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What constitutes American identity? Across 
disciplines, scholars have investigated whether 
American identity is grounded primarily in a 
set of principles and ideas—individualism, 
hard work, freedom, equality, and the rule of 
law—or in ethnonationalist traits such as lan-
guage, skin color, native birth, and religion 
(Schildkraut 2014). Much of U.S. public and in-
tellectual discourse signals that American iden-
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tity should be thought of as the former—a civic 
culture revolving around the principles set out 
in the Constitution. Yet it is clear that in prac-
tice, a large majority of U.S. citizens continue 
to believe Americanness has its roots in at least 
some ascriptive characteristics (Citrin, Rein-
gold, and Green 1990; Devos and Benaji 2005; 
Schildkraut 2011; Theiss- Morse 2009; Wong 
2010).
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The specific definitions of Americanness 
among the U.S. born has profound downstream 
implications for domestic minority groups and 
larger processes of nation- building, but also for 
the foreign born who have immigrated to the 
United States. Through the assimilation pro-
cess, many immigrants move progressively 
closer to the American mainstream over time 
and generations, regardless of whether they 
pursue that outcome intentionally (Alba and 
Nee 2003; NASEM 2015). However, even if these 
immigrants take on an American national iden-
tity defined in terms of language, skin color, 
birthplace, or religion, it may not be an easy fit 
for them. Given that the large majority—85 per-
cent according to the 2010 Census—of the 
forty- one million immigrants currently resid-
ing in the United States are neither European 
nor white, and for the most part arrive without 
speaking English and perhaps also practicing 
a religion other than Christianity, most con-
temporary first- generation immigrants may not 
conform to the characteristics that the U.S. 
born attach to being American (on the census, 
Grieco et al. 2012). In addition, more immigrant 
newcomers have recently begun settling in ar-
eas, such as the Southeast, where local resi-
dents may be less likely to see new immigrants 
as “one of us” (Marrow 2011a, 2011b; Massey 
2008; Winders 2013).

Research on American identity suggests the 
attitudes of the U.S. born toward immigrants 
are shaped by immigrants’ ascriptive charac-
teristics (Kinder and Kam 2009; Theiss- Morse 
2009; Wong 2010), and that nonwhite and non- 
Christian immigrants may therefore be less 
likely to feel American (Devos and Benaji 2005; 
Huynh, Devos, and Smalarz 2011; Masuoka and 
Junn 2013). In a separate strand of literature, 
mainly in sociology, scholars also emphasize 
the importance of the surrounding “contexts 
of reception” in facilitating or hindering im-
migrant integration patterns in the United 
States (Portes and Rumbaut 2014). Undoubtedly 
the context to which immigrants arrive, along-
side immigrants’ characteristics, has a role in 
their developing sense of Americanness. In this 
literature, these contexts tend to be defined 
broadly, highlighting how factors such as gov-
ernmental policies, labor markets, and other 
key social institutions, as well as public opin-

ion, can be either more or less receptive to im-
migrant newcomers, and how such receptivity 
in turn can shape immigrants’ downstream 
outcomes as well as their feelings of belonging 
or exclusion within a polity (see, for example, 
Bloemraad 2006; de Graauw 2016).

In this article, we bring together these two 
approaches, examining how receptivity toward 
immigrants might moderate well- established 
relationships between immigrants’ ascriptive 
characteristics and their patterns of identifica-
tion as American. We also advance existing re-
search in two novel ways. First, we add legal 
status to the list of ascriptive characteristics 
typically analyzed by scholars of American 
identity, given that legal status has emerged as 
a key axis of social stratification since the mid- 
1980s (Gonzales 2015; Massey 2007; Massey and 
Sánchez 2010; NASEM 2015). Second, we extend 
existing analyses of contexts of reception down 
to the interpersonal level, reasoning that im-
migrants may experience receptivity or lack of 
it not only in their encounters with large insti-
tutions or via generalized public opinion, but 
also as their daily encounters and interactions 
with U.S.- born blacks and whites in their com-
munities, from whom they receive signals 
about whether they “belong” (see, for example, 
on education, Gonzales 2015; on law and media, 
Menjívar 2016; on policing, Menjívar and Beja-
rano 2004; Williams 2015). 

Our focus on the interpersonal level of re-
ceptivity is not meant to discount the larger 
and more institutional levels of context of re-
ception highlighted in the literature. Rather, 
we intend to provide a useful extension of that 
literature, noting that existing research focused 
on individual- level attitudes and behaviors to-
ward immigrants tends to pay attention to neg-
ative or restrictive ones rather than positive or 
welcoming ones. This is the case despite recent 
growth in local initiatives designed to encour-
age the U.S. born to welcome immigrants (Wel-
coming America 2017), and new scholarship 
demonstrating how welcoming attitudes and 
behaviors play key roles in facilitating down-
stream immigrant integration processes and 
outcomes (see Fussell 2014; Jones- Correa 2011; 
Okamoto and Ebert 2016; Phelps et al. 2013; 
Tropp et al. 2018).

This research draws on a new representative 
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survey and follow- up interviews conducted 
with South Asian Indian and Mexican immi-
grants, two groups positioned very differently 
in U.S. social and economic life. We gathered 
these data in two major metropolitan areas in 
the United States, Atlanta and Philadelphia, 
both of which have seen their populations grow 
increasingly diverse through immigration over 
the last several decades. Our survey data in-
clude measures of both immigrant groups’ as-
criptive characteristics (including their English- 
language ability, religion, and skin tone), their 
legal status, their perceptions of the (non)
welcoming- ness of their interactions with the 
U.S. born (both whites and blacks), and finally, 
the strength of their identification as American. 
We find that for both Mexican and Indian im-
migrants, the perception of more welcoming 
treatment by U.S.- born whites softens the rela-
tionship between their darker skin tone and 
lesser English- language ability and weaker 
American national identification. For Mexican 
immigrants, but not Indian, the perception of 
more welcoming treatment by U.S.- born blacks 
has a similar effect. Examining some of the 
downstream effects of American identity, im-
migrants’ identification as Americans, along 
with their ascriptive characteristics (mitigated 
by their sense of welcome), shapes their likeli-
hood of naturalizing as U.S. citizens and their 
intentions of returning to their countries of 
origin.

Our results confirm the importance of some 
ascriptive characteristics—particularly skin 
tone and language—in shaping immigrants’ 
identification as American, and highlight the 
role of perceived welcome among contempo-
rary immigrants in tempering the negative im-
pact of these characteristics. Together, immi-
grants’ identification as American and their 
perceptions of being welcomed appears to 
strengthen their attachment to the polity de-
spite the barriers posed by their ascriptive char-
acteristics.

lIter ature revIew
We briefly review three interrelated literatures: 
the views of the U.S. born of American identity 
and its effect on immigrant identification as 
American, the importance of the individual 
level contexts of reception in shaping immi-

grants’ American identity, and the effects of 
identification as American on immigrants’ 
adoption of U.S. citizenship and their expres-
sion of a desire to return to their country of 
origin. 

Views of Americanness and Immigrants’ 
Identifications as “American”
A number of surveys have asked respondents 
about what elements constitute being a “true” 
American (Citrin, Reingold, and Green 1990, 
Schildkraut 2007a; Theiss- Morse 2009). The 
General Social Survey, for example, asks re-
spondents how much they believe that a num-
ber of characteristics—such as ancestry, being 
born in the United States, having American 
citizenship, speaking English, and respecting 
American institutions and laws—define being 
American. Despite widespread acceptance that 
the Constitution and respect for rule of law are 
important aspects of being American, surveys 
consistently find that speaking English is also 
considered a necessary condition. In addition, 
a substantial percentage of the U.S. born feel 
that being born in the United States and being 
Christian are as well (Citrin, Reingold, and 
Green 1990; Schildkraut 2011, 2007b; Theiss- 
Morse 2009; Wong 2010).

Race also appears to matter, in that some 
ethnic groups are perceived as more American 
than others, European Americans in particular 
(Huynh, Devos, and Smalarz 2011). In fact, a 
number of studies demonstrate that American-
ness is attributed more to European immi-
grants than to African Americans, Asian Amer-
icans, or Latinos, regardless of which definition 
of Americanness respondents use (Devos and 
Banaji 2005; Devos, Gavin, and Quintana 2010; 
Huynh, Devos, and Altman 2015; Theiss- Morse 
2009). This linking of American identity to a 
set of ascriptive characteristics privileging 
whiteness leads to an implicit (and sometimes 
explicit) ranking of the U.S. born over the for-
eign born, U.S. citizens over noncitizens, and 
European immigrants over their non- European 
counterparts (Hafsa and Devos 2014). It is not 
surprising, then, that scholars have found that 
the U.S. born often conceive of nonwhite im-
migrant newcomers as them rather than us, re-
inforced by the psychological tendency to favor 
one’s in- group (Kinder and Kam 2009; Wong 
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2010). Thus, the more ascriptively similar im-
migrants are to U.S.- born whites in regard to 
race, the more likely they may eventually be 
accepted as American, as one of us.

The way in which American identity is de-
fined and understood has more than symbolic 
effects; it also has consequences for immigrant 
integration or exclusion through its impact on 
the development of attitudes among the U.S. 
born toward policy. Que- Lam Huynh, Thierry 
Devos, and Hannah Altman’s experimental 
study suggests that agreeing with the notion of 
European ancestry as more typically American 
is a significant predictor of antiminority policy 
attitudes (2015, 466). Jack Citrin and his col-
leagues, relying on survey data, reach similar 
conclusions in reference to immigrants’ out-
groups: U.S.- born Americans who see national 
identity through an ethnic lens hold more neg-
ative views of both immigrants and immigra-
tion policy (Citrin, Reingold, and Green 1990; 
Citrin and Wright 2009). Likewise, Elizabeth 
Theiss- Morse finds that though white respon-
dents who identify most strongly as American 
are more likely to provide aid to other Ameri-
cans, they largely do so for people they consider 
to be like themselves—that is, those who are 
also defined as part of the prototypical Ameri-
can in- group (2009; see also Wong 2010).

The well- established links between Ameri-
can identity and ascriptive characteristics such 
as language, Christianity, and whiteness, sug-
gest not only that the U.S. born may have dif-
ficulty seeing many contemporary immigrant 
newcomers as truly American, but also that re-
cent immigrants may find it difficult to feel 
truly American. Drawing on a set of small- 
group experimental studies eliciting partici-
pants’ identification as Americans, Devos and 
Mazharin Benaji conclude that “subgroups may 
differ in the ease with which they are included 
in a superordinate identity,” and that the “pro-
pensity to equate American with White may fa-
cilitate the integration of ethnic and American 
identities for White Americans but not for mem-
bers of groups excluded from the national iden-
tity” (2005, 464, emphasis added). Huynh and 
her colleagues reach similar conclusions, as do 
Massey and Sánchez, who find that many La-
tino immigrants living in the current anti- 
immigrant political context are hesitant to ex-

press an American identity, often citing feelings 
of being discriminated against for not speaking 
English or not being born in the United States 
(Huynh, Devos, and Altman 2015; Massey and 
Sánchez 2010). According to Theiss- Morse, it is 
precisely these ethnic minorities, some foreign 
born but others who are members of domestic 
minority groups, who are deemed the most un-
deserving, helped the least, and defined as mar-
ginal to the American body politic (2009). Con-
sequently, Huynh and her colleagues argue that 
members of ethnic minority groups are aware 
of negative stereotypes and the skepticism with 
which their American identities will be viewed, 
leading them to question their belonging in the 
United States (2011; see also Gast and Okamoto 
2016; Massey and Sánchez 2010; Masuoka and 
Junn 2013; Rydell, Hamilton, and Devos 2010). 
Nonetheless, most of these studies focus on 
the U.S. born (how they define American iden-
tity, how they see immigrants within that vi-
sion) or on immigrants’ perceptions of belong-
ing at large (how they feel included in or, more 
typically, excluded from the bounds of Ameri-
can identity). Few studies have direct measures 
of immigrants’ micro- level contact experiences 
with the U.S. born, including how they interpret 
these relations and what the attendant conse-
quences for their patterns of national identifi-
cation might be.

In addition, although existing scholarship 
on American identity has focused on race, re-
ligion, nativity, and language as the key com-
ponents of an ethno- national conception of 
Americanness, it has not adequately examined 
the role of legal status. Currently, the United 
States has approximately eleven million undoc-
umented immigrants, more than half of them 
from Mexico, eliciting “strong cultural anxiet-
ies” (Citrin and Wright 2009) and charged rhet-
oric alleging the need to “uphold the law” 
(Brettell and Nibbs 2010). Illegality, rather than 
being an attribute of individual migrants, has 
become a status marker ascribed onto entrants 
arriving without documentation (Bean, Brown, 
and Bachmeier 2015; De Genova 2002). Several 
scholars argue that it now operates as a key axis 
of social stratification in the United States 
(Gonzales 2015; Massey and Sánchez 2010; 
NASEM 2015). Undocumented immigrants, for 
example, are consistently viewed more nega-
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tively in public opinion polls than their legal 
counterparts (Espenshade and Calhoun 1993; 
Espenshade and Hempstead 1996; Fussell 2014; 
Suro 2009). In these ways, illegality is likely to 
be a key ascriptive characteristic shaping the 
perception toward the U.S. born of immigrant 
newcomers, and in turn, of immigrants’ sense 
of belonging within U.S. society today (Ma-
suoka and Junn 2013). In the language of im-
migrant incorporation, we might even conceive 
of illegality as a characteristic ascribed onto 
some new immigrant arrivals via a negative, 
such as unwelcoming or hostile, context of re-
ception (Portes and Rumbaut 2014).

Contexts of Reception: U.S.- Born  
Welcome to Immigrants
At the same time, we assert that positive recep-
tivity toward immigrants on the part of the U.S. 
born may play an important role in offsetting 
these relationships between immigrants’ as-
criptive characteristics and their willingness to 
identify as American. Our emphasis on 
welcoming- ness emerges from new research 
demonstrating how policies and institutions 
can signal inclusion as well as exclusion—for 
instance, by implementing multiculturalism 
policy at the national level (Bloemraad 2006) 
or employment, identity card, health, and com-
munity policing strategies at the local level (for 
example, de Graauw 2016; Marrow 2012; Mar-
row and Joseph 2015). Several recent studies 
have drawn attention to the types of inclusion-
ary processes occurring within specific institu-
tional contexts (Calvo, Jablonska- Bayro, and 
Waters 2017; Gast and Okamoto 2016; Huang 
and Liu 2017; Mallet, Calvo, and Waters 2017; 
Williams 2015). Such studies suggest that wel-
coming policies and practices can bolster im-
migrants’ incorporation outcomes both sym-
bolically and materially. New government 
policies and official events have even been es-
tablished in cities across the country to high-
light the value of welcoming immigrants into 
local communities (Jones- Correa 2011; Wel-
coming America 2017).

Still, to date most of these studies focus on 
receptivity at the level of law and policy, or op-

erationalized as broad public opinion, over-
looking the importance of understanding re-
ceptivity in terms of how immigrants engage 
with and feel welcomed by U.S.- born individuals 
they encounter in their local social environ-
ments.1 This is surprising, as there is consider-
able evidence that individual- level contact— 
defined as face- to- face interactions between 
members of different groups—can meaning-
fully contribute to improving intergroup atti-
tudes (Pettigrew and Tropp 2011). It is also sur-
prising given the much larger body of research 
that clearly suggests, in the opposite direction, 
that negative encounters with the U.S. born, 
sometimes conceptualized as perceptions of 
discrimination, increase immigrants’ sense of 
exclusion from the polity (Kasinitz et al. 2008; 
Massey and Sánchez 2010).

Indeed, recent research has found that, 
among the U.S. born, having more frequent 
contact with immigrants predicts greater ten-
dencies to welcome immigrants even after de-
mographic characteristics, perceived discrimi-
nation, and contextual exposure to immigrants 
are controlled for (Tropp et al., forthcoming). 
Moreover, contact is often used as a strategy to 
build connections between immigrant and 
U.S.- born communities and to enhance immi-
grant integration (Bergmann 2016). In these 
ways, we expect that the extent to which immi-
grants perceive that the interactions they have 
with the U.S. born are positive and welcom-
ing—as opposed to negative and unwelcoming 
or hostile—is likely to increase their feelings of 
belonging and of being American. It is even 
possible, in our view, that such feelings of be-
longing might attenuate negative impacts of 
ascriptive characteristics on American identity, 
such as nonwhite race, non- Christian religion, 
or lack of English fluency.

Correlates of American Identity:  
Citizenship and Return
Immigrants’ identification as American has 
more than a symbolic importance. Social sci-
entists have demonstrated that the adoption 
of a national identity—or feeling American—
matters for other outcomes in several ways. For 

1. Elizabeth Fussell, for one, has called for migration scholars to pay greater attention to intergroup contact in 
their studies of incorporation processes and public opinion (2014).
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one, it shapes support for redistributive poli-
cies, which tend to garner more support if they 
are perceived as applying to “deserving” indi-
viduals who are already members of the com-
munity as opposed to “undeserving” members 
located outside it, a boundary drawn in part 
along ascriptive lines (Theiss- Morse 2009; 
Wong 2010; Fox 2011). Second, the adoption of 
a national identity matters for civic and politi-
cal engagement. Deborah Schildkraut finds, for 
example, that identifying as American is sig-
nificantly and positively correlated with indi-
viduals’ trust in government, trust in law en-
forcement, and expectations of obligation to 
the polity (2007b; also see Theiss- Morse 2009; 
Wong 2010).

Immigrants’ identification as Americans 
thus likely shapes key decisions they make to 
orient themselves both toward and away from 
their American host communities and the na-
tional we. Immigrants who do not fall neatly 
within the boundaries of American identity be-
cause of their ascriptive characteristics may not 
only be less likely to identify as American. They 
may also, as a consequence, be less likely to 
adopt U.S. citizenship—a key form of attach-
ment to the nation—or more likely to indicate 
a desire to permanently return to their coun-
tries of origin—an indicator of a non- U.S. ori-
entation. Thus, if immigrants’ perceptions of 
the welcoming- ness of the U.S.- born Americans 
turn out to mitigate negative relationships be-
tween their ascriptive characteristics and their 
identification as American, then we might also 
expect the results to have implications for their 
subsequent choice of acquring citizenship or 
returning to their countries of origin.

data
We explore these questions drawing on a new 
representative survey and follow- up semistruc-
tured interviews conducted with two first- 
generation immigrant groups in Atlanta and 
Philadelphia, two major U.S. metropolitan areas.

Group Selection
We chose to study South Asian Indian and Mex-
ican immigrant groups for three reasons. First, 
they are currently the largest two immigrant 
groups in the nation as well as in each of these 
two metro areas (Chakravorty, Kapur, and 
Singh 2017; Portes and Rumbaut 2014; Zong 
and Batalova 2016; Atlanta Regional Commis-
sion 2015; Singer et al. 2008). Second, they ex-
emplify, in stark relief, the bifurcation of skills 
and economic status that is arguably the core 
feature of post- 1965 U.S. immigration patterns 
(Alba and Nee 2003; Portes and Rumbaut 2014). 
Whereas Mexicans are seen as a quintessential 
low- status group (Massey 2007; Perlmann 2005; 
Bean, Brown, and Bachmeier 2015; Telles and 
Ortiz 2008), South Asian Indians are viewed as 
a quintessential high- status one, often even a 
model minority (Chakravorty, Kapur, and Singh 
2017; Lee and Zhou 2015; Nee and Holbrow 
2013; Sandhu 2012).2 Such pointed differences 
in the two immigrant groups’ socioeconomic 
positioning shape the host society’s reactions 
to them, driving, for example, the general 
American perception that all Mexicans are 
poorly educated and heightening the fear of 
many Americans that Mexicans will never as-
similate (see, for example, Huntington 2004). 
Indians’ socioeconomic standing helps drives 
U.S. perceptions that Indians, like all Asian im-
migrants, are well educated, smart, and tal-
ented, improving Americans’ views about Asian 
immigrants relative to other nonwhite groups 
(Jiménez and Horowitz 2013; Samson 2013). In-
deed, Asian immigrants as a group are gener-
ally typified much more positively than 
Hispanic- Latinos ones in the public realm (Pew 
Research Center 2015).

Third, Mexicans and Indians vary in their 
constellations of other ascriptive status mark-
ers that the literature on American identity 
shows U.S.- born Americans connect to Ameri-
can identity—namely language, skin tone, re-
ligion—as well as legal status. Mexican immi-

2. The sociologists Jennifer Lee and Min Zhou even characterize Mexican and Indian immigrants in the United 
States today as dually hypo- selected and hyper- selected, respectively. That is, whereas Indian immigrants have 
educational levels not only well above the nonmigrant population of India they leave behind but also above the 
U.S. population, Mexican immigrants have the inverse. Their mean college degree rate is less than that of the 
nonmigrant population in Mexico and they are poorly educated compared with the U.S. born, both whites and 
blacks (2015, 31). 
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grants have not only less education and more 
employment in lower- skilled sectors of the 
economy, but also less English- language profi-
ciency and, after decades of intensifying border 
and interior immigration enforcement, very 
high levels of undocumented status (Bean, 
Brown, and Bachmeier 2015; Massey 2013; 
Massey, Durand, and Malone 2002; NASEM 
2015; Telles and Ortiz 2008). Today, Mexicans 
are the group most strongly affected by and as-
sociated with undocumented status (Baker and 
Rytina 2013; García 2017; Jiménez 2010; Massey 
and Sánchez 2010). In skin tone, Mexican im-
migrants in the United States tend to self- 
report all along the continuum from lighter to 
darker, reflecting the ethnic diversity within 
Mexico itself (Villareal 2010; Sue 2013); a few 
are even able to “pass” as black in the U.S. con-
text (Jones 2012; Vaughn 2005; Vaughn and Vin-
son 2007).

In contrast, considered as a single group In-
dian immigrants are “doing very well” (Leonard 
2007). A relatively low proportion are undocu-
mented, though some reports suggest the num-
ber has been increasing since the 1990s (Ran-
gaswamy 2000, 2007; Baker and Rytina 2013). 
They are residentially dispersed within metro-
politan areas, many residing in well- heeled sub-
urbs or ethnoburbs, largely among white Amer-
icans, where scholars see their children well 
poised to achieve upward mobility (Lee and 
Zhou 2015; Mishra 2016; Zhou and Bankston 
2017). Still, they too exhibit significant internal 
variation—by factors such as social class, caste, 
citizenship, legal status, language, and even 
their regions of origin within India depending 
on when and in which wave they arrived. In 
fact, some scholars even suggest they are a 
highly “divided” (Mishra 2016) or even an eco-
nomically and regionally “polarized” commu-
nity, characterized by “extremes at two ends” 
(Chakravorty, Kapur, and Singh 2017).

By religion, non- Hindu minority groups, es-
pecially Sikhs and Christians, are overrepre-
sented in the diaspora relative to their propor-
tions in the general population in India; most 
survey estimates put the proportion of Hindus 
among all Indian Americans at somewhere be-
tween 45 and 76 percent (Kurien 2001, 2006). 
One recent national survey estimated that Hin-
dus constitute about half of all Indian Ameri-

cans (51 percent), followed by Christians (18 
percent), Muslims (10 percent), Sikhs (5 per-
cent) and others (Pew Research Center 2012). 
Some scholars note that religion is increasing 
in salience for Indian immigrants, in response 
to both the aftermath of the September 11 ter-
rorist attacks in the United States in 2001 and 
the rise of neo- Hindu (Hindutva) nationalistic 
politics in India since the 1980s (Kurien 2001, 
2006; Mishra 2016). Turban- wearing Sikhs and 
Muslims have been subject to the most intense 
anti- Islamic and racial targeting since 9/11, fol-
lowing an intense “racialization of religion” in 
the United States in recent years (Kalita 2003; 
Joshi 2006).

Skin tone among Indian immigrants is a 
complex topic. On the one hand, Indian immi-
grants can be mistaken for Mexican, Native 
American, or black in the U.S. context (George 
1997; Kurien 2001). Sangay Mishra argues that 
skin color and phenotype result in all Indian 
immigrants being mistaken for Muslims or Ar-
abs, not just Mexicans or Native Americans—
especially if they are male and especially in 
public spaces where the encounters they have 
with other groups are fleeting and anonymous 
(2016). Indeed, some Indian immigrants have 
recently been attacked and killed based on 
their skin color and perceived “outsiderness” 
(Kumar 2017). But according to Mishra and Su-
san Koshy (1998), many middle- class Indian im-
migrants and their organizations still tend to 
emphasize class and ethnicity over race or skin 
tone. Lower- class immigrants, on the other 
hand, in tandem with students and intellectu-
als, take a race-  and color- conscious approach, 
even arguing that a race- blind approach is itself 
akin to white racism. Either way, Koshy points 
out many Indian immigrants express confusion 
about their racial identities not only in India, 
but also in the United States (1998).

In sum, Mexican and Indian immigrants 
make good comparison groups for this study 
because they occupy vastly different places in 
the U.S. social and economic hierarchy. This is 
likely to lead to their being perceived quite dif-
ferently by the U.S. born, as well as to different 
contact experiences with the U.S. born in ev-
eryday life. Because of their higher socioeco-
nomic status, Indian immigrants clearly have 
more opportunities to live and work alongside 



5 4  i m m i g r a t i o n  a n d  c h a n g i n g  i d e n t i t i e s

r s f :  t h e  r u s s e l l  s a g e  f o u n d a t i o n  j o u r n a l  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s

U.S.- born whites than Mexican immigrants, 
who are more segregated. Greater intergroup 
contact could lead to more favorable relations 
between Indians and U.S.- born whites in par-
ticular, though Indian immigrants’ relative suc-
cess and darker skin tone may also provoke 
feelings of threat among whites (see Hochs-
child and Weaver 2007; Hochschild, Weaver, 
and Burch 2012; Jiménez and Horowitz 2013; 
Samson 2013). For their part, Mexican immi-
grants may experience less frequent and less 
positive contact with U.S.- born groups because 
of their lower socioeconomic status as well as 
their lower English- language ability and higher 
likelihood of residing in the United States with-
out documents. Because of this status, they 
may also have more frequent contact with U.S.- 
born minorities, such as African Americans, 
than Indian immigrants do.

At the same time, Indian immigrants, who 
are predominantly Hindu, Sikh, and Muslim, 
might have greater difficulties in making their 
religious practices intelligible to the U.S.- born 
Christian majority (Pew Research Center 2010). 
Because of this, despite being more linguisti-
cally isolated and having lower socioeconomic 
status, on average, Mexican immigrants are 
more likely to share religious practices with 
U.S.- born communities than Indian immi-
grants are, and their participation in local con-
gregations alongside the U.S. born could facil-
itate cross- ethnic contact and encourage 
positive intergroup attitudes. Taken together, 
these two immigrant groups provide a unique 
opportunity for examining how language, skin 
tone, religion, and legal status influence iden-
tification as Americans. Their perceptions of 
welcome by the U.S. born, both on their own 
and interacting with the visible marker of skin 

tone, has important consequences for the 
strength of their American identity, and down-
stream implications for the two groups’ deci-
sions to naturalize or return to their countries 
of origin.

Selection of Metropolitan Areas
We conducted our study of these four groups 
in Philadelphia and Atlanta for both theoretical 
and demographic reasons. To give us some pur-
chase on understanding the dynamics of con-
tact in the context of our four groups (particu-
larly among immigrants and the U.S. born), we 
selected places with sizable populations of U.S.- 
born blacks and whites, and significant con-
temporary immigration streams from India 
and Mexico.3 Politics and social interactions in 
both metropolitan areas are profoundly shaped 
by the long history of black- white relations, 
which history provides the context for immi-
grant reception and intergroup relations. This 
suggests as well that immigrant relations with 
the U.S. born are best distinguished between 
interactions with whites and blacks separately. 
Despite similarities, Philadelphia and Atlanta 
also diverge in important ways. The political 
contexts of the two metro areas may shape in-
tergroup interactions with the Georgia legisla-
ture, for instance, passing several laws target-
ing the state’s undocumented population, and 
Philadelphia having declared itself a “sanctuary 
city,” directing city agencies to avoid asking 
residents about their legal status (Frey 2001; 
Hansen 2005; Creighton and Katz 2007; Odem 
2008). In short, although the four groups in the 
study are represented in both metropolitan ar-
eas, differing regional contexts may also help 
shape differing perceptions of American iden-
tity for immigrants.

3. Both metropolitan areas are approximately the same size (five to six million people each) and have racialized 
black- white histories that have been reshaped by recent immigrant arrivals. Although Philadelphia has had a 
more constant history of immigration than Atlanta, it is only since the 1980s that both metro areas have become 
home to diverse streams of post- 1965 immigrants. Respectively, these new migration streams have transformed 
Philadelphia into a “re- emerging” immigrant gateway and Atlanta into a major new “emerging” immigrant gate-
way (Singer 2004; Singer et al. 2008). Indians and Mexicans constitute the two largest immigrant groups in 
both areas (for more demographic and historical detail, see tables A1 and A2), and Mexican and Indian immi-
grants play similar roles in both local economies—Mexicans a predominantly low- skilled, labor migrant group, 
and Indians primarily a highly skilled, professional one. Both groups show a pattern of greater suburban settle-
ment and are more geographically dispersed than African Americans (Creighton and Katz 2007; Odem 2008). 
Taken together, these commonalities afford us an excellent opportunity to examine interactions among our four 
target groups in both metro areas.
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Survey and Qualitative Interviews
The Study of Immigrants and Natives in Atlanta 
and Philadelphia (SINAP) was fielded in 2013 
by telephone, yielding interviews with 2,006 re-
spondents, approximately five hundred from 
each group.4 In addition, interviews with a sub-
sample of Mexican and Indian immigrants 
were conducted face to face.5 To be eligible for 
inclusion in the study, respondents had to be 
at least eighteen years old and reside in one of 
ten counties in the Philadelphia or Atlanta met-
ropolitan areas. Respondents who identified as 
white or black had to indicate that they were 
born in the United States, and survey respon-
dents who identified as Mexican or Indian had 
to indicate that they were born in Mexico or 
India, respectively.6 The study’s in- depth semi-
structured interviews were conducted in 2014 
with recontacted survey respondents and with 
additional snowball sampling where necessary. 
The research team interviewed 249 individuals, 
with approximately thirty interviews from each 
target group in each site.

The study generated a wide array of demo-
graphic and other data. Beyond determining 
their age, racial and ethnic background, place 
of residence, and place of birth, survey respon-
dents were asked to report their gender and 
political ideology, and—as indicators of socio-
economic status—their level of education, em-
ployment status, and homeownership. Sample 
characteristics from the survey are summarized 

for respondents from each group in table A1, 
and additional characteristics are tabulated for 
immigrant groups only in table A2.

A key dependent variable in our analyses is 
strength of identification as American: “In gen-
eral, how strongly do you think of yourself as 
American? Very strongly, somewhat strongly, 
not very strongly, or not at all?” with the re-
sponse categories ranging from 0 (not at all) to 
3 (very strongly). This is a common measure of 
American national identity used in a number 
of other studies, which we supplement with 
novel data on individual respondents’ experi-
ences and perceptions of their intergroup con-
tact experiences among both the U.S. born and 
immigrants. This affords us insight into how 
immigrants’ individual- level interactions with 
the U.S. born (both white and black) might 
moderate the relationships between their as-
criptive characteristics, legal status, and 
strength of their adoption of American national 
identity, and beyond that how that American 
identity may relate to naturalization and de-
sires to return to their sending countries.

This study takes advantage of the unique 
characteristics of these data, in particular their 
attention both to ascriptive status markers 
among the foreign born, including legal status, 
and to perceptions of interactions occurring 
among the U.S. born and foreign born to build 
on prior work on the predictors of American 
identity. We looked first to the qualitative in-

4. Telephone interviews were conducted in English and Spanish for Mexican respondents, and in English for 
respondents from the other three groups. U.S.- born white and black samples were drawn through random- digit 
dialing (RDD) of landlines and cell phone numbers to minimize selection bias, in conjunction, for blacks, with 
an oversampling of high- density census tracts, based on American Community Survey (ACS) block- group level 
estimates. SINAP employed a stratified sampling design for the Mexican and Indian foreign- born samples, 
drawing a random sample, using surname dictionaries, from cell phone and landline lists, in conjunction with 
an oversampling of high- density census tracts based on ACS block- group level estimates of Mexican and Indian 
residential concentration. 

5. Two hundred of the five hundred Mexican immigrants and forty- eight of the 503 Indian immigrants completed 
the surveys in face- to- face interviews rather than over the telephone. Because of the characteristics of respon-
dents differed somewhat by mode of interview (by gender, education and employment), we controlled for mode 
of interview in our models.

6. The survey component had a response rate of 20 percent for all households with whom contact was made 
[AAPOR Response Rate 4, (I+P)/((I+P) + (R+NC+O) + e(UH+UO)], and a cooperation rate of 90 percent for all 
respondents contacted who also met our eligibility criteria [AAPOR Cooperation rate 4, (I+P)/((I+P)+R)]. Alto-
gether, 2,006 individuals—including 503 U.S.- born whites, 502 U.S.- born blacks, 500 Mexican immigrants, and 
501 Indian immigrants—responded to the survey, half of each sample being drawn from each of the two metro-
politan areas. 
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terviews to see immigrants and the U.S. born 
discuss Americanness in their own words. Re-
spondents were not prompted to talk about 
how they thought being American meant to 
them; the findings we discuss were a part of 
larger conversations about relations between 
immigrants and the U.S. born. The excerpts 
touching on American identity very much sup-
port the existing literature. In their conversa-
tions, respondents perceive and display a very 
strong association between immigrants’ ascrip-
tive characteristics, particularly race and lan-
guage and American identity, and less legal sta-
tus or religion. Because we saw these patterns 
upheld by our qualitative data, we then tested 
whether immigrants’ ascriptive characteristics 
(including legal status) shaped the likelihood 
that Mexican and Indian foreign- born respon-
dents identify as American on our larger quan-
titative sample. Third, we included positive re-
ceptivity (“feeling welcomed”) as a moderating 
variable, seeking to test whether our immigrant 
respondents’ perceptions of the valence of their 
interpersonal encounters with U.S.- born blacks 
and whites changes these relationships. Finally, 
we examined whether and how Mexican and 
Indian foreign- born respondents’ identifica-
tion as American affected their acquisition of 
citizenship and plans to return to their coun-
tries of origin.

fIndIngs 
We present two sets of empirical findings. The 
first, based on extensive in- depth interviews 
with immigrant and U.S.- born respondents in 
both Atlanta and Philadelphia, highlights the 
intersection of immigrants’ American identity 
with certain ascriptive characteristics. The sec-
ond, drawing on survey data, echoes the themes 
emerging from the interviews, to suggest that 
language and skin tone, in particular, shape im-
migrants’ identification as American. In turn, 
their identification as American, moderated by 
their ascriptive characteristics, shapes immi-
grants’ adoption of U.S. citizenship, and their 
desire to return to their countries of origin. 

Qualitative Interviews
Our qualitative in- depth interviews with U.S.-  
and foreign- born residents in the Atlanta and 
Philadelphia metropolitan areas help illustrate 

some of the dynamics highlighted in earlier 
survey- based research. In particular, the inter-
views point to the ways in which Mexican and 
Indian immigrants do perceive barriers to be-
ing seen and treated as fully American, partic-
ularly by race and language. In one interview, 
for instance, an Indian immigrant man in 
Montgomery County, Pennsylvania, expressed 
his dismay at being questioned about where he 
and his parents were from:

Respondent: I mean, it’s a really weird ques-
tion to ask because what about me looks like 
I have not grown up here? [emphasis added] 
You know, it’s not the way I dress. I don’t 
speak with an Indian accent. There’s noth-
ing that would give that impression that my 
parents would be [from] anywhere other 
than where their parents are—in this coun-
try. And so that’s completely being based on 
something very superficial—not even su-
perficial like the way you’re dressed. It’s 
something. . .

Interviewer: Related to, do you think, skin 
color?

Respondent: Yeah—I mean, what else could it 
be? [emphasis added] You know, I don’t 
speak with an Indian accent at all. I mean, 
I have a completely American accent and I 
speak like an American. . . . I mean, the 
thing that bothers me is that why would I 
be anything else? Why am I being thought 
of anything other than as American as this 
person? And why do they feel that it’s okay 
to ask me that? I mean assume—there was 
so much assumption in that that was just 
very irritating and has set me on this whole 
journey where if I’m not American, what am 
I? Because I have grown up thinking I am 
American. And all of a sudden, I feel like 
I’m being surrounded by people that don’t 
think that.

The questions this respondent was asked 
reminded him that despite the absence of any 
accent, the way he looks—including his skin 
tone and perhaps other markers of pheno-
type—place him apart. This raised subtle 
doubts for him about his ability to be fully ac-
cepted as American, even as he has always 
“grown up thinking” that he was, and despite 
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not feeling that he had another comparable 
identity to adopt instead.

In another interview, an Indian immigrant 
woman living in Chester County, Pennsylvania, 
was upset that her son, while playing with other 
children, had a boy say this to him:

Respondent: “I don’t like you all people here 
you should go back to your country.” My 
son, he was not born in India and came 
here. So he thinks of himself as American. 
But other people don’t treat him that way 
because of his skin color. [emphasis added]

This respondent worried that her son, de-
spite having grown up in the United States and 
thinking of himself as American, will never be 
fully accepted as American, mainly because of 
his race and skin tone. Like the earlier respon-
dent, this could potentially lead him to ques-
tion his identity and attach to it less strongly 
in the future.

In our interviews, the U.S. born perceive the 
role of ascriptive characteristics in setting the 
boundary between Americans and immigrants 
as well. A U.S.- born African American woman 
interviewed in Philadelphia, for example, high-
lighted the additional role of language in ex-
cluding many immigrants from the boundaries 
of American identity:

Respondent: I find that Americans are taken 
aback when people are speaking another 
language—I mean, people are communicat-
ing in another language—generally, Ameri-
cans are. But for some reason—I don’t 
know whether it’s being terribly self- 
conscious that “They’re speaking another 
language, are they talking about me,” kind 
of thing. . . . I listen because it’s interesting 
to me, but I find that other people . . . Amer-
icans—English- speaking . . . I mean, [na-
tive- ] born Americans . . . seem to be taken 
aback by the fact that people are speaking 
another language in front of them as 
though somehow “This is America—you’re 
supposed to speak English here.”

Language, this woman noted, is what many 
U.S. born latch onto as the primary marker of 
insider- ness versus foreignness, thus poten-
tially excluding some new immigrants from the 
boundaries of American identity.

Other interview respondents echoed these 
findings in different ways. Some of the U.S. 
born agreed that Americans fear immigrants, 
and did not see them as belonging to the coun-
try or being able to be American. In the words 
of one U.S.- born white woman living in Cobb 
County, Georgia, this sentiment was applied 
mostly to Hispanics (including Mexican immi-
grants):

Respondent: There are so many negative at-
titudes about Hispanic people with this 
whole immigration thing, [that] people are 
coming in and they’re taking our jobs and 
all that stuff. I think that’s just pervasive in 
the way people talk about [Hispanics] . . . 
That you don’t belong here, or that this is 
America and you’re not American. [emphasis 
added]

In turn, our interview data also suggest that 
many of the immigrant respondents are atten-
tive to such exclusion by natives. One Mexican 
immigrant respondent living in Philadelphia 
even argued against it, claiming that he had 
every much a right to think of this as his coun-
try as persons born in the United States do: “[I 
like] to live together with [different] people, and 
also . . . to get along with them. Why? For the 
simple reason that . . . very possibly this is my 
country, like it is theirs.”7

Taken together, the interview excerpts pro-
vide a sense of the key fault lines between 
those included and those excluded from being 
considered fully American. In particular, they 
highlight language and skin tone as markers 
that exclude and potentially erode both Indian 
and Mexican immigrants’ identifications as 
Americans; by contrast, lack of legal status and 
religion did not emerge in the interview data 
to the same degrees. Interestingly, some of 
these excerpts highlight critical negative in-

7. Translated by the authors. The original Spanish is “Respondent: [Me gusta] convivir con la gente y al mismo 
tiempo, este . . . llevarme con ellos. ¿Por qué? Por la sencilla razón de que . . . posiblemente este es mi país como 
el de ellos.” 
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teractions between the native and foreign 
born, in which the latter’s national identities 
are policed or called into question during in-
terpersonal interactions. We therefore move 
on to explore how race, language, and other 
ascriptive status characteristics might serve as 
potential barriers to Mexican and Indian im-
migrants’ adoption of American identity more 
fully in our survey data in the next section. 
Here we also give more attention to the poten-
tial role of immigrants’ perceptions of wel-
come from the native born, to the extent that 
perceived welcome (as opposed to perceived 
unwelcome, hostility, or discrimination) may 
result in stronger (as opposed to weaker) 
American identification, and consequently, 
perhaps also greater citizenship acquisition 
or weaker desires to return to their countries 
of origin.

Multivariate Analyses Predicting  
American Identity
Do the significant ascriptive barriers that our 
immigrant interview respondents perceive to 
being considered by the U.S. born as fully 
American hold up in our larger SINAP survey 
sample? The multivariate models we present 
here are ordered logistic regression models, 
with the strength of respondents’ identifi-
cation as American serving as the dependent 
variable, response categories ranging from 0 

(feeling not at all American) to 3 (very strongly 
American).8

American Identity
Three variables capture immigrants’ alignment 
with widely held ascriptive definitions of Amer-
ican identity: respondents’ knowledge of English 
(coded 0 to 3, a self- assessed measure ranging 
from knowing no English to being fluent in En-
glish),9 religion (coded as a dummy variable, 1 
being Christian), and skin tone (coded 1 to 7, a 
self- assessed measure of skin tone, from lighter 
to darker skinned).10 We also asserted that cur-
rent undocumented status could also be consid-
ered, under the current restrictive policy envi-
ronment, an additional ascriptive dimension 
of American identity. We included a dummy 
variable coded 1 if the respondent was currently 
undocumented and 0 indicating otherwise.

Perceptions of Welcome
The model included two variables gauging re-
spondents’ perceptions of being welcomed—
one by U.S.- born whites and the other by U.S.- 
born blacks. Respondents from each ethnic 
group was asked “Overall, when you think 
about [whites/blacks] in [greater Philadelphia/
Atlanta], how often do you feel welcomed by 
them?” The response categories ranged from 
not feeling welcomed at all to feeling very wel-
comed, coded 0 to 3.11

8. The analyses use weighting to account for differences in age and sex of our sample relative to the actual 
distribution of these traits across the Philadelphia and Atlanta metropolitan areas.

9. Daniel Hopkins finds that it is immigrants’ attempts at speaking English, not their language ability or accent, 
that is positively assessed by the U.S. born (2014). Unfortunately, SINAP does not include immigrants’ self- 
assessment of their accent in English, so the effects of accent could not be included as part of this analysis.

10. Self- assessed skin tone is not the same as race. Although U.S.- born blacks and whites might more easily 
be assigned racial categories, immigrant Indians and Mexicans are not so easily categorized. Eighty- three 
percent of Indian respondents, for instance, chose Asian–South Asian as their race, the next largest group (9 
percent) opting for Some Other Race. Among Mexican respondents, 71 percent chose Some Other Race as 
their preferred racial category, the next largest cohort, 14 percent, opting for white. The mean evaluation of 
self- assessed race also differed meaningfully across groups. The variable was coded from 1 to 7, running from 
lighter to darker skinned, yielding a mean for U.S.- born whites of 2.3 and for blacks of 4.5. The median re-
sponse for both immigrant groups was closer to that of U.S. blacks than to that of U.S. whites. For Mexican 
immigrants it was 3.8, for Indians 4.3. The difference in median skin tone across the four groups is significant 
at p < .00. 

11. In robustness checks not shown here, we added measures of perceived similarity to U.S.- born whites and to 
U.S.- born blacks, anticipating the possibility that respondents’ perceived welcome simply reflects their feelings 
of similarity or dissimilarity with other groups. The addition of these additional controls was not significant, and 
did not change the results presented here.
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Control Variables
Age, gender (male coded 1), and percent life in 
the United States (calculated as time spent in 
the United States divided by age) were included 
as control variables because attachments to the 
United States vary by age and length of time in 
the United States (Schildkraut 2011; Theiss- 
Morse 2009), and because there are indications 
that immigrants’ attachment to the country of 
reception, and their desire to return to their 
countries of origin, vary by gender (Jones- 
Correa 1998). The model also included a dummy 
variable to indicate whether the interview was 
conducted over the phone or face to face to 
control for differences in mode of interviewing 
that introduced some variation in sampling, 
which could be reflected in the results.12

Collinearity tests indicated that the vari-
ables included in the model are in no danger 
of being collinear.13 We estimated the model 
for all immigrant respondents together, and 
then separately for each immigrant group (In-
dian and Mexican). As an additional robust-
ness check, we ran the models first including 
demographic characteristics only, then with 
demographic and ascriptive characteristics in-
cluded, and then added welcoming variables. 
In addition, to check whether the effects of im-
migrants’ perceptions of welcome by U.S. 
blacks and whites was affected by respondents’ 
self- assessed skin tone, we ran the models in-
cluding these interaction terms. The full mod-
els, both with and without interaction terms, 
are shown in table 1. Additional models—
showing reduced models, are presented in ta-
ble A4. The results are generally consistent 
across the models.

Results from the ordered logit models indi-
cate that ascriptive attributes do indeed shape 
both immigrant groups’ likelihood of identify-
ing as American. For each immigrant group, 
only one of the demographic controls is sig-
nificant; Indian respondents are likely to iden-

tify more strongly as American if they are older, 
whereas Mexican immigrants are more likely 
to identify as American if they are men. The 
results presented in table 1 also indicate that 
only one of the ascriptive attributes—knowl-
edge of English—shapes both immigrant 
groups’ likelihood of identifying as American 
(though for Mexican immigrants the effect of 
language ability is marginally significant). Our 
results indicate that English- language ability 
is associated with a stronger identification as 
American. For Mexican immigrants, self- 
assessed skin tone is a significant predictor of 
American identity as well. Holding the other 
variables in the model at their means, the pre-
dicted probability of feeling very strongly Amer-
ican increases 48 percentage points from those 
immigrants who indicated they spoke little or 
no English, to those who reported they spoke 
English very well. Mexican immigrants who as-
sessed their skin tone as very dark (7 on a scale 
of 1 to 7) were 12 percentage points less likely 
to identify strongly as American than those who 
thought of themselves as having a very light 
skin tone (for this and other calculations of pre-
dicted probabilities, see table 2).

These results from the analysis of the survey 
data reinforce our qualitative findings. Knowl-
edge of English, alongside age and gender, 
shapes Indian immigrants’ national identifica-
tions, and both knowledge of English and skin 
tone shape that of Mexican immigrants. For 
neither group was undocumented status or re-
ligion a significant predictor of respondents’ 
strength of American identification. Although 
perhaps surprising, this finding mirrors our 
qualitative interview data, in which few immi-
grant respondents referenced legal status or 
religion in reference to feeling excluded from 
American identity.

Other results from the model indicate the 
perception of being welcomed by the U.S. born 
is positive and significant for both Indian  

12. See note 5: Two hundred Mexican immigrants and forty- eight Indian immigrants completed the surveys face 
to face rather than by telephone. We controlled for mode of interview in our models.

13. We used the collin postestimation package in STATA to check for multicollinearity. Collin calculates both the 
variance inflation factor for each variable in the model, and variable tolerance, defined as 1/VIF, to check on the 
degree of collinearity, the degree to which a variable could be considered as a linear combination of other inde-
pendent variables. None of the VIF scores for the variables in the model came close to the level (10) at which we 
would be concerned about collinearity in the model. The mean VIF for the variables in the model is 1.66.
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and Mexican immigrants, confirming that it 
does help mitigate the negative relationships 
 between skin tone, language, and American 
identity. However, its effects play out somewhat 
differently for the two groups. Mexican immi-
grants’ attachment to an American identity was 
shaped positively and significantly by their 

sense of being welcomed by both U.S.- born 
whites and blacks, whereas Indian immigrants’ 
identification was largely shaped by their inter-
actions only with whites, which were positive 
and significant in the model. Feeling welcomed 
often by U.S.- born whites increased the prob-
ability of Mexican immigrants’ identifying as 

Table 1. Effects of Ascriptive Characteristics and Welcome on Immigrants’ Identification as American

All Immigrants Mexicans Indians

Demographics
Age 0.035*** –0.008 0.036***

(0.010) (0.018) (0.010)
Gender 0.353 0.571* 0.347

(0.246) (0.285) (0.255)
Percent life in United States 0.337 –1.260 0.368

(0.574) (0.960) (0.584)
Education –0.210 0.810 –0.238

(0.175) (0.138) (0.186)
Married –0.053 0.130 –0.035

(0.329) (0.295) (0.346)
Children –0.098 0.050 –0.100

(0.095) (0.243) (0.096)
Face to face –0.750* –0.012 –0.862*

(0.380) (0.352) (0.416)
Metro 0.554* –0.419 0.552

(0.237) (0.279) (0.243)
Mexican –1.566* — —

(0.737)

Ascriptive characteristics
Undocumented –0.174 0.039 –0.192

(0.526) (0.261) (0.604)
Skin tone 0.019 –0.352* 0.058

(0.151) (0.168) (0.160)
Christian 0.685 –0.105 0.700

(0.641) (0.300) (0.670)
English fluency 0.732** 0.440 0.755**

(0.257) (0.234) (0.271)

Welcome
Welcomed by whites 0.587** 0.366* 0.607*

(0.194) (0.169) (0.203)
Welcomed by blacks 0.125 0.395* 0.113

(0.189) (0.164) (0.199)

N 699 382 317
Pseudo R .14 .08 .13

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Ordered logistic regression is used to estimate model. Standard errors are in parentheses. 
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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very strongly American by 14 percentage points, 
but feeling welcomed by U.S.- born blacks in-
creased it by 16 percentage points. For Indian 
immigrants, feeling often welcomed by whites 
increased the probability they identify as very 
strongly American by 11 percentage points.

The results presented are evidence that im-
migrant respondents experience at least some 
significant ascriptive barriers to being consid-
ered by the U.S. born as fully American, judged 

primarily by language and skin tone, a finding 
that dovetails with our qualitative findings. Sec-
ond, these results show a significant positive 
relationship between immigrants’ perception 
of being welcomed by the U.S. born and their 
identification as American. Together, these 
findings suggest that welcome by the U.S. born 
may help mitigate some of the negative effects 
of immigrants’ ascriptive characteristics on 
their feelings of attachment to their identity as 

Table 2. Changes in Predicted Probabilities

Variable
Prob at  

Min
Prob at  

Max
Change Min  

to Max

Predicted probability of feeling “very strongly” 
American, for Mexican and Indian immigrants

Age *** 0.22 0.77 0.55
Mexican (min=Mexican) * 0.48 0.12 –0.36
Metro (min=Atlanta) ** 0.34 0.47 0.13
English ** 0.16 0.64 0.48
Welcomed by whites ** 0.24 0.76 0.52

Predicted probability of feeling “very strongly” 
American, for Mexican immigrants

Gender (min=male) * 0.04 0.07 0.03
Skin tone * 0.14 0.02 –0.12
English ~ 0.05 0.17 0.12
Welcomed by whites * 0.05 0.19 0.14
Welcomed by blacks * 0.06 0.22 0.16

Predicted probability of feeling “very strongly” 
American, for Indian immigrants

Age *** 0.23 0.78 0.55
Metro (min=Atlanta) * 0.35 0.48 0.17
English ** 0.16 0.65 0.49
Welcomed by whites * 0.24 0.49 0.11

Predicted probability of being a U.S. citizen, 
Mexican and Indian immigrants

Age (eighteen to ninety-four) *** 0.37 0.99 0.62 
Married (min=unmarried) * 0.96 0.89 –0.12 
Percent life in United States (4 to 100) *** 0.21 1 0.79
Identification as American * 0.63 0.93 0.3

Predicted probability of possible return to country 
of origin, Mexican and Indian immigrants

Gender (min=female) ** 0.04 0.14 0.1
Percent life in the United States* 0.28 0.02 –0.26
Undocumented (undoc =1) *** 0.1 0.02 –0.08

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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Americans, in line with our expectations 
(though the results shown in table 1 do not 
show any significant effects of interactions be-
tween skin tone and welcome, at least with re-
spondents’ identification as American as the 
dependent variable).

Multivariate Analyses Predicting  
Citizenship and Return
We now direct our attention to whether immi-
grants’ identification as American is in turn 
correlated with their decisions to take on U.S. 
citizenship, or their plans to eventually return 
to their countries of origin. In many ways, the 
models presented in this section mirror the de-
sign of the models. The dependent variable for 
the first model is citizenship (coded as a dummy 
variable, 1 indicating acquisition of U.S. citizen-
ship). For the second model, the dependent 
variable is respondents’ plans to return to their 
country of origin (also coded as a dummy vari-
able, 1 indicating a desire to eventually return 
to live in the country of origin). Because the 
dependent variables are binary, we estimated 
logit models. Age, gender, percent life in the 
United States are included as control variables 
along with a dummy variable to indicate 
whether the interview was conducted over the 
phone or face to face. As before, variables cap-
turing immigrants’ alignment with widely held 
ascriptive definitions of American identity—re-
spondents’ knowledge of English, religion, and 
skin tone—are included in the models, as well 
as variables gauging respondent’ perceptions 
of being welcomed by U.S.- born whites and 
U.S.- born blacks.14 Finally, American identity is 
included as a possible predictor of acquisition 
of citizenship. Because the option of citizenship 
is available only to those immigrants with the 
appropriate documents, undocumented mi-
grants are not included in that model even 
though they are included in the second model 
for plans to return. Both models were run for 

both immigrant groups together, and then sep-
arately for each immigrant group (Asian Indian 
and Mexican). The results for citizenship ac-
quisition are presented in table 3.15

As indicated in table 3, for all immigrants, 
and in the models run separately for both 
South Asian Indian and Mexican immigrants, 
age and the percentage of their lives spent in 
the United States are, unsurprisingly, both sig-
nificant, positive predictors of acquiring U.S. 
citizenship. Our results also show that some of 
the ascriptive characteristics of immigrants 
matter in shaping their decision to acquire U.S. 
citizenship. For Mexican immigrants, for ex-
ample, knowledge of English is significant, 
with an effect separate from time in the United 
States (which is controlled for in the model). 
The negative effects of immigrants’ ascriptive 
characteristics are mitigated, however, by the 
perceived welcome of whites and blacks. Wel-
come by whites and blacks is significant, an 
indicator that they serve to counter the effects 
of the relationship between ascriptive charac-
teristics and citizenship, just as they did for 
immigrants’ identification as American. How-
ever, some of the direction of the effects are 
counterintuitive: the results indicate that im-
migrants’ perceived welcome by blacks is pos-
itively associated with acquisition of citizen-
ship, but immigrants perceived welcome by 
whites is negatively associated with naturaliza-
tion as U.S. citizens. These findings are clarified 
by the interactions between welcome and skin 
tone in the model, which show that the effects 
of perceptions of welcome by whites on citizen-
ship acquisition shifts depending on the self- 
assessed skin tone of the respondent. Darker- 
skinned respondents who perceived greater 
welcome by whites were also more likely to have 
become U.S. citizens. This was the case for both 
Mexican and Indian immigrants. Among In-
dian immigrants indicating they have a darker 
skin tone, however, a greater perceived wel-

14. As a robustness check not shown here, we included measures of perceived similarity to respondents, again 
anticipating the possibility that respondents’ perceived welcome simply reflects their feelings of similarity or 
dissimilarity with other groups. These controls were not significant and their inclusion no effect on the results 
presented here.

15. As an additional robustness check, we ran the models first including demographic characteristics only, then 
with demographic and ascriptive characteristics included. These results are presented in table A5. The results 
are stable across the two sets of results (table 3 and table A5). 
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come from U.S.- born blacks was negatively as-
sociated with U.S. citizenship. Strength of 
American identity for its part predicts natural-
ization in the model for both groups together 
and for South Asian Indian immigrant respon-
dents separately, but falls just over the .05 sig-
nificance threshold for Mexican immigrant re-
spondents. The key takeaway here is that 
although ascriptive characteristics do appear 
sometimes to affect the decision to acquire U.S. 
citizenship, and American identity has a posi-
tive association with citizenship among both 
immigrant groups, the role of welcome is com-
plicated by skin tone.

In table 4, we present the results of six ad-
ditional logit models predicting immigrant re-
spondents’ plans to return to their country of 
origin.16 The results indicate that for Indian im-
migrants, intent to return declines over time 
in the United States but remains significantly 
greater for men than for women. Here again, 
the findings indicate that certain ascriptive 
characteristics shape immigrants’ decision 
making: specifically, undocumented migrants, 
both Mexican and Indian, are significantly less 
likely to indicate a desire to return to their 
countries of origin. Among Indian immigrants, 
those with darker skin tones were also signifi-
cantly less likely to say they would consider a 
return to India. For Indian immigrants, the per-
ception of being welcomed by U.S.- born whites 
also mattered, because welcome is negatively 
associated with the desire to return. Taking the 
analysis a step further, the models with inter-
actions between perceived welcome by whites 
and skin tone indicate that Indian immigrants 
with darker skin tones who were welcomed by 
U.S.- born whites were significantly less likely 
to indicate that they planned on returning to 
India. Perceived welcome by U.S.- born blacks 
had no effect on immigrants’ decision to re-
turn. Identification as American mattered for 
Mexican immigrants in particular: strength of 
American identity was negatively associated 
with an indication of return. The larger narra-
tive here, then, is that ascriptive characteristics 
like skin tone and legal status play a role in 

shaping immigrants’ decisions to stay in the 
United States or return to their countries of or-
igin, but this is mitigated by their perceptions 
of welcoming by whites (but not blacks) and 
their identification as Americans.

dIsCussIon and ConClusIon
The findings here support earlier, foundational 
work indicating that conceptions of American 
identity are very much shaped by ascriptive 
characteristics (Kinder and Kam 2009; Schild-
kraut 2007b, 2011; Theiss- Morse 2009; Wong 
2010). Our findings also add to a significant 
literature focused on how Americans of non- 
European descent are marginalized by these 
ascriptive notions of identity (Cheryan and 
Monin 2005; Devos and Banaji 2005; Huynh, 
Devos, and Altman 2015; Huynh, Devos, and 
Smalarz 2011; Mukherjee, Molina, and Adams 
2012; Pehrson and Green 2010). Here, we ex-
tend these lines of research by providing an 
empirical test of how immigrants’ varying as-
criptive characteristics, including legal status, 
influence their adoption of an American iden-
tity.

Moreover, this article provides a more nu-
anced take on the importance of immigrants’ 
context of reception, with important theoreti-
cal and empirical implications. Sociologists of 
immigration have long argued that a receiving 
country’s “context of reception” shapes new im-
migrants’ incorporation paths and identity for-
mation (Portes and Rumbaut 2014). This con-
cept, though, has rarely been operationalized 
at the individual level. Cumulative interper-
sonal contacts arguably form the local context 
of reception as much or more as the broader 
policy or structural contexts that have been the 
focus in the literature thus far. Our findings 
demonstrate how the adoption of American 
identity is indeed moderated by immigrants’ 
perceptions of their interactions with U.S.- born 
residents, in particular by their perceptions of 
welcome by U.S.- born whites and blacks. That 
is, although ascriptive characteristics (namely, 
race and skin tone and language) appear to 
raise barriers to being considered and consid-

16. As an additional robustness check, we ran the models first including demographic characteristics only, then 
with demographic and ascriptive characteristics included. These results are presented in table A6. The results 
are stable across the two sets of results (table A4 and table A6).
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ering oneself American, perceptions of more 
welcoming individual- level interactions with 
the U.S. born can counter this, making both 
Indian and Mexican immigrants more likely to 
feel more strongly American.

Results from the multivariate analyses indi-
cate that certain of immigrants’ ascriptive char-
acteristics—particularly language and skin 
tone—shape their identification as Americans. 
Darker- skinned immigrants and those with less 
knowledge of English are less likely to identify 
as American, even among immigrant groups 
that are very different across many other di-
mensions, corroborating findings by Schild-
kraut (2007b). Religion and legal status did not 
shape American identity, even for immigrants 
from two groups whose experiences are pro-
foundly shaped by their marginalization by le-
gal status (Mexicans) and their differences from 
the mainstream along religious lines (South 
Asian Indians). Aristide Zolberg and Long Witt 
Woon maintain that language, not religion, is 
the main dividing line between insiders and 
outsiders in the United States (1999). Our find-
ings here suggest that language has not lost its 
relevance.

Although ascriptive characteristics shape 
immigrants’ adoption of a national identity, 
perceptions of welcome also shape the likeli-
hood that the foreign born identify as Ameri-
can. Here, however, the effects of who the for-
eign born feel welcomed by plays out differently 
for South Asian Indian and Mexican immi-
grants. Mexican immigrants’ attachment to an 
American identity is shaped by their interac-
tions with both native- born whites and blacks, 
whereas that of Indian immigrants is largely 
shaped by their interactions only with whites. 
Immigrants’ class positions and how these in-
fluence both occupational and residential 
choices in a highly segregated American society 
likely account for these differences (Lee and 
Zhou 2015). Indian immigrants are more likely 
to consider white U.S.- born residents as their 
relevant peer group; Mexican immigrants, 
though their relationships with both whites 
and blacks might be more fraught, see both as 
relevant.

Similarly, our findings indicate differences 

in Indian and Mexican immigrants’ decisions 
to adopt U.S. citizenship and to weigh a return 
to their countries of origin. Identification as 
American significantly influences Indian im-
migrants’ decisions to become citizens. Mexi-
can immigrants with a stronger attachment to 
an American identity are significantly more 
likely to indicate they plan to stay in the United 
States rather than return to their country of 
origin. The differences in results here may say 
less about the differences in effects of American 
identity for Mexican and Indian immigrants 
than they do about the relative distribution the 
options in these two groups: the large majority 
of Indian respondents having already adopted 
U.S. citizenship, and an equally large majority 
of Mexican respondents being, at one time or 
currently, undocumented (for details, see table 
A2). In any case, being undocumented or darker 
skinned diminishes immigrants’ desire for re-
turn. Certainly, our findings here indicate that 
for both groups identification as Americans 
shapes further choices and behaviors, orient-
ing them both toward and away from the 
United States.

This research opens important new lines of 
inquiry into immigrant incorporation and the 
micro- foundations of the context of reception, 
underlining the importance of the role that im-
migrants’ ascriptive characteristics play in their 
adoption of national identities, and the ways 
in which this can be tempered by their interac-
tions with the native born, particularly immi-
grants’ sense of feeling welcomed. Certainly, 
some aspects of this study bear further explo-
ration—looking more closely, for instance, at 
other measures of immigrants’ positive and 
negative interpersonal interactions with the na-
tive born—but a critical area will be compara-
tive research into the micro- level dynamics of 
incorporation in other settings, and in other 
countries. At a time when ascriptive aspects of 
national identities seem to be increasingly em-
phasized across a number of industrialized 
economies, it may be helpful to recognize that 
national attachments are also formed at the 
local level, through positive individual- level in-
teractions between people, immigrants and 
U.S. born.
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Table A1. SINAP Survey Sample Characteristics

U.S.-Born 
Whites

U.S.-Born 
Blacks

Mexican 
Immigrants

Indian 
Immigrants

Total N=503 N=502 N=500 N=501

Metropolitan area
Atlanta N=250 N=252 N=250 N=250

Fulton County (including Atlanta city) 10% 18% 10% 14%
Clayton County 4 6 6 2
Cobb County 14 7 8 10
DeKalb County 8 14 8 6
Gwinnett County 13 6 18 18

Philadelphia N=253 N=250 N=250 N=251
Philadelphia County (including 

Philadelphia city)
12% 35% 29% 11%

Bucks County 9 3 1 12
Chester County 8 2 16 6
Delaware County 9 6 1 7
Montgomery County 13 3 3 14

Gender
Male  47% 45% 48% 54%
Female 54 55 52 46

Age
Range 18–94 18–90 18–82 18–91
Mean 49 46 35 45

Education
Eighth grade or less 0% 1% 25% 0%
Some high school 4 5 21 0
High school degree/GED 20 23 40 6
Some college 24 36 11 14
Four-year college degree 30 20 3 25
Graduate degree 23 14 1 53

Employment status
Full or part time 58% 55% 64% 71%
Not employed 42 45 36 29

Pre-tax annual household income
Mean $91,788 $62,555 $32,761 $114,483
Median 80,000 50,000 20,000 100,000

Home ownership
Home owner 72% 55% 21% 75%
Rent or other 28 45 79 25

Political ideology
Strong conservative 14% 8% 14% 3%
Moderate conservative 20 10 28 14
Neither, or don’t think of self in these terms 34 53 40 43
Moderate liberal 21 17 11 27
Strong liberal 12 11 8 13

(continued )
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Religion
Catholic 25% 8% 79% 1%
Protestant (Evangelical or other) 41 53 7 3
Jewish 7 0 0 0
Muslim 1 5 1 5
Hindu 0 0 0 79
Other (including Buddhist, Jain, Sikh) 12 21 5 8
No religious affiliation or no belief in God 14 14 8 5

Skin tone (1=very light; 7=very dark)
(1) Very light 38% 3% 4% 1%
(2) 24 4 9 2
(3) 17 9 11 10
(4) Medium 15 43 62 56
(5) 3 20 10 21
(6) 2 11 2 7
(7) Very dark 1 10 2 2

Mean 2.31 4.45 3.79 4.24

Mode of survey
Telephone N=0 N=0 N=300 (60%) N=455 (90%)
Face to face N=503 N=502 N=200 (40%) N=48 (10%)

Language of survey
English N=503 N=502 N=114 (23%) N=501
Spanish N=386 (77%)

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Percentages are valid percentages and do not include missing data. 

Table A1. (continued)

U.S.-Born 
Whites

U.S.-Born 
Blacks

Mexican 
Immigrants

Indian 
Immigrants
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Table A2. Additional SINAP Survey Sample Characteristics for Mexican and Indian Immigrants

Mexican Immigrants Indian Immigrants

Total N=500 N=501

Years living in the United States
Range 3–46 1–55
Mean 16 21
Decade of arrival 
Before 1980 3% 20%
1980s 13 16
1990s 36 34
2000–2013 48 30

Percent of life spent in United States
Mean 47% 47%

Citizenship status
Not a U.S. citizen 78% 21%
U.S. citizen 23 79

Years since becoming a U.S. citizen
Range 0–32 0–48
Mean 11 15

Legal status
Currently undocumented 36% 1%
Ever undocumented 62 3

English language proficiency
Not at all 9% 1%
Just a little 43 4
Pretty well 30 30
Very well 17 66

State/territory of origin
Mexico (top five states)a

Guanajuato 15%
Guerrero 13
Puebla 10
Federal district (state or city) 10
Jalisco 9

India (top five states)
Gujarat 24%
Maharashtra 13
Kerala 9
Andhra Pradesh 8
Delhi (union territory) 8

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Percentages are valid percentages and do not include missing data. 
a Mexican immigrant respondents who reported their state or territory of origin hailed from twenty-nine 
of the thirty-one states in Mexico, plus the Mexico state or city federal district. Indian immigrant 
respondents who reported their state or territory of origin hailed from twenty-eight of the twenty-eight 
states and seven union categories that existed in India in 2013. 
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Table A3. Descriptive Statistics for Variables in the Models

Variable Observations Mean
Standard  
Deviation Min Max

American ID 1,981 2.2 1.02 3 0
Age 1,985 43.8 16.6 18 94
Gender (male = 1) 2,016 0.48 0.5 0 1
Percent life in United States 1,776 0.77 0.3 0.04 1
Education 1,930 4.07 1.5 0 1
Married 2,016 0.52 0.5 0 1
Children 2,016 0.4 0.49 0 1
Face-to-face interview 2,016 0.12 0.33 0 1
Metro (Atlanta = 1) 2,016 0.5 0.5 0 1
Undocumented 2,016 0.13 0.34 0 1
Skin tone 2,000 3.71 1.45 1 7
Christian 2,016 0.7 0.46 0 1
English 986 2.09 0.92 0 3
Welcomed by whites 1,973 2.16 0.88 0 3
Welcomed by blacks 1,965 2.06 0.92 0 3

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
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Table A4. Identification as American, Reduced Models 

All Immigrants Mexicans Indians

Demographics
Age 0.287** 0.033*** –0.010 0.000 0.029** 0.034***

(0.009) (0.009) (0.018) (0.019) (0.010) (0.010)
Gender 0.462* 0.489* 0.646* 0.527 0.456 0.490*

(0.227) (0.232) (0.287) (0.299) (0.234) (0.024)
Percent life in  

United States
1.099* 0.452 –0.296 –1.197 1.124* 0.482

(0.540) (0.547) (0.892) (0.973) (0.549) (0.557)
Education –0.160 –0.201 0.234 0.120 –0.045 –0.230

(0.142) (0.174) (0.141) (0.147) (0.151) (0.190)
Married –0.080 –0.073 0.042 0.047 –0.056 –0.056

(0.311) (0.317) (0.289) (0.307) (0.325) (0.332)
Children –0.159 –0.147 0.074 0.023 –0.164 –0.150

(0.103) (0.094) (0.250) (0.259) (0.104) (0.095)
Face to face –1.420 –1.096 –0.322 –0.274 –1.512** –1.209**

(0.412) (0.400) (0.350) (0.351) (0.445) (0.442)
Metro 0.549* 0.603 –0.551 –0.478 0.550* 0.604*

(0.229) (0.228) (0.268) (0.293) (0.234) (0.233)
Mexican –1.670*** –1.826 — — —

(0.413) (0.735)

Ascriptive characteristics
Undocumented — –0.398 — –0.052 — –0.445

(0.555) (0.262) (0.636)
Skin tone — 0.005 — –0.300 — 0.035

(0.149) (0.158) (0.158)
Christian — 0.619 — –0.197 — 0.634

(0.619) (0.250) (0.645)
English fluency — 0.727** — 0.520* — 0.741**

(0.242) (0.237) (0.255)

N 729 713 393 385 336 328
Pseudo R .10 .11 .02 .04 .09 .11

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Ordered logistic regression is used to estimate model. Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001 
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Table A5. Acquisition of Citizenship, Reduced Models

All Immigrants Mexicans Indians

Demographics
Age 0.102*** 0.110*** 0.278 0.068* 0.104*** 0.112***

(0.023) (0.280) (0.028) (0.028) (0.023) (0.025)
Gender –0.184 –0.101 0.614 0.329 –0.193 –0.107

(0.332) (0.389) (0.469) (0.495) (0.340) (0.401)
Percent life in  

United States
7.510*** 7.721*** 4.610** 3.084** 7.539*** 7.809***

(1.090) (1.145) (1.392) (1.228) (1.120) (1.185)
Education –0.023 0.003 0.265 0.081 –0.039 –0.076

(0.200) (0.241) (0.206) (0.201) (0.209) (0.254)
Married –0.924 –1.307* 0.262 0.381 –0.949 –1.361*

(0.534) (0.552) (0.514) (0.569) (0.551) (0.575)
Children –0.367* –0.264 0.626 0.247 –0.375* –0.271

(0.164) (0.159) (0.527) (0.495) (0.168) (0.163)
Face to face 0.769 0.701 0.726 0.809 0.742 0.647

(0.556) (0.633) (0.444) (0.505) (0.574) (0.657)
Metro 0.044 0.011 –0.599 –0.447 0.052 0.004

(0.319) (0.371) (0.411) (0.504) (0.324) (0.382)
Mexican –2.566*** –1.156 — — — —

(0.714) (1.073)

Ascriptive characteristics
Skin tone — 0.215 — –0.035 — 0.196

(0.187) (0.220) (0.228)
Christian — –1.316 — –1.465* — –1.343

(0.828) (0.698) (0.846)
English fluency — –0.308 — 1.273** — –0.358

(0.307) (0.416) (0.317)
American identity — 0.670** — –0.610* — 0.694**

(0.252) (0.308) (0.262)

N 552 524 221 211 331 313
Pseudo R .35 .40 .21 .29 .35 .40

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Logistic regression is used to estimate model. Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001



r s f :  t h e  r u s s e l l  s a g e  f o u n d a t i o n  j o u r n a l  o f  t h e  s o c i a l  s c i e n c e s

 i m m i g r a n t  p e r c e p t i o n s  75

Table A6. Return to Country of Origin, Reduced Models

All Immigrants Mexican Respondents Indian Respondents

Demographics
Age –0.250 –0.013 0.016 0.017 –0.026 –0.014

(0.016) (0.016) (0.022) (0.025) (0.016) (0.016)
Gender 1.250** 1.356** –0.066 0.114 1.317** 1.421**

(0.423) (0.431) (0.349) (0.376) (0.459) (0.471)
Percent life in  

United States
–3.474** –3.110* –1.366 –1.885 –3.532** –3.155*
(1.077) (1.217) (1.015) (1.127) (1.125) (1.292)

Education 0.277 0.190 0.201 0.166 0.292 0.199
(0.021) (0.240) (0.150) (0.153) (0.231) (0.264)

Married –0.091 –0.353 0.099 0.102 –0.127 –0.403
(0.588) (0.602) (0.392) (0.420) (0.633) (0.661)

Children –0.086 –0.094 0.175 0.283 –0.093 –0.112
(0.174) (0.220) (0.377) (0.412) (0.187) (0.261)

Face to face –1.274* –1.296 –0.268 –0.890 –0.133 –1.360
(0.594) (0.683) (0.380) (0.442) (0.686) (0.820)

Metro –0.704 –0.858* –0.326 –0.228 –0.717 –0.890*
(0.383) (0.421) (0.305) (0.363) (0.396) (0.437)

Mexican 1.953** 1.195 — — — —
(0.616) (1.124)

Ascriptive characteristics
Undocumented — –1.676*** — –0.491 — –14.61***

(0.366) (0.378) (0.497)
Skin tone — 0.211 — 0.208 — 0.219

(0.242) (0.213) (0.261)
Christian — 1.380 — –0.249 — 1.410

(0.879) (0.952) (0.903)
English fluency — 0.074 — 0.102 — 0.099

(0.340) (0.256) (0.376)
American identity — –0.232 — –0.679** — –0.214

(0.225) (0.209) (0.239)

N 677 665 369 360 308 295
Pseudo R .14 .15 .03 .08 .14 .17

Source: Authors’ calculations based on SINAP 2013 data (Jones-Correa et al. 2013).
Note: Logistic regression is used to estimate model. Standard errors in parentheses.
* p<.05; ** p<.01; *** p<.001
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