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plied linkage between demographic categories and a collective group 
politics—is a complicated and uneven process.54

Explanations that point solely to racialization by the state and every-
day individuals or the political opportunities unleashed by new federal 
policies are problematic because they assume that groups will respond to 
these factors in kind: once policies and categories are set, groups are ex-
pected to fall into line accordingly. If this were the case, however, we 
would see panethnicity everywhere around us. But to the contrary, as  
we will see throughout the book, panethnicity in the post- 1968 era was 
the exception rather than the rule. Instead of attributing interests and 
agency to racial groups and assuming these groups are durable, concrete, 
and bounded entities, a more dynamic understanding of the emergence of 
panethnic categories is warranted. By distinguishing between groups and 
categories in our analyses, we can interrogate the relation between them—
that is, the extent to which categories and groups correspond and the con-
ditions under which they do so.55 We can also begin to think about how 
individual and organizational actors interact with and use these catego-
ries, and we can focus on the processes through which ethnicity and race 
become manifested as categories, institutional forms, or organizational 
routines.56 This book makes the case that the broad social forces of politi-
cal opportunities and an increase in the Asian American population pro-

figure 1.1  The Broad Social conditions Leading to the emergence of 
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vided the possibility for panethnicity, but to understand when and how 
ethnic group members acted on the racialized boundaries imposed upon 
them and challenged established notions of race and racial inequalities, 
we need to focus on the local conditions and processes that shape the way 
these groups view and interact with one another.

The RaciaLized BOundaRY fRamewORk
The racialized boundary framework advanced in this book suggests  
that socially constructed categories such as “Asian American” need to be 
propped up by structural conditions that encourage group formation and 
by narratives that are used and reproduced by leaders and organizations. 
Meso- level theories of ethnic conflict and solidarity address the particular 
ways in which ethnic groups are structured—as concentrated/segmented 
or as diffuse/integrated—and the impact of these structures on how group 
members organize, interact, and interpret their interests (for a visual heu-
ristic, see figure 1.2). Such theoretical models focus on gleaning insights 
from local conditions about the mechanisms through which ethnic group 
members organize as a larger collective and about the creation and en-
forcement of ethnic group boundaries.57 Standard threat and competition 
models, for example, suggest that because economic and demographic 
shifts in local areas encourage intergroup contact and competition, ethnic 
groups engage in collective efforts to exclude others from access to good 
neighborhoods, schools, and other desired resources, thereby maintaining 

figure 1.2  The competition and Segregation models
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aSian ameRicanS in The uniTed STaTeS
The label of “Asian American” is used to describe more than forty- five 
Asian- origin groups, from countries ranging from Bangladesh to Vietnam 
to South Korea, that differ in terms of culture, language, religion, and 
even appearance.64 As the size of the Asian American population has 
steadily grown over the last twenty- five years, it has become more visible 
and influential within U.S. society. In 1970 Asian Americans made up only 
1.4 percent of the total U.S. population, and as shown in table 1.1, none of 
the six largest Asian ethnic groups—Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Asian In-
dian, Korean, and Vietnamese—had reached 1 million in population. By 
2000 Asian Americans made up 4.2 percent of the U.S. population, which 
translated into 12 million people.65 In 2010 Asian Americans were the 
fastest- growing racial group in the United States, they made up the larg-
est share of recent immigrants, and they had a total population of over 17 
million.66

Nearly two- thirds of the Asian population in the United States today is 
foreign- born, which complicates the possibility of panethnicity in the con-
temporary context. Immigrants from different parts of Asia arrive in the 
United States with their own languages, cultural traditions, and religious 
beliefs. Generational differences are also prevalent among these groups, 
and simply finding commonalities within ethnic groups can often be chal-
lenging.67 Referring to the traditional values of the first generation, Tom, a 
U.S.- born Korean American organizational leader, explained (with a 
chuckle because of its familiarity as a topic within the Korean commu-
nity), “It does create a barrier for us. We try to work with it the best we 

figure 1.3  The Proximate factors encouraging Panethnic activity in 
the Post–civil Rights era
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can, and recognizing that they are also a part of the community is im-
portant, and trying to change it is challenging, difficult, and damn near 
impossible!” Panethnic collaboration and cooperation among second- 
generation Asian Americans coming of age in many different Asian- origin 
groups may be somewhat easier because they have the shared experience 
of growing up in the United States. The second generation shares a lan-
guage and culture, as well as an understanding of how to organize com-
munities and navigate the political arena, but they still must work across 
ethnic, generational, and class lines when engaging in panethnic efforts.68

Although the majority of Asians in the United States are foreign- born, 
there is clear variation among the six largest Asian subgroups: Koreans 
have the highest percentage of foreign- born (72 percent), and the Japanese 
have the lowest (37 percent). Table 1.2 demonstrates that there are also 
major socioeconomic differences among some of the Asian ethnic groups. 
Median household income ranges from $45,980 (Koreans) to $65,700 (In-
dians), and poverty rates vary as well, with Filipinos experiencing the 
lowest rates and Koreans the highest. For nearly all of the national- origin 
groups, nearly half of the adult population has received a college educa-
tion with the exception of the Vietnamese adult population, only one- 
quarter of whom have received a B.A. degree or higher. This internal di-
versity of Asian America—which would be even greater if data were 
included on additional Asian- origin groups—and the widespread use of 
the racial category of Asian by government institutions represent a point 

Table 1.1  asian american Population, by decade, 1980–2010
1980 1990 2000 2010

Chinese 806,040 1,645,472 2,445,363 4,010,114
Filipino 774,652 1,406,770 2,364,815 3,416,840
Indian 361,531 815,447 1,899,599 3,183,063
Japanese 700,974 847,562 1,148,932 1,304,286
Korean 354,593 798,849 1,228,427 1,706,822
Vietnamese 261,729 614,547 1,223,736 1,737,433
Other Asian — 779,991 1,623,020 2,353,507

Total 3,259,519 8,554,110 12,223,370 17,927,506

Source: See US census reports from Barnes and Bennett (2002, Table 4, p. 9), Gibson and Jung 
(2002, Table C1 and C3), and Hoeffel et al. (2012, Table 5, p. 14).
Note: U.S. census, 100- percent data. No data are reported for the “Other Asian” category in 
1980 because no other Asian ethnic categories were enumerated as part of the race question. 
In 1990, “Other Asian” was calculated to include Cambodian, Hmong, Laotian, Thai, and 
other Asian. In 2000 and 2010, totals reported are for Asian alone or in combination with one 
or more races, and “Other Asian” includes Bangladeshi, Cambodian, Hmong, Indonesian, 
Laotian, Malaysian, Pakistani, Sri Lankan, Taiwanese, Thai, and other Asian.
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of conflict where ethnic group members must negotiate their differences 
and the groupings imposed on them by the state to create a meaningful 
community.

This increasing diversity of Asian newcomers has presented a chal-
lenge for the formation of a broader collective identity, especially consid-
ering that ethnic groups also differ in terms of type of entry, which often is 
associated with differences in social and human capital.69 Starting in 1968, 
immigration flows from East and South Asia have been primarily dictated 
by immigration policies that emphasize family reunification and occupa-
tional demands for low-  and high- wage sectors in the United States, such 
as agriculture, health, engineering, and technology. Meanwhile, those 
who arrived from Vietnam, Laos, and Cambodia in the 1970s and 1980s 
entered as refugees due to the political turmoil in Southeast Asia.70 These 
variegated flows have contributed to an informal hierarchy within the 
Asian American population determined by length of time national- origin 
groups have been in the United States, what immigrants brought with 
them (education, job skills, financial capital), and the status of the differ-
ent countries of origin. These immigration and refugee flows also produce 
different historical and material conditions, which affect whether and 
how Asian- origin groups are incorporated, accepted, or resisted as part of 
a larger panethnic community.71

Because of their extensive histories in the United States and relatively 
high levels of human capital, the Chinese and Japanese have been consid-
ered the most established groups. Southeast Asians (Vietnamese, Cambo-
dian, Laotian, Hmong), the newest and least assimilated group, are typi-
cally located at the bottom of the hierarchy, which further complicates the 
possibilities of panethnicity. Koreans, Filipinos, and South Asians are lo-

Table 1.2  Socioeconomic indicators for asian ethnic groups, 2010
Median 

Household  
Income

Poverty  
Rate

B.A. Degree  
or Higher

Chinese $65,129 13.8% 50.7%
Filipino $78,202 6.1 48.5
Indian $90,711 8.5 70.8
Japanese $64,551 8.0 47.3
Korean $50,316 15.8 52.8
Vietnamese $52,153 15.6 25.1

Source: U.S. Census, 2010 American Community Survey, Selected Population Profiles, S0201.
Note: All indicators are based on respondents who chose a single race category.
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who migrated to the United States from China, Korea, Japan, Taiwan, In-
dia, Vietnam, and the Philippines.

Despite the growing diversity of the Asian population in the United 
States, the federal government collapsed national- origin groups into an 
official racial category. Before 1970, the U.S. Census Bureau categorized 
Asian ethnic groups as different “races.” In 1860 the racial category of 
Chinese first appeared on the U.S. census, and then, in 1870, the Japanese 
were identified.140 The 1910 census enumerated Filipinos, Hindus, and 
Koreans for the first time, but by 1950 the only Asian ethnic groups identi-
fied were Chinese, Japanese, and Filipino.141 The racial category of Asian/
Pacific Islander was used for the first time in 1980 census reports, reflect-
ing the Directive on Race and Ethnic Standards for Federal Statistics and 
Administrative Reporting.142 Released in 1977 by the U.S. Census Bureau, 
this directive designated Asian/Pacific Islander as one of four official ra-
cial categories—along with black, white, and Native American or Alaskan 
Native and the ethnic category of Hispanic—to be used by federal agen-
cies.143 The shift was primarily a result of civil rights legislation: federal 
agencies needed a standard system for collecting data on access to hous-

figure 2.1  immigration to the united States, by global Region, 
1960–2009
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ing, employment, education, and other institutional arenas so that they 
could enforce equal opportunity and affirmative action policies.144

In providing the basis for the distribution of federal and state resources 
to disadvantaged ethnic and racial communities, this official racial clas-
sification system also had an impact on how public policy was ap-
proached, designed, and implemented. Even though nine ethnic catego-
ries—Chinese, Japanese, Filipino, Korean, Vietnamese, Asian Indian, 
Hawaiian, Guamanian, and Samoan—were included on official census 
questionnaires in 1980, researchers, businesses, public agencies, educa-
tional institutions, foundations, hospitals, and industry adopted the racial 
category of Asian (as well as black, white, and Hispanic) when collecting 
data, awarding grants, and allocating resources (see figure 2.3). Racial cat-
egories were also included as part of standard identification questions on 
administrative forms and household surveys.145 Over time, the use of ra-
cial categories by mainstream institutions became institutionalized and 
were taken for granted in everyday interactions.146

The fact that public and private institutions adopted racial categories 
and often operated on racial assumptions sometimes resulted in harmful 
consequences. For example, two influential community foundations, the 

figure 2.2  asian immigration to the united States, by ethnic group, 
1960–2009
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San Francisco Foundation (SFF) and the Cleveland Foundation (CF), im-
plicitly used racial categories when making decisions about which non-
profit projects or programs to fund to address the needs of the disadvan-
taged, and often did not recognize the internal diversity within the Asian 
American community.147 In fact, foundation trustees claimed that the 
plethora of small ethnic businesses in Chinatown and other ethnic en-
claves was evidence that the Asian population did not have significant 
social needs. Yet in reality, the Asian population was dealing with health 
care access, language needs, poverty, and culture shock.148 Additionally, 
community foundations did not recognize the complexity that arises 
when multiple Asian- origin groups work together.149 These funders 
viewed Asian Americans as having inherent commonalities that did not 
need to be developed, negotiated, and managed. As one agency director 
noted, foundations “aren’t good at knowing . . . how delicate those links 
are.”150 Instead of funding panethnic efforts, foundations prioritized proj-
ects involving more than one racial group, such as those with Asian and 
Latino collaborators. In their eyes, diversity could only be defined as ra-
cial, not as ethnic. These public foundations committed to diversity and 
improving the lives of low- income and needy populations could not see 
beyond the racial categories that had become more or less institutional-
ized further elucidates the complicated nature of panethnicity.

figure 2.3  The Race Question on the 1980 census form
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cheap laborers who threatened the strength of white labor. Under pres-
sure from labor unions, the Gentlemen’s Agreement of 1907 and 1908 
barred the entry of Japanese laborers into the United States.22 Korean and 
Indian laborers continued to arrive after 1908, and Filipinos entered un-
skilled jobs in agriculture, mining, and domestic service in larger num-
bers after the Immigration Acts of 1917 and 1924 cut off immigration from 
the rest of Asia.23

Filipinos, like the other Asian immigrants before them, came to the 
United States in the 1920s to fulfill the needs of employers in domestic 
service, fisheries, and agriculture in California and the Pacific North-
west.24 Table 2.1 displays the growth in their numbers after 1910. Even 
though Filipinos competed with Mexicans and other Asian ethnic groups 
for farm work, white workers perceived them as a competitive threat. The 
California Building Trades Council fueled perceptions of widespread job 
competition and falsely charged that Filipinos were “forcing their way 
into the building industry, many of them working as engineers, painters, 
electricians, carpenters’ helpers, and laborers.”25 This led to local practices 
of exclusion. The California Joint Immigration Committee, the American 
Federation of Labor, and the American Legion all passed resolutions for 
Filipino exclusion in the late 1920s.26 Despite anti- Filipino sentiment, Fili-
pino immigrants could not be excluded from the United States because 
inhabitants of the territories ceded from Spain in 1898—Guam, Puerto 
Rico, and the Philippines—were U.S. nationals who could move freely to 
and from the U.S. mainland but did not have citizenship rights. Filipino 
laborers could be excluded only if independence was granted to the Phil-
ippines. Congress deliberated about the issue and likened Filipinos to 
Chinese and Japanese immigrants, eventually supporting exclusion. In 
1934, with the support of an unlikely coalition comprising nativists and 
Filipino nationalists, Congress passed the Tydings- McDuffie Act (the Phil-

Table 2.1  The asian Population in the united States, 1910–1960, 
by ethnic group

Japanese Chinese Filipino Indian Korean

1910 72,157 71,531 160 2,545 462
1920 111,010 61,639 5,603 2,507 1,224
1930 138,834 74,954 45,208 3,130 1,860
1940 126,947 77,504 45,563 2,405 1,711
1950 141,768 117,629 61,636 — —
1960 464,332 237,292 176,310 — —

Source: Gibson and Jung (2002).
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label. From 1970 to 2000, 195 national organizations (such as the Council 
for African American Progress, the National Black Women’s Health Proj-
ect, and the National Association of Blacks in Government) were formed 
to serve the black population, which reached over 35.3 million in 2000. For 
Hispanics, 98 panethnic organizations (for instance, the League of United 
Latin American Citizens and the National Network of Hispanic Women) 
were founded during the same period to provide services and advocacy 
for 34.6 million Latinos. Seventy panethnic organizations were formed to 
serve the needs of Asian Americans across the United States.

Given the size of the Asian American population in the United States—
about 10.2 million in 2000—the total number of national organizations 
founded during the post- 1968 era might seem low. Comparing the num-
ber of panethnic organizations to the populations they serve, figure 3.1 
shows that 0.68 pan- Asian organizations were formed per 100,000 Asian 
Americans. These organization- population ratios are even lower, how-
ever, for Latinos and blacks, at 0.28 and 0.56, respectively. These ratios 
suggest that Asian Americans have actually been quite active in the orga-
nizational arena during the post–civil rights era, especially compared to 

figure 3.1  The number of asian, Latino, and Black Panethnic  
Organizations formed per 100,000 asians, Latinos, and 
Blacks, Respectively, 1970–2000
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had also arrived in the United States in larger numbers during this period, 
further disrupting the notion that Asians as a group were a model minor-
ity, since these newcomers’ lack of educational and economic resources 
put them at a marked disadvantage.20 New pan- Asian organizations were 
formed to help these new immigrants and refugees adapt to the U.S. con-
text and to empower them politically.

In short, the momentum from key events during which Asian ethnic 
groups engaged in coordinated group action, coupled with the state’s rec-
ognition and legitimation of the Asian American label and increased re-
sources from the federal government, encouraged group members to seek 
collective goods using a panethnic model. Taken together, these social 
conditions appear to have contributed to the increase in the formation of 
pan- Asian organizations in the 1980s, but they do not entirely explain 
why organizations emerged in some metropolitan areas but not others. As 
we will see later in this chapter, the combination of the state’s adoption 
and use of racial categories, the availability of new funding, and a larger 
Asian American population did not automatically translate into coopera-
tion and organizing across ethnic lines.

figure 3.2  national Pan- asian Organizational foundings,  
1970–1988
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According to the competition model, higher levels of panethnicity 
should emerge when groups are competing with one another for scarce 
resources.24 The mechanism of competition links economic and demo-
graphic shifts, such as declining economic conditions and increasing con-
tact, to more rigid racial boundaries: as different racial groups interact 
with one another in local areas and experience declining economic condi-
tions, competition for resources such as jobs, schools, neighborhoods, and 
even marital partners rises. Ethnic groups that share a racial category co-
operate under these conditions so that they can effectively compete—in 
this case, Asians compete with whites, blacks, or Latinos.25 In contrast, the 
segregation model predicts that group boundaries will sharpen when ra-
cial groups are segregated from one another, not when they experience 
increasing contact.26 Segregation within local labor markets provides a 
structural location where the distinct ethnic groups in a larger racial 
grouping can interact as equals, develop trust, and recognize shared inter-
ests. Groups may develop an even greater sense of panethnic solidarity if 
they believe that their concentration in a particular institutional space is 
due to their racial group membership; they may come to feel like they are 
part of a community of fate.27

figure 3.3  The Segregation and competition models: Local condi-
tions and mechanisms for the emergence of Panethnicity

Panethnicity
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Source: Author’s calculations.
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ence, and technology, they are also concentrated in low- skilled jobs in the 
service and manufacturing sectors.54 In fact, as we can see in table 3.3, 
from 1960 to 2000 there was an increase in the number of Asians employed 
in low- skilled manual work, such as textile operators, craftsmen, other 
operators, and cleaning and food service workers. This bimodal occupa-
tional distribution of Asian Americans is due to the fact that many Asian 
immigrants and refugees who settled in the United States had little educa-
tion, little to no English- language fluency, and skills that did not translate 
well into the American context, while others arrived here with technical 
skills, education, and ties to capital in the homeland.55

This result showing the key role of racial segregation in generating pan-
ethnic organizational activity is not consistent with a competition frame-
work, which suggests that the conditions associated with higher levels of 
intergroup contact in neighborhoods, workplaces, schools, and public 
spaces (less racially segregated labor markets and increases in the propor-
tion of newcomers in local areas) result in competition for scarce resources 
and the sharpening of group boundaries. Under such conditions, and in 
the face of threat from whites and other racial groups, Asian ethnic groups 

figure 3.4  Predicted Probabilities for the formation of Panethnic  
Organizations, by Level of Racial Segregation in the  
Labor market
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should cooperate with one another and engage in panethnic activity—an 
effective way to signify or enact group boundaries. Additionally, the re-
sults reported in table 3.5 do not support another major tenet of competi-
tion theory: economic downturns in local areas (captured by relatively 
high levels of poverty and unemployment rates) increase intergroup com-
petition for jobs, housing, and social status.56

When examining the relations among Asian ethnic groups, we find 
that when Asian ethnic groups are segregated from one another in local 
labor markets, this discourages panethnicity. Under these conditions, it is 
more difficult for distinct groups to create interethnic networks and form 
a common identity upon which to organize. Figure 3.5 illustrates the pre-
dicted probabilities of panethnic organizational emergence for four 
Asian- origin groups. The pattern shown here indicates that panethnic or-
ganizations are more likely to arise when the ethnic groups are less segre-
gated.

Competition between Asian ethnic groups also does not discourage 
pan ethnicity (see table A.3 in appendix A). Instead, the entry of different 

figure 3.5  Predicted Probabilities for the formation of Panethnic  
Organizations, by ethnic Segregation in the Labor market

Source: Asian American national organizations data set (Okamoto 2006).
Note: Ethnic segregation refers to occupational segregation between each Asian ethnic group 
and all other Asian ethnic groups (that is, Chinese and all other Asian ethnic groups com-
bined; Filipinos and all other Asian ethnic groups combined, and so on). 
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Racial Segregation Ethnic Segregation

+ −

Panethnicity

Figure 3.6  Opposing Effects of Ethnic and Racial Occupational  
Segregation on Panethnicity

Source: Author’s calculations.
Note: Column 1 represents racial segregation in the labor market where purple blocks refer 
to Asians and yellow blocks refer to non- Asians. In column 2, the different shades of purple 
represent Asian national- origin groups and their segregation in the labor market from one 
another. The arrows indicate the direction of the effects of racial and ethnic segregation on 
panethnicity.

and its positive effect was larger than the effects of ethnic segregation. 
Clearly, how groups are organized and structured in regard to race and 
racial categories—whether by discrimination, preference, or inertia—
heightens group boundaries and fosters in- group interests and networks. 
In this case, it also produces pan- Asian activity.
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other racial groups. And if we include ethnic- specific organizations in 
these total counts, the organization- population ratio for Asians is even 
higher than the ratios for Hispanics and blacks, given that the number of 
Asian ethnic organizations (such as Chinese for Affirmative Action, the 
Japanese American Citizens League, the Korean American Coalition, and 
the National Association for the Education and Advancement of Cambo-
dian, Laotian, and Vietnamese Americans) is five times that of Latino eth-
nic organizations (such as the Mexican American Unity Council, the Na-
tional Puerto Rican Forum, and the Ecuadorian American Association) 
and over ten times that of black ethnic organizations (for instance, the 
Caribbean American Intercultural Organization and Friends of Haiti).9

The organizations that were formed to serve the Asian American com-
munity differed in their approach, their philosophy, and their focus. Table 
3.1 displays the types of pan- Asian organizations in operation from 1970 
to 2000. Organizations founded before 1970 may have included “Asian” 
in their names but were not focused on building a multiethnic Asian 
American community. In 1970 nearly forty Asian national organizations 
were in operation, half of which were founded in the 1950s, and the most 
prevalent types of Asian organizations were cross- cultural organizations 
and research institutes focused on the study of Asia. 

Located in San Francisco, New York, and Washington, D.C., organiza-
tions such as the Asia Foundation, the Asia Society, and the Asian Cul-
tural Exchange Foundation were founded to promote positive relations 
between Asia and the United States and to educate the American public 
about the history, art, and culture of Asia. These organizations did not 
adopt a pan- Asian ideology focused on political power and social change, 
nor did they directly incorporate a membership of culturally and linguis-

Table 3.1  Types and examples of Panethnic Organizations in 
Operation, 1970–2000

Established prior to 1970
 Cross- cultural Asia Foundation
 Research Asia Institute
 Business U.S. Pan- Asian American Chamber of Commerce

Established after 1970
 Education Leadership Education for Asian Pacifics
 Health Asian and Pacific Islander Health Forum
 Arts/culture Asian American Arts Alliance
 Professional Asian American Architects and Engineers
 Civil rights Asian American Legal Defense and Educational Fund

Source: Author’s calculations based on Gale Research Company (1965–2000).
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translate into panethnic outcomes. Simply because ethnic and immigrant 
groups are categorized in particular ways by institutions and individuals 
does not mean that they will act or organize accordingly. The variation in 
pan- Asian activity by geographic location suggests that racialization ema-
nating from the macro and micro levels alone does not result in panethnic 
organizational activity uniformly across different locales.

To understand when and where groups take up racial categories and 
engage in panethnic organizing—in this case, by forming panethnic organi-
zations—a useful approach is to examine local economic and demographic 
conditions, which can shape how groups view and interact with one an-
other and hinder or encourage their cooperation across ethnic lines. In par-
ticular, the ways in which ethnic and racial groups are structured in relation 
to one another—as proximate, segregated together in neighborhoods and 
labor markets; or as diffuse, living and working in racially and ethnically 
diverse and integrated social spaces—may tell us how they develop inter-
ests and share commonalities. Competition and segregation frameworks, 
depicted in figure 3.3, account for variation in group action over time and 
place by looking to changes in demographic and economic conditions and 
identifying different mechanisms for the expansion of group boundaries.

Table 3.2  Top Thirty metropolitan areas with the Largest asian 
american Populations in 1990

Anaheim–Santa Ana–Garden Grove, 
California

Atlanta, Georgiaa

Baltimore, Marylanda

Bergen–Passaic, New Jerseya

Boston, Massachusetts
Chicago, Illinoisa

Portland, Oregon–Washington
Dallas–Ft. Worth, Texas
Denver, Colorado 
Detroit, Michigana

Fresno, California
Honolulu, Hawaii 
Houston, Texasa 
Los Angeles–Long Beach, Californiaa

Middlesex–Somerset–Hunterdon, New 
Jersey

Minneapolis–Saint Paul, Minnesota 
Nassau–Suffolk, New Yorka

Newark, New Jersey
New York, New Yorka

Philadelphia, Pennsylvania–New Jerseya

Phoenix, Arizona
Riverside–San Bernardino, California
Sacramento, Californiaa

San Diego, Californiaa

San Francisco–Oakland, Californiaa

San Jose, California
Seattle–Everett, Washingtona

Stockton, California
Vallejo–Fairfield–Napa, California
Washington, D.C.–Maryland–Virginiaa

Source: PUMS (1995).
aNational panethnic organizations involving Asian- origin groups were formed during the 
post- 1968 era.
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Asians made up 0.5 percent of the labor force and were overrepresented 
in occupations where they comprised more than 0.5 percent, such as life 
scientists (3.6 percent), computer specialists (1.2 percent), machine and 
transportation operators (1.7 percent), and cleaning and food service 
workers (1.1 percent). By 2000 Asian Americans were over 4 percent of the 
labor force and continued to be overrepresented in many of the same pro-
fessional and nonprofessional occupations.48 For example, of all machine 
and transportation workers in the United States, over 16 percent were 
Asian American, even though Asians were 4.1 percent of the total national 
workforce.

Although Asian Americans experienced labor market segregation and 
competition during the post- 1968 era, it is not clear whether these pro-
cesses affected the expansion of group boundaries among Asian Ameri-
cans. Table 3.4 shows that metropolitan areas with higher levels of paneth-
nic organization formation (such as Los Angeles, New York, and San 
Francisco) experienced higher levels of segregation—measured here as oc-
cupational hierarchy (the extent to which Asians were concentrated in low- 
skill occupations relative to other racial groups)—than metropolitan areas 
with lower levels of panethnic organization formation (such as Atlanta, 
Baltimore, and Sacramento). Being segregated from other racial groups 
could have led to higher levels of group solidarity among Asian ethnic 
groups, resulting in pan- Asian activity. These same “high- panethnicity” 
areas also experienced higher average unemployment ratios between 
Asians and other racial groups compared to “low- panethnicity” areas. An 

Table 3.3  asians in Professional and nonprofessional Occupations, 
1960 and 2000

Occupation 1960 2000

Professional
 Physical scientist 0.7% 15.3
 Life scientists 3.6 14.7
 Computer specialists 1.2 13.2
 Mathematicians 0.6 11.1
 Engineers 0.9 9.9

Nonprofessional
 Machine, transportation, and other operators 1.7 16.4
 Personal service workers and barbers 0.5 5.1
 Cleaning and food service workers 1.1 4.7
 Craftsmen 0.3 4.7
 Total percentage Asians in occupations 0.5 4.1

Source: Xie and Goyette (2004).
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unemployment ratio compares the percentage of unemployed Asians and 
the percentage of unemployed members of all other racial groups. A value 
of one indicates racial parity, whereas a value greater than one indicates 
that Asians are better off economically (that is, a lower percentage are un-
employed) relative to other racial groups, which could spur intergroup 
competition because Asians are making gains relative to other groups. In 
turn, competition could encourage Asians to organize as a larger political 
unit to make claims, gain access to resources, and solidify their group po-
sition above others.

Which, if any, of these factors encouraged Asian- origin groups to take 
up the label of “Asian American” and build new institutions? In the next 
section, I discuss my focus on panethnic organizations and test these theo-
retical ideas about the underlying meso- level conditions shaping the as-
sertion of panethnic group boundaries.

fORming PaneThnic ORganizaTiOnS
Understanding the formation of organizations with a national reach is im-
portant for gaining insights about the strength of the pan- Asian organiza-
tional field. Given my interest in examining how economic and demo-
graphic shifts in local areas have shaped panethnic organizing in the 

Table 3.4  Labor market Segregation and competition in metropolitan 
areas, by Levels of Panethnic Organizational formation, 
2000

Metropolitan Area Segregation Competition

High panethnicity 
 New York –0.096 1.17
 San Francisco –0.089 1.15
 Los Angeles –0.082 0.85

Low panethnicity
 Sacramento –0.030 1.03
 Atlanta –0.006 1.05
 Baltimore –0.007 1.76

Source: Author’s calculation from 2000 U.S. census public- use microdata samples (PUMS).
Notes: “Segregation” refers to the extent to which Asians are concentrated in the lower part 
of the occupational structure relative to other racial groups in the metropolitan area. Higher 
values are associated with higher levels of segregation. Competition is captured with an 
unemployment ratio, which measures the ratio of the percentage of unemployed Asians to 
the percentage of unemployed in other racial groups in a metropolitan area. A value greater 
than one indicates that Asians are doing better relative to whites and other racial groups in 
regard to employment. 
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constructs and included them in the models presented here.51 I estimated 
a zero- inflated count model that allowed me to find out whether competi-
tion and segregation encouraged the emergence of panethnic organiza-
tions above and beyond the impact of other factors, such as the percent-
age of Asians and resources available in the local area.

The results for the main variables of interest are displayed in table 3.5. 
A key finding is that the occupational segregation of Asian Americans en-
couraged the formation of national pan- Asian organizations. Specifically, 
when Asians found themselves segregated in lower levels of the occupa-
tional structure—reflecting racial hierarchy—racial group boundaries 
tightened, leading Asians to form their own institutions along panethnic 
lines.52 Figure 3.4 demonstrates that higher levels of racial hierarchy are 
associated with higher predicted probabilities for the formation of pan-
ethnic organizations. This result may be surprising, given that the model 
minority stereotype would suggest that Asian Americans are assimilating 
and doing well occupationally.53 However, even though Asian Americans 
are concentrated in professional occupations in the fields of medicine, sci-

Table 3.5  The effects of Racial competition and Segregation on the 
formation of Pan- asian Organizations, 1970–1998

Independent Variable
Regression 
Coefficient Standard Error

Competition
 In- migration rate 6.82 (4.23)
 Asian- white unemployment ratio 6.47 (9.24)
 Poverty rate –0.11 (0.09)

Labor market segregation
 Racial segregation 0.24 (0.18)
 Racial hierarchy 3.63*** (0.76)

Intercept 10.30 (9.25)

–2 log likelihood 223.37
McFadden’s R- squared 0.45

Source: Author’s analysis of Asian American national organizations data set (Okamoto, 
2006).
***p < .001 (two- tailed tests)
Note: N = 870. Results are generated from a zero- inflated Poisson regression model. Robust 
standard errors are presented in parentheses. Racial segregation measures the degree to 
which Asians as a group are occupationally specialized relative to all other racial groups. 
Racial hierarchy refers to the degree to which Asians as a group are concentrated in low- 
status occupations relative to all other racial groups. All variables are measured at the 
metropolitan- area level. These models also include the percentage Asian, the size of the met-
ropolitan area, ethnic diversity, prior organizational foundings, and a host of other control 
variables (see table A.2 and appendix A for further details).
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Asian Americans would be even higher. That said, a better comparison for 
Asian Americans may be Latinos, who are a new immigrant group rather 
than an established racial minority, but comparable data on Latino collec-
tive action are currently unavailable. Nevertheless, the comparison be-
tween Asian Americans and African Americans provides a useful context 
for understanding Asian American collective organizing from 1970 to 
2000 in the United States. 

early activism among asian americans
In the first decade of the post- 1968 era, there were few pan- Asian collec-
tive action events, as shown in figure 4.2. News reports about Asians dur-
ing this period were focused on U.S. officials traveling to different parts of 

figure 4.1  african american and Pan- asian Protest events in the 
Post–civil Rights era, per 100,000, by decade

Source: The author’s calculations using the data set on Asian American events from Okamoto 
(2003) and data on African American events from Jenkins, Jacobs, and Agnone (2003).
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Asia, the rising economic power of East Asian countries, turmoil in South-
east Asian countries, the U.S. secret war in Laos, and U.S.- Asian relations 
more broadly. Asian Americans themselves were organizing along ethnic 
lines about issues related to homeland politics and community revitaliza-
tion efforts. They also participated in marches and demonstrations to 
challenge unfair treatment on the basis of ethnicity or national origin. For 
example, in the mid- 1970s Chinese Americans organized a number of 
public marches and demonstrations in New York City—some of which 
were so large that they obstructed traffic in major thoroughfares—in re-
sponse to police brutality, discrimination, and incidents of Chinese Amer-
icans being racially profiled as gangsters, drug dealers, or illegal aliens. 
The incident that particularly incensed the Chinatown community was 
the beating of Peter Yew, a young engineer from Brooklyn. The police at-

figure 4.2  ethnic and Panethnic collective action events involving 
asian americans, 1970–1998
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nic groups can successfully manage and coordinate their efforts. In fact, 
ethnic and panethnic organizing may essentially be incompatible some-
times, with the predominance of one kind of organizing working to the 
detriment of the other.52 Consistent with this logic, the two forms of orga-
nizing can affect each other negatively when they are competing for time, 
energy, and finances. When resources are finite, investing in one kind of 
activity can detract from the resources available for the other.

We can examine the relationship between ethnic and panethnic orga-
nizing by using larger samples of events and organizations that span the 
post- 1968 era—from 1970 to 1998—as well as different metropolitan areas 
across the United States. I employ an event history model and hold con-
stant a host of variables for each metropolitan area, including percentage 
Asian, total population, and economic conditions, in order to isolate and 
evaluate how ethnic organizing in local areas is associated with paneth-
nicity, if at all (see appendix A for full models). 

As shown in table 4.1, this analysis reveals that the relationship be-
tween ethnic organizations and panethnic collective action is mutualistic, 
not competitive. As the number of ethnic organizations increases in a met-
ropolitan area, the rate of panethnic collective action in the same locale 
increases and ethnic organizations work in broader coalitions to coordi-
nate, support, and facilitate panethnic protests and civic activity. This re-
lationship holds even when we include a count of panethnic organiza-
tions and prior panethnic collective action events, both of which promote 
public group action across ethnic lines. And as the number of pan- Asian 
organizations in a metropolitan area increases, the facilitating effect of 
ethnic organizations diminishes. In other words, ethnic organizations 
provide a foundation for pan- Asian efforts, and as more pan- Asian orga-
nizations are formed, there is less need for ethnic organizations to ad-
vance panethnic collective action.

Table 4.1  The effects of ethnic Organizations on Rate of Pan- asian 
collective action events, 1970–1998

Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2

Ethnic organizations –0.40* (0.25) 1.41* (0.65)
Panethnic organizations –0.11* (0.34) 1.29* (0.68)
Panethnic organizations × ethnic organizations — 0.06* (0.00)

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Results are generated from an event history model. Numbers in parentheses are esti-
mated standard errors. N (uncensored spells) = 59. Control variables are included in the 
models but not shown here. 
*p ≤ .05 (one- tailed tests) 
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Do ethnic events have the same facilitating effect on panethnic organiz-
ing as ethnic organizations do? The answer is yes and no. Table 4.2 shows 
that ethnic events initially competed with panethnic events: metropolitan 
areas with higher rates of ethnic events experienced lower rates of pan- 
Asian activity. But as pan- Asian organizing increased, this competing ef-
fect declined. We see less competition between the two types of organiz-
ing in metropolitan areas with a history of panethnic events because the 
ideology and form of pan- Asian events are recognizable in these areas 
and an infrastructure of organizations, networks, and resources to sup-
port pan- Asian collective action has developed. These organizing efforts 
and infrastructure help to maintain and reproduce the form and narrative 
of a pan- Asian label and identity.

We can see these dynamics play out in the aftermath of the Vincent 
Chin case. Before this event, Asian Americans in Detroit and other U.S. 
cities typically organized along ethnic lines. When Asian Americans real-
ized that the murder of Vincent Chin affected all Asian communities, 
 protests and demonstrations erupted.53 Ethnic organizations reacted by 
linking different immigrant communities to one another and promoting 
pan- Asian activities; in doing so, they used resources that could have 
been directed toward ethnic activities. But over time, as more pan- Asian 
events transpired, this form of organizing became more accepted and an 
infrastructure to deal with panethnic claims and activities developed. Eth-
nic organizations, networks, and resources were no longer alone in en-
couraging both ethnic and panethnic collective action as panethnic orga-
nizations emerged to help shepherd these efforts. Evolving together, 
ethnic and panethnic organizations learned how to effectively bridge ties 
and organize side by side when needed, sometimes filling different niches 
and other times working toward a shared solution to a collective problem.

Ethnic and panethnic organizations are an important part of the collec-

Table 4.2  The effects of ethnic events on the Rate of Pan- asian 
collective action events, 1970–1998

Independent Variable Model 1 Model 2

Ethnic eventst- 1 –0.01** (0.01) –0.04** (0.02)
Panethnic eventst- 1 –0.59** (0.20) –0.49** (0.20)
Panethnic eventst- 1 × ethnic eventt- 1 — –0.00** (0.00)

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Results are generated from an event history model. Numbers in parentheses are esti-
mated standard errors. N (uncensored spells) = 59. Control variables are included, but not 
shown here. Ethnic and panethnic events are measured as occurring in prior month.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01 (one- tailed tests)
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worsening economic conditions (poverty and employment rates), and di-
rect competition (employment and income ratios) were predicted to in-
crease interracial competition and result in pan- Asian collective action as 
a strategy to maintain group position in the racial hierarchy, but these ef-
fects did not consistently bear out in the analysis. For the most part, con-

Table 4.3  The effects of interethnic Labor market Segregation on the 
Rate of Pan- asian collective action events, 1970–1998

Independent variable
Model 1: 
Chinese 

Model 2: 
Filipinos

Model 3: 
Japanese

Model 4: 
Koreans

Ethnic segregation –4.08** (3.37) –3.71* (1.92) –7.17** (2.94) –8.09 (13.70)
Change in ethnic 
segregation –8.91** (3.90) –5.05* (4.35) –3.06** (2.46) –2.57 1(1.79)

–2 log- likelihood 308.14 325.21 311.88 317.51

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Results are generated from an event history model. Number of uncensored spells = 59. 
Numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. The four models test the effects of 
labor market segregation for each national- origin group on the rate of pan- Asian collective 
action. Unemployment ratios and immigration rates are also included in the models and are 
shown in table A.4. All models include group- specific variables for Chinese, Filipinos, Japa-
nese, and Koreans, respectively. Ethnic labor market segregation measures the degree to 
which a specific Asian ethnic subgroup is concentrated in low- status occupations relative to 
all other Asian ethnic subgroups combined.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01 (one- tailed tests)

Table 4.4  The effects of interracial Labor market Segregation on the 
Rate of Pan- asian collective action events, 1970–1998

Independent Variable
Regression 
Coefficient Standard Error

Racial segregation –1.63 (1.01)
Change in racial segregation 2.27** (0.99)
Anti- Asian attacks 0.18 (1.54)

Degrees of freedom 14
–2 log- likelihood 316.37

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Number of uncensored spells = 59. Results are generated from an event history model. 
Numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. Racial segregation refers to the de-
gree to which Asians as a group are concentrated in low- status occupations. Other variables 
such as poverty rate, unemployment ratios, size of metropolitan area, percentage Asian, and 
ethnic heterogeneity are included in the model but not shown here. The full model is shown 
in table A.5.
**p ≤ .01 (one- tailed tests)
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and instrumental, and alone as a practice, this could be the case. But eth-
nic organizations engaged in multiple panethnic practices are expressing 
a more inclusive panethnicity, with implications for building interethnic 
trust and cooperation. I elaborate on these patterns of boundary- related 
organizational practices in the next sections.

Remaining eThnic
Some ethnic organizations in the Bay Area distanced themselves from the 
panethnic model and chose not to foster panethnic ties or practices. In 
fact, half of the ethnic organizations in the sample focused entirely on de-
veloping programs to serve newcomers and addressing problems within 
their ethnic communities (see table A.6 for characteristics of ethnic organi-
zations). Rather than generating ties and networks across ethnic lines to 
build broader coalitions, their main priorities were to help ethnic group 

figure 5.1  Organizational Practices of San francisco and Oakland 
ethnic  Organizations Related to expanding Boundaries
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Note: The figure shows a continuum of panethnic organizational practices enacted by Asian 
ethnic organizations. These practices are not presented sequentially but in increasing degree 
of panethnicity, moving from left to right.
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negOTiaTing PaneThniciTY
In contrast to the organizations that maintained their ethnic boundaries, 
other organizations that were originally formed to serve ethnic- specific 
populations had adopted panethnic practices. These organizations did 
not claim to have shared interests across ethnic lines from their inception. 
Such interests had to be negotiated and constructed over time, and lead-
ers were an essential part of this process; how they framed issues for their 
members and supporters was key in expanding organizational practices 
outside of ethnic group boundaries.

Endorsing a campaign or joining a coalition to provide symbolic sup-
port for another Asian ethnic group was considered “low risk” because 
the effort was short- term and did not require the sharing of material re-
sources. However, the panethnic practice of providing symbolic support 
for another ethnic group’s grievances, issues, or campaigns, though taken 
for granted today, was not always a given; such support reflected hard 
work and negotiation. Even though this panethnic practice typically did 
not require a high level of commitment, in the past it had often been dif-
ficult to gain support from other groups because Asian ethnic groups did 
not trust one another, nor did they see themselves as sharing a collective 
identity, history, and culture.

An example from the earlier part of the era provides some insights. In 
the late 1970s and through the 1980s, the Japanese American Citizens 
League sought redress for the internment of Japanese Americans during 

figure 5.2  ethnic Leaders’ narratives to explain why They  
maintained ethnic Boundaries
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vive as they made the transition to develop new programs and update 
their services for increasingly established Vietnamese, Cambodian, and 
Laotian immigrant communities. 

This was also the case for the Lao Mutual Association (LMA), an orga-
nization founded in the 1970s that established a strong reputation and 
funding track record over decades while providing newcomer services for 
Laotian refugees. Even though Laotian refugees were no longer coming to 
the United States in large numbers, the established partnerships with gov-
ernmental agencies and private funders kept LMA’s newcomer programs 
in place, and the organization now regularly serves Cambodian, Vietnam-
ese, and other refugee groups through citizenship and immigrant pro-
grams as well as English language and family literacy classes. Elizabeth, 
an LMA leader, explained that because of their long- term residence in the 
United States (some for more than twenty years), the Laotian first genera-
tion was in need of programs related to homeownership assistance, asset 
development, and financial education, not simply emergency and transla-
tion services. LMA adapted to the changing needs of the assimilating Lao 
population and, while developing new programs, continued to support 
its old programs by serving new ethnic and refugee populations.31 Eliza-
beth further supported this idea when she stated that the organization 

Fewer newcomer services needed
Long-term residence in the United States
Programs on asset development,
homeownership assistance, business loans

No longer need services or advocacy
Use resources to help other groups
Outreach to other communities through
conferences, workshops, educational sessions
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generation

•
•
•

•
•
•

•
•
•

Assimilation of
First Generation

Assimilation of
Ethnic Group

Assimilation of
Second Generation

figure 5.3  assimilation narratives and Program activities used by 
ethnic Organization Leaders to manage Organizational 
Shifts Toward Panethnicity

Source: Author’s calculations.
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large Asian American population (see table 5.2). Early immigrants to the 
United States from China, Japan, and Korea created ethnic communities 
in San Francisco, and later waves arrived from Southeast Asia as refugees 
in the 1970s; the region has since seen continuing immigration from China, 
Cambodia, India, Laos, Pakistan, Vietnam, and the Philippines.9 In 2010 
nearly 1 million Asian Americans resided in the area, comprising just un-
der one- fourth of the population in Oakland (17.7 percent) and over one- 
third (34.6 percent) in San Francisco, representing the highest concentra-
tion of Asians in the United States outside of Hawaii.10 In 2000 San 
Francisco was deemed the most residentially segregated metropolitan 
area for Asian Americans, owing in part to the immigrant replenishment 
of Southeast Asian, Filipino, and Chinese ethnic enclaves in the Tender-
loin, South of Market, Daly City, Chinatown, Visitacion Valley, and the 
Richmond District.11

The San Francisco Bay Area also boasts a vibrant nonprofit sector.12 
Moreover, local government has a strong commitment to contracting 
with and funding local nonprofits that are well positioned to address the 
growing and diverse social, health, and economic needs of low- income, 
immigrant, and ethnic communities through family resource centers, af-
terschool and summer programs, youth employment, community em-
powerment, and violence prevention programs.13 Additionally, there are 
many small organizations that serve needy populations and have not yet 
incorporated as nonprofits but have fiscal sponsors that provide support, 
direction, and mentorship.

Table 5.1  characteristics of Leaders of San francisco Bay area 
ethnic Organizations

Characteristics Number of Leaders

Nonprofit experience
 Veteran 18
 Newcomer 15

Gender
 Female 14
 Male 19

Generation
 First 14
 1.5 or later 19

Age
 Twenty- five to thirty- five 15
 Thirty- six or older 18

Source: Asian American community- based organization sample (Okamoto 2004).
Note: N = 33.
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Despite the region’s supportive context for nonprofit work within eth-
nic communities, organizations must respond to their environments if 
they want to survive and grow.14 They must secure a regular stream of 
funding, increase their visibility among elites, build their reputations in 
the nonprofit world, and effectively serve target populations. Organiza-
tions must also be flexible enough to adopt new practices and organiza-
tional forms.15 For ethnic organizations originally founded to serve the 
needs of a specific ethnic population, the panethnic model can shape or-
ganizational practices because it has become the established organiza-
tional form (see chapter 3). Foundations and government agencies more 
readily recognize an “Asian American” organization than an ethnic- 
specific one when distributing grants and other financial resources.16 Or-
ganizational leaders understand that broader panethnic partnerships are 
essential to secure funding opportunities. Submitting grant proposals for 
programs serving “the Asian community” rather than just the Chinese, 
Filipino, or Vietnamese community gives nonprofit organizations a dis-
tinct advantage.17 Collaborating across ethnic lines when creating a new 
program often enhances organizational effectiveness because, at the very 
least, the legitimacy associated with the panethnic model facilitates trans-
actions with other organizations.18 In organizational theory terms, a shift 
toward a panethnic approach confers survival advantages as organiza-
tions conform more closely to institutional rules and expectations about 

Table 5.2  Racial and ethnic Population of San francisco and 
Oakland, california, 2010

Oakland San Francisco

Number Percentage Number Percentage

Non- Hispanic white 101,308 27.2% 337,451 43.6%
Non- Hispanic black 106,637 28.6 46,781 6.0
Hispanic 99,068 26.6 121,774 15.7
Asian 65,811 17.7 267,915 34.6
Total 372,824 100.0 773,921 100.0

Asian Indian 2,114 0.5 9,747 1.3
Chinese 34,083 9.1 172,181 22.2
Filipino 6,070 1.6 36,347 4.7
Japanese 2,031 0.5 10,121 1.2
Korean 2,446 0.7 9,670 1.2
Vietnamese 8,766 2.4 12,871 1.7
Other Asian 10,301 2.8 16,978 2.2

Source: FactFinder, Census 2010.
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they do not have access to the goods they demand except through the ef-
forts of the collective—but such a context is conducive to the monitoring 
and sanctioning of group members if necessary.3 Segregated conditions 
may also encourage dependence as ethnic or racial group members come 
to see that their life chances are shaped by their membership in the group.4 
Even though other factors, such as anti- Asian violence and racial profil-
ing, may explain the urgency with which pan- Asian organizing is taking 
place, group solidarity facilitated by segregation is a necessary condition 
for the emergence of panethnic collective action.

Additionally, community leaders can draw upon the visible inequali-
ties associated with a racially segregated occupational structure to create a 
panethnic narrative that they can use when articulating needs and devel-

Racial
Segregation Active Leaders

Ethnic Organizing

Development of
trust, network

ties, and shared
interests

Construction of
panethnic narratives,
prioritizing inclusive

programs

Building support,
networks, resources,

infrastructure

Panethnicity

figure 6.1  The mediating conditions and mechanisms That  
encourage Panethnic Organizing

Source: Author’s calculations.
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The non-Asian in-migration rate was calculated from the 5 percent 
PUMS regarding respondents’ prior residence. If a respondent resided 
outside of the United States or in a different state or metropolitan area five 
years earlier, I coded the in-migrant variable as 1. I then calculated the 
number of non-Asian in-migrants and divided by the total metropolitan-
area population. I also calculated the in-migration rate measuring the 

Table a.1  The independent variables used in the Regression 
analyses

Independent Variable Description 

Immigration rate Total number of new immigrants/total population
In- migration rate Total number of non- Asian in- migrants/total 

population
Percentage unemployed Percentage of civilian labor force unemployed, age 

sixteen to sixty- four
Poverty rate Percentage in poverty
Unemployment ratio Percentage unemployed Asian/percentage 

unemployed by racial or ethnic group
Labor market segregation The degree to which Asians as a group and Asian 

ethnic groups are occupationally specialized
Labor market hierarchy The degree to which Asians as a group and Asian 

ethnic groups are concentrated in low- status 
occupations

Change in labor market 
segregation

Change in the degree to which Asians as a group 
and Asian ethnic groups are occupationally 
specialized between t and t−5

Change in labor market 
hierarchy 

Change in the degree to which Asians as a group 
and Asian ethnic groups are concentrated in low- 
status occupations between t and t−5

Population size (ln) Natural log of total MSA population
Percentage Asian Total number of Asians/total population 
Heterogeneity index Degree of diversity of Asian ethnic groups in area
Number of prior pan- Asian 
events

Number of prior pan- Asian collective action events

Number of pan- Asian 
organizations

Number of pan- Asian organizations present 

Anti- Asian attacks Number of prior attacks on Asians 
Number of prior ethnic 
events

Number of prior events involving Asian ethnic 
group

Number of ethnic 
organizations

Number of Asian ethnic organizations present

Source: Author’s compilation.
Note: All variables are measured at the metropolitan statistical area (MSA) level. 
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Table a.2  zero- inflated Poisson (ziP) Regression models estimating 
the effects of independent variables on the formation of 
Pan- asian Organizations, 1970–1998 

Independent Variable
Regression 
Coefficient Standard Error

Competition
 In- migration rate 6.82* (4.23)
 Unemployment ratio 6.47 (9.24)
 Poverty rate –0.11 (0.09)
 Unemployment rate 10.32 (10.70)

Labor market segregation
 Racial segregation 0.24* (0.18)
 Racial hierarchy 3.63*** (0.76)

Racialization
 Attacks against Asians 0.66** (0.25)

Resources and political opportunity
 Federal funding –0.35 (0.37)
 Philanthropic funding –6.29*** (2.03)
 Highly educated Asians 3.61* (1.96)
 Democratic administration 0.77*** (0.22)
 Democratic advantage 0.12 (0.35)
 Panethnic organizational density 0.23*** (0.03)

Controls
 Ethnic heterogeneity 5.21* (2.73)
 Percentage Asian –4.19 (6.45)
 Total population 0.69* (0.38)

Intercept 10.30 (9.25)

−2 log likelihood 223.37
McFadden’s R- squared 0.45

Source: Asian American National Organizations data set (Okamoto 2006)
Note: N = 870. Robust standard errors are presented in parentheses. The Poisson part of the 
model is shown here and estimates the non- zero- state probability as a Poisson function. 
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (one- tailed tests)
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Table a.3  The effects of ethnic- Specific variables on the formation of 
Pan- asian Organizations, 1970–1998

Independent Variable
Model 1:  
Chinese

Model 2:  
Filipino

Model 3:  
Japanese

Model 4:  
Korean

Ethnic competition
 In- migration ratea 1.60*** 6.25 0.82*** 0.68

(0.49) (5.86) (0.37) (0.54)
 Unemployment ratio 0.05 –0.45 –0.05 0.08

(0.46) (0.34) (0.20) (0.04)

Ethnic segregation
 Occupational segregation –0.59 –0.38 –0.20 –0.52

(0.34) (0.34) (0.22) (0.33)
 Occupational hierarchy –0.03*** –0.04** –0.02** –0.11

(0.01) (0.02) (0.01) (0.06)

Intercept 1.31* 1.56* 1.40* 2.78
(0.82) (0.82) (0.82) (5.98)

–2 log- likelihood 217.54 219.84 221.71 226.17
McFadden’s R- squared 0.46 0.46 0.45 0.44

Source: Asian American National Organizations data set (Okamoto 2006).
Note: N = 870. Results are from a zero- inflated Poisson regression model. Robust standard 
errors are presented in parentheses. All variables are measured at the metropolitan- area 
level. These models also include percentage Asian, size of metropolitan area, ethnic diver-
sity, prior organizational foundings, and a host of other control variables (for details, see 
Okamoto 2006).
aThe in- migration rate measures the percentage of noncoethnic Asians who moved to metro-
politan area within the last five years.
*p < .05; **p < .01; ***p < .001 (two- tailed tests)
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Table a.4  The effects of interethnic competition and Segregation on 
the Rate of Pan- asian collective action events,  
1970–1998

Independent Variable
Model 1: 
Chinese

Model 2: 
Filipinos

Model 3: 
Japanese

Model 4: 
Koreans

Economic conditions
 Immigration ratea 0.08 –0.12 0.02 0.11

(0.06) (0.08) (0.03) (0.10)
 Unemployment ratiob 0.86 1.07 –0.07 –5.14**

(1.33) (0.96) (0.08)  (0.21)

Occupational segregation
 Ethnic hierarchyc –4.08 –3.71* –7.17** –8.09

(3.37) (1.92) (2.94) (13.7)
 Change in ethnic labor force 
  hierarchy

–8.91**
(3.90)

–5.05
(4.35)

3.06 
(2.46)

–2.57 
(1.79)

–2 log- likelihood 308.14 325.21 311.88 317.51

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Results are generated from an event history model. Number of uncensored spells = 59. 
Numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. All variables are measured at the 
metropolitan- area level. The four models test the effects of unemployment ratios, immigra-
tion rate, and occupational segregation for each national- origin group on the rate of pan- 
Asian collective action. The models include group- specific variables for Chinese, Filipinos, 
Japanese, and Koreans, respectively.
aThe immigration rate measures the percentage of Asian immigrants in local areas who are 
non- coethnics. 
bThe unemployment ratio measures the relative resources of a specific Asian ethnic sub-
group (measured as percentage unemployed) compared with all other Asian ethnic sub-
groups combined.
cEthnic labor force hierarchy measures the degree to which a specific Asian ethnic subgroup 
is concentrated in low- status occupations relative to all other Asian ethnic subgroups com-
bined. 
*p < .05; **p < .01 (one- tailed tests)
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Table a.5  The effects of interracial competition and Segregation  
on the Rate of Pan- asian collective action events,  
1970–1998

Independent Variable
Regression 
Coefficients

Standard 
Errors

Economic and demographic conditions
 Poverty rate –0.29 (0.78)
 Unemployment rate –0.91 (1.71)
 Unemployment ratio –2.22** (0.95)
 Immigration rate 2.04 (2.70)

Labor market segregation
 Racial segregation –1.63 (1.01)
 Change in racial segregation 2.27** (0.99)

Racialization
 Anti- Asian attacks 0.18 (1.54)

Control variables
 Ethnic heterogeneity 4.74 (4.29)
 Ethnic heterogeneity- squared –3.90 (2.97)
 Log of population 2.11 (1.58)
 Number of prior pan- Asian events 0.27 (0.17)
 Number of pan- Asian organizations 0.77 (0.51)
 Percentage Asian –2.62* (1.59)

Degrees of freedom 14
−2 log- likelihood 316.37

Source: Asian American event data set (Okamoto 2003).
Note: Number of uncensored spells = 59. Results are generated from an event history model. 
Numbers in parentheses are estimated standard errors. Racial segregation refers to the de-
gree to which Asians as a group are concentrated—low-status occupations. All variables are 
measured at the metropolitan- area level. 
*p < .05; **p < .01 (one- tailed tests)
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Table a.6  characteristics of asian ethnic Organizations by Boundary- 
Related activity 

Remaining  
Ethnic (N)

Practicing 
Panethnicity (N)

Organizational type
 Civil rights 21.4% (3) 30.7% (4)
 Community development 50.0 (7) 46.1 (6)
 Arts/historical/cultural 21.4 (3) 0.0 (0)
 Youth 0.0 (0) 15.4 (2)
 Health 7.1 (1) 7.7 (1)

Organizational approach
 Advocacy 14.3 (2) 15.4 (2)
 Direct services (DS) 35.7 (5) 38.5 (5)
 Community organizing (CO) 14.3 (2) 0.0 (0)
 Advocacy + DS + CO 14.3 (2) 46.1 (6)
 Education/arts 21.4 (3) 0.0 (0)

Founding date
 Before 1970 14.3 (2) 15.4 (2)
 1970–1980 14.3 (2) 76.9 (10)
 1981–1990 28.6 (4) 7.7 (1)
 1991–2000 42.8 (6) 0.0 (0)

Ethnicity 
 Chinese 14.3 (2) 23.1 (3)
 Filipino 21.4 (3) 7.7 (1)
 Japanese 14.3 (2) 30.7 (4)
 Korean 21.4 (3) 7.7 (1)
 South Asian 14.3 (2) 0.0 (0)
 Vietnamese/Lao/Cambodian/
  Southeast Asian 14.3 (2) 30.7 (4)

Budget
 Less than $25,000 28.6 (4) 7.7 (1)
 $35,000–$300,000 50.0 (7) 0.0 (0)
 $350,000–$750,000 21.4 (3) 46.1 (6)
 More than $1 million 0.0 (0) 46.1 (6)

Location
 San Francisco 85.7 (12) 69.2 (9)
 Oakland 14.3 (2) 30.7 (4)

Source: Asian American Community- Based Organizations Sample (Okamoto 2004).
Notes: N = 27. The budget categories listed here reflect the four general categories that 
emerged from the data.
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Table a.7  The effects of Panethnic Organizing on the Panethnic identity

Independent Variable
Regression 
Coefficient Standard Error

Individual level 
 Gender 0.18* (0.78)
 Education 0.31 (0.03)
 Nativity (=1 if native- born) –0.36** (0.14)
 Ethnicity 0.01 (0.81)

Metropolitan area level
 Percentage Asian –0.68* (0.41)
 Racial heterogeneity 0.56 (0.02)
 Panethnic organizations 0.03* (0.16)
 Panethnic events 0.07 (0.15)

Intercept –1.61* (0.71)

Source: Ramakrishnan et al., 2008.
Note: N = 3,027.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01 (two- tailed tests)

Table a.8  The effects of Panethnic Organizing on Political Participation
Independent Variable Campaigning Contributing Voting

Individual level
 Gender 0.22 –0.28*** −0.23**

(0.18) (0.11) (0.07)
 Education 0.29*** 0.40*** 0.17***

(0.91) (0.52) (0.03)
 Nativity (=1 if native- born) 0.76*** 0.45** 0.62***

(0.23) (0.15) (0.13)
 Ability to speak English 0.29* 0.29*** 0.03

(0.15) (0.08) (0.05)
 Ethnicity 0.02 0.04 0.13***

(0.06) (0.03) (0.02)

Metropolitan area level
 Percentage Asian 0.18 0.09 0.71*

(0.75) (0.45) (0.38)
 Racial heterogeneity 3.00* –0.09 –1.92**

(1.42) (0.75) (0.61)
 Panethnic organizations 0.04* 0.02* –0.01

(0.02) (0.01) (0.01)
 Panethnic events –0.01 0.02 0.19*

(0.20) (0.12) (0.08)

Intercept –8.45*** –4.52*** 0.86
(1.39) (0.73) (0.55)

Source: Ramakrishnan et al., 2008.
Note: N = 3,027.
*p ≤ .05; **p ≤ .01; ***p ≤ .001 (two- tailed tests)
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