the country of origin
in the previous year. Those who answered that isieyned once or more to the country
of origin in the previous year were coded as Inc&ithe results replicate the findings in
the previous section, | will focus on new findintjgt extend the previous section’s

conclusions.
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The country of origin The country-level characteristics of Viethamd adong
Kong and Taiwan, relative to Mainland China wererfd to have a significant influence
on return visits even when we restrict our measiireturn visits to the number of actual
visits within a previous year. Those from Hong Kar Taiwan are about 2.8 times as
likely as Mainland Chinese to have visited theiumimies of origin within the previous
year. Immigrants from Vietnam are about a halfilkely as the Mainland Chinese to
have visited the homeland within the previous ye@he country-level effects for these
two groups continue to hold even after controlliiog individual levels of exposure,
demographic characteristics, resources and attaghtoehe US. For other countries,
however, the country-level characteristics do rmtehmuch impact on the number of
visits within the previous year.

The result for Vietnamese immigrants is consistesih the context of exit
hypothesis, which predicted that emigrating as faigee reduces the likelihood of
engaging in the lives of the home country. Sinbe fuestion asked about the
respondents’ return visits between 2001 and 2002 gurvey was administered in 2002
and 2003), the governmental restriction on tragelio Vietham should not affect the
return frequency at this moment. Instead, the pogpensity of return frequency among
immigrants from Vietham may be best explained leyfdct that Viethamese immigrants
are more likely to have come to the US as refugebich is associated with the low
propensity of visiting the country of origin.

Family Status.The significant effect of family status on thewher of return visits
also suggests the potential importance of havinglyamembers, especially spouses and
children, in the US. Models 3 and 4 indicate thaing single and without children
increases the odds of visiting the country of ariglSince the relationship is significant
even after controlling for other factors, it suggethat having spouses or children in the
US constrains the immigrants’ capacity to visit tieme country, net of their monetary
ability to visit the country of origin. As mentied in the previous section, this result also
suggests that having immediate family membersaisgpouse and children in addition to
parents and siblings in the US, seems to limit igramts’ return visits. The relationship
may have become significant because of a closedeahfink between the timing of
return visits and immigrants’ current life stage.

In summary, the country of origin, arriving in thiS before age 13, and economic
resources were found to have significant and rfectef on the number of return visits

within a previous year. It was also speculated tie presence of family members such
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as spouses and children in addition to parents siblihgs, in the US may be the
underlying factor that reduces the propensity & ttumber of return visits. These
findings strengthen the previous section’s conolsi This may be due to a close
temporal link between the independent variablesrandn visits.

[Table 10]
2. Remittances

Table 11 shows 4 logistic regressions on the prsipeof sending remittances to
the country of origin. Those who answered thay $end money to relatives in the home
country were coded as 1.

Country of origin Models 1 through 4 show that the country of ioripas
significant gross effect on odds of sending remi&s net of individual characteristics.
As hypothesized, those from economically developedntries such as Hong Kong,
Taiwan, Japan, and Korea are much less likely na seoney than those from Mainland
China. They are about 70% to 85% less likely tadseemittances to their countries of
origin compared to Mainland Chinese immigrants. cBytrast, Viethamese and Filipino
immigrants are about 2.3 to 3 times as likely asnMad Chinese immigrants to send
money. The effect of country of origin is signifitaand directly associated with
remittances even after controlling for individual#l characteristics such as exposure to
the US, socioeconomic resources, and attachmethiet®)S. It seems that the need of
those left in the country of origin accounts foe firopensity of sending money home net
of other background characteristics. The differdnesveen India and Mainland China is
not significant. This may be due to the fact tingian immigrants are relatively wealthy
immigrants (Table 8), and their families may ngiresent the national average of India,
which may have diminished the difference betweem&hnd India.

Exposure Models 2 through 4 indicate that arriving in td8 before age 13 has a
strong, negative relationship with sending remié&m Again, the important distinction
seems to be whether the immigrant came as a childtosince the effect is increasing at
a decreasing rate. Immigrants who came to the UWs tiveir parents and siblings may
have tenuous ties with other relatives and may liesd compelled to send money to
them.

The absence of family ties in the country of origleo seems to play an important
role in determining the likelihood of sending reiemiices. More than 25 years of
residence in the US reduces the likelihood of semdemittances to relatives back home

by about 60%. Replacing the duration of residéndbe US with respondent’s current



25

age also showed that respondents’ current age hagative and independent effect on
sending remittances (results not shown). Althotlghresults are inconclusive because
some of the coefficients are not significant, theation of residence and respondent’s
current age appear to capture immigrants’ wanieg With family members in the home

country. As immigrants grow old, they may expecethe loss of relatives and this may
reduce the likelihood of sending money to themafeither factors.

Resources Although socioeconomic resources were hypotedstp facilitate the
propensity of sending remittances, the effect obme on sending remittances was found
to be limited. Models 4 shows that two categonésousehold income, i.e. earning
$25,000 to $49,999 year and earning $50,000 or nsigaificantly increase the chance
of sending remittances when compared to the incofdéess than $10,000. The
magnitude of the effect of income is greatest at $25,000-$49,999 category. These
results indicate that the financial ability to sendney does not fully explain the act of
sending remittances to their country of origin.vidg a certain amount of income (more
than $25,000 a year) does help immigrants to sendttances, but higher levels of
income do no necessarily result in the higher add®nding remittances.

Attachment Model 4 shows that variables that measure thel lef attachment to
the US are not significantly associated with thkellhood of sending remittances. Odds
ratios indicate that those who are not attachatedJS, in terms of citizenship, primary
location, perceived discrimination, and the contstbthe English language, are slightly
more likely to send money to the country of origlmyt this result needs further
investigation since the coefficients are not sigaiit. Model 4 also shows that the
effects of the country of origin, having come te S as children, more than 20 years of
residence in the US and the household income oérii@n $25,000, remain unchanged
after the introduction of the attachment to the U8e level of attachment to the US does
not seem to mediate any of the other factors.

My heuristic model (Figure 2) provided 3 hypothetes predicted a negative and a
non-significant relationships between attachmentl aemittances, and a positive
association between resources and remittancesce $ive effects of attachment and
resources on remittances are limited, it may beithaigrants maintain a certain level of
attachment to the country of origin regardlesshefirtlevels of attachment to the host
society and that the presence or absence of tigstheir family members in the home
country determines their decision to send money éhormittachment to the US and

financial home engagement, again, do not seem ¢toippeting with each other.
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In summary, the economic need of those left beliintde country of origin, and the
presence of family members in the home country wpeeulated to affect the likelihood
of immigrants’ sending remittances. My results gagj that exposure to American
society is important not because it indicates #weell of immigrants’ adaptation and
attachment to the US, but because it indexes thsepce of ties they have with their
family in the country of origin.

A few differences between remittances and retusitsviwere found. While the
presence of immediate family members in the USsuagested to be an important factor
for visiting home, it looks that the presence ahilg in the original country is also
important in predicting the propensity of sendimgnittances. Also, it was found that
having resources (i.e. higher income levels) da¢siacessarily lead to higher propensity
of remittances. When it comes to the decisioneoideng remittances, family obligation
may be more important than the level of resourdésieeded, immigrants seem to send
money for family left behind if they have a certamount of income in the destination

country.

[Table 11]
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Conclusion
Previous literature tended to posit the assimitaiod transnationalism perspectives

at opposite extremes. An assimilation perspectfee, example, drew an image of
immigrants’ transnational engagement decliningh&ey tbecame assimilated to the US.
Portes’ studies, on the other hand, claimed thantbre assimilated immigrants are, the
more likely they are to engage in transnationalaiets (Portes 2003; Portes et al. 2002).
Still others argued that assimilation and tranematism are not necessarily related to
each other (Glick Schiller et al. 1995; Levitt 2D0Because these perspectives did not
engage much with each other, they were often tlestecompeting paradigms.

This study analytically synthesized the two persiges by distinguishing resources
from attachment, instead of treating them as thmesaoncept, i.e. assimilation. By
acknowledging the two mediating paths between axgo® the US and transnational
engagement (i.e. return visits and remittances)nbdel incorporated the three types of
relationships between assimilation and transnaligma 1) having socioeconomic
resources (such as education and income) incrélasehance of home engagement; 2)
attachment to the US decreases the level of hongagement; and 3) immigrants
continue to have home engagement regardless tdvbkeof attachment to the US.

Empirical tests using the nationally representas@mple of Asian Americans found
some support for the third and a part of the fisgtotheses. In support of hypothesis 3,
attachment to the US was not found to be signiflgarelated to the level of home
engagement whether it is financial engagement oiab@ngagement. The result is
consistent with the view that immigrants maintaiceatain level of emotional attachment
to the country of origin regardless of their legélttachment to the US. Additionally, a
part of hypothesis 1 was supported in a sensethigaeconomic resource (i.e. income)
was found to influence the frequency of returntsisiHowever, this was not a result of
greater exposure to the US as previous literateseraed. Multiple regression models
showed that the effect of exposure was not medibjethcome, or attachment. The
income level was found to influence the returntsigiet of other predictors.

Beyond the debates between assimilation and trdosalism, this study
highlighted several of the factors that may infleenmmigrants’ return visits and
remittances: characteristics of country of origimd damilial ties with their country of
origin. The country of origin, a variable arguedbe comprised of the economic needs
of families in the home country, governmental gek¢ and context of exit, was found to

have a gross and net effect on home engagemeig.rédult points to the need to specify
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which aspect of these country-level characterigdcsiore important than the others in
determining the levels of transnational activitiéswas also indirectly suggested that the
location of immediate family members influences kel of home engagement. The
presence of immediate family in the US and the adxsef relatives in the country of

origin appear to reduce the likelihood of transmai engagement. The family

obligation may be an important predictor of immigraansnationalism.

This study has several implications for the literatof immigrant transnationalism.
First, it suggests that immigrants are capable afntaining multiple loyalties and
attachments. This view is different from the impgetrayed by the classical assimilation
perspective. The classical assimilation perspeciissumed that immigrants’ ties with
the country of origin are incompatible with theewn ties with the destination country
(Gordon 1964). My study suggests that family dddiion and engagement can be
fulfilled beyond national borders without compromis loyalty to destination society.
Yet, my analysis also suggests that the patterngrasfsnational engagement are
influenced by national contexts. Although immigsarmaintain attachment across
borders, this does not mean that the nation-swtérélevant. Immigrants’ home
engagement is influenced by political and econarpittexts of the country of origin and
the destination country. Capturing immigrant eigrezes through a transnational lens is
important, but it may still require a careful atien to the national-level contexts.

Second, determinants of transnationalism are mamplicated than previous
literature (Portes 2003, Glick Schiller, Basch @idnc 1995) suggested. Analyses of
transnationalism tended to oversimplify the relagltip between immigrants’ level of
assimilation to the US and their level of transmaiism. Some argued that immigrants
who are assimilated to the US are more likely tgage in cross-national activities
(Portes 2003), while others suggested that tramsradism is not associated with
particular types of immigrant individuals (Glick I8lter, Basch and Blanc 1995). My
study suggests more detailed understanding ofeflagonship. It shows that it is not the
exposure to American society, but economic resseul@ed the presence of family
members in the country of origin that increase {itelihood of transnational
engagement. Nuanced framework may be necessaryetogmize the various
relationships between immigrant adaptation andstrationalism.

Third, this study points out the importance of uttthg immigrants from Asian
countries in the study of transnationalism. Praesigtudies of transnationalism have

focused primarily on Latino immigrants and did nminsider larger trends of the
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experience of Asian immigrants (Portes, Haller @uhrnizo 2002). The current study
shows that there is a certain level of home visitel remittances among Asian
immigrants and that they are patterned by resoufeesily status, and the country of
origin. A systematic comparison between Asian ignamts and Latino immigrants
would allow us to test whether or not these findingould hold true for Latino

immigrants. For instance, would an income leveveha similar effect on Latino

transnationalism when the geographical distancerdest the US and many of the Latin
countries is relatively small? Would the same treteship between assimilation and
transnationalism found in this study hold true ifemigrants from different countries of
origin? Such inquiries may provide an insight building new hypotheses regarding

immigrant transnationalism and their adaptatiotheoUS.
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Tables

Table 1. Types of immigrants and characteristicAssn countries and regions

Life
. Types of expectancy GP P per Political regime as of 2002
immigrants (year) capita (US$)
India Professionals 63 $480 Democracy
Communism/Socialism, No
Vietnam ;tl:cdents, 70 $444 diplomatic relations with the
elugees US until 1997
The Phillipines Nurses, Doctors 70 $1,018 Democracy
China Students, Rural 71 $1,106 Communism/Socialism
peasants
. Democracy under China's
Taiwan Professionals, 76 $14,572 "one country, two systems"
Students policy
Democracy under China's
Professionals, "one country, two systems"
Hong Kong Students 81 $25,483 policy, Democray under
British rule until 1997
Korea Stu_dents, Small 77 $11,936 Democracy
business owners
Japan 82 $37,216 Democracy

Sources: Portes and Rumbaut (2006), Levitt and Waters (2002), Liang and Morooka
(2004), Alba and Nee (2003), Min (2006), World Bank (2005) for Taiwan's life expectancy,
World Bank (2002)
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Table 2. Comparison of Asian Americans in Censu@)2the National Latino and Asian American
Survey (NLAAS), and NLAAS first generation sample

Census NLAAS NLAAS-Census NLAAS first
(2000) (2002-2003) difference generation
Unweighted N 10.2 mil 2095 - 1639

Ethnic Composition (weighted %)

Chinese 23.8 27.3 35 30.9
Filipino 18.3 20.0 1.7 19.6
Asian Indian 16.2 9.1 -7.1 10.8
Viethamese 10.9 121 1.2 15.3
Korean 10.5 7.0 -3.5 7.5
Japanese 7.8 7.9 0.1 2.5
Other 12.4 16.6 4.2 13.5
Age (weighted %)
<18 23.9 - - -
18-64 68.4 89.7 21.3 89.7
>65 7.7 10.3 2.6 10.3
Median Age 33.0 39.0 6.0 41.0

Nativity (weighted %)
Native-born 311 231 -8.0 0.0
Foreign-born 68.9 76.9 8.0 100.0

Educational Attainment (weighted % on 25 and older)

Less than highschool 19.6 16.2 -34 194

Highschool graduate 15.8 15.6 -0.2 15.0

Some college 20.5 234 2.9 20.7

College graduate or more 44.1 44.8 0.7 44.8
Median Family Income (%) 59,324 65,000 5,676 62,500

Sources: Reeves et al. (2004), NLAAS 2002-2003
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Table 3. Univariate statistics of the overall fregay of visits to the country of origin (NLAAS

2002-2003)
unweighted n  weighted % s.e.
“How often have you returned to your country of origin?”
1=often 170 11.8 1.0
2=sometimes 444 27.1 1.4
3=rarely 532 32.2 2.2
4=never 489 29.0 1.9
missing 4

“How often have you returned to your country of origin?”

O=rarely/never 1021 61.2 1.6
1=often/sometimes 614 38.8 1.6
missing 4

Table 4. Univariate statistics of the number oftsito the country of origin within the previousaye
(NLAAS 2002-2003)

unweighted n  weighted % S.e.
"How many times have you returned to your country of origin?"

0 1192 57.2 1.9

1 379 37.1 2.0

2 46 4.1 0.9

3 8 0.8 0.3

4 5 0.4 0.1

5 2 0.2 0.2

6 1 0.0 0.0

8 1 0.1 0.1

10 1 0.0 0.0

missing 4

"How many times have you returned to your country of origin?"

0=did not return 1192 57.2 1.9
1=once or more 443 42.8 1.9
missing 4

Table 5. Univariate statistics of sending remiteto the country of origin (NLAAS 2002-2003)

unweighted n  weighted % s.e.

"Do you send money to relatives in your country of origin?"
0=no 841 54.5 2.0
1l=yes 784 455 2.0

missing 14
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Table 6. Bivariate relationship between the ovdratjuency of return visits and the number of sisit
last year (NLAAS 2002-2003)

The number of visits last year

0 more than Al
once

Overall frequency of return
Rarely N (weighted) 870 129 999
Never row % 87 13 100
Sometimes N (weighted) 268 367 635
Often row % 42 58 100
Al N (weighted) 1138 496 1634
row % 70 30 100

Table 7. Bivariate relationship between the ovdratjuency of return visits and remittances

(NLAAS 2002-2003)

Do you send money?

No Yes All

Overall frequency of return
Rarely N (weighted) 590 403 992
Never row % 59 41 100
Sometimes N (weighted) 296 336 632
Often row % 47 53 100
Al N (weighted) 885 739 1624
row % 55 45 100
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Table 8. Background characteristics and home emgageby country of origin (unweighted N and
weighted %) NLAAS 2002-2003

Country of Origin Total India Vietnam Philippines China Hong Kong Korea Other
Taiwan Japan Asia
N wid %| N=128 N=525 N=345 N=245 N=159 N=93 N=143
Age
<35yearsold| 547 35.1 54.0 28.2 23.0 27.3 36.6 43.9 47.1
35-49 yrs old| 608 34.7 31.2 37.4 37.6 37.6 38.7 29.2 26.4
50-64 yrs old| 350 19.9 10.2 22.9 24.0 18.2 21.2 16.0 24.6
>65yrsold| 134 10.3 4.6 11.6 154 16.9 35 11.0 1.8
Age of arrival in US
<13 yearsold| 237 16.5 7.7 111 154 7.1 24.8 27.8 33.9
13-19 yrs old| 208 11.2 2.7 14.2 116 7.8 15.4 12.3 14.8
20-24 yrsold| 315 20.2 355 18.3 18.6 12.6 18.3 256 175
>25yrsold| 878 52.1 54.0 56.3 54.3 72.4 415 344 33.9
Year in US
<8years| 411 24.4 50.9 20.6 19.1 29.6 13.9 17.1 16.2
8-14| 434 25.0 18.1 35.9 21.0 32.6 22.3 16.2 224
15-22| 398 25.7 18.7 24.3 25.1 20.7 36.0 31.2 27.1
>23| 396 24.9 12.2 19.2 34.9 171 27.7 35.6 34.3
Gender
Female| 868 53.5 44.4 54.4 57.9 54.8 51.2 55.1 52.4
Male| 771 46.5 55.6 45.6 42.1 45.2 48.8 44.9 47.6
Family status
single no children| 349 23.0 15.9 19.0 20.1 17.8 31.4 45.4 23.2
single with children| 93 4.5 0.0 6.7 6.0 4.3 3.2 5.7 3.8
married no children| 670 42.8 47.2 38.4 44.0 53.6 36.7 324 38.1
married with children| 525 29.7 36.9 35.9 29.9 24.3 28.8 16.6 34.9
Education
less than highschool (<12yrs)] 300 18.7 3.5 35.6 14.8 29.4 9.4 6.1 19.2
highschool graduate (12yrs)| 273 16.1 9.2 20.7 14.4 17.5 12.2 17.4 20.0
some college (13-15yrs)] 369 22.0 19.7 21.4 32.2 14.7 17.8 219 218
college graduate (16yrs)|] 380 22.0 20.8 13.2 28.6 14.9 28.4 32.9 19.6
postgraduate (>16yrs)| 316 211 46.9 9.2 10.0 235 321 21.8 19.5
Household income (controlled for the family size)
< $10,000( 428 25.3 15.2 40.2 16.9 32.9 20.9 29.0 17.9
$10,000-$24,999| 417 25.2 23.6 28.4 29.7 22.3 12.4 223 323
$25,000-$49,999( 417 27.0 31.7 16.6 29.3 21.7 34.9 37.1 259
>$49,999 377 225 29.4 14.9 24.1 23.1 31.8 11.6 24.0
Citizenship
not naturalized| 625 40.7 65.0 27.1 34.3 49.9 29.7 44.4 39.3
naturalized| 1014 59.3 35.0 72.9 65.7 50.1 70.3 55.6 60.7
Primary Residence
other| 173 11.7 255 4.5 16.1 7.1 5.4 13.6 10.0
U.S.| 1460 88.3 74.5 95.5 83.9 92.9 94.6 86.4 90.0
Sense of Discrimination
low| 920 53.8 55.1 75.5 44.4 66.1 36.5 46.5 39.2
high| 713 46.2 44.9 24.5 55.6 33.9 63.5 53.5 60.8
English Proficiency
fair/poor| 831 46.6 11.8 77.2 23.2 74.4 45.3 42.7 394
good/excellent] 804 53.4 88.2 22.8 76.8 25.6 54.7 57.3 60.6
Overall frequency of visits ("How often have you returned to your country of origin?")
rarely/never| 1021 61.2 35.2 79.8 56.0 67.0 43.1 68.1 71.0
sometimes/often| 614 38.8 64.8 20.2 44.0 33.0 56.9 31.9 29.0
Number of visits in a previous year ("How many times have you returned to your country of origin in the last year?")
o] 1192 57.2 58.1 84.6 70.4 68.2 51.2 72.7 70.5
once or more| 443 42.8 41.9 15.4 29.6 31.8 48.8 27.3 29.5
Remittance ("Do you send money to relatives in your country of origin?")
no| 841 54.5 46.0 38.9 35.2 54.6 83.6 91.8 66.4
yes| 784 45.5 54.0 61.1 64.8 45.4 16.4 8.2 33.6




Table 9. Logistic regression odds ratios on ovédrafjuency of visits (1=often/sometime,
O=rarely/never) NLAAS 2002-2003

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
OR p OR p OR p OR p
Country of Origin
Mainland China|  Referent Referent Referent Referent
Hong Kong + Taiwan] 2.68 *** 3.92 *xx 3.62 *** 3.50 ***
Viethnam| 0.51 *** 0.55 ** 0.63 * 0.63 *
India|] 3.74 *** 4.00 **+* 3.62 *** 3.04 ***
Philippines|] 1.60 ** 1.83 ** 2.01 *** 1.72 %
East Asia (Korea + Japan)| 0.95 121 1.23 1.18
Other Asia] 1.13 157 1.56 1.42
Duration of residence in the US
<5years Referent Referent Referent
6-10 yrs 131 1.35 1.36
11-15yrs 1.35 1.48 + 1.42
16-20 yrs 1.04 1.09 1.04
21-25yrs 0.71 0.69 0.66
> 25 yrs 131 1.29 1.23
Age of arrival in US
< 13 years old Referent Referent Referent
13-19 yrs old 4.88 *+* 4.81 *+* 4.86 ***
20-24 yrs old 5.97 *** 5.69 *** 6.00 ***
> 25 yrs old 4.93 *+* 4.88 *** 5.25 ***
Gender
Female Referent Referent
Male 0.88 0.88
Family status
single no children Referent Referent
single with children 0.93 0.93
married no children 0.93 0.93
married with children 0.89 0.90
Education
less than highschool (<12yrs) Referent Referent
highschool graduate (12yrs) 1.19 1.18
some college (13-15yrs) 0.74 0.69 +
college graduate (16yrs) 0.95 0.87
postgraduate (>16yrs) 1.60 * 1.40
Household income (controlled for family size)
< $10,000 Referent Referent
$10,000-$24,999 1.32 1.34
$25,000-$49,999 177 * 1.82*
> $49,999 1.79 ** 1.83 **
Citizenship
not naturalized Referent
naturalized 1.08
Primary residence
other country Referent
u.s. 0.81
Sense of Discrimination
high Referent
low 1.03
English Proficiency
fair/poor Referent
good/excellent 132+
-2logL| 7,486,140 7,066,265 6,899,005 6,872,156
Change in -2Log Likelihood 419,875 167,260 26,849
AIC| 7,486,154 7,066,295 6,899,057 6,872,216
n 1,634 1,633 1,630 1,625

+p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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Table 10. Logistic regression odds ratios on thaler of visits within the previous year
(1=returned once or more, 0=did not return) NLAZ{#2-2003

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
OR p OR p OR p OR p
Country of Origin
Mainland China Referent Referent Referent Referent
Hong Kong + Taiwan| 2.04 * 2.91 *+* 2.68 ** 2.80 **
Vietnam| 0.39 *** 0.40 *** 0.45 ** 0.44 **
India| 1.55+ 1.40 1.28 1.22
Philippines| 0.90 1.08 112 1.12
East Asia (Japan + Korea)] 0.80 1.07 1.03 1.03
Other Asia] 0.90 1.20 1.17 1.19
Duration of residence in the US
<5 years Referent Referent Referent
6-10 yrs 1.06 1.09 1.12
11-15yrs 0.88 0.95 0.99
16-20 yrs 0.73 0.76 0.82
21-25 yrs 0.61 + 0.63 + 0.70
> 25 yrs 0.58 * 0.59 * 0.65
Age of Arrival in US
< 13 years old Referent Referent Referent
13-19 yrs old 2.67 ** 2.95 ** 2.99 **
20-24 yrs old 4.69 *+* 5.28 *** 5.43 ***
> 25 yrs old 3.33 *** 4.03 *** 4.09 ***
Gender
Female Referent Referent
Male 0.91 0.93
Family Status
single no children Referent Referent
single with children 0.55 + 0.55 +
married no children 0.61* 0.60 *
married with children 0.59 ** 0.60 *
Education
less than highschool (<12yrs) Referent Referent
highschool graduate (12yrs) 1.01 1.02
some college (13-15yrs) 0.86 0.86
college graduate (16yrs) 0.84 0.85
postgraduate (>16yrs) 1.27 1.26
Household Income (controlled for family size)
< $10,000 Referent Referent
$10,000-$24,999 144 + 143 +
$25,000-$49,999 153 * 156 *
> $49,999 1.75* 1.76 *
Citizenship
not naturalized Referent
naturalized 0.87
Primary Residence
other country Referent
u.s. 1.06
Sense of Discrimination
high Referent
low 129+
English Proficiency
fair/poor Referent
good/excellent 111
-2LogL| 7,057,405 6,745,128 6,626,708 6,600,971
Change in -2LogL 312,277 118,420 25,737
AIC| 7,057,419 6,745,158 6,626,760 6,601,031
n 1,634 1,633 1,630 1,625

+p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, **p<.001
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Table 11. Logistic regression odds ratios on sencemittances (1=send money, 0=do not send

Model 1 Model 2 Model 3 Model 4
OR p OR p OR p OR p
Country of Origin
Mainland China Referent Referent Referent Referent
Hong Kong + Taiwan 0.24 *** 0.31 *** 0.30 *** 0.29 ***
Vietnam 1.88 *** 2.14 *** 2.37 *** 2.34 ***
India 1.41 1.34 1.21 1.19
Philippines 2.21 3.08 *** 3.25 *** 3.13 ***
East Asia (Japan + Korea)| 0.11 *** 0.14 *** 0.16 *** 0.15 ***
Other Asial] 0.76 1.10 1.07 1.03
Duration of residence in US
<5 years Referent Referent Referent
6-10 yrs 1.05 1.02 1.00
11-15yrs 0.71 0.67 + 0.67
16-20 yrs 0.74 0.68 0.65
21-25 yrs 0.62 * 0.51* 0.49 *
> 25 yrs 0.44 ** 0.39 *** 0.37 **
Age of Arrival in US
< 13 years old Referent Referent Referent
13-19 yrs old 2,71 * 242 ** 2.29 **
20-24 yrs old 3.85 *** 3.09 *** 2.90 #x*
> 25 yrs old 3.60 *** 2.93 *** 2.80 ***
Gender
Female Referent Referent
Male 0.96 0.95
Family Status
single no children Referent Referent
single with children 0.72 0.68
married no children 1.33 1.33
married with children 1.50 * 1.50 *
Education
less than highschool (<12yrs) Referent Referent
highschool graduate (12yrs) 0.88 0.91
some college (13-15yrs) 0.77 0.80
college graduate (16yrs) 0.74 0.75
postgraduate (>16yrs) 0.98 1.01
Household Income (controlled for family size)
< $10,000 Referent Referent
$10,000-$24,999 1.23 1.26
$25,000-$49,999 1.83 ** 1.91 **
> $49,999 1.56 1.66 *
Citizenship
not naturalized Referent
naturalized 1.11
Primary Residence
other country Referent
u.S. 0.75
Sense of Discrimination
high Referent
low 0.92
English Proficiency
fair/poor Referent
good/excellent 0.90
-2LogL| 7,235,177 6,851,847 6,726,502 6,692,490
Change in -2LogL 383,330 125,345 34,012
AIC| 7,235,191 6,851,877 6,726,554 6,692,550
n 1,624 1,623 1,620 1,614

+p<.1, *p<.05, **p<.01, ***p<.001
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