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ABSTRACT 

 

This exploratory study examined the extent to which a population of Greek Americans 

hold attitudes and behaviors for the conservation and intergenerational transmission of their 

ethnic culture.  In particular, six core value domains were considered for their impact on the 

preservation of ethnic identity:  the Greek language, Greek Orthodox Church, family cultural 

orientation and values, Greek cultural activities and organization membership, continuing 

contact with Greece and/or Cyprus, and political activity.  Data was obtained through a  

questionnaire administered to 229 self-identified Greek Americans in 11 parishes of the Greek 

Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey.  The collected data was analyzed quantitatively and the 

differences in behaviors and attitudes among the first, second, and third and beyond generations 

were statistically compared.  

At least four patterns of intergenerational changes emerged.  The first pattern was 

observed within the Greek language domain and demonstrated the steady diminishment of this 

as a core value from one generation to the next.  The second pattern was observed for the 

domains of the Greek Orthodox Church and Greek cultural activities; here, the core values 

reflected the least degree of reduction in the subject population.  The third pattern was observed 

mostly in behavior – rather than in expressions of attitude – regarding the domains of family 

cultural orientation and values and continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus.   These 

domains reflected more similarities exist between the first and second generations while a 

significant deviation was seen for the third and beyond generational cohort.  The fourth pattern 

was observed in the core values of organization membership and political activity which 
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showed similar responses for the second and third and beyond generational groups, and greater 

distance from the results for the first generation. 

This study provides new insights into the acculturation and assimilation process that has 

taken place among Greek Americans within the boundaries of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis 

of New Jersey.  Overall, a shift from Greek culture values to shared Greek American values has 

occurred with each successive generation. Greek language loss is occurring at a precipitous rate 

and may essentially cease to meaningfully exist in the Greek American community after one or 

two more generations.  However, the evidence suggests that the Greek heritage can be 

maintained although the Greek language may be lost.  This might be achieved by providing a 

more comprehensive Greek heritage education to children of future generations.   

In addition, the present study discussed the impact of the increasing rate of 

intermarriage on Greek culture preservation.  Finally, six major factors were recognized to play 

a major role in maintaining the Greek heritage in America: the Greek Orthodox Church; 

multiculturalism; Chairs of Hellenic Studies in American Universities; issues of mutual concern 

and political involvement; influence through prominent Greek American leaders and executives 

in politics, academia, religious and cultural organization and business; and inspiration through 

learning the Classical Greek Civilization and Greek history.  This study might also be used as a 

model for future studies in other ethnic groups in the U.S. as well as in populations of Greeks 

throughout the diaspora. 
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CHAPTER 1 

Introduction 

Background to the Research Problem 

Greek Americans have achieved success in many fields and attained structural and 

socioeconomic assimilation into American society, and they have done so while largely 

retaining their distinctive ethnic identity and heritage as Greeks.  Moskos (1989) noted in the 

second edition of his now classic study Greek Americans: Struggle and Success, which 

compared with almost all other major ethnic groups in the United States. (U.S.), Greek 

Americans displayed exceptionally high levels of educational attainment and household 

income.  The most recent U.S. Census data (2010) bears out this observation: among American 

ethnic groups, Greek Americans rank first in per capita income and second in education level.  

Indeed, since large-scale immigration from Greece to America began around the turn of the 

20th century, Greeks (Hellenes) have shown exemplary upward mobility in their adopted 

homeland within a relatively short span of time (Constantinou, 2007, p.255).  As Anagnostou 

(2003) contended, Greeks living in the U.S. represent a model example of ethnic integration, 

demonstrating how immigrants and their descendants can flourish in American mainstream 

society.  

The “struggle” that Moskos referenced in the title of his work, has two interrelated 

dimensions.  The “pioneers,” as the founding members of the Greek American community are 

often called, began to arrive in the U.S. during the last decade of 19th century.  They 

constituted the first wave of a mass migration from Greece that extended into the middle of the 

1920s (Contopoulus, 1992).  Most of these first-generation, mass-wave immigrants came from 

poor to modest circumstances, typically emigrating from impoverished areas of rural Greece. 
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Lacking financial resources, formal education, and English language fluency, they initially took 

menial and physically demanding jobs (Vermeulen, 2010).  But due in part to a high household 

savings rate, these immigrants quickly overcame their resource limitations, and many became 

proprietors of small enterprises (Moskos, 1989).  Many of their children and, eventually, their 

grandchildren built upon this legacy by demonstrating a similar work ethic and this fueled the 

intergenerational upward trajectory of Greek Americans (Waters, Tran, Kasinitz & Mollenkopf, 

2010).   

The other dimension of the Greek struggle in America is less well known, or rather, 

largely forgotten.  Like other immigrants from southern and eastern Europe, the first wave of 

Greeks confronted what was construed at the time as a racial conflict (Massey, 2007; Tichenor, 

2002).  They suffered discrimination at two levels: institutional bias embodied within the 

restrictive immigration policy of the 1920s and the overt exhibition of personal prejudice 

manifest in demeaning and sometimes violent treatment at the hands of self-proclaimed 

“natives.”  

The policy dimension of discrimination against these Greek immigrants has been amply 

documented.  The first and largest wave of Greek immigration came to an abrupt halt with 

passage of national quota acts in the early 1920s.  At bottom, these laws were grounded in 

quasi-scientific principles of eugenics, fashioned according to a hierarchy of “Whiteness” in 

which the Greeks occupied a suspect or in-between status (Papadopoulos, 2010).  The quota 

acts were designed by and for White Anglo-American Protestants (WASPs) as instruments for 

their maintenance of hegemonic control over national life (Jacobson, 1998; Roudometof & 

Karpathakis, 2002).  Immigrants from lower status ethnic and racial groups who had already 

entered the U.S. were subjected to thoroughgoing, coercive acculturation pressures, most 
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notably through the public school system.  Those who failed to adopt the customs and values of 

White Anglo-Saxon America often were relegated to the margins of the social system or fell by 

the wayside altogether, evincing downward assimilation (Vermeulen, 2010). 

Consistent with the widespread discrimination against immigrants, many Greek 

Americans were subjected to individual acts of racism (Athens, 1997; Papanikolas, 2000).  This 

aspect of the Greek struggle in the U.S. did not become a prominent element in the America’s 

historical narrative. Indeed, “stories of anti-immigrant discrimination and violence were 

particularly excluded from mainstream chronicles of Greek migration to the U.S.” (Laliotou, 

1998, p.203).  It was only through research conducted many decades later that the frequency of 

anti-Greek mob riots and lynching incidents were brought to light.  

The suppression of information about these events would appear to indicate concurrent 

and post hoc censorship by the chroniclers of American history, but there is more at work here 

(Papanikolas 2002; Thomas, 2005).  Anagnostou (2003, 2004) has argued that expressions of 

anti-Greek hatred were deliberately downplayed within the Greek American community.  This 

occurred as part of an assimilation strategy that was orchestrated by the first nationwide, secular 

organization to represent Greeks in the U.S., the American Hellenic Education Progressive 

Association (AHEPA), which was founded in 1922.  AHEPA’s assimilation project entailed the 

reinvention of Greek Americans by transforming the perception of them as a suspect, in-

between race  and recasting them as  noble Hellenic Americans – the White and Christian, 

descendants of ancient Greeks in its Golden Age (Anagnostou, 2004, p.55). 

Although a second (or in some analyses, third) wave immigration from Greece to 

America occurred following the passage of the Hart-Cellar Act in 1965, since the early 1980s, 

there has been a marked decline of in-migration from Greece to the U.S. (Vouyouka-Sereti, 
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2009).  America is no longer the most popular destination within the Hellenic Diaspora; over 

the past thirty years, other countries on the European continent have received more Greek 

immigrants (Christou & King, 2010).  Twenty years ago, Moskos (1989) predicted that “with 

no renewed immigration in sight and with little likelihood of a rise in the birthrate, the Greek-

American population will probably shrink somewhat in the next several decades” (p.157).  This 

projected decline, to date, has not been realized: the 2000 Census count actually showed a 

modest increase (of 42,934) in the number of self-identified Greek Americans over the 1990 

count (Constantinou, 2007, p.255). 

Greek Americans constitute a small fraction of the populace (Karapanagiotis, 2008, 

p.1).  According to the U.S. Census Bureau, in the year 2000 1,153,307 persons of Greek 

ancestry were living in a country of 281,421,906 people; Greek Americans account for barely 

0.4 percent of the total population (Constantinou, 2007, p.255).  As Constantinou (2007) has 

observed, issues associated with the definition of who, in fact, is ethnically Greek have not been 

resolved (p.255).  The ethnicity data in the official census figures is based upon self-report 

responses and the data collection method does not adequately capture type or degree of mixed 

ancestry.  The U.S. Department of State (DoS), taking this into account, has estimated the 

actual size of the Greek American community to be 3,000,000 – a figure that includes 

approximately 90,000 to 100,000 American citizens who currently reside in Greece (U.S. 

Department of State, 2006).  

For those concerned with the preservation of a distinct Greek American identity, the 

issue of declining Greek immigration contributes to apprehension over how the Greek 

American community’s commitment to a shared cultural legacy will be maintained 

(Nevradakis, 2011).   Tsemberis observed that “with Greek immigration ending and the 
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departure of many from the first generation, members of the second-generation face the 

challenge of sustaining their ethnic identity without the support of the previous generation” 

(1999, p.199).  Here Tsemberis is evidently speaking of the second generation of post-1965 

Greeks.  

There is, in fact, some evidence that third and fourth generation Greek American 

descendants of the pre-1924 first wave have already experienced a loss of Greek language 

fluency.  This appears to be typical of intergenerational assimilation patterns.  Nahirny and 

Fishman (2011) contended that “whenever any immigrant group reaches the third generation 

stage of its development, we hold that ethnic heritage, including the ethnic mother tongue, 

usually ceases to play any viable role in the life of the third generation,” (p. 311).  Among latter 

generation Greek Americans, this erosion in Greek language fluency has been accompanied for 

many by a reduced attachment to, and participation in, the Greek-American community, 

including its central institution, the Greek Orthodox Church.  A recent national study of the 

Orthodox Church revealed that just over one quarter (26%) of Orthodox parishioners in the 

U.S. participate regularly in church life (Krindatch, 2012).  Whether the children and 

grandchildren of Greeks who came to America after 1965 in the second wave of mass Greek 

immigration will follow a similar course remains to be seen.  

Concerns about the loss of Greek ethnic culture have been voiced since the onset of 

mass migration to the U.S. (Bruneau, 2010; Christou, 2009).  As the Greek-American historian 

Theodore Saloutos (1973) observed, “loss of Greek identity was a fear that haunted many 

immigrants before they reached this country, and continued to haunt them years after they 

arrived” (p. 397).  The pioneers of the early twentieth century took steps to conserve the culture 

of their homeland within the host society and to transmit Greek customs and norms to their 
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progeny.  As they congregated into “Greektowns,” the first-wave immigrants invariably built 

Greek Orthodox Churches and in addition to meeting their spiritual needs, local parishes 

provided programs that would help to transmit their language and their culture to future 

generations in the face of powerful acculturation pressures (Antonakos, 2010; Lambriniadis, 

2009).  The draconian restrictions imposed on Greek immigration by the quota acts of the early 

1920s undermined the immigrants’ capacity to conserve their ethnic culture (Papadopoulos, 

2010).  In 1926, Ioakeim Alexopoulos, the Greek Orthodox bishop of Boston, expressed his 

profound alarm at the linguistic and cultural losses that had already transpired and his 

pessimism about the future of Greek identity in America.  He pointed to the reduced use of the 

Greek language in public settings and the emergent trend toward interethnic marriages 

(Constantelos, 1999, p.130).   

The Greek Orthodox Church remained in the forefront of the resistance to the potential 

dilution of distinctively Greek religiosity and culture (Lambriniadis, 2009).  It actively 

discouraged mixed marriages, created a modest network of parochial day schools, and 

established afternoon schools for the explicit purpose of conveying Greek language ability to 

American-born youth, many of who attended (non-Greek) public schools (Constantelos, 1999, 

Saloutos, 1964, 1973).  Following World War II, as a result of the gradual erosion of anti-

miscegenation laws (Lee & Edmonston, 2005), the Church relaxed its opposition to inter-ethnic 

marriages, but it did so with the conveyed expectation that prospective parents would raise their 

children in the Greek Orthodox faith and would support and develop their distinctive ethnic 

heritage.  This expectation has been somewhat realized in the fact that today “nine in ten 

parishioners feel that keeping their children in the Orthodox Church is essential to them” 

(Krindatch, 2012, p. 144).  
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World War II represented something of a turning point for Greek Americans who 

suddenly found themselves regarded much more favorably than immigrants from the Axis 

nations (Italy, Germany, Japan), whose allegiance and patriotism were considered suspect by 

many Americans.  Conversely, Greek-Americans could safely affirm their connections to 

Hellenic culture and they mobilized in support of Greece (Constantinou 1989; LaRouche, Kim 

& Hui 1997; Panagakos, 2001; Scourby 1980; Tsemberis 1999).  Greece had the unfortunate 

distinction of being the only country forced to confront the armies of four nations 

simultaneously (Albania, Italy, Germany and Bulgaria).  The other allied nations commended 

Greece for its courage and fortitude, and President Franklin D. Roosevelt praised the heroism of 

the Greek fighters against the Axis powers.  Many Greek Americans served with distinction and 

pride in the U.S. military while others participated in numerous war relief efforts and donated 

tremendous amounts of money to help Greece during the war (Doulis, 1977, Telonidis, 2007). 

Since World War II, Greek Americans have been regarded in a very favorable light and this has 

been reflected in the representations of Greek Americans in popular American culture (Alex, 

2007; Panagakos, 2003). 

Contrary to the “straight-line assimilation” or “melting pot” model of immigrant 

adaptation as advanced, inter alia, by Warner and Srole (1945) and Gordon (1964), the 

assimilation of the Greeks into American society has proceeded at a significantly faster pace 

than has their acculturation into American mores and culture (Moskos, 1989, p.147).  Indeed, 

Greek Americans exhibit what Berry (1974, 1980, 1984, 1997, 2003) has designated as an 

integration adaptation strategy of selective acculturation, concurrently valuing and participating 

within both mainstream American and Hellenic cultures; in recent years this process has been 

referred to as “bicultural identity integration” (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005). 
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There are several reasons to expect that Greek Americans will be able to conserve their 

distinctive ethnic identity in the future.  First, by many accounts, Greek family cohesion 

remains high (Christou, 2002; Constantelos, 1999, Demos, 1989; Gatzouros, 2007; Kourvetaris, 

1988).  The customary extended family structure has been maintained in that remnants of the 

old patriarchal values are still influential and parental authority is strong and, for the most part, 

effective (Tastsoglou, 2009; Vouyouka-Sereti, 2009).  Second, although the Greek Orthodox 

Church has been compelled to modify its stance on inter-ethnic marriage and to introduce the 

use of the English language into its worship services, it continues to function as a powerful 

agency of cultural transmission (Bartholomew, 2009; Denominational Research Reports. . ., 

2009; Krindatch, 2012).  

In fact, the Greek Orthodox Church preserves and promotes Greek culture in manifold 

ways.  Not only do its parishes maintain the afternoon Greek schools but they also sponsor a 

host of social and ethnic heritage activities that bond somewhat diverse Greek communities 

together, a particularly vital function under conditions of ongoing residential dispersal 

(Anatonakas, 2010; Krindatch, 2012; Saloutos, 1973; Stokoe & Leonid, 1995;Tsemberis, 

1999).  The Greek Orthodox Church is inextricably bound to the ethnic identity of the Greek-

American community (Scourby 1994).  

 In addition to the Church and the family, Greek Americans participate in a diverse range 

of voluntary associations and organizations dedicated to the wellbeing of the community and 

the promotion of Greek identity.  Greek culture is continuously disseminated through print, 

broadcast and digital communication media that have attained national and even global reach 

(Roudometof & Karpathakis, 2002; Panagakos, 2003).  Transnational ties to Greece and to 
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communities of the Hellenic Diaspora outside of the U.S. are robust and have been facilitated 

by the advent of affordable international transportation and technology (Nevradakis, 2011).    

Efforts to preserve and foster a Greek cultural identity across the generations are 

manifested in numerous ways.  Bailey and Cooper (2009) discussed the Hellenic Classical 

Charter School in New York City and its integration of Greek language, history and literature 

into the core curriculum.  Nevradakis (2011) described the role of satellite television in 

providing access to Greek programming and engendering a sense of “authenticity” in Greek 

Americans by linking them to the “homeland” (p. 175).  Van Rheenen (2009) noted the 

enormous pride engendered in the Bay Area Hellenic community by the success and influence 

of the Greek American Athletic Club in the San Francisco Soccer Football League (SFSFL).  

These several, disparate examples suggest the range of ways in which Greek American heritage 

and cultural identity are being reinforced and affirmed. 

Many Greek Americans travel back to their ancestral homeland and in turn, relatives 

and friends who reside in Greece frequently visit the U.S. (Christou, 2006, Christou & King, 

2006; Constantinou, 2007; Kindinger, n.d.; King & Christou, 2008, 2010).  As the mobilization 

of Greek Americans in response to the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 1974 demonstrated, the 

Hellenic community in the U.S. is capable of collective political action on behalf of its 

homeland’s interests (Karpathakis, 1999; Klapsis, 2011; Gage, 2008; Marudas, 1982), and the 

Greek American community continues to exert an influence in American political life 

(American Hellenic Institute, 2012; Paul & Paul, 2009).  Given the aggregate strength of these 

channels of cultural preservation, it is possible that the Greeks of the U.S. will continue to 

adhere to a bicultural identity integration, maintaining cultural accommodation without full-

fledged cultural assimilation.  Indeed, it is even possible that second and third generations of 
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the post-1965 immigration wave will mount an ethnic revival movement within the Greek 

American community (Alba & Nee 2003, p.27).  

Cultural pluralism and Anglo-conformity are the central paradigms in much of the 

research on immigrant adaptation in the U.S. (Dicker, 2003).  The term “cultural pluralism” 

was first proposed by Kallen (1924) to describe a society that allowed for the maintenance of 

ethnic identity and consciousness within the broader national construct. Anglo-conformity, on 

the other hand, has been defined as “the belief on the part of ‘the White Anglo-Saxon 

Establishment’ that foreigners should give up their past cultural identity entirely and take on the 

social and cultural habiliments of their new homeland” (Greer, 1972, pp87).  There is little 

doubt that cultural pluralism is a part of American life, especially in large cities, but it meets 

resistance in the Anglo-conformity expectations that immigrants will discard their cultures and 

language and embrace mainstream American culture and the English language (Dicker, 2003).   

The theoretical literature on intergenerational immigrant adaptation within pluralistic 

societies does not provide a firm basis for predicting the future course of Greek American 

ethnic culture.  The long regnant straight-line assimilation model has been rejected on both 

empirical and normative grounds (Vermeulen, 2010).  Since the Civil Rights Era of the 1960s, 

cultural assimilation “has been seen mostly in a negative light, as an ethnocentric and 

patronizing imposition on minority peoples struggling to retain their cultural and ethnic 

integrity” (Alba & Nee, 2003, p.1).  Glazer and Moynihan (1963) and Novak (1972, 1996), 

among others, have argued convincingly that the melting pot metaphor is not able to capture 

variance in adaptation experiences among and within immigrant ethnic groups and that 

attempting to melt diverse individuals into a homogeneous whole is counterproductive.   
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Even as researchers grapple with assessing the validity and reliability of traditional and 

emerging models of assimilation and acculturation processes (Vermeulen, 2010; Waters et al., 

2010), there is a dearth of exploratory study on the nature and expression of ethnic identity 

among present-day Greek Americans.  Increasingly, the literature on Greek American ethnic 

culture appears to be devolving into a vehicle for individual, self-referential expression and the 

result is an increasingly thin body of empirical, up-to-date work (e.g. Anatonakas, 2010; 

Kindinger, n.d.).  Over the past century, many Greek Americans have chronicled their 

experiences in the U.S. and traced their community’s trajectory.  Their labors have included 

some impressive historical studies, including Theodore Saloutos’ widely cited text, Greeks in 

the U.S. (1964).  But as Georgakas and Moskos (1991) noted, until the 1980s only a handful of 

researchers had investigated Greek American ethnicity from a sociological, as opposed to an 

historical, perspective (p. 9).   

In the early 1980s, the Journal of Modern Hellenism (1980) and the Journal of Modern 

Greek Studies (1982) were established, and they have occasionally included articles that shed 

light on critical sociological questions, as have such scholarly periodicals as Diaspora, Ethnic 

and Racial Studies and Ethnicities.  Concurrently, as Pittas-Herschbach (2006) has recently 

documented, a substantial number of major colleges and universities have established Modern 

Greek Studies departments and curricula.  Popular interest in the Greek American experience 

has increased over the last decade, partially as a consequence of the highly acclaimed PBS 

documentary series The Greek Americans (1999) and the well received ethnic comedy My Big 

Fat Greek Wedding (2002).  In spite of these encouraging developments, published empirical 

works exploring the cultural attitudes and related behaviors of Greek Americans are scarce and 

those that exist are limited in scope and design. Those that have been conducted have drawn 
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their study samples from distinct and prominent ethnic enclaves such as the Astoria section of 

New York City and the once thriving “Greektown” of Akron, Ohio.  

 

Statement of the Research Problem 

Much of the current body of sociological research conducted with Greek Americans has 

taken the form of small-scale interview and participant-observer case studies that provide 

valuable insight but lack hard quantitative data.  Moreover, an extensive search of the pertinent 

literature disclosed only a single investigation (Karapanagiotis, 2008) of Greek Americans 

living outside urban ethnic enclaves and within suburban communities.  Thus, the question of 

whether Greek American ethnicity continues to act as a determinant of values and behaviors or 

has been subsumed into a pan-White culture in which ethnic identity is passive, transient and 

largely symbolic, has not been adequately addressed.   

The existence of this empirical gap is particularly evident given that Greek Americans 

may well constitute an exceptional case among contemporary White ethnic groups.  The 

significant influence of the Greek Orthodox Church in community life and the particular 

mechanisms employed for the conservation, transmission and enactment of Greek authenticity 

and identity, appear to be discrete developments that characterize the Greek American 

experience.  This study seeks to fill gaps in the current knowledge of intergenerational 

integration patterns of Greek Americans.  The findings identify both supports for, and 

challenges to, community efforts to preserve Greek ethnicity. 
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Research Questions 

The following four research questions guided this study:  

1. To what extent do Greek Americans hold attitudes that are favorable to the 

conservation and intergenerational transmission of their ethnic culture through (a) Family 

cultural orientation and values, (b) Greek language, (c) the Greek Orthodox Church, (d) Greek 

cultural activities and organization membership, (e) Continuing contact with Greece and/or 

Cyprus, and (f) Political activity? 

2. To what extent do Greek Americans engage in behaviors that contribute to the 

conservation and intergenerational transmission of their ethnic culture (a) Greek language, (b) 

the Greek Orthodox Church, (c) Family cultural orientation and values, (d) Greek cultural 

activities and organization membership, (e) Continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus, and 

(f) Political activity? 

3. Is subject generational status (classification as first, second, or third and beyond 

generation) associated with variance in attitudes and/or behaviors within any of these six 

domains?  

4. Does intermarriage influence attitudes and/or behaviors within any of these six 

domains?  

 

Study Design 

This study is a quantitative survey that generated data that was analyzed statistically in 

its entirety as well as for sub-groups of participants within the sample.  The selection of a 

quantitative approach reflected the researcher’s desire to generate objective data rather than rely 

upon the interpretation of qualitative information garnered through interviews or focus groups. 
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The study’s survey design also facilitated the recruitment and use of subjects from diverse 

geographical locations within an extensive Greek Orthodox Diocese (Metropolis).  The survey 

format was appropriate to the study’s research questions, which span six broad domains, given 

the absence of any validated scales for measuring variance within all six of these domains. 

 

Study Populace 

The initial sampling universe for the study was comprised of all self-identified Greek 

American members of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey.  This Metropolis 

encompasses a total of 56 parishes located within the states of New Jersey, Delaware, 

Maryland, Virginia and the greater Philadelphia area.  To gain access to the prospective study 

populace, the researcher requested and received permission to distribute surveys to parish 

members from His Eminence Metropolitan Evangelos of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of 

New Jersey.  

 

Subject Eligibility Requirements 

 To be eligible for participation in the study, prospective subjects met the following 

criteria: 

(1) They were at least 18 years of age; 

(2) They were members of a parish within the New Jersey Diocese of Greek Orthodox 

Church; 

(3) They had resided in the U.S. for at least one year prior to survey completion;  
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(4) They identified as either full or of partial Greek ethnic descent;  

(5) They possessed a command of the English language sufficient to complete the 

survey form without assistance. 

 

Sampling and Data-Gathering Procedures 

 Eleven parishes from among the total 56 parishes within the jurisdiction of the Greek 

Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey were strategically selected for participation.  The parish 

priests or administrators were informed of the Metropolitan Bishop’s permission to assist in the 

study.  They participated in the distribution and collection of survey forms to and from 

parishioners.  The researcher also distributed survey questionnaires to some of the parishioners 

after Sunday Mass and established procedures for the return of the completed surveys. 

  

Description of the Data-Gathering Instrument 

 A copy of the data-gathering instrument is attached to this study as ‘Appendix A’.  The 

survey is an author-constructed, forced-response instrument.  It is divided into two broad parts. 

The first part consists of 11 forced-response demographic items (several of them, multi-part) 

designed to elicit information about the study participant’s gender, marital status, age, 

generation in America, family ancestry, the type of community in which he or she resides, and 

the ethnic composition of that community.  The information gathered was used for three 

purposes: (1) to ensure that the participant conformed to the study’s subject eligibility criteria; 

(2) to construct an aggregate profile of the study sample; and, (3) to retrospectively divide the 

sample into three groups (first, second, and third and beyond generation).  
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The second part of the survey consists of 46 forced-response items and one additional 

open-ended item.  The first of these items asks survey participants to indicate the term that best 

describes their national ethnic identity.  The remaining items are grouped into six sections or 

clusters: (a) Greek language knowledge/usage and attitudes (six items); (b) participation in and 

attitudes towards the Greek Orthodox Church (nine items); (c) family cultural orientation and 

norms (nine items); (d) participation and attitudes toward Greek cultural activities (10 items); 

(e) ongoing personal contact with and related attitudes towards Greece (six items); and (f) 

political activity and attitudes towards Greece and Greek American electoral candidates (seven 

items). Each of the six clusters contains at least one item intended to elicit information about 

the participants’ self-reported behaviors and at least one item intended to elicit the participants’ 

subjective attitudes or opinions.  

Several different question and response designs were employed and the instrument 

includes 25 Likert-style questions, 9 multiple choice, 11 binary-style (yes/no), 1 binary and 

open-ended combination, and 1 open-ended question.  Most of the binary questions elicited 

behavioral data while the Likert-style questions asked the participant to indicate his or her 

degree of agreement with statements designed to illuminate attitudes and opinions and the 

likelihood of behaviors associated with those views. 

  

Study Limitations 

 Features of the study’s design such as the eligibility criteria, sampling procedures and 

data-gathering instrument limit the validity and reliability of the study’s findings.  The parishes 

from which these subjects were drawn were selected strategically to be a representative sample 

of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey, which extends from St. John’s Greek 
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Orthodox Church in Tenafly, N.J. in the north, to the southernmost reach of the Metropolis’ 

jurisdiction of Annunciation Cathedral Greek Orthodox Church in Norfolk, Virginia.   

However, there is no way to guarantee that the sample is representative of all the parishes 

within the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey or of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of 

America.  Individual participants were self-selected volunteers and the possible influence of 

self-selection on the validity and reliability of the findings cannot be discounted.  

The study’s population was confined to subjects who possessed a working command of 

the English language; no Greek language version of the instrument was distributed.  This, in 

turn, may exclude some parish members – presumably first generation Greek Americans – from 

the final sample.  However, according to American Community Survey Reports (2010), only 

about 1% of the Greek-speaking population in the U.S. does not speak English so it is 

anticipated that this restriction excluded a very small portion of parish members.   As the 

sampling procedure specifically targeted church affiliated or church attending members, the 

attitudes, behaviors and opinions of Greek Americans who may not regularly participate in 

church life are underrepresented. 

Although the data-gathering instrument was informally pilot tested for item clarity and 

content validity, it is an author-constructed device and no representations can be made about its 

validity or reliability.  Some of the items in the survey request information about the 

participant’s prior and ongoing behaviors.  Self-reports of behavior are vulnerable to the biasing 

effects of perceived social desirability as well as to inadvertent errors stemming from cognitive 

lapses.  Some of the items in the survey solicited participants’ subjective attitudes or opinions 

and these responses may be especially subject to social desirability bias.  
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Significance 

The study’s findings contribute to the extant empirical literature on the acculturation 

attitudes and behaviors of Greek Americans by drawing from a unique, primary database.  The 

substance of this contribution is amplified by the paucity of current research on the topic.  The 

research yielded interesting and significant findings regarding trends in Greek language 

retention, the relationship of Greek language knowledge to Greek heritage preservation, the 

powerful and ongoing impact of the Greek Orthodox Church, and the role of the family and the 

effects of intermarriage on Greek American identity.  The results indicated that alternative 

theoretical conceptions of ethnic group acculturation, including the symbolic ethnicity and the 

multicultural models, provide useful frameworks for considering the integration experience of 

today’s Greek Americans.  In identifying and highlighting the factors that are transforming the 

lives of Greek Americans today, the study results may provide a roadmap for those in the 

community who wish to create and support initiatives that enhance the ability of Greek 

Americans to preserve their ethnic culture and transmit it to future generations. 
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CHAPTER 2 

LITERATURE REVIEW: THE EVOLUTION OF GREEK AMERICA 

Introduction 

Until the 1980s, the empirical literature on assimilation and acculturation among Greek 

Americans was exceedingly thin.  While historians such as Saloutos (1964) and Moskos 

(1980/1989) produced amply documented chronicles of the Greek odyssey in the U.S., these 

works presented accounts that were in general accord with the straight-line assimilation model, 

presenting Greeks (or Hellenes) who had successfully adapted to American society.  

Nevertheless, as Moskos would observe in 1989, “although processes of assimilation have been 

undeniable, there has been a persistent attachment to `Greek identity’…well into many of the 

second or third generations” (p. 139).  The straight-line model of assimilation does not account 

for this effect and this is a primary reason why most researchers today do not employ the model 

as a framework for considering assimilation processes in immigrant populations (Vermeulen, 

2010; Waters et al., 2010) 

The persistence of Greek identity has been shown to hinge primarily upon the strength 

of the two primary agents of cultural transmission within the Greek community; the Greek 

Orthodox Church and the traditional Greek family unit.  Researchers who have studied the 

Greek Orthodox Church and the cultural activities that it sponsors (Alex, 2007; Charalambous, 

2004; Tsimpouki, 2002) have affirmed its role as a bulwark of ethnic cultural identity.  But they 

have also reported that the Church itself has come under assimilation pressures due to the 

continuing loss of Greek language fluency among parishioners and a correlative rise in 

exogamous marriages.  Similarly, numerous descriptive and empirical studies of the Greek 
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family (Christou, 2002; Constantelos, 1999, Demos, 1989; Gatzouros, 2007; Karpathakis, 

1999a; Koutrelakos, 2004; Kouvertaris, 1988) have found that it continues to function as a 

channel for the transmission of Greek culture and traditional norms across generations.  Here 

too however, interethnic marriage and decrements in Greek language usage appear to have 

reduced the typical Greek family’s ability to transmit and thereby maintain Hellenic culture 

(Constantelos, 1999; Karapanagiotis, 2008). 

The context of Greek immigration, assimilation and acculturation in America is 

examined in this chapter, beginning with a general discussion of the development of 

assimilation theory over the last century, with attention to the social and political forces that 

impacted assimilation processes across ethnic and racial groups.  The review of the literature 

proceeds to a particular focus on Greek immigrants and their assimilation as Greek Americans.  

The role of the traditional Greek family, the retention (or lack thereof) of the Greek language, 

the influence of the Greek Orthodox Church, as well as other factors influencing the presence 

and maintenance of a distinct Greek American identity are also considered.   

 

Ethnic Assimilation/Acculturation Theories 

Rudmin (2003) observed that concern over the effects of acculturation has been 

expressed throughout recorded human history and has generally taken the form of admonitions 

about and formal proscriptions against extensive contact with foreign elements (p. 9).  During 

the modern era, mono cultural presumptions have given way to greater tolerance of strangers. 

Within pluralist societies like the U.S. that acknowledge and allow for the cultural diversity of 

their citizens, the traditional premise is that foreign-born residents can and should be fitted into 

the host society through an adaptation process that encompasses acculturation and assimilation.  
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According to Portes and Rumbaut (1996), acculturation and assimilation are two stages of a 

single process:  

. . . acculturation is the first step of the adaptation process and is defined by 

different patterns of learning the language and culture of the host country.  The 

final stage of the same process can be labeled assimilation.  In the past, 

assimilation has been associated with the notion of a straight-line movement into 

the social and economic mainstream by children of immigrants and accompanied 

by the loss of their original language and culture.  (Portes & Rumbaut, 1996, pp. 

247-248). 

As Berry, Phinney, Sam and Vedder (2006) asserted, acculturation is a process of both cultural 

and psychological adjustment that arises from intercultural contact.  Thus acculturation occurs 

at both the collective and the individual levels and entails changes in attitudes and behaviors.  

The theoretical literature on ethnic group adaptation within pluralist societies displays 

an historical evolution of the assimilation models that influenced research and discourse during 

the last 100 years.  Between 1920 and the mid-1960s, the literature was dominated by a 

conceptual paradigm that has since been designated as the straight-line assimilation model 

(Feliciano, 2001, p. 866).  The changes ushered in by the civil rights movement had a decided 

impact on assimilation and acculturation theory and notions of multicultural assimilation and 

acculturation emerged.  Subsequent variations of assimilation theory such as segmented 

assimilation and symbolic ethnicity have moved to the forefront of research consideration in the 

last several decades and continue to influence the current discussion.   

Tracing the trajectory of assimilation models is necessary to understanding the 

experience of immigrants and their subsequent generations.  Assimilation theory has not existed 
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in an academic vacuum; the ways in which immigrants have been perceived at various points 

by the host society have guided the expectations for their acculturation and adaptation.  

Inevitably these expectations have played a role in how ethnic and racial groups have both 

experienced and manifested assimilation processes. 

Straight-line assimilation.  Alba and Nee (2003) have traced the origins of this 

construct to the “Chicago School” social scientists led by Robert Park and Ernest Burgess in the 

1920s.  Elements of their work, titled Introduction to the Science of Sociology (1921), among 

immigrants from southern and eastern Europe were subsequently incorporated into Warner and 

Srole’s (1945) deterministic understanding of successive linear assimilation among American 

ethnic groups.  Milton Gordon put forth the fullest and most sophisticated exposition of this 

perspective in his 1964 book Assimilation in American Life.  He introduced a seven-dimension 

model that examined how immigrants initially become incorporated by learning the host 

country language and, in the final stage, assimilating to the host country’s values and beliefs.  

Gans (1973) and Sandberg (1973) popularized the concept of straight-line assimilation in which 

immigrants followed a sequential assimilation over generations, therein adding a dynamic 

dimension to Gordon's formulation. 

The first empirically based theories of cross-cultural acculturation and assimilation 

appeared in the U.S. in the decade after World War I.  These constructs were based on the 

research conducted by social scientists of the Chicago School, so named for the preponderance 

of sociologists, social psychologists and anthropologists working at the University of Chicago 

(Alba & Nee, 2003, p.19).  Chicago School theorists such as Robert Ezra Park, Ernest Burgess 

and W. I. Thomas, wrote at a time when the impact of mass migration from southern and 

eastern Europe was at its height and the populace of Chicago was comprised primarily of 
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immigrants and their children.  Individual ethnic groups such as Italians, Poles, Russians and 

Greeks were concentrated within distinct neighborhoods or enclaves.  Their contact with each 

other and with members of the host country (English-speaking Anglo-Saxons) varied among 

immigrant groups.  Park and Burgess (1921) observed that some groups had begun the process 

of assimilating into the American mainstream.  They defined the term assimilation as “a process 

of interpretation and fusion in which persons and groups acquire the memories, sentiments, and 

attitudes of other persons and groups and, by sharing their experience and history, are 

incorporated with them in a common cultural life” (Parks & Burgess, 1921, p. 735).   

In 1926, Park delineated what he referred to as the “race relations cycle.”  Chicago had 

experienced an inflow of African Americans from the South and reflecting the dominant 

ideology of the era, Park used the term race as a synonym for ethnicity.  Park asserted that 

relations between ethnic groups follow a pattern that is comprised of four stages:  contact, 

competition, accommodation and assimilation.  As members of different groups come into 

increased contact with each other, they compete for finite resources, including employment 

opportunities and residency in desirable (or more desirable) neighborhoods.  Winners and losers 

are determined through competitive struggles between groups, leading in turn to tacit 

accommodations between them.  After accommodative “truces” were ultimately acknowledged, 

assimilation occurred.  In this instance, assimilation referred to cross-ethnic integration into 

primary groups through intermarriage.  Most importantly, Park viewed the race relations cycle 

as being “apparently progressive and irreversible,” (1950, p. 150).  Its progress could be traced 

through the spatial distribution of ethnic groups within metropolitan regions.  Newly arrived 

ethnic groups occupied the least desirable residential areas within or near the core industrial 

sectors of the central city; as they underwent successful acculturation and assimilation, they 
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gained access to more desirable fringe areas of the urban core and eventually migrated to the 

suburbs of the city.  

It is crucial to observe that most representatives of the Chicago School did not see the 

process of acculturation as normative, nor did they anticipate that the acquisition of the host 

culture would lead to complete eradication of ethnic cultural memories and practices.  In its 

original formulation, the assimilation model did not presume the loss of all ethnic 

differentiation (Harker, 2001, p.970).  In fact, as Alba and Nee (2003) have remarked, in their 

empirical studies Park and his colleagues often declared that the best policy course was not to 

obliterate the attitudes and memories that immigrants brought to the U.S., “but to build upon 

them” (p. 21).  Nevertheless, as Chicago School works were subsequently interpreted, three 

aspects of their conception were highlighted: (1) the inherent connection between acculturation 

and assimilation; (2) the unidirectional nature of change, with ethnic culture being affected by 

but not affecting mainstream culture; and, (3) the distribution of status/rewards according to the 

extent of acculturation. 

The notion of race is socially constructed in a historical context and some groups of 

European immigrants (e.g., Irish, Jews, Italians) were originally perceived as racially distinct 

when they first arrived in the U.S. (Alba and Nee 1997, 2003; DeWind and Kasinitz 1997).  

The term ethnicity is of modern origin (Sollors, 1981) and it appears to have been used in 

America for the first time in 1941.  In the closing days of World War II, Warner and Srole 

(1945) published the findings of their research in a New England city under the title Social 

Systems of American Ethnic Groups.  Booming conditions prevailed at that moment in this 

“Industrial City” and Warner and Srole noted that the boundaries of some old ethnic enclaves 

were becoming less and less distinct as members achieved middle class stature and, as predicted 
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by the Chicago School model, moved toward the suburbs.  As this occurred, Warner and Srole 

observed that these individuals’ attachment to their ethnic cultures underwent a marked 

diminution and they tended to adopt the attitudes/customs of Anglo-Americans.   

The pace at which groups experienced acculturation varied by the distance between the 

norms of their native cultures and WASP culture; for groups exhibiting the greatest distance, 

such as the Armenians and Sicilians of Industrial City, Warner and Srole (1945) projected that 

it would require six generations to shed their cultural ethnicity (p. 292).  Ultimately they 

predicted that even these more resistant groups would make their way into the mainstream and 

that the maintenance of ethnic culture would decline with each successive generation.  With this 

prediction Warner and Srole (1945) introduced the notion of intergenerational acculturation tied 

to economic progress.  From this vantage point, efforts on the part of ethnic group members to 

conserve and transmit their cultures to their descendants were futile and perhaps even damaging 

over the long run for impeding the socioeconomic progress of their children and grandchildren.  

Full acculturation and assimilation were therefore regarded as desirable and beneficial to both 

ethnic groups and to American society at large. 

By the middle of the twentieth century, the melting pot metaphor was embedded within 

America’s overarching narrative celebrating the development of a distinct American people.  

The U.S. had welcomed waves of immigrants to its shores.  For the most part, they had 

successfully adopted the dominant language and were now participating in a public realm 

adhering to the norms of the nation’s White, Anglo-Saxon forefathers.  By doing so, they had 

proven themselves worthy of acceptance into mainstream society and secured continued 

socioeconomic advancement – at least according to the narrative (Alba & Nee, 2003, p.23).  



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       26 

  

Influenced by sociologist Talcott Parson’s structural functionalist orientation, Milton 

Gordon authored Assimilation in American Life (1964), a text that is widely regarded as the 

quintessential exposition of the straight-line assimilation model.  Gordon defined acculturation 

in very broad terms.  From his standpoint, it involved an ethnic (or minority) group’s adoption 

of the host (or mainstream) society’s cultural patterns.  In addition to language and other visible 

dimensions of culture, Gordon asserted that this process extends into aspects of an individual’s 

internal domain, generating changes in cognitive schemas, emotional attachments, life 

goals/aspirations, and self-conceptions.  Gordon’s model of assimilation encompassed seven 

dimensions:  cultural, structural, marital, identity, prejudice, discrimination, and civic.  He 

created an index of assimilation in which cultural assimilation, equivalent to acculturation, is a 

necessary first step that precedes structural incorporation, intergroup marriage, identity change, 

the reduction of perceived and actual prejudice and discrimination, and full civic participation 

(pp. 80-81).  In the U.S., Gordon asserted that the standard to which members of ethnic groups 

acculturate is comprised of “middle-class cultural patterns of, largely, white Protestant, Anglo-

Saxon origins,” which he identified as America’s “core culture,” (p. 72).  

Gordon (1964) did not insist that acculturation would have an impact on all dimensions 

of ethnic group life.  He maintained that there are intrinsic cultural traits that remain largely 

unchanged by acculturation into the mainstream, notably institutional religious practices and 

beliefs.  Italians would remain Roman Catholics and Jews would continue to worship God as 

they had done for thousands of years.  But he viewed assimilation as a thorough going process 

that begins with and depends upon the adoption of the host society’s culture.  

Although Park (1926, 1950), Warner and Srole (1945), and Gordon (1964) had all 

presumed that one-way acculturation/assimilation was associated with upward socioeconomic 
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mobility, it remained for Blau and Dudley (1967) to empirically affirm this correlation.  In their 

text The American Occupational Structure (1967), they concluded that structural assimilation, 

as measured by rates of interethnic marriage, is predictive of status attainment as measured by 

education, occupation and household/personal income. 

In its final form, the straight-line model encompassed two analytically distinct elements 

– acculturation and assimilation – that are construed, nonetheless, to be inextricably bound 

within a single process.  From this perspective, acculturation is viewed as a unified, 

unidirectional, irreversible process that serves as an initial stage in an invariant sequence 

leading to the structural assimilation of immigrants and their descendants into the host culture 

through cross-ethnic, exogamous marriages.  Structural assimilation, in its turn, is accompanied 

by the upward socioeconomic mobility of the ethnic group’s members.  Adherents of the 

straight-line model argue that as immigrants and their progeny come into increased contact with 

long-established host country groups through institutional (public education) and informal 

(social exchange) mechanisms, they discard or greatly modify their native values, customary 

practices, and cultural identities and adopt those of their host nation.  In the context of 

immigrant ethnic groups within the U.S., this process has been customarily referred to as 

Americanization and was long viewed as a precondition for success as measured by intra- and 

intergenerational advances in socioeconomic status. 

When Gordon (1964) published his classic treatise, the principal criticism of the 

straight-line assimilation model was the existence of “lagging” ethnic groups that had embraced 

American culture but had still not achieved socioeconomic parity with other groups, namely 

White Anglo-Saxon Protestants (Sanders, 2002).  The depth of acculturation could explain this 

phenomenon; members of the lagging groups had still not fully internalized American values, 
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including the Protestant Work Ethic.  Employed thusly, the straight-line model embodies a 

pronounced normative bias against the retention of ethnic cultures and has provided a 

convenient explanation for continued stratification along ethnic lines.  The position of ethnic 

groups located at the lower rungs of the nation’s SES (socioeconomic status) hierarchy was 

taken to be a consequence of their inability or unwillingness to adopt American culture.   

Reaching its apogee in the mid-1960s, the straight-line assimilation paradigm was 

widely though not universally accepted.  In an essay composed in 1938 and subsequently 

reproduced as a classic article, Hansen (1938/1996) took issue with the dominant view that 

ethnicity would inevitably erode with each succeeding generation of immigrants.  He first 

observed that the sons and daughters of immigrants were subjected to heavy acculturation 

pressures and generally wished “to lose as many of the evidences of foreign origin as they 

could shuffle off,” (Hansen, 1996, p. 204).  But their children, third generation immigrants, 

often showed curiosity about their ancestry that they “projected back to family origins,” 

(Hansen, p. 207).  This curiosity, in turn, led them to an abiding interest in their ancestral past 

and a desire for knowledge concerning the ethnic cultures of their more distant forbearers. 

Hansen’s third generation observation has been reworked into what Alba and Nee (2003) 

identified as the “third generation return” hypothesis (p. 27).  It postulates that while second 

generation immigrants feel compelled to jettison signs of their ethnic backgrounds to achieve 

structural assimilation and socioeconomic advancement, the third generation has no need to 

prove its American bona fides and can therefore “afford to exhibit signs of ethnicity,” (Alba & 

Nee, 2003, p.27). 

During this same period pluralist scholars such as Glazer and Moynihan (1963) and 

Greeley and McCready (1975), who did not share the mono-cultural predispositions of the 
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assimilationists, declared that the straight-line model was far too mechanical and simplistic to 

capture the actual experiences of people from diverse ethnic backgrounds.  As Alba (1999) 

would later put it, in the estimation of these critics assimilation theory had devolved into "a 

radical, unidirectional oversimplification” in which “ethnic minorities shed themselves of all 

that makes them distinctive and become carbon copies of the ethnic majority," (p. 7).  

 The emergence of multiculturalism.  While the straight-line assimilation perspective 

dominated both scholarly research and public policy until the 1960s, even during this period 

there were other models proposed, such as Hansen’s (1938) construct of third generation ethnic 

renewal, that were antithetical to straight-line core premises.  However, it was not until the 

publication of Glazer and Moynihan’s Beyond the Melting Pot (1963), that a full-fledged 

assault on the straight-line assimilation model was launched.  These researchers asserted that 

there are limits to acculturation and that ethnic groups are capable of undergoing renewal, 

reinvention, and the formulation of collective self-definitions that resist the melting pot process.  

As Novak (1972, 1996) would later contend, during the 1960s the members of third and fourth 

generation immigrant families from Southern and Eastern Europe began to confront the 

normative premises of the melting pot schema, objecting to the privilege it accorded White 

Anglo-Saxon Protestants.  

The impetus for this major revision in assimilation theory stemmed in large part from 

developments in American society, including the advent of the civil rights movement and the 

reform of the nation’s restrictive and biased administration of immigration policy.  The Civil 

Rights Act of 1964 included eleven titles that covered a variety of issues.  With its ripple effects 

on economic opportunity, the naturalization process and social interaction, this act proved to be 

the most influential legislation for ethnic minorities, especially African Americans and 
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Hispanics.  In order to enforce the Civil Rights Act, affirmative action was implemented by 

Presidents Kennedy (via Executive Order 10925), Johnson (via Executive Order 11246), and 

Nixon (via Executive Order 11478), with the intention of eliminating the consequences of past 

discrimination and preventing the likelihood of future discrimination.  Responding to issues 

raised by white ethnics, the Federal Register published new affirmative-action rules, which 

were directed at “promoting and insuring equal employment opportunity for all persons without 

regard to religion or national origin.” The proposed rules stated: 

 Experience has indicated that members of various religious groups, primarily 

Jews and Catholics, and members of certain ethnic groups, primarily of Eastern, 

Middle, and Southern European ancestry, such as Italians, Greeks, and Slavic 

groups, continue to be excluded from executive, middle-management, and other 

job levels because of discrimination based on their religion and/or national 

origin. These guidelines are intended to remedy such unfair treatment (Federal 

Register, 1971).   

As a result of these milestones, today African Americans can freely exercise their right 

to vote and many have been lifted out of abject poverty as a result of the economic 

opportunities created through the impact of the civil rights movement.  The movement served 

as a model for the advancement of other minority groups, including women, the disabled, gays, 

Hispanics, and many others.  Greek immigrants were among those who benefited from the 

societal and policy changes, altering their perception of their Greekness and experiencing a 

greater freedom of ethnic expression (Arvanitis, 2012).  The inclination to change Greek-

sounding names in order to find employment or to run for political office became less 

pronounced (Makedon, 1998).    
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Stimulated by civil rights movement achievements, racial and ethnic groups at the lower 

rungs of the American stratification system, began to reclaim and press recognition for their 

cultural backgrounds.  The efforts of Black and Hispanic Americans, for example, led to the 

introduction of multiculturalism and bilingualism in public education and in national discourse, 

and members of these groups overtly displayed ethnic pride through celebrations of cultural 

diversity (Hurtado & Gurin, 1995; Lamare, 1982).  These expressions of ethnic identification 

were embraced by many of the immigrants from non-European countries, who were entering 

the U.S. in large numbers after 1965.  This in turn occasioned second and third generation, 

“partially melted” ethnic groups to insist on the value of their own cultural heritages (Scourby, 

1982, p. 12).    

By the end of the 1960s, the emergent claim was that it was legitimate for ethnic groups 

to express their distinctive characteristics, as opposed to exhibiting strict adherence to the 

“Anglo-conformity” model:  “the ‘melting pot’ image was never accurate.  Immigrants do 

indeed integrate into common institutions and learn the dominant language, but they remain, 

visibly, and proudly, distinctive in their ethnic identities and attachments,” (Kymlicka, 1997).  

Many of these minority groups further recognized the power of working together while 

maintaining their diversity.  One notable and relevant example was the civil rights movement 

engagement of Archbishop Iakovos, who transformed the Greek Orthodox Church in the 

Americas while championing religious harmony and human rights.  The Archbishop joined 

Martin Luther King, Jr. during the famous civil rights march from Selma to Montgomery, 

Alabama, in March of 1965.   

The multicultural position proceeds from the belief that Americanization is neither 

inevitable nor inherently desirable and it has received substantial empirical support from a 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Selma_to_Montgomery_marches
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Selma_to_Montgomery_marches
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number of quarters.  Among the most influential of these theorists was J.W. Berry who along 

with his colleagues (Berry, 1974, 1980, 1984, 1997, 2003, 2010; Berry et al., 2006) devised a 

four-cell taxonomy of immigration adaptation strategies.   In his recent review of the 

enculturation literature, Rudmin (2003) stated that between 1918 and 1984, some 68 theories 

had been derived from the baseline idea that ethnic minorities can favor the dominant culture, 

their own minority culture, both, or neither.  Rudmin then observed “this history of 

acculturation typologies stops at 1984, when Berry and his associates stabilized their taxonomy 

in its present form of assimilation, separation, integration, and marginalization” (p. 12).  

Berry began working on a typology of immigrant acculturation strategies in 1974, when 

he proposed that the acculturation process has two independent dimensions.  Contrary to the 

straight-line assimilation model’s presumption that immigrant attitudes and behaviors toward 

the cultures in which they have settled are inversely related to their attitudes and behaviors 

toward their cultures of origins, Berry posited that immigrants may develop positive or negative 

attitudes/actions toward either culture or toward both.  They may adopt an assimilation strategy 

in which they display little or no interest in maintaining their culture of origin and display a 

strong preference for interaction with members of the host society, akin to the straight-line 

model of assimilation.  By contrast, immigrants following a separation strategy seek to retain 

their original culture while avoiding involvement with host society members and a resistance to 

supplanting host culture mores and values for those of their country of origin.  When neither 

cultural maintenance nor interaction with the host culture’s representatives is sought, the 

resultant default strategy can be described as marginalization.  The remaining strategy is that 

immigrants can embrace what Berry termed an integration strategy by simultaneously seeking 

to preserve their ethnic cultures and to actively engage with members of the host society (Berry 
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et al., 2006, p. 306).  Over the years, Berry has modified the nomenclature of this four-cell 

taxonomy; for example, he now refers to the marginalization strategy as diffusion. But the main 

outlines have remained intact as has Berry’s view that acculturation strategies encompass both 

preferences for involvement and actual behaviors.  

Using this model as a template, Berry (1974, 1980, 1997, 2001) developed a series of 

acculturation modality assessment scales, while other researchers adopted his four-cell design 

and composed scales geared to specific immigrant groups (Rudmin, 2003, pp.4-5).  These 

measurement devices have been used in a large number of investigations in which researchers 

have sought relationships between acculturation strategies and such outcome variables as 

subject self-esteem, employment status, earned income, criminal offending and other aspects of 

adaptation.  Over this series of studies, researchers found that superior adaptation was strongly 

associated with the integration modality in which immigrants and/or their children 

simultaneously valued and participated in the cultures of both the host country and those 

maintained by their ethnic groups within their countries (or cultures) of origin.  Subjects 

following an integration approach to adaptation outperformed first and second generation 

immigrants who conformed to an assimilation profile.  In some cases, individuals and/or groups 

that did not embrace and/or enact the host culture but adhered to their original culture (and were 

thereby categorized under the separation classification), also outperformed those who followed 

an assimilation path (Berry, 1997; Berry et al., 2006; Schwartz, Zamboanga, Rodriguez, & 

Wang, 2007).  

In his 1997 review of the empirical literature, Berry reported the existence of a 

correlational hierarchy in which an integration approach was consistently related to positive 

outcomes, the marginalization strategy displayed robust associations with negative outcomes, 
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while the separation and assimilation strategies were predictive of intermediate results (p. 24). 

He claimed that “this pattern has been found in virtually every study, and is present for all types 

of acculturating groups” (1997, p. 24).  Taken collectively, the findings from this substantial 

body of research lend overwhelming support to the assertion that multiculturalism and 

bilingualism, rather than assimilation (or separation) yield superior adaptation results for both 

immigrants and their immediate descendants.  

Berry (2008) contended that immigrants who embrace both their culture of origin and 

that of the host society have better adaptation than those who are oriented towards one or the 

other (or neither group) because the contact between cultures is a creative and reactive process, 

generating new customs and values, and stimulating resistance, rather than simply leading to 

cultural domination and homogenization.  Berry also argued (1997) that there is no 

incompatibility at the psychological level between having two identities, being competent in 

two languages, or maintaining two sets of daily behavioral repertoires.   The balance of these 

worlds can be accomplished by either engaging them simultaneously or in switching between 

them.  These two ways of managing dual identities have been extensively studied by other 

researchers (Benet-Martinez & Haritatos, 2005), using the concept of bicultural identity 

integration (Arvanitis, 2012; Bailey & Cooper, 2009; Oriyama, 2010).   

Segmented assimilation.  Congruent with Berry’s construct, Portes and Zhou (1993) 

proposed a “segmented assimilation” theory that disputed the straight-line model’s claim that 

immigrant assimilation is invariably connected to upward socioeconomic mobility across 

generations and posited the potential for downward assimilation when an immigrant population 

adopts the host country’s normative values and realizes negative social, economic, educational 

and cultural consequences.  Still other researchers have taken exception to the segmented 
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assimilation model, as Waters et al. (2010) noted; King and Christou (2009) described it as 

reflecting the same “hegemonic assimilationist rhetoric characteristic of US immigration 

history and national self-identity,” (p. 4) that, they argued, underpins straight-line assimilation 

theory.  

Portes and Zhou (1993) described three possible paths of adaptation likely to occur 

among immigrants and their offspring:  conventional upward or straight-line assimilation, 

downward assimilation, and selective acculturation.  Portes and Zhou noted that one of the 

strongest determinants of successful adaptation among second-generation immigrants was 

residence within or extensive contact with communities comprised of individuals sharing their 

ethnic backgrounds from which they (and their parents) received substantial instrumental 

assistance and affective support.  As it has since developed, the research on segmented 

assimilation tends to contradict the straight-line model’s premise that immigrant acculturation 

to the host society is positively associated with status attainment. 

Waters et al. (2010) stated that as an “alternative” to the straight-line assimilation 

model, segmented assimilation “has been enormously influential,” (p. 2).  Segmented 

assimilation posits that second generation ethnic and racial groups can prosper and move into 

the middle and upper classes of society or they can descend into a state of intransigent social 

and economic disadvantage.  Those who become upwardly mobile do so either through 

“upward assimilation” or through “persistent biculturalism” (a.k.a., selective acculturation as 

per Portes & Zhou, 1993) while those who sink into an impoverished and “racialized” class do 

so through “downward assimilation,” (Waters et al., 2010, p. 2).   The concepts of upward 

assimilation or upward assimilation through persistent biculturalism are variously consistent 

with aspects of straight-line assimilation.  The concept of downward assimilation as described 
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by Portes and Rumbaut (1996) is one of dissonant acculturation, in which the children of 

immigrants quickly outpace their parents in adopting the host country language, culture and 

mores.  When this occurs, it “can lead to downward assimilation when young people confront 

racial discrimination, bifurcated labor markets, and often nihilistic inner city young people on 

their own, without strong parental authority or community support,” (Waters et al., p. 2).  Thus, 

for some immigrants, segmented assimilation “argues that quickly coming to share American 

(or at least lower class American) ways is bad for the second generation, while holding on to 

immigrant distinctiveness can turn out to be an advantage,” (Waters et al., p. 3). 

Portes and Zhou’s (1993) work highlighted the importance of the availability of support 

from co-ethnics for adaptation outcomes and this factor has become increasingly central to the 

analysis of cross border migration decisions.  Traditionally, the decision to leave one’s 

homeland and relocate within a foreign culture has been construed in terms of a rational process 

in which individuals or households informally calculate the weight of push and pull factors. 

Network theory (Massey et al., 1997; Portes & Rumbaut, 1996) however, suggests that the 

“existence of ongoing ties with members of a prospective immigrant’s ethnic group who 

already reside in a country of resettlement lowers the costs and risks of immigration” (Portes & 

Rumbaut, 1996, p. 276).   It thereby enhances the likelihood of cross border migration as well 

as the probability of successful adaptation thereafter (Massey et al., 1997, p. 264).  Contact with 

members of their own ethnic group furnishes immigrants with information about the host 

society and provides access to key resources such as opportunities for employment.  For first 

generation immigrants then, residence in ethnic communities and participation in ethnically 

defined social networks following migration often functions as a crucial source of instrumental 
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assistance and affective support.  The network model tends to underscore the value of ethnic 

culture retention. 

Based on the findings of his comparative research on cross-national immigrant 

populations, Vermeulen (2009) concluded that segmented assimilation theory had much to 

contribute to the understanding of cultural and economic integration and the processes of 

upward and downward mobility in the host country but he also reported the model had “a 

number of weak points,” (p. 17).   Among other concerns, Vermeulen observed that segmented 

assimilation research did not often distinguish between the “risk” of downward assimilation and 

the actuality of downward assimilation.  He further found that many of these processes were 

fluent over time and that it was a mistake to assume “end-stages” of either “‘permanent 

poverty’ or upward assimilation,” (p. 18).  Rather Vermeulen suggested that the entirety of an 

immigrant group’s experience, including their pre-migration lives, was necessary to consider in 

understanding their “integration track,” (p. 19).  In other words, all things being equal, different 

immigrant groups in a single host country – even while exhibiting low human capital and other 

shared characteristics – have indicated different assimilation patterns.  One factor potentially 

contributing to these differences is the role that cross-border ethnic networks and strong ethnic 

communities play in facilitating immigrant adjustment (Massey, Arango, Hugo, Kouaouci, 

Pellegrino & Taylor, 1997; Portes & Rumbaut, 1996).  How these relationships are integrated 

into the emergent concept of transnational ethnicity is a subject that has drawn substantial 

research attention in the last decade (Cohen, 2004; Nagel, 2002; Roudometof, 2010; Sanders, 

2002). 

Symbolic ethnicity.  Within the U.S., much of the empirical research exploring 

assimilation has been conducted among immigrants (and their second generation progeny) 
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belonging to non-European ethnic groups who came to America following immigration policy 

liberalization of the mid-1960s (Kalmijn & Van Tubergen, 2010; Nahirny & Fishman, 2011).  

In general, they carried overt racial markers of their origins in “non-White” cultures.  As for 

White European ethnics, including Greeks, intermarriage with members of other European 

ethnic groups and the decline of ethnicity-based barriers to socio-economic mobility has 

proceeded apace, lending seeming support to the straight-line model (Furtado & Trejo, 2012).   

In 1972, Novak’s The Rise of the Unmeltable Ethnics: Politics and Culture in the 

Seventies was published, and later updated under the title Unmeltable Ethnics: Politics and 

Culture in American Life (Novak1996).  The highly influential book pointed to a revival of 

ethnic consciousness.  Novak interpreted ethnic revival as a movement for self-knowledge on 

the part of the third and fourth generation descendants of southern and eastern European 

immigrants.  Most of these individuals had attained middle class status and they resided chiefly 

within suburban communities.  Still, they were discontented with the rhetoric of the melting 

pot, through which their lives were subjected to “a coercive sameness, a dreary standardization” 

leading to Americanization (Novak, 1996, p. 272).  As Novak described it, these groups were 

particularly disturbed that their ethnic identities were not “mirrored, objectified, rendered 

accessible to intelligent criticism and confirmed” in American institutions, historical narratives, 

public school curricula and the national arts (1996, p. 352).  “Ethnicity,” Novak declared, was 

“not determined by genetic inheritance but was instead a matter of cultural transmission from 

family to child” (1996, p. xlii).  In Novak’s estimation, ethnic preservation was not an 

impediment to upward socioeconomic mobility but a valuable legacy with positive implications 

for child development and adult functioning.  However, Herbert Gans (1979) argued that the 

evidence was not convincing that a revival was taking place.  Instead, he proposed that changes 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       39 

  

in the third or fourth generation could be explained by the fact that ethnics became more visible 

as a result of upward mobility and a new form of ethnic behavior was adopted – that of 

symbolic ethnicity. 

Gans (1979) asserted that the participation of third and fourth generation White ethnic 

groups in the highly visible revivals of the 1960s and 1970s was not evidence of a genuine 

reversal in trend.  It was instead the expression of weak, passive, and intermittent affective 

attachments by individual members of these groups to their personal ancestries.  A corollary to 

Gans’s symbolic ethnicity was subsequently forwarded by Mary Waters (1990, 2000, 2009) in 

her work on ethnic options among American Whites of mixed backgrounds.  These concepts 

were broadly consistent with the notion that ethnicity itself is not objectively defined by the 

criteria of common biological descent, but is “constructed” as an instrument for the attainment 

of goals valued by elite members of a self-identified ethnic group (Smith, 2003; Sollors, 1989).  

Ethnicity and ethnic boundaries then are seen as fictive products of narratives fashioned by 

leaders of ethnic groups that may be contested by rivals within those groups through the 

formulation of alternative narratives. 

Most of the recent research on immigrant acculturation and assimilation has been 

carried out with first- and second-generation samples from the developing nations of Asia, 

Latin America, and Africa who have relocated to North America, Western Europe and Australia 

(Bailey & Cooper, 2009; Bruneau, 2010; Furtado & Trejo, 2012; Hatoss, 2012; Oriyama, 2010; 

Vermeulen, 2010; Waters et al., 2010).  However studies conducted among White ethnics 

whose families have lived in the U.S. strongly suggest that the strength of ethnicity has declined 

substantially of late.  According to Alba and Nee (2003), intermarriage across ethnic groups is 

currently the norm among White Americans.  Based on 1990 census data, they calculated that 
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56 percent of U.S.-born Whites have spouses whose ethnic backgrounds have no element in 

common with their own, while just 20 percent have spouses with an identical ethnic 

background (p.91).  Among ethnic Whites, intermarriage rates have risen steadily since the 

mid-1960s while discrimination on the basis of ethnicity no longer serves as a barrier to 

residential or occupational mobility.  According to recent Pew Research Center’s analysis of 

data from the U.S. Census Bureau’s American Community Survey (ACS) in 2008-2010 and on 

findings from three of the Center’s own nationwide telephone surveys, there is an increasing 

popularity of intermarriage among ethnic Whites (Wang, 2012).  Given these trends, there is a 

convincing case that White ethnicity has ceased to operate as a constraining variable in the 

American social structure (Anagnostou, 2009, p. 99).  They indicate that ethnic background no 

longer functions as a coercive factor leading White Americans to marry within their own ethnic 

groups or to live in neighborhoods in which members of that group predominate or are over-

represented. 

The notion that ethnicity no longer matters for the descendants of White immigrants is 

central to Gans’s (1979, 1996, 1997, 2009) theory of symbolic ethnicity.  Characterizing this 

theory as an outgrowth of the straight-line assimilation model, Gans (1979) argued that overt 

displays of ethnic pride that appeared from the 1960s and 1970s did not signal a revival of 

ethnicity among third and fourth generation Americans.  Indeed, he asserted that the high 

visibility of ethnicity (in festivals, food preferences, and so on) represents “‘an ethnicity of last 

resort’ in the midst of an inexorable movement toward greater cultural assimilation among third 

and fourth generation White ethnics,” (Gans, 1979, p. 1).  These individuals are far less 

interested than their first and second generation forbearers in joining ethnic organizations and in 

participating in informal ethnic group networks and relationships.  They are instead searching 
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for nostalgic ways of expressing their ethnic affiliations and engage in “easy and intermittent 

ways [of] feeling ethnic,” (Gans, 1979, p. 8).  Displays of ethnic pride among third and fourth 

generation White ethnics are not symptomatic of a revival in ethnicity as a determinant of 

individual or collective behavior, Gans contended.  Indeed, symbolic ethnicity amounts to a 

rejection of or, at least, a departure from active participation in ethnic culture (Gans, 2009, p. 

123).  In essence, for third and fourth generation Whites living in the U.S., ethnicity is now a 

passive form of symbolic attachment that they express as long as it does not interfere with “the 

economic, social and other imperatives of everyday life” (Gans, 2009, p. 123).  

The theory of symbolic ethnicity was subsequently incorporated by Waters (1990, 2000, 

2009) into her model of ethnic options.  Like Gans, Waters (1990) asserted that symbolic 

ethnicity is aimed at satisfying a desire for personal fulfillment among Whites who live in 

ethnically indistinct suburban communities and seek a means of temporarily escaping from 

social conformity/heterogeneity.  Waters later summarized some of the key findings of 

interviews that she conducted with 80 third generation White ethnics in the late 1980s.  She 

wrote that “Gans had accurately predicted some of the important aspects of later generation 

white ethnicity – it was intermittent, used selective ethnic symbols and had little impact on 

measurable aspects of socioeconomic or social integration with the rest of the US society” 

(Waters, 2009, p. 131).  Within her original interview sample, symbolic ethnicity appeared to 

be associated with residence in middle class suburban neighborhoods in which social pressures 

toward uniformity were operative.  

 Current research on assimilation and acculturation processes.  Gans (1992) and 

Portes and Zhou (1993) contended that assimilation would ultimately lead to upward or 

downward mobility and Alba and Nee (2003) would subsequently write that “the status 
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attainment research reinforced the view that assimilation and social mobility are inextricably 

linked,” (p. 28).  Assimilation, preceded and accompanied by acculturation, was until quite 

recently thought to constitute the main pathway to middle class status among ethnic group 

members and their descendants. 

 In 2006, Berry et al. conducted the largest investigation of the relationship between 

acculturation modality and adaptation among first generation immigrant adolescents ever 

undertaken.  Their sample was comprised of 7,997 adolescents (5,366 immigrant youth and 

2,631 national youth) from 26 different cultural backgrounds who were living in 13 host 

countries at the time of assessment.  Berry et al. used a battery of devices to categorize study 

participants into four profiles, which they labeled as “integration,” “ethnic” (equivalent to 

separation), “national” (equivalent to assimilation) and “diffuse” (equivalent to 

marginalization).  They then sought statistical correlations between adaptation profiles and five 

outcome factors:  life satisfaction, self-esteem, the absence of major psychological problems as 

manifestations of psychological adaptation, measures of school adjustment, and behavioral 

problems as measures of sociocultural adaptation.  The most prevalent pattern for the sample as 

a whole was integration, with 36.4 percent of the total sample being classified under this rubric, 

while the least common was the national strategy, with only 18.7 percent of the participants 

fitting the full-fledged assimilation profile.  The comparatively large proportion (22.8%) of the 

sample conformed to the “diffuse” or “marginalization” type, surprising Berry and his 

colleagues.  This result demonstrated the difficulties that many adolescent immigrants 

experience in attempting to adjust to a new cultural environment.  As expected, the subjects in 

the diffuse profile had the lowest mean scores on all five of the study’s outcome variables, 
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while the participants in the integration group had the highest means scores for both the 

psychological and sociocultural adjustment variables (p. 320).  

The strongest determinant of acculturation mode in Berry et al.’s (2006) study was 

length of time in the host society; participants with less time were apt to belong to the diffused 

(marginalization) group.  By contrast, the subjects in the integration group had the longest mean 

time in the host society; on average, bi-culturally oriented subjects had resided in their 

respective countries of resettlement for a longer time than participants displaying a national (or 

assimilation) pattern.  Moreover, the ethnic composition of the neighborhoods in which subjects 

lived showed statistically significant relationships with acculturation profiles.  Subjects in the 

integration group were most likely to live in neighborhoods that were balanced between 

members of their own group and people of other ethnic backgrounds.  Participants in the ethnic 

(separation) and diffuse (marginalization) groups were most likely to reside in ethnic enclaves 

comprised primarily of their own ethnic group members while subjects in the national 

(assimilation) group were the least likely to live in ethnic enclave communities.  In terms of 

religious affiliation, subjects reporting Muslim affiliation were most likely to fit an ethnic or 

separation profile; subjects reporting no religious affiliation were the most likely to be 

classified under the national (or assimilation) heading.  In this sample, participants with Judeo-

Christian religious affiliations were heavily over-represented within the integration group and 

significantly under-represented in the ethnic/separation group (pp. 317-318).  Thus, the most 

successful adaptation strategy, integration, was positively associated with time in the host 

country, living within an ethnically balanced community, and with Judeo-Christian affiliation.  

Using a different methodology in a sample comprised of second and third generation 

immigrant college students living in the U.S., Schwartz et al. (2007) anticipated that their 
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subjects would display clear-cut preferences for American values (individualism and 

independence) or foreign heritage values (collectivism and interdependence).  Contrary to this 

expectation, Schwartz et al. found that participants from all ethnic backgrounds favored a 

bicultural pattern, simultaneously valuing both American (individual-independent) and heritage 

(collectivist-interdependent) norms.  Rather than a zero-sum trade-off between cultures, the 

participants wanted to pursue the American dream through the exertion of individual initiative 

and concurrently retain their families’ heritage values, beliefs, and behaviors.  The study’s 

results are entirely congruent with Berry et al.’s (2006) findings for the high prevalence of an 

integration adaptation strategy and demonstrate the feasibility of adherence to multicultural 

norms among second and third generation immigrants who have achieved an above-mean 

measure of educational attainment. 

The construction of identity.  Scholars who have studied ethnicity from a 

psychological perspective (Phinney, 1990, 1996; Schwartz et al., 2008; Yeh & Wang, 2000) 

have posited that ethnic identity is a salient form of social identity that is integral to self-

conception or personal identity.  It can therefore be expected to have a strong impact upon self-

conceptions, to yield variation in the assessments of in-group and out-group members and to 

have a differentiating influence on behaviors towards co-ethnics and members of other ethnic 

groups.  But according to Omi (1996), among non-immigrant American Whites, the research 

indicates that as a rule, they do “not experience their ethnicity as definitive aspects of their 

social identity,” (p. 182).  In his opinion, “the specifically ethnic components of white [sic] 

identity are far receding with each generation’s distance from the old country” (p.182).  In lieu 

of an ethnic identity, contemporary Americans tend to see themselves as members of a unified 

pan-ethnic group that can be alternatively designated as Euro-American or as White American 
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(p. 183).  While racial differences still count in American society, ethnic differences among 

Whites no longer have much, if any, impact upon how individuals are treated by members of 

their own ethnic group or any ethnic group.  Consequently, apart from first generation 

immigrants, ethnicity does not reach down into deeply held self-conceptions. 

Waters (1990) articulated the idea that Whites of mixed ethnic backgrounds (that is, the 

majority of Americans born in the U.S.) may choose the ethnic group with which they identify 

according to contextual or situational factors.  She wrote that “someone whose mother is half 

Greek and half Polish and whose father is Welsh may self-identify as Greek to close friends and 

family and as Polish at work, or as Welsh in census documents” (Waters, 1990, p. 19).  For 

later generation White ethnics, this identification varies by situational circumstances and life 

domain.  As Rex (1997) observed, the most common distinction among Whites who utilize 

ethnic options pivots on differences between private and public domains (p.  209). Chosen 

identities are not necessarily weak or passive.  In fact, as Gans (2009) has remarked, “people 

who adopt a spousal ethnicity through intermarriage occasionally take to it with the same 

intensity as converts to a new religion or ideology” (Gans, 2009, p.124).  But because it is by 

definition optional, heritage identification among third generation Whites is perceived as 

transient and conditional.  

 Despite the general trend toward amalgamation into a pan-ethnic group among 

Americans of European ancestry, there is some evidence that ethnic background does have an 

influence upon preferences and behaviors.  As Alba and Nee (2003) have observed, certain 

occupational niches continue to be dominated by members of particular ethnic groups.  Thus, 

for example, Greeks are heavily over-represented within the food service and floral sectors, 

Jews predominate within the diamond trade, and individuals of Irish descent are still more 
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likely to be policemen and firemen than are members of other ethnic groups.  Moreover, while 

intermarriage among Whites of different ethnicities is now the norm, endogamous marriages 

are more common than mere chance can explain, suggesting that Whites are not entirely 

indifferent towards the ethnic heritages of their prospective marital partners (Alba & Nee, 2003, 

p. 99).  

In their own theory of immigrant assimilation, Alba and Nee (2003) defined the term 

assimilation as “the decline of an ethnic distinction and its corollary cultural and social 

differences” (p.11).  They explained that by “decline” they meant that “a distinction attenuates 

in salience, that occurrences for which it is relevant diminish in number, and contract to fewer 

and fewer domains of social life” (p. 11).  This decline, however, does not necessarily mean 

that assimilation occurs exclusively through changes among immigrant/ethnic group members 

adapting to the predominant national culture.  In fact, Alba and Nee maintain that assimilation 

may not be “an inevitable outcome of adaptation by ethnic and racial minorities” (p. 38).  The 

reduced salience of ethnicity may instead come about through “boundary shifting.”  That is, 

members of a specific ethnic group may retain a strong sense of ethnic identity and continue to 

enact the cultural practices of the ancestors, but be perceived and treated as part of a larger 

group (European or White, for example) by people from other ethnic backgrounds. 

As Portes and Rumbaut (1996) have remarked, “ethnicity has always been a socially 

constructed product, forged in interaction between individual traits and contextual variables” 

(pp. 135-136).  What defines an individual as a member of an ethnic group varies by the 

communities in which they reside.  Cohen (2004) surveyed 10,616 self-identified Jews living in 

Argentina, Brazil, Canada, France, South Africa, the United Kingdom, and Uruguay.  He 

presented his study participants with a list of nine attributes that determine whether a person is 
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Jewish or not- birth, commitment, culture, fidelity, education, reaction to anti- Semitism, 

religion, in relation to Israel, and hope.  Subjects in all nine countries rated birth and religion as 

salient factors.  Beyond this, there were statistically significant differences among national 

groups about what makes an individual Jewish.  Cohen’s study findings indicate that the 

salience of the characteristics that define ethnicity for members of a particular ethnic group is 

mediated by the culture of the host country in which they currently live.  

In his text Ethnicity: Anthropological Constructions (1996), Banks delineated two 

anthropological approaches to ethnicity.  The “primordialist” position maintains that ethnicity is 

biologically determined and essentially indelible.  It stems from genetic inheritance transmitted 

through a line of common descent.  Alternatively, adherents of the “instrumental” perspective 

maintain that ethnicity is “created by individuals or groups to bring together a group of people 

for some common purpose” (Banks, 1996, p. 39).  In Smith’s (2003) view, ethnicity is 

constructed, not primordial, and it is leaders or elites within a collective whole who effectively 

create a “people” (p. 36).  They do so for the purpose of achieving power among those people 

and in order to gain leverage against those who remain outside their definition of who belongs 

to a particular group (p. 46).  Leaders justify the criteria that they use to demarcate the 

boundaries setting a people apart by weaving historical materials into narratives of a people’s 

origin and development.  As a result, ethnicity is subject to periodic re-definition by rival elites 

who compose their own ethnic foundation myths. 

The idea that ethnicity is constructed has been in circulation for a substantial period of 

time.  In 1922, Max Weber wrote that while birth is the cornerstone of ethnicity, an ethnic 

group is comprised of individuals who “entertain a subjective belief in their common descent” 

(1922/1968, p. 385).  In a more radical form, Sollors (1989) has asserted that ethnicity is a 
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cultural construction of “…widely shared, though intensely debated, collective fictions that are 

continually reinvented,” (p. xi).  As noted elsewhere in this discussion, the concept of ethnic 

reinvention was also considered by Glazer and Moynihan (1963), who viewed it as process that 

facilitates ethnic resilience and renewal.  Nevertheless, multiple (and sometimes conflicting) 

ethnic origin myths can also fracture group cohesion, generating divisions within the ranks of 

an ethnic group that undermine its collective efficacy and, hence, capacity for revival. 

Greek Americans and the construction of identity.  Like other ethnic groups, Greek 

Americans engage in overt displays of their cultural pride, with second and third generation 

Greek Americans participating in heritage festivals sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church 

and secular Hellenic organizations (Moskos, 1989). Greek heritage festivals have been a 

religious and cultural tradition of Greek society since ancient times.  Carvelis (2011) described 

these festivals as one of the most popular ways to create a sense of Greek ethnic place that can 

also be shared with other ethnic groups.   

For members of ethnic groups, their festivals are seen to bring them together in a 

common meeting place and through a set of common experiences, which can 

then be used as cultural reference points throughout the year.  In this sense, the 

festival creates experience, and once it is over it becomes a new text itself, 

providing a current reading of an ongoing ethnic culture.  This "lived" culture is 

concurrently understood, manifest and created through events such as festivals. 

(Dawson, 1991, p.  40).  

In 1963, Glazer and Moynihan issued a direct challenge to the straight-line assimilation 

model in their text Beyond the Melting Pot.  They asserted that there are inherent limits to 

acculturation and, even more significantly, that groups define their ethnicity and periodically 
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revise these collective self-conceptions through ethnic reinvention, initiated by contextual 

changes within the host society.  This implied that group ethnicity and member participation in 

ethnic cultures are subject to revival and regeneration.  The researchers’ thesis drew upon the 

third generation return hypothesis and anticipated the concept of constructed or invented 

ethnicity, and this at a time when American society was undergoing accelerating change in 

racial relations. 

In a recent study conducted by psychologist James Koutrelakos, which included 257 

second, third, and beyond generation Greek Americans from schools throughout New York 

City, the most important factors reinforcing ethnic identity were found to be knowledge of the 

Greek language and religious participation (Angelike, 2011).  Language retention is both a 

means and a marker of acculturation (Hatoss, 2012; Oriyama, 2010), and given the hegemony 

of English in American public settings, it is not surprising that Greek language fluency has 

declined across generations (Costantakos 1982; Demos, 1988).  Scholars who have compared 

the acculturation attitudes and behaviors of different generations of Greek Americans (Alex, 

2007; Constantinou 1989; LaRouche, Kim & Hui 1997; Panagakos, 2001, 2003; Scourby 1980; 

Tsemberis 1999) have invariably found substantial declines in Greek fluency and usage among 

second and third generation members, despite their exposure to language classes sponsored by 

the Greek Orthodox Church.  Nevertheless, in contrast to several assumptions of the symbolic 

ethnicity model, researchers have also documented that many second and third generation 

Greek Americans are actively engaged in ethnic cultural activities held under the aegis of the 

Greek Orthodox Church and are not merely seeking transitory personal fulfillment.  

As Pittas-Herschbach (2006) has reported, during the past quarter century several major 

universities and colleges have established Modern Greek Studies departments or curricula, with 
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most of these additions arising from community initiatives undertaken by secular Greek 

American associations.  While Greek ethnic enclaves within urban centers have undergone 

erosion as many of their former inhabitants have relocated to suburban communities, there are 

still some distinctively Greek neighborhoods, for example the Astoria section of New York 

City (Constantinou, 2007; Tsemberis 1999; Vouyouka-Sereti, 2009).  Even within proximate 

suburbs, voluntary Greek or Hellenic organizations outside of the Greek Orthodox Church 

continue to thrive (Roudometof & Karpathakis, 2002).  Concurrently, distinctly ethnic media, 

including Greek-English language newspapers, radio programs and even television stations 

headquartered within these centers serve both local and, with the advent of digital technologies, 

national/international audiences (Nevradakis, 2011; Panagakos, 2003). 

Researchers have also documented the high frequency of return visits to Greece among 

recent or post-1965 Greek American immigrants and their children and how this has provided a 

continuous source of cultural contact with the homeland (Christou, 2009; Kindinger, n.d.; King 

& Christou, 2008, 2010).  Indeed, nearly 100,000 second and third generation American 

citizens of Greek origin are now living in Greece (U.S. Department of State, 2006), attesting to 

the pull of their ethnic heritage and the strength of transnational networks (Christou, 2006, 

2009; Christou & King, 2006; King & Christou, 2008).  Finally, although Greek Americans 

have never comprised a unified ethnic voting bloc (Moskos, 1989), the research indicates that 

the Greek American community is capable of political mobilization as a means of influencing 

U.S. policy toward Greece and the eastern Mediterranean region (Paul & Paul, 2009).  This 

capacity for collective action arose in response to the Turkish invasion and partial occupation of 

Cyprus in the mid-1970s, and again during the Albanian persecution of ethnic Greeks in the 

1990s (Karpathakis, 1999a; Gage, 2008; Marudas, 1982).  These studies imply the persistence 
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of ethnic identity attachments among Greek Americans that cannot be fully explained through 

the symbolic ethnicity model.  Nevertheless, as Gage (2008) noted, the Greek American 

community’s lobbying on behalf of Greece’s national interests has been sporadic and its 

effectiveness, problematic.  

While the straight-line assimilation model has clearly fallen from favor among ethnicity 

researchers, its extension and transmutation into symbolic ethnicity and ethnic options in the 

analysis of intergenerational cultural changes among White ethnics yields similar, if not 

identical, predictions (Gans, 1979).  From this standpoint, the strength of ethnicity will continue 

to attenuate as the participation of second, third, and fourth generation ethnic group members in 

distinct cultural institutions/associations and heritage revivals amounts to little more than 

personal, intermittent efforts to express and affirm a subordinate facet of social identity.  

Current advocates of multiculturalism and ethnic identity, such as Nathan Glazer (1997) and 

Stephen Castles (1997), contest this conception and its implications.  At the very least, they 

argue that it does not apply to all, or even most, members of a given ethnic group.  

Nevertheless, both assimilationist and multiculturalist approaches have been called into 

question in the past few years (Garcia, 2010).  It is essential to critically examine the key points 

of the debates regarding assimilation and multiculturalism and formulate a synthesis of the 

models in order to better understand how immigrants adapt to the new society undergoing 

constant changes under the effects of globalization.  

As the preceding pages demonstrate, available theories of ethnic group 

assimilation/acculturation are in some conflict with each other and there is little consensus from 

which empirically-based predictions can be rendered about the current state or the future course 

of Greek American ethnicity.  The empirical literature suggests that Greek Americans have 
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been somewhat less susceptible to the intergenerational loss of ethnic culture than most White 

ethnic groups in the U.S.  Yet there is also evidence of long-standing trends (notably in Greek 

language competency/ usage patterns and marital preferences/choices), which militate against 

sustainable ethnic revival.   

 

The Demographic Profile and Historical Background of Greek Americans 

Greek Americans can be viewed within the context of their experience in the U.S., but 

they can also be seen as part of a broader phenomenon that is commonly referred to as the 

Greek or Hellenic Diaspora (Arvanitis, 2012; Christou & King, 2010; King & Christou, 2009; 

Lambrianidis, 2009).  Throughout the late 19th and 20th centuries, political upheavals in the 

Mediterranean and the Balkans caused the inhabitants of modern Greece to scatter around the 

world and members of this global network frequently refer to each other as Hellenes, rather 

than as Greeks (Moskos, 1989, p.145).  According to the Hellenic Republic’s Ministry of 

Foreign Affairs (2007), citizens of Greek origin currently reside in more than 140 countries, 

and there were some 5,514,403 Hellenes living outside of Greece in 2004.  The World Council 

of Hellenes Abroad (2007) puts the figure higher, at approximately 7 million, which is an 

exceedingly large number given that the populace of Greece itself was reported to be less than 

11 million.  In addition, Cypriot authorities estimate that 500,000 Cypriots of Greek descent 

lived abroad in 2005, of whom 270,000 resided in the United Kingdom with another 30,000 

living in the U.S. (Republic of Cyprus. . . ,  2007). 

The first mass migration from Greece occurred during the turbulent period between 

1890 and 1920 and the principal destination was the U.S.  It was part of the “new immigration,” 

a term introduced in about 1880 to describe the wave of immigrants that arrived in the U.S. in 
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the last quarter of the nineteenth century (Higham, 1967, p. 65).  After World War II however, 

when emigration to America from southern and eastern European countries was still 

constrained by a national quota system, many of the Greeks of the Hellenic Diaspora headed for 

Australia (which received 170,000 Greek immigrants) and to Canada (80,000 Greek 

immigrants).  In the wake of Greece’s accession to the European Union (EU) in 1981, the 

favored destination changed again, with some 600,000 Greeks relocating to Germany between 

that time and 2005 (Christou & King, 2006, 2010).  Communities of Hellenes maintain contact 

across the borders of the nations in which they have settled and collectively constitute a 

transnational community that is far larger and more diverse than the Greek populace within any 

given host country, including the U.S. (Roudometof & Karpathakis, 2002). 

Much of the Greek presence in the U.S. was established during the 20th century.  The 

first individual of documented Greek descent, Don Theodoros, arrived in Florida with the 

Narvaez expedition of 1528; 250 years later, Andrew Turnbull enlisted 500 Greek sponge-

divers to establish a colony at New Smyrna in the vicinity of St. Augustine, Florida 

(Constantinou, 2007).  The New Smyrna colony soon failed and between 1768 and 1890 

migration from Greece to the U.S. was minimal.  When a small group of wealthy Greek cotton 

merchants built the first Greek Orthodox Church in the U.S. in New Orleans in 1864, there 

were not enough Greeks in the city to support the parish.  Consequently this church developed a 

pan-Orthodox character, serving the religious needs of Syrians and Slavs in addition to the 

Greeks (Constantinou, 2007). 

Aside from these “false starts,” as Moskos (1989) characterized them, the basic contours 

of Greek immigration to the U.S. have been shaped in large part by American immigration 

policies, but scholars differ in their respective delineations of its temporal segments.  Tsemberis 
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(1999) distinguishes three waves of Greek immigration.  According to his count, between 1890 

and 1920, roughly 370,000 “old” generation immigrants arrived in the U.S. (p. 198).  Some 

researchers depart from Tsemberis’s reliance on decades and extend this first wave to 1924 and, 

particularly, the enactment of the Johnson-Reed Act.  What is clearly evident is that after 1924, 

legal Greek immigration to America came to a virtual standstill.  The second wave in 

Tsemberis’s chronology took place between 1947 and 1965, when some 150,000 immigrants 

entered the U.S., of whom roughly half were illegal aliens or “displaced persons,” including 

large numbers of merchant seamen (Tsemberis, p. 198).  In alternative schemas, however, no 

mention is made of this first wave of new immigrants.  With the liberalization of U.S. 

immigration laws in 1965, a second wave of new immigrants came to the U.S. from Greece,  

Tsemberis puts their total at 170,000.   In the 1980s however, as Greece became part of the EU, 

immigration to the U.S. slowed dramatically (Moskos, 1989, p. 155).  According to 

Constantinou (2007) between 1980 and 2004, the number of immigrants dropped to a total of 

75,444, a figure that is actually smaller than that recorded between 1918 and 1945 (p. 259). 

Constantinou also employs decades as his chronological unit and does not distinguish among 

immigration waves.  For the purposes of this current study, the wave description of immigration 

is employed and three waves are identified: (1) mass migration (1890-1924); (2) 

refugee/displaced persons (1945-1965); and (3) new immigrants (1965 to the present). 

The early, mass wave of Greek immigration to the U.S. initially settled in the gateway 

cities of New York, Boston, and Chicago, with Los Angeles becoming a major entrance and 

relocation point during World War I.  In each of these urban centers, Greek immigrants were a 

fairly small part of an overwhelming influx of immigrants arriving from throughout Southern 

and Eastern Europe.  By 1900, 84% of the households in New York City headed by Whites 
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accounted for immigrants or children of immigrants (Hattam, 2004, p.43).  Like other 

immigrant groups, the Greeks concentrated in ethnically-bound neighborhoods that, in their 

case, were designated as “Greektowns.”  Located in central wards, these immigrant ghettoes 

were squalid, overcrowded, and comprised of dilapidated tenement housing often devoid of 

basic sanitary arrangements (Contopoulos, 1992; Wallner, 2003). 

A preponderance of Greek immigrants who came to America between 1890 and 1924 

were young, unmarried males from rural areas of Greece.  Although Greece was embroiled in a 

series of conflicts with the Ottoman Empire, the immigrants were not refugees (Contopoulos, 

1992, p. 30).  Economic motivation was the primary driver of the migration flow.  Many of the 

immigrants viewed themselves as temporary sojourners who would return to their homeland 

after earning enough money to support their families and provide dowries for their sisters 

(Constantinou, 2007, p. 258).  Some did, in fact, go back to Greece.  According to Efthimiou 

(2000), roughly 40% of the Greek immigrants who came to the U.S. prior to 1930 eventually 

returned to their homeland (p. 130).  

While small numbers of wealthy Greek merchants had already established a presence in 

New York City and other commercial centers along the Atlantic and Gulf Coast seaboards, they 

could not furnish employment for all save a fraction of their countrymen.  Consequently, the 

first wave of Greeks entered the lowest rungs of rapidly growing but highly competitive labor 

markets without the benefit of formal education, industrial experience, or the ability to speak 

English.  Most were compelled to undertake menial work in the service and construction 

sectors.  

Moskos (1989) has described the primary characteristic of the early Greek experience in 

the U.S. as “embourgeoisement” (p. 139).  As early as 1910, a Greek American middle class 
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began to emerge as frugal Greek laborers used their accumulated savings to found small 

businesses, including restaurants and cafes that served burgeoning immigrant communities.  

Given the imbalance in the gender ratio, successful immigrants often entered into arranged 

marriages with brides who were “imported” from Greece (Karpathakis, 1999a, p. 153).  These 

women initially worked alongside of their husbands in family-owned enterprises or they 

engaged in informal wage labor.  But as they moved further up the economic hierarchy, Greek 

American families displayed the traditional gender role pattern of wives remaining at home 

with the primary responsibility for raising children and managing household affairs.  

Plainly entrepreneurial talent was (and remains) a major component in the upward 

mobility that many Greek Americans enjoyed during the opening decades of the twentieth 

century.  In Moskos’ (1989) estimation, although immigrants from Greece came chiefly from 

rural areas and did not have commercial backgrounds, “unlike the peasants in most Eastern 

European societies of that time, the Greek peasant participated directly in a market rather than a 

subsistence economy” (p. 141).  Granted, some of the Greeks who participated in the first 

migration wave did enter the nation’s heavy industrial sector.  A Greek American community 

arose in Akron, Ohio in response to the demand for labor from the tire industry; another 

immigrant colony appeared in Utah, where Greeks worked primarily as miners and participated 

in railroad construction.  But in contrast to members of other southern and eastern European 

ethnic groups, these Greeks did not see themselves as part of an industrial proletariat pitted 

against capitalist employers.  On the whole, they did not participate in organized labor activism, 

and were often used as strikebreakers (Anagnostou, 2003).  Greek immigrants were disposed 

toward the exercise of individual initiative within the prevailing system rather than collective 

political action aimed at changing that system.  Indeed, as Tsemberis, (1999) has observed, 
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there was a substantial degree of congruence between the values that Greek immigrants brought 

to the U.S. and the host society’s norms (p. 218).  The Greeks embraced their own version of 

the Protestant Work Ethic and, like quintessential Americans; they were oriented toward a form 

of rugged individualism. 

At the end of World War II, Greek Americans participated in the national trend toward 

suburbanization, as many second generation immigrants left ethnic communities and relocated 

on the fringes of major metropolitan centers even while they retained social ties with dwindling 

urban Greektowns  (Moskos, 1989).  After the War, what Tsemberis (1999) has designated as 

the “first wave” of “new” Greek immigrants entered the U.S. as displaced persons (p. 198).  

Most of these newcomers were poor and uneducated.  But following the liberalization of 

America’s immigration policies in 1965, a second wave of new arrivals from Greece came to 

the U.S. with substantially greater human capital resources.  In contrast to the earlier wave of 

Greek immigrants, these post-1965 immigrants came primarily from urban centers in Greece, 

many of them were married, and they brought their wives and children with them.  These 

immigrants were far better educated than their predecessors had been and their ranks included a 

substantial number of professionals. In fact, at the time there was some concern within Greece 

about the impact of an ongoing “brain drain,” (Moskos, 1989, p. 52). The preferred destinations 

of these immigrants were again the cities and surrounding suburbs in which long established 

Greek communities were already in place and previously declining ethnic enclaves in New 

York, Chicago, and Boston enjoyed a marked resurgence (Constantinou, 2007).   

By 1985, over 150,000 individuals of Greek descent were living in the Astoria section 

of New York City, making it the largest Hellenic community outside of Greece itself 

(Tsemberis 1999).  In addition to employment opportunities, the newcomers were attracted to 
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revitalized ethnic enclaves by the presence of Greek Orthodox Churches, Greek language after-

school programs and Greek civic and professional organizations.  Many of the new wave 

immigrants gravitated toward small business ownership.  They purchased restaurants, retail 

floral outlets, travel agencies and the like from second and third generation Greek Americans or 

opened their own establishments in these niche sectors (Constantinou, 2007). 

According to the 2000 Census figures, while Greek Americans can be found in every 

state, they are clearly concentrated in the Northeast, the Midwest, and portions of the Sunbelt. 

New York and Illinois continue to have the largest Greek communities, but California and 

Florida have become preferred destinations for inter-regional relocation and are especially 

popular among retirees (Constantinou, 2007).  The state of Utah has a large number of Greek 

Americans relative to the size of its populace; they are chiefly the descendants of mass 

migration wave immigrants who traveled west to work in the mines and on the construction of 

the railroads.  Other than New Orleans, Greeks are under-represented within the Deep South 

and in the Great Plains region (Constantinou, 2007).  It was in these regions that first wave 

immigrants suffered the most severe forms of racial (ethnic) discrimination.  

Owing to suburbanization fueled by upward economic mobility, Greek Americans are 

no longer concentrated within central city neighborhoods, yet the vast majority live within 

major metropolitan areas.  In the 2000 Census, 90% of Greek Americans were classified as 

urban compared to a mean of 79% of the nation’s total populace (Constantinou, 2007). 

Given residential concentration, the prominence of the Greek Orthodox Church, and the 

existence of well-developed social networks, from the perspective of an external observer 

Greek Americans appear to be a homogeneous and unified ethnic group.  In fact, there are 

fissures and even open conflicts within the current populace.  One pronounced division can be 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       59 

  

discerned between the distant descendants of early migration waves who have undergone 

substantial assimilation into the American middle-class and more recent first and second 

generation immigrant Greeks (Roudometof & Karpathakis, 2002).  Interpreting the negative 

stereotypes of the latter that could have been expressed by “respectable” Greek Americans in a 

sympathetic light, Moskos (1989) asserted that it “can be understood as a form of filial respect 

for their parents and grandparents” (p. 60).  From his standpoint, assimilated later generation 

Greeks often compare more recent arrivals from Greece to their pioneering ancestors and find 

them wanting in terms of “self-sacrifice, moral rectitude, feeling for family, and commitment to 

Greek-American institutions,” (p. 60).  From a decidedly different perspective, Anagnostou 

(2003) has opined that “even in the multicultural present, American-born Greek Americans are 

often embarrassed by aspects of immigrant culture” which call into question their own status as 

full-fledged Americans (p. 293).  At bottom, while the post-1965 immigrants have much 

stronger ties to contemporary Greece, the American-born Greeks feel a powerful affinity 

toward a specifically Greek American culture that is situated within an idealized narrative that 

revolves around the concept of Hellenism and its relation to American democracy.  A full 

appreciation of this point requires some knowledge about how Greek immigrants were re-

classified as “White” through boundary shifting.  The next section of this chapter is devoted to 

a discussion of that process. 

 

The “Racial” Assimilation of Greek Americans 

While other nations have received large inflows of immigrants, as Tichenor (2002) has 

remarked, Americans are unusual in “the degree to which they have woven immigration 

narrative and iconography into their collective cultural identity” (p. 289).  The U.S. is, of 
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course, a self-acknowledged nation of immigrants – people who came to America in search of 

economic opportunity, individual liberty, and freedom from religious and ethnic persecution.  

Yet at the same time, throughout the nation’s history, Americans have discriminated against 

those foreigners who display characteristics that are not congruent with the country’s existing 

demographic profile.  Official and unofficial bias towards certain types of immigrants has been 

operative since the mid-19th century, and during the period of mass Greek migration its base 

was grounded in race as opposed to ethnicity.  As historian David Roediger (2005) observed in 

Working Toward Whiteness: How America’s Immigrants Became White, when the White 

Anglo-Saxon Protestant majority observed millions of southern and eastern European 

immigrants streaming into the U.S., they viewed these newcomers as members of separate races 

that were not White, but belonged to some other residual category.  As such, the cultural 

differences between the immigrants and the White Anglo Saxon Protestant majority were 

interpreted as being manifestations of immutable, genetic traits.  Members of diverse races, 

moreover, were categorized according to a hierarchical schema in which the descendants of the 

Anglo and Germanic races were placed at the top pyramid, while southern and eastern 

European immigrants occupied a position closer to that of Blacks and Asians. (Tichenor, 2002).  

In the late 19th century, the eugenics movement was in full swing as respected scholars 

classified members of different races according to their biological features and correlative 

personality attributes. The Greeks posed a dilemma for the practitioners of this quasi-scientific 

discipline.  According to Jacobson (1998), when Charles Dudley Warner composed a catalogue 

of the world’s modern races, he noted that modern Greeks embodied both the White 

characteristics of the ancient Hellenes and the “Oriental” features of the eastern Mediterranean 

(p. 147).  In his estimation, then the Greeks stood somewhere in between the civilized and the 
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savage races.  They were sullied Whites, perhaps a notch or two above the Italians, but 

nevertheless several rungs below the races of northern and western Europe.  

The ill treatment accorded to the first wave of immigrants from Greece can be explained 

by a number of factors, including competition for jobs and the concern that they would be 

enlisted into local political machines operated by corrupt municipal bosses.  But as Portes and 

Rumbaut (1996) have observed, “periods of high immigration are invariably marked by a tide 

of nativist resistance that characterizes the waves of newcomers as a threat to the integrity of 

national culture and a source of decay of the qualities of the native population,” (p. 269).  As a 

rationale for imposing restrictions on these foreign elements, many native-born demagogues 

proclaimed that their entrance into the U.S. constituted a grave threat to the moral purity of the 

nation.  Greek immigrants were often portrayed as violent, irrational, and deceptive or “tricky” 

hucksters who did not share the American commitment to fair play (Jacobson, 1998, p. 148).  

As Papanikolas (2000) found during her research into the discrimination that Greek 

immigrants faced during the first two decades of the 20th century, the most frequent pretext for 

the persecution of Greeks was the suspicion that they harbored sexual designs on White 

women.  During this period, several Greeks were lynched by mobs for coming into casual 

contact with White females.  Indeed, in 1909, the Greek precinct of Omaha, Nebraska, was 

burned to the ground following accusations that one of its residents had made licentious 

advances toward a local female.  Although these incidents were recorded in local histories, they 

did not receive widespread circulation within the fledgling Greek American press.  In fact, 

according to Laliotou (1998), information about such incidents was deliberately suppressed by 

the ethnic media or dismissed as isolated cases (p. 203).  
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In general, the earliest Greek immigrants anticipated and tolerated anti-Greek 

sentiments from the extremist groups in the White Anglo-Saxon establishment.  As Athens 

(1997) has observed, when Greeks appeared in the South, they became targets of the Ku Klux 

Klan (p. 15).  They were characterized as “niggers” and subjected to many of the same Jim 

Crow segregation laws that beset African Americans.  Rather than protesting this mistreatment, 

Greek immigrants attempted to disprove the validity of the labels that had been applied to them.  

They did so through displays of hard work and entrepreneurial initiative that demonstrated their 

rightful status as Whites (Athens, 1997; Georgakas, 1987).  

At the national level, anti-immigrant sentiment led to the passage of quota acts in 1921 

and 1924 that nearly eliminated inflows from southern and eastern Europe.  These measures 

were plainly discriminatory in their intent and were directly inspired by eugenic scholars’ 

findings of innate inferiority among members of in-between races.  Under the Johnson-Reed 

Act of 1924, total annual immigration into the U.S. was capped at 153,714, less than a quarter 

of the estimated inflow of 700,000 immigrants who came to America each year during the 

period between 1900 and 1920 (Tichenor, 2002, p. 151).  The national quota for Greece (and 

other southern and eastern nations), however, was proportionately much lower (initially in the 

hundreds per year) and like Italians, Poles, Russians and Hungarians, Greeks who wished to 

emigrate to the U.S. faced waiting lists that extended from 10 to 75 years (Tichenor, 2002, 

p.151). 

In 1922, a group of prominent Greek Americans met in Atlanta, Georgia and formed the 

American Hellenic Educational Progressive Association (AHEPA) in response to Ku Klux Klan 

activity directed toward local Greeks.  Recognizing that protesting against discrimination would 

not prove effective, the AHEPA undertook an acculturation and assimilation strategy meant to 
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demonstrate the qualities that rendered Greeks worthy of inclusion into the “White” mainstream 

(Thomas, 2005, p. 1).  They established English as the association’s official language and while 

most of the organization’s members were of Greek descent, eligibility for membership was not 

limited to Greeks.  The AHEPA collectively participated in national patriotic holidays such as 

Memorial Day and the Fourth of July commemorations, marching in standard middle class 

attire and carrying canes in the manner of Anglo Saxon fraternal lodes (Papanikolas, 2002).  

The AHEPA remains the largest secular Greek organization in the U.S. and it enjoyed 

rapid growth in the years after its formation.  The association developed a national structure at a 

time when Greeks were organized around local parishes of the Greek Orthodox Church.  It 

quickly assumed the role of speaking for the “respectable” Greek American community 

(Moskos, 1989, p. 76).  The AHEPA outpaced its rival the Greek American Progressive 

Association (GAPA), which advocated the retention of the Greek language and active 

resistance to acculturation pressures.  

The AHEPA benefited from its relationship with non-Greek American philhellenes who 

espoused what was referred to as “the Great Idea.”  The core premise of this idea was that 

modern day Greeks were the direct racial and cultural descendants of ancient Greece, the cradle 

of Western Civilization and, as importantly, the source of democratic government.  As the 

cultural heirs of this ancient Greeks, the AHEPA argued, Greek immigrants had a claim on 

being uniquely fit to participate in American society.  As Thomas (2005) has observed, “this 

ideological stance made sense to the American public that had learned about Greece as the 

cradle of democracy in the public schools” (p. 2).  To reinforce the connection, the AHEPA 

replaced the term Greek American with the phrase “American Hellene” (Anagnostou, 2003, p. 

300).  In effect, they reinvented Greek immigrants by creating the plausible fiction that they 
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were the direct, unalloyed descendants of a noble lineage that met contemporary standards of 

Whiteness.  Indeed, as Saloutos (1964) observed, in 1925, one enthusiastic assimilation 

advocate argued for the Hellenic origins of the Anglo Saxon race itself (p. 237). 

In addition to race, the AHEPA sought to alter the perceived religious identity of the 

American Hellenes.  As Thomas (2005) noted from his examination of the association’s earliest 

newsletters, during the 1920s the AHEPA refrained from referring to the Greek Orthodox 

Church or to Greek Orthodoxy, despite the fact that the vast majority of Greek immigrants were 

members of this denomination (p. 7).  Instead, the AHEPA alluded to the faith of the American 

Hellenes as generically “Christian.”  To avoid bringing attention to the difference between 

Greeks and Americans, the AHEPA recast Hellenic religiosity in a manner that was more 

acceptable to Protestants (Thomas, 2005).  As will be brought forth in the section immediately 

below, from the very outset of the mass immigration wave the Greek Orthodox Church 

assumed a leading role in the preservation of Greek culture in the U.S. and it continues to serve 

as a pillar of Greek ethnic identity. 

 

 

The Greek Family as an Agency of Ethnic Preservation 

 The Greek American family is the seminal agent of socialization and the degree to 

which parents seek to transmit Greek culture to their children is undoubtedly a powerful 

determinant of ethnic identity maintenance at the household level (Nevradakis, 2010).  As 

Christou (2002) has written, it is through the family that children acquire their perceptions of 

“who” belongs to their ethnic group, the relevant criteria for making “in-group”/”out-group” 
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distinctions, and the attendant sets of behavioral norms for treating fellow Greeks and non-

Greeks (p. 212).  Prefacing her analysis of how the Greek American family has been portrayed 

in fiction composed by authors of Greek descent, Gatzouros (2007) observed that the family is 

“the site where emotional sentiments about “Greekness” and “Americanness” (including 

loyalty, pride, anxiety, comfort, and discomfort) both converge and reside” (p. 3).  Considerable 

scholarly effort has been directed towards analyses of the Greek American family functioning 

and one of the main research findings is that Greek families in the U.S. are in a “transitional” 

phase.  Parents whose own fathers and mothers were first generation immigrants, raise their 

children “both within the Greek ethnic subculture and within mainstream American culture and 

society” (Kourvetaris, 1988. p. 91).  In terms of Berry’s taxonomy, the Greek American family 

has generally embraced an “integration” adaptation strategy in which children are taught by 

word and example to partake of mainstream culture while retaining their ethnic heritage.  

By conventional yardsticks, the Greek American family is stronger and more cohesive 

than families of most other U.S. ethnic and racial groups.  According to data from the Greek 

Orthodox Church, rates of divorce and marital separation are substantially lower among Greek 

American couples than the mean rates for the U.S. as a whole (Constantelos, 1999).  Cohesion 

and solidarity within Greek American families is correspondingly high, and Greek households 

tend to maintain active kinship relations that extend beyond the immediate family and 

encompass several immigrant generations (Gatzouros, 2007).  Greeks in the U.S. adhere to an 

extended family structure in contrast to the nuclear model that is more common among families 

of northern and western European ethnicity (Gatzouros, 2007).  The Greek family has often 

been characterized as patriarchal, authoritative (if not authoritarian) in parenting style, and 

firmly committed to intergenerational advancement through educational attainment.  
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Historically the Greek American family has displayed a patriarchal distribution of 

decision-making power, with husbands/fathers having the primary or even the sole say in 

family affairs (Karpathakis, 1999a).  Within this ethnic group, the traditional family exhibits a 

distinct division of gender roles. As summarized by Demos (1989): 

The traditional Greek ethnic husband is expected to take primary responsibility 

for the family's economic needs, respect his wife, show affection to his children, 

and assume a leadership position in the ethnic community.  His wife is expected 

to take primary responsibility for maintaining a hospitable home, providing for 

her husband's comfort, and socializing the children, particularly with respect to 

their ethnic culture” (Demos, 1989, p. 77).  

Yet as Kourvetaris (1988) pointed out, among first generation immigrant families, Greek 

women were often as active as their male counterparts within the ethnic community.  From his 

analysis of the historical record Kourvetaris concluded that “the Greek wife and mother was the 

most dominant figure in the Greek immigrant family.  Her presence and influence was felt not 

only in the family but also in larger ethnic community affairs” (1988, p. 87).  

Two comparatively recent studies shed light on the relationship between husbands and 

wives in contemporary Greek American families.  Karpathakis, (1999a) conducted interviews 

with 80 first- and second-generation Greek wives living within the Astoria section of New 

York, a traditional ethnic enclave. Her subjects ranged in age from twenty-four to sixty-eight 

years old and while most of the younger women had completed school, the mean rate of 

educational attainment was 9.3 years.  Many of the older interviewees had dropped out of the 

public education system prior to high school completion and some had left before entering 

secondary schools.  During their marriages, most of the interviewees recounted steady increases 
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in household income as their husbands achieved success in business.  This, in turn, allowed 

them to withdraw from informal wage labor (typically at-home piecework in garment making), 

to become full-fledged “ladies.”  But as this pattern unfolded the women lost their prior roles as 

family financial managers (p. 173).  Unexpectedly, upward socioeconomic family mobility 

within this predominately Greek community was associated with a reduction in the 

participation of women in household decision-making, reinforcing customary patriarchal 

dominance (also Tastsoglou, 2009; Vouyouka-Sereti, 2009).  

By contrast with these findings, when Gorges, Berry, Shaw, Christakopoulou and 

Milonas (1996) surveyed family gender norms among first, second and third generation Greek 

immigrants living in Canada, Germany, the Netherlands and in the U.S., they found a pattern of 

increased gender egalitarianism within all four host societies.  A much higher percentage of 

first-generation immigrant couples endorsed the proposition that the “man is the headed 

household” than did the second-generation in the sample, and by the third generation, this norm 

was categorically rejected by male and female subjects alike. 

The available data indicates that the traditional preference toward ethnic and religious 

endogamy has eroded substantially among Greek Americans.  During and immediately after the 

mass migration era, a shortage of Greek-born females compelled Greek immigrant males to 

either send for brides from Greece or to marry non-Greeks (Furtado & Trejo, 2012; Logan & 

Shin, 2012).  By 1926, one Greek Orthodox Church bishop lamented that 20% of Greek 

American marriages were inter-ethnic and inter-denominational (Constantelos, 1999, p. 130).  

Despite the resumption of in-migration from Greece after 1965, most second and third 

generation Greeks currently wed non-Greeks.  Analyzing Greek Orthodox Church records, 

Constantelos (1999) estimated that approximately 60% of the marriages solemnized by the 
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Greek Orthodox Church between 1990 and 1995 were inter-ethnic (p. 132).  More recently, 

Karapanagiotis (2008) using Greek Orthodox Church data calculated that 62.5% of all 

marriages conducted in Greek Orthodox Churches are inter-ethnic and inter-denominational (p. 

21).  In many cases, non-Greek partners (who are now typically Protestants or have no religious 

affiliation) have agreed to convert to the Greek Orthodox faith.  Nevertheless, they are unlikely 

to possess any Greek language skills and do not have an organic connection to Greek American 

culture.  In addition, the actual rate of intermarriage is probably higher than the Greek Orthodox 

Church figures suggest since at least some Greek Americans marry outside of the Church and 

are presumably more inclined toward ethnic/religious exogamy.  

Karapanagiotis (2008) interviewed 60 married couples residing in suburban 

communities in the southern region of New Jersey.  Roughly half of her study’s sample 

consisted of couples in which both partners self-identified as Greek Americans, while the other 

half was comprised of couples in which only the husband or the wife was of Greek descent.  

She found that the members of the mono-ethnic group embraced traditional marital and child 

rearing norms (and self-reported behaviors) to a much greater extent than the subjects in the 

mixed marriage group did.  Moreover, the mono-ethnic couples expressed a stronger desire to 

transmit Greek culture (including fluency in Greek) to their daughters than their exogamous 

counterparts. 

Using an acculturation scale and an instrument for gathering information about marital 

norms Koutrelakos (2004) reported “mixed” results concerning the extent to which the 

cognitive schemas governing intimate relationships differed among Greek Americans, Greeks 

living in Greece itself and non-Greek Americans.  Like the non-Greek Americans in the sample 

and in sharp contrast to the Greek nationals, the Greek Americans displayed an individualistic 
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orientation toward self-disclosure within the context of intimate relationships.  On the other 

hand, akin to their counterparts living in Greece, the Greek Americans in Koutrelakos’s study 

sample maintained a traditional collectivist orientation towards self-sacrifice in intimate 

relationships. 

In a widely cited investigation of acculturation effects on child rearing attitudes, 

Rosenthal, Bell, Demetriou and Efklides (1989) used a similar study design. They compared 20 

families living in Greece with 20 Anglo-Australian families, and 20 families of Greek 

immigrants to Australia (all of whom lived in the host country for at least 13 years).  The 

researchers administered a survey device that measured how subjects in the three groups 

wanted their sons/daughters to behave.  They found very little difference between the Greek 

national and Greek immigrant groups.  On the whole, participants in both of these groups 

wanted their children to respect and obey their parents and, above all, to participate in Greek 

culture, demonstrating an attachment to what the researchers characterized as “collectivist” 

values.  By contrast, the Anglo-Australians wanted their children to achieve material success 

and personal happiness; they exhibited an individualistic orientation.  The results strongly 

suggested that traditional Greek parental values persisted among first-generation Greek 

immigrants living in Australia.  

 

Greek Language Retention and Intergenerational Cultural Change 

Home or native language fluency and the frequency of its usage in domestic and social 

settings are key measures of immigrant acculturation.  While first generation immigrants 

invariably retain the capacity to converse in the language of their homeland, the assimilation of 

their children and grandchildren into the host culture typically leads to some measure of 
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intergenerational language loss (Hatoss, 2012; Oriyama, 2010).  Second generation immigrants 

are exposed to the original language of their parents at home or within ethnic communities, but 

they appear to experience decrements in their ability to speak that language and, as importantly, 

to convey knowledge of that language to their own children.  The broad trend data support a 

pattern of significant decline in language transmission through exposure in the home.  

According to Alba and Nee (2003), between 1925 and 2000 “the proportion of southern and 

European ethnic groups (living in the U.S.) raised in a mother-tongue home, has plummeted 

from the greater majority to 5 percent or less” (p. 75).  Among Greek Americans, the 

intergenerational loss of Greek language exposure at home and declines in third-generation 

knowledge of Greek is probably less pronounced, but is nevertheless evident.  

When the first generation immigrants of the mass wave reached America , those who 

intended to remain in the U.S. for an extensive period were profoundly concerned about the 

ethnic identities of their prospective children.  “There was one feature of their culture that 

immigrants strenuously tried to pass to their children.” Moskos (1989) noted, “the Greek 

language,” (p. 81).  In both its classic and modern forms, Greek is a difficult language to learn 

and it is also esteemed as a language of advanced scholarship in such fields as religious studies, 

classical literature, and philosophy.  The immigrants of the first wave treasured their native 

tongue and recognizing the force of monolingual instruction in English within American public 

schools, they acted to conserve this central aspect of their ethnic culture by supporting Greek 

language afternoon schools within their respective Greek Orthodox Church parishes 

(Papadopuolos, 2010).  

Several scholars have investigated the attitudes of Greek Americans toward 

intergenerational language transmission and the effectiveness of their efforts to endow their 
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children with a working knowledge of Greek.  Within a sample of 211 second and third 

generation Greek American parents, Costantakos (1982) found overwhelmingly positive 

attitudes toward intergenerational Greek language retention.  All of the subjects in this study 

spoke at least some Greek at home.  Those who reported a higher frequency of Greek language 

usage in the home also displayed above mean scores on an ethnic identification scale and 

reported that their children were able to converse in the home language.  Regardless of 

language usage, the vast majority of sample had enrolled one or more of their children in an 

afternoon Greek school.  But the children of parents who did not speak Greek in the home on a 

regular basis (more than 50 percent of the time) acknowledged that their sons and daughters 

were unable to speak Greek at a conversational level.  According to Costantakos (1982), this 

intergenerational loss could be ascribed to “lack of effective coordination of the efforts on the 

part of the family and the afternoon Greek school, compounded by the monolinguistic 

orientation of the dominant culture” (p. 158).  Absent the predominant use of Greek in the 

home, supplemental instruction in Greek did not provide an effective mechanism for language 

transmission. 

Recruiting 584 subjects from Greek Orthodox parishes serving suburban communities 

in Baltimore and Minneapolis, Demos (1988) found sharp intergenerational declines in Greek 

language abilities.  As Demos hypothesized, ethnic mother tongue loss was greater within 

families headed by exogamous couples, but even within families in which both parents were of 

Greek ancestry, substantial decrements in language ability across generations were the norm. 

Addressing the “third generation return” thesis, Demos found no evidence of increased 

language retention/usage by third generation Greek Americans among the study’s suburban 

dwelling families (p. 13).  According to Alba and Nee (2003), residents of central city ethnic 
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neighborhoods are 2.5 to 4.0 times more likely than their suburban counterparts to speak the 

mother tongue (p. 100).  Within suburban America, exposure to Greek language usage apart 

from the home and Greek Orthodox Church-related activities was negligible (also Kalmijn & 

Van Tubergen, 2010; Krindatch, 2012).  

Studies of language ability and usage among Greek Americans clearly underscore the 

centrality of “generation in America” as a predictor and causal variable for ethnic conservation 

as reflected in language and other dimensions of culture (Demos, 1989, p. 5).  As Moskos 

(1989) wrote, while some second-generation Greek Americans were able to put their Greekness 

at the center of their social identity, they often encountered severe problems in trying to pass 

this legacy on to their third-generation progeny.  In a passage that prefigures Waters’ (1990) 

concept of ethnic options, Moskos observed: 

For those two or more generations removed from the immigrants, maintaining a 

sense of Greek ethnicity is not an issue of ingrained sentiment, but one of 

conscious selection in an endless number of gradations in the choice of identity. 

Precisely because third-generation Greek Americans have the weakest 

commitment to ancestral culture, their Greek ethnicity---if it is to exist at all---

depends directly on their involvement with formal Greek-American 

organizations.  (Moskos, 1989, p. 148).  

As the ethnic cultural practices of second generation Greek Americans in the domestic sphere 

erode across time, their capacity to pass an ethnic identity to their children without the 

assistance of Greek institutions undergoes a radical drop. 

Kourvetaris (1988) proffered a similarly disturbing analysis of cultural maintenance in 

his study of the Greek American family.  He noted that within the third generation “there is a 
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significant decrease in Greek ethnic identification (as measured by language and Greek family 

norms), but some vestiges of ethnic social behavior remain” (p. 96).  On the whole, Kourvetaris 

observed, the grandchildren of Greek immigrants to the U.S. consider themselves to be simply 

Americans, ethnic intermarriage has become the norm rather than the exception in many Greek 

American communities, and third generation “attachments to ethnic institutions such as the 

Greek church and school are considerably weakened” (p. 98).  As with Moskos (1982, 1989), 

Kourvetaris (1988) concluded that ethnic identity in the third generation “is not primarily a 

matter of cultural transmission.  It instead directly depends on their voluntary participation in 

Greek American institutional life…” (p. 96).  Unless they elect to take an active role in the 

Greek Orthodox Church and/or secular Hellenic associations, the ethnicity of third generation 

Greek Americans will be “principally symbolic in nature” (Kourvetaris, p. 96).  

Moskos and Kourvetaris put forth these views in the late 1980s at a time when in-

migration from Greece to the U.S. had again fallen.  Between 1965 and 1980, however, growth 

in Greek immigration to America during a period in which multiculturalism was ascendant had 

led some observers to anticipate a resurgence in ethnic identification among third generation 

Greeks emboldened by an influx of post1965 immigrants.  As Tsemberis (1999) retrospectively 

remarked, prior to the Civil Rights era, it was not unusual for Greek Americans to Anglicize 

their names for the purpose of being accepted by mainstream Americans, but the Greeks who 

came to the U.S. after 1965 retained their names without modification (p. 203). The impact of a 

spike in Greek ethnic pride, however, was transient and appeared to wane under the 

homogenizing force of White, middle-class conformity. 

In 1980, Scourby surveyed a total of 160 first, second and third generation Greek 

Americans living in New York City about their attitudes and behaviors towards key aspects of 
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Greek culture.  Her study’s participants included males (46%) and females (54%) and ranged in 

age from 13 to 68 years of age.  In terms of their ethnic self-identification, virtually all of the 

first-generation subjects said that they were either “Greek” or “Greek Orthodox.”  The second 

generation indicated a “Greek American” or “Greek Orthodox” identity; while an “American” 

identification arose only among a handful of the third-generation survey participants.  All of the 

first generation subjects said that they had the ability to speak Greek, and within this sample, 

there was very little initial decline in home language ability, with 96.7% of the second-

generation subjects giving that response.  By the third generation, however, only 57.8% 

reported an ability to speak Greek.  All of the original immigrants in Scourby’s study wanted to 

retain Greek as the language for the entire Sunday worship service at the Greek Orthodox 

Churches they attended.  By contrast, only 58.3% of the second-generation Greek Americans 

and 50% of the third-generation subjects wanted to retain Greek as the exclusive language of 

the Greek Orthodox Church.  Attitudes towards inter-ethnic marriage also displayed 

progressive change. More than half of the first-generation subjects (51.6%) said that they would 

not marry a non-Greek under any circumstances as compared to 30% of the second generation 

and 25% of the third.  There was a significant, but fairly modest decline in reported attendance 

at Greek afternoon school; 90% of the second generation and 70% of the third generation 

participants said that they had attended Greek school.  Over 92% of the first generation Greek 

Americans who completed Scourby’s survey indicated that they read Greek newspapers, but by 

the third generation the percentage dropped to less than half (44.8%).  

Nevertheless in Scourby’s (1980) study, while just 38% of the first-generation study 

group reported Greek Orthodox Church attendance at least once a week, 61% of the second 

generation and 65% of the third said that they went to church at least once a week.  At the same 
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time, subject attitudes towards the Greek Orthodox Church were more favorable among both 

second and third generation subjects than among first generation participants, with the second 

generation seeing the Greek Orthodox Church in the most positive light (78% “very 

favorable”).  Taking all of these results into account, Scourby came to two broad conclusions.  

First, although intergenerational cultural was plainly evident, within a sample drawn from New 

York’s Greek enclaves language loss was not universal and its occurrence was confined to the 

third generation.  Second, evoking a theme that Alex (2007) would later examine (see below), 

the first generation expressed an “ethno-cultural” orientation, while the second and third 

generations appeared to adhere to an “ethno-religious” orientation. 

Constantinou (1989) investigated intergenerational differences in ethnicity among 448 

Greek Americans living within or near Akron, Ohio.  His study used a forced-response survey 

device measuring participation in and attachment to 33 attributes of Greek ethnicity that he 

subsequently divided under three headings: (1) language; (2) ethnic politics, and (3) cultural or 

socio-cultural activities.  As in prior studies, Constantinou (1989) found significant 

intergenerational decline in Greek language ability and usage.  In this sample, however, the 

steepest drop occurred between the first and second generations.  There was also a statistically 

significant, but somewhat less severe reduction in ethnic political involvement (interest in U.S. 

foreign policy towards Greek, preference for co-ethnic political candidates) from one 

generation to the next.  However, the highest composite scores for socio-cultural activities were 

recorded among the second-generation subjects.  Constantinou remarked that “second 

generation members are very active in sociocultural activities because these activities constitute 

a way of group interaction, they are fun, and do not involve any major sacrifice and effort on 

the part of the participant (especially dances and dinners).  Above all ”it is this generation's way 
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of making a statement regarding their ethnicity” (p. 110).  Composite scores for the third 

generation’s socio-cultural involvement were only slightly lower, but they were boosted by an 

inordinately high number of third generation participants who were attracted to Greek “cultural 

accoutrements” such as ethnic food, music and dancing (p. 110).  In the final analysis, 

Constantinou concluded that his study’s findings did not lend support to the “third generation 

ethnic revival” hypothesis, yet they did indicate that there are separate dimensions to Greek 

American ethnicity that do not display an identical trajectory across generations (Logan & Shin, 

2012).  

In addition to comparing an old line, inner city parish with a suburban parish, Alex’s 

(2007) Pittsburgh study examined intergenerational variance in Greek Orthodox Church-related 

attitudes and activity levels.  In both of her study’s parishes, the first generation and, especially, 

the second generation parishioners were more heavily involved in specifically ethnic activities 

than the third generation subjects were.  Elaborating on this finding, Alex wrote that: 

. . . in general, the second generation participants were the most interested in 

participating in the ethnic facets of Greek Orthodox Church life.  For even 

passive second generation participants the connection to Greek aspects of the 

culture remained important.  They participated in the Greek Orthodox Church, 

though irregularly, because they viewed it as “a conduit to the authentic culture 

of Greece that they enjoyed so much.  (Alex, 2007, p. 125).  

The third generation parishioners, however, felt much more connected to the religious activities 

of their churches (Alex, p. 136).  Despite these differences, all of the Greek Americans with 

whom Alex spoke, regardless of generational status “expressed great interest, even insistence, 
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upon passing their ethnic/religious traditions, culture, and participation on to their future 

children, regardless of the ethnic/religious orientation of their spouse,” (p. 142).   

With reference to attitudes toward inter-ethnic marriage, the unmarried second 

generation males of the “old line” church expressed unwavering opposition to wedding a non-

Greek.  These interviewees were of “pure” Greek descent, they had been raised in families with 

“stay-at-home” mothers, and they still lived in their parents’ homes (Alex, 2007).  For all of the 

other unmarried participants with whom Alex spoke, prospective partner ethnicity was less 

important than spousal affiliation with the Greek Orthodox Church and, again, willingness to 

raise children within the Greek Orthodox faith.  As part of her study’s conclusion, Alex 

categorically explicitly rejected Warner and Srole’s (1945) notion of inevitable decline in White 

ethnicity across generations.  She asserted that “this population serves as a prototype for the 

preservation of ethnic/religious organizational practice among later-generation and otherwise 

structurally-assimilated… group participants,” (p. 139). 

In an earlier study, Rosenthal and Hrynevich (1985) compared ethnicity and ethnic 

identification among Greek-, Italian- and Anglo- Australian high school students.  Within this 

investigation, the researchers examined the relationship between perceptions of ethnic 

separateness and feelings of ethnic pride.  Among the Greek Australian adolescents, the 

perception of Greeks as a distinct and separate group within Australian society was directly 

associated with a positive valuation of Greek culture.  By contrast, among the Italian immigrant 

youths the perception of ethnic separateness was strongly related to a desire for assimilation 

into Australian society.  The researchers noted that the immigrant community from which 

Greek adolescents were drawn was highly organized around the Greek Orthodox Church and its 

language schools, and that these functioned as institutional supports for positive ethnic identity 
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self-appraisals.  The Italian community, however, was relatively fragmented and diffuse, 

lacking an ethnically defined religious affiliation and a well-developed network of ethnic 

associations. 

LaRouche, Kim and Hui (1997) conducted a comparative investigation of the 

dimensional structures of acculturation among Italian (341 subjects) and Greek (371 subjects) 

immigrants living in Canada.  Within both groups, they found that while immigrants did 

experience some loss of Italian or Greek cultural identity as they became more assimilated into 

Canadian society, their results did not support a unidimensional conception of acculturation.  

For the Greeks and the Italians living in Canada, acculturation was selective:  majorities in both 

groups followed an integration adaptation strategy.  Nevertheless, the researchers found 

substantially stronger intergenerational culture retention among the Greeks in their sample 

compared to the study’s Italian participants. 

Panagakos (2001, 2003) conducted two successive investigations of a comparatively 

small, isolated Greek community living in Calgary, Canada.  Roughly 37% of the subjects who 

participated in the study were born in Greece, while 59% were born in Canada and the rest were 

born in a third country, for example, the U.S.  Within the sample as a whole, two-thirds of the 

respondents cited Greek as their native language, but only one-third used Greek as their primary 

language at home.  There was clear evidence of language fluency and language loss decline 

across generations.  Among the foreign-born participants, 100%  indicated that Greek was their 

native tongue, while 63% said that they used Greek more than half of the time while they were 

at home.  Among the Canadian-born subjects, 50% said that Greek was their native language, 

but only 14% used Greek more than half of the time at home, while 71% used English and 12% 

used some form of “Greeklish” combination.  For the first generation Greek women, social 
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contact was restricted to other Greeks.  Many of these women had resided in Canada for more 

30 years but still lacked a working command of English.  Second generation female subjects 

had substantially greater contact with non-Greek Canadians, but many second generation study 

informants (male and female) told Panagakos that their parents had admonished them to avoid 

forming friendships with non-Greeks.  Even given their limited social contacts with non-

Greeks, the second generation suffered a substantial loss in Greek language fluency and usage.  

Pondering this decline, Panagakos (2001) observed that the Calgary “colony” had been in 

existence for 50 years, and had built a small Greek Orthodox Church.  But for much of that 

time, there had been no priest in residence and no afternoon Greek school classes were 

operative.  

As part of her 2003 study, Panagakos followed the Calgary community as it prepared 

for its first annual Greek heritage festival.  She noted that the second generation of Canadian-

born Greeks were far more enthusiastic about this inaugural event than were the first generation 

immigrants.  She explained that “while the “Greekness” of their immigrant parents is never 

questioned (because they just “are”), the second generation must prove their ethnicity by 

actively promoting it” (Panagakos, 2003, p. 206).  Panagakos reported widespread concern 

among the organizers that local media coverage of the impending festival might lead to local, 

mainstream newspaper journalists to interview the “wrong kind” of Greek.  By that they meant 

an individual with a strong Greek nationalist commitment, including positive attitudes towards 

Greek support for Orthodox Christian Serbians in their genocidal campaign against Muslims 

living in the Balkans (p. 207).  In the end, the second generation Greeks of Calgary engaged in 

a two-fold image management process.  They tried to demonstrate their individual Greekness to 

co-ethnics within their community while distancing themselves from recent Greek immigrants 
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who held favorable attitudes towards Serbia.  In a conclusion to this part of her 2003 study, 

Panagakos asserted that the second generations approach to the heritage festival resonated with 

Gans’s (1979, 1996, 1997, 2003) notion of symbolic ethnicity.  Second generation assimilating 

Greeks wanted to be perceived by non-Greeks as sharing the values of mainstream Canadian 

society and, at the same time, they wanted to display their ethnic identity commitment to fellow 

Greek Canadians through overt symbolic attachments.  

 

The Greek Orthodox Church 

The Greek Orthodox Church of America is a product of a 1,500 year tradition.  This 

very lively branch of Hellenism has developed a unique spirituality and camaraderie within its 

rank and file since its inception in America.  In addition, it assumed early on the huge 

responsibility of maintaining the ethnic identity and culture of its parishioners.  Greek America 

would not have its long lasting cultural characteristics if not for the significant and consistent 

role of the Greek Orthodox Church. 

The immigrants who came to the U.S. from Greece during the mass migration wave of 

the early 20th century had been raised in the Greek Orthodox Church and within each of the 

major ethnic conclaves that they established the Greek Orthodox Church was the leading 

institution.  In his historical study of the Greeks in New York City, Contopoulos (1992) first 

asserted that these “immigrants were neither ardent joiners nor attenders of churches,” but he 

then wrote that they were “passionately devoted” to communal worship (p. 117).  

Characterizing Greek American religiosity in the late 1980s, Moskos (1989) wrote that his 

fellow Greeks “can be described as a church-going though not overly pious people” (p. 69).  As 

with virtually all ethnic groups in the U.S., Greek Americans have been affected by broad, 
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secularizing forces.  But unlike most denominations in America, church participation among 

self-identified affiliates remains fairly high and, more exceptionally, the recorded membership 

of the Greek Orthodox Church has actually increased, with some of this growth occurring 

through the addition of converts from Protestant denominations (Krindatch, 2012; Krindatch & 

Hoge, 2010; Tsimpouki, 2002).  The key to the persistent strength of Greek Orthodox Church 

lies in the fact that the overwhelming majority of Greek Americans who report any religious 

affiliation are Greek Orthodox while despite increased ethnic heterogeneity among its members 

the Church’s parishioners are predominantly of Greek ancestry.  There is, as a consequence, a 

symbiotic, mutually reinforcing relationship between religion and ethnic culture that the Greek 

Orthodox Church has actively promoted (Kunkelman, 1990). 

Entering into an alien and often hostile environment with meager personal resources, the 

pioneer generation needed a mechanism for mutual assistance and support, and like other ethnic 

churches, the Greek Orthodox Church performed this vital instrumental role (Logan & Shin, 

2012).  As Bodnar (1985) noted: 

. . . immigrants participated in church communities not simply because they 

were drawn to particular forms of belief or ideology but because these 

communities continued to provide forms of mutual assistance which were an 

integral part of working-class life. . . .  Fellow church members could offer 

assistance during periods of unemployment or solace at times of death.  (Bodnar, 

1985, p. 148).  

From the outset, the Church functioned as the central hub of an emerging social network for 

Greek immigrants.  Parish members furnished newly arrived countrymen with crucial 

information about American society and, in some instances, with material assistance such as 
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temporary shelter or access to entry-level jobs (Karpathakis, 2001).  There was also a purely 

social dimension to the Church.  According to Moskos (1989) for the early Greek immigrants, 

the Greek Orthodox Church’s “major function was not so much religious as social---to confer a 

sense of bondship within the perplexity of American society,” (p. 67).  Of utmost importance, 

among those who planned to remain in the U.S. and to form families within the host society, the 

Church was viewed as an essential conduit for transmitting religious beliefs as well as Greek 

culture, history, and language to American-born generations (Roudometof & Karpathakis, 

2002). 

In 1865, a group of wealthy merchants established the first Greek-speaking church in 

the U.S. as the Holy Trinity Hellenic Orthodox Church in New Orleans.  Even at this stage, the 

Greek American elite apparently preferred a “Hellenic” to a “Greek” identification 

(Contopoulos, 1992, p.117).  This parish operated independently of episcopal oversight from 

the Church of Greece or the Ecumenical Patriarchate of Constantinople, and owing to the 

absence of a sufficient mass of Greek parishioners, it drew immigrants from a variety of ethnic 

backgrounds and functioned as a pan-Orthodox congregation.  In 1892, Holy Trinity Greek 

Orthodox Church opened in New York City, serving an exclusively Greek ethnic community 

(Contopoulos, 1992, p. 119).  The capital needed to construct this church came from local 

donations and services were conducted solely in the Greek language.  Until 1922, immigrant 

efforts to gain direction from Athens and Constantinople were hampered by intra-ecclesiastical 

political conflicts abroad.  Thus, when compared to their counterparts in the Old World, Greek 

American parishes enjoyed a high level of autonomy, albeit by default, and local control 

generated considerable variation in worship practices among parishes (Moskos, 1989).  Since 

there were no Greek Orthodox seminaries in North America until 1937, burgeoning immigrant 
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parishes necessarily recruited ordained clergy from Greece.  These priests were themselves first 

generation immigrants who typically lacked any familiarity with the English language; many 

remained monolingual throughout their respective lifetimes (Saloutos, 1973).  In 1964, the 

Clergy-Laity Congress allowed certain readings and prayers in the liturgy to be repeated in 

English.  In the important 20th Clergy-Laity Congress of 1970, following the personal appeal of 

Archbishop Iakovos, an English liturgy was permitted.  The racial problem was also discussed 

as former Archbishop Iakovos noted in his opening speech:  

. . .  our contributions to the abolition of racial segregation and on behalf of 

social justice, are of a most imperative nature … Our Church … has never 

restricted its love and philanthropy from those ‘outside its fold’. . . . The Civil 

Rights Movement of the 1960′s brought to the attention of the nation, in 

dramatic fashion, the many forms of overt and hidden racial discrimination that 

exist in American society.  While all of us have been impoverished spiritually by 

this stigma upon our nation, minority groups of color such as the Blacks, the 

American Indians, and the Mexican-Americans have borne the brunt of this 

malady.  (Harakas, 1982).  

During this time, the Council of Presbyters was established by an act of the celebrated 20th 

Clergy-Laity Congress.  The Council was conceived as a vehicle by which the clergy of the 

Archdiocese would receive counsel from and offer counsel to the Archbishop concerning 

various priestly issues. 

When the Greek ethnic community began to divide itself between AHEPA 

assimilationists and GAPA cultural conservationists in the 1920s, the Greek Orthodox Church, 

which was officially incorporated by the State of New York in 1921 (Pappaioannou, 1984), 
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inclined toward the latter.  Like GAPA, the hierarchy and the parish priests of this period 

roundly condemned inter-ethnic marriages (even to members of non-Greek Orthodox 

denominations) and insisted upon the use of the Greek language for both formal worship and 

within the many social bodies that were established among its members (Saloutos, 1973).  The 

Greek Orthodox Church took the lead in language preservation among second-generation 

immigrants, creating parochial schools in which instruction was chiefly in Greek and later 

afternoon Greek schools where the children (and later the grandchildren) were taught Greek and 

exposed to the culture of their forefathers’ homeland.  As Tsimpouki (2002) has remarked, not 

only did the Greek Orthodox Church directly support ethnic identity, “it provided a religious 

basis for the legitimation of some of the traditional ethnic values (family-centeredness, respect 

for parents, work ethic) which served as decisive ethnic markers of Greek ethnic identity,” 

(p.5). 

Males greatly outnumbered females within the mass migration wave of the early 

twentieth century and the national quota legislation of the 1920s reinforced this gender 

imbalance.  As a result, the Greek Orthodox Church encountered a great deal of difficulty in its 

campaign against exogamy.  In 1948, the Church modified its stance:  it accepted inter-ethnic 

marriages among its parishioners on the condition that the non-Greek spouse (usually the 

prospective bride, undergo conversion to the Greek Orthodox faith (Constantelos, 1999).  This 

was not an onerous requirement since most non-Greek marital partners were affiliated with 

some type of Orthodox denomination.  During the 1960s, the American Greek Orthodox 

Church steadfastly resisted merger with other Eastern Orthodox churches (Saloutos, 1973).  But 

the Church did adapt to local conditions, for instance, following Protestant denominations and 

departing from traditional arrangements, parishes installed pews (Constantelos, 1999).  But it 
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was not until 1970 that the most significant change occurred within the American Greek 

Orthodox Church.  Given the decline of Greek language fluency and increased intermarriage 

with non-Greeks, the Church permitted local parishes to decide whether to conduct services in 

Greece or in English (Moskos, 1989).  Typically, parishes retained Greek for the liturgy while 

adopting English for sermons, but in some cases English was used for both. 

In 1989, Moskos estimated the number of Greek Orthodox Church members in the U.S. 

at 700,000, including some 50,000 non-Greek converts (p. 158).  Although the Archdiocese of 

America recently claimed to have a total of 1,954,500 members, the actual figure may be 

substantially lower given that there were only about 1.15 million self-identified Greek 

Americans in the most recent census (Hartford Institute for Religion Research, 2009; Krindatch 

& Hoge, 2010). Nevertheless, a growing percentage of parishioners are non-Greeks, and, in 

contrast to the decline of many mainstream Protestant denominations, the general trend 

membership trend for the Greek Orthodox Church is undoubtedly on the rise.  There are 

currently about 525 Greek Orthodox Church parishes in the U.S., and there is at least one parish 

in every state with the exception of North Dakota (Constantinou, 2007, p.254).  

The American Greek Orthodox Church provides its members with an extensive range of 

educational and social activities, sponsoring Greek Heritage festivals, Young Adults League 

chapters, and philanthropic/social services bodies (Alex, 2007).  In 2004, there were 23 Greek 

Orthodox parochial day schools, of which 11 were located within the five boroughs of New 

York City (Charalambous, 2004).  At the same time, there were also more than 300 Greek 

afternoon schools in operation with an aggregate enrollment of 35,000 students, the vast 

majority of whom attend public middle and high schools during the day but receive Greek 
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language and culture lessons on daily basis (Charalambous, 2004).  At least some parishes also 

sponsor evening classes for adults, focusing on converts to the faith.  

The role of the Greek Orthodox Church as an agency for cultural maintenance has been 

the subject of several scholarly commentaries and investigations.  In his 1973 article on “The 

Greek Orthodox Church in the U.S. and assimilation,” Saloutos chronicled the clergy’s long 

standing resistance to acculturation and its reluctant acceptance of adaptation to the host society 

as Greek language loss in later generations proceeded and intermarriage became increasingly 

commonplace. According to Saloutos, the Church began to recognize that the culture it 

transmits is not that of Greece itself, but a specifically Greek American immigrant tradition.  

For his part, Saloutos welcomed the changes, asserting that, “a Greek Orthodox Church more in 

line with American needs and consistent with American experience has been long overdue,” (p. 

407).  

Acknowledging a decline in church participation among second and third generation 

Greek Americans, Tsimpouki (2002) nonetheless declared that the Greek Orthodox Church is 

“still a vibrant and indispensable component” of Greek ethnicity (p. 3).  He argued that the 

Greek Orthodox Church performs two distinct cultural functions.  On the one hand, the Church 

serves as a channel for connecting contemporary Americans to their communal past.  On the 

other hand, “it has also recomposed a ‘Greek Americaness’ in ways that differ from the 

stereotypical (American) representation of Greece almost exclusively constructed in relation to 

the nation’s glorious ancient past,” (p. 5). In effect, the Greek Orthodox Church has effectively 

counter balanced the “Hellenic identity project” (Tsimpouki, p. 5), promoted by pro-

assimilation groups like the AHEPA (also Papadoupolos, 2010).  
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In her recent comparative case study of two Greek Orthodox Churches located in the 

Pittsburgh area, Alex (2007) found a significant degree of diversity between an old line, central 

city parish (All Saints) and a more-recently established suburban congregation (Holy Cross).  

Based upon interviews, first hand observations, and an examination of church records, Alex 

reported that weekly attendance at church services in both parishes was comparatively low, at 

around 33% of registered members.  The Sunday church service at All Saints was divided 

between a Greek language liturgy and an English language sermon, while at Holy Cross, both 

components were conducted in English.  Both parishes sponsored annual Greek Heritage 

festivals, but at All Saints these celebrations lasted for a full week, while the suburban church 

restricted its festival to a single weekend.  Each parish sponsored a Young Adults League, 

geared to unmarried congregants between the ages of 18 and 35 years old who wish to engage 

in athletic activities, Greek dances, philanthropic activities, religious summer camps, and the 

like.  In both the core city and suburban parishes, the YAL was perceived as a venue for finding 

prospective dating/marital partners, but at All Saints there was a stronger expectation that 

young men and women would come together through the League.  Both All Saints and Holy 

Cross had Philoptochos chapters that attracted middle aged and older women who engaged in 

church fundraising and provide material assistance to needy families.  At the old-line church, 

the Philoptochos was comprised primarily of first and second generation females, while third 

and beyond generation members were more active within the suburban congregation.  Most of 

the non-Greek attendees at All Saints were White Anglo-Saxon Protestants (WASPs) whose 

husbands and wives were of Greek descent.  At the suburban church, however, Alex was 

“overwhelmed” by the racial/ethnic diversity of the Sunday worshippers that included African 
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American and Latinos sitting alongside the traditional Mediterranean-looking individuals (pp. 

79-80).  

From her interviews with the priests at both parishes, Alex (2007) reported strong 

support for the maintenance of a Greek ethnic dimension.  Speaking for the old line, central 

ward church, one priest told Alex that the Protestant denominations have declined because they 

lack of sense of continuity across generations.  He was intent on maintaining the Greek ethnic 

character of All Saints because it “`allows the Orthodox Church to grow within (its) traditional 

base’” (Alex, 2007, p. 131).  At the suburban Holy Cross, the priest pointed out that there were 

more mixed marriages and conversions to Greek Orthodoxy within his congregation than at any 

other parish within the diocese and he welcomed the entrance of non-Greeks into the fold.  But 

he added that some converts and even some later generation Greeks did not believe that there 

was any reason to maintain a Greek afternoon school or even annual heritage festival which he 

“`would be very sad to see go’” (Alex, 2007, p. 128). Thus, the old line church saw its ethnic 

character as a continuing source of strength, while the suburban church valued its Greek 

ethnicity but was experiencing strong internal pressures to discard a specifically Greek 

American orientation. 

When the Socrates School was founded in New York in 1912, Charalambous (2004) has 

recounted, this parochial school was intended for the children of Greek immigrants who wished 

to prepare their children for assimilation into American society, but at the same time wanted to 

preserve the Greek customs and traditions.  Instruction was originally bilingual and lessons 

were taught in Greek until the early 1980s.  Located in the Bronx and serving about 145 

primary school students, the Socrates School had undergone dramatic changes in the two 

decades before Charalambous’ investigation.  In 2002-2003, only 60% of the students were 
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Greek Americans, while the other 40& were recently arrived immigrant youngsters from 

Russia, the Ukraine, Romania, Bulgaria, Georgia, Yemen, Saudi Arabia and other nations.  As 

the student body grew more diverse, English became the predominant language of the 

classroom.  The school does offer optional courses in the Greek language and in Greek culture 

but Charalambous was taken aback by the rudimentary quality of these offerings.  She 

expressed profound “disappointment” at the apparent unwillingness of some parents to develop 

their children’ Greek language abilities, “even though these parents appear to speak Greek 

fluently,” (p. 13).  Among Greek American families, parental enrollment of their children at the 

Socrates School currently appears to be motivated primarily by its high academic standards and 

strict discipline rather than by an explicit desire to transmit Greek language and culture to the 

next generation. 

 Last but not least, it is vital to understand that the New Testament was written in Koiné 

Greek, which was the common spoken and written language for hundreds of years in Palestine 

and the Roman Empire before the days of Jesus and His apostles.  The Greek language had 

well-developed true categories that would be needed to convey the doctrines of 

Christianity.  The word "faith", translated from the Greek πιστις (pi'stis), was primarily used in 

the New Testament. Greek was also spoken in Galilee in New Testament times and there is 

evidence that Greek was spoken by Jesus and the Apostles (Green, 1985).  Furthermore, the 

Gospel was also recorded in Greek. It can be seen that Greek contributed greatly to the 

foundation of Christian faith.  

 

Other Channels of Greek American Cultural Retention 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/New_Testament
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The constitutional founders of the U.S. were greatly inspired by the Greek idea of 

“democratia,” and created the first democratic republic since ancient Athens (Huling, 2012).   

Numerous sources have documented the founders’ high regard for ancient Greek writings and 

political philosophy.  In his essays “American Philhellenism” (2002) and “Thomas Jefferson 

and His Philhellenism” (1995-1996), Reverend Demetrios Constantelos of the Greek Orthodox 

Archdiocese pointed out the profound influence of ancient Hellenism on Thomas Jefferson as 

well as on the American revolutionary cause.  Jefferson’s philhellenism grew stronger and 

deeper as he studied ancient Hellenism, and made his acquaintance with contemporary Greeks 

of the diaspora, such as George Paradise, Count Harvouris, and Adamantios Korais.  Jefferson 

wrote in a letter to Korais:  “Should they furnish a single idea which may be useful to them, I 

shall fancy it a tribute to …your Homer, your Demosthenes, and the splendid constellation of 

Sages and Heroes, whose blood is still flowing in your veins.” (Jefferson, 1907, 

p.490).Philhellenism was also shared by many others who were familiar with the ancient Greek 

literature, democracy and philosophy.  A series of essays promoting the need for a Constitution 

for the new nation were written by Alexander Hamilton, John Jay, and James Madison in 1787 

and 1788.  In Federalist Paper No. 63, Madison (1788) wrote: “In the most pure democracies of 

Greece many of the executive functions were performed, not by the people themselves, but by 

officers elected by the people and representing the people in their executive capacity.”  In 

addition, John Adams, a founding father and the first Vice President and second President of 

the U.S., in a letter to Lafayette, noted:  “Two republican powers, Athens and Rome, have done 

more honor to our species (humanity) than all the rest of it. A new country can be planted only 

by such government,” (Constantelos, 2002, p.7).   
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Athenian political thought is at the heart of American democracy.  For non-Greek 

Americans, Greek ethnicity is most often signaled through what Constantinou (1989) 

characterized as the “accoutrements” of Hellenic culture, notably Greek cuisine, music and 

dancing.  These overt manifestations of Greek culture plainly provide a strong, affective 

connection between Greek Americans and their ancestral backgrounds.  In fact, as Moskos 

(1989) stated two decades ago, “Greek music has a strong hold among many of the second and 

third generations, more so, some would say, then among some of the immigrants,” (p. 96).  In 

her study of Greek music and ethnic politics within the Astoria section of New York, Kalamida 

(2003) affirmed that ethnic music continues to pervade the nation’s largest Greek community. 

She also found that Greek music has been used to mobilize collective action on behalf of Greek 

political causes, including the advocacy of U.S. foreign policies that support the national 

interests of Greece (see also, American Hellenic Institute, 2012).  

Since the ethnic revival of the mid-1960s, several Greek American authors have 

composed semi-autobiographical novels and short stories highlighting the Greek experience in 

the U.S. (Gatzouros, 2007; Kindinger, n.d.; Tsimpouki, 2002).   Not only have these works 

attracted substantial readership among Greek Americans, they have introduced many non-

Greeks to the past and present experiences of Greek immigrants and their families.  Even larger 

segments of mainstream America have become acquainted with Hellenic culture in the U.S. 

through news and entertainment media, including the highly acclaimed PBS documentary The 

Greek Americans (1999) and the exceptionally popular film My Big Fat Greek Wedding (2002). 

These cultural vessels furnish second and third generation Greek Americans with a direct 

reflection of the triumphs and travails that Greeks have experienced in trying to effectuate 

assimilation into American society without relinquishing their cultural heritage.  
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Although the Greek Orthodox Church is certainly the most prominent exponent of 

Greek American culture, as Contopoulos (1992) found from his research on the Greek 

community in New York at the turn of the 20
th

 century, purely secular organizations of Greek 

immigrants arose from the start of the mass migration wave.  According to Moskos (1989), 

there are basically two types of secular Greek organizations:  those that fulfill the needs of 

Greeks living in the U.S. and abroad, and those that focus on the relationship between Greek 

Americans and mainstream society.  The most prominent example of the latter is AHEPA, 

which is the largest, nationwide association of Greek Americans.  There currently exist a 

diverse range of Greek ethnic associations in communities throughout the U.S., but they are 

particularly concentrated in long established Greek enclaves and their immediate environs. 

Roudometof and Karpathakis (2002) counted over 180 secular Greek organizations within New 

York City alone, roughly 60%of which were headquartered in Astoria or in the Greek 

neighborhoods of Brooklyn.  Many of these groups are dedicated to philanthropic work, but 

their missions vary substantially and often include the preservation and promotion of ethnic 

culture. 

The first Greek language newspaper in the U.S. was founded in 1892 as The New World 

and initially circulated within a readership living in and around Boston, Massachusetts 

(Moskos, 1989).  During the first quarter of the 20th century, numerous daily and weekly Greek 

language newspapers appeared, and although many have since ceased to operate, the Greek 

American press is still quite active.  In New York City alone, there are two Greek language 

daily papers, two weekly English language newspapers (with national distributions), and a 

bilingual monthly magazine, all of them headquartered in Astoria (Roudometof & Karpathakis, 

2002) . Moreover, Greek language broadcast media have grown in number with the 
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dissemination of satellite and cable transmission capabilities.  Greek Americans living in New 

York now have access to a satellite radio programs produced in Greece, a Greek owned and 

operated television cable channel, a daily television program sponsored by the Greek 

government on a public access channel, and a satellite television program that can be received 

directly from Greece (Nevradakis, 2011; Roudometof & Karpathakis, 2002).  Given the 

geographic reach of contemporary communications technologies, even Greeks who reside in 

remote communities have access to Greek-language entertainment, news, and commentary 

(Panagakos. 2003).  

In her second study of the Greek Canadian “colony” in Calgary, Panagakos (2003) 

found that modern communication technologies, including the Internet, email, and satellite 

television are creating new channels for the retention, reinforcement, and personal expression of 

Greek ethnic identity (p. 202).  She found that 54% of the first generation immigrants in her 

Calgary sample were regular viewers of a Greek language satellite television station, with older 

females reporting the highest usage and Greek-language soap operas proving especially popular 

among these women.  According to Panagakos, “the prevalence of Greek television access in 

first-generation households may be explained as a means of integrating Greek popular culture 

into daily life and as providing new templates for action and identification,” (p. 211).  By 

contrast, only 15% of the second or third generation respondents to Panagakos’ survey reported 

watching Greek television on even an intermittent basis.  The main cause of this 

intergenerational variance stems from disparities in Greek language fluency, with many of the 

later generation Greek Canadians reporting only a cursory understanding of Greek. 

Among the second and third generation Greeks who participated in Panagakos (2003) 

study, the Internet had become a primary vehicle for bolstering ethnic identity.  These Canadian 
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born Greeks used the worldwide web to explore their cultural heritage and to communicate with 

other young people of Greek ancestry via e-mail and dedicated chat-rooms.  In preparation for 

Calgary’s first Greek heritage festival, second- and third-generation Greeks accessed lessons in 

authentic Greek folk dancing through the Internet and downloaded Greek popular music from 

the web.  Indeed, there appeared to be an informal competition among third generation Greek 

Canadians to upgrade and update their heritage festival performances with the latest musical 

offerings from Greece.  In her study’s conclusion, Panagakos asserted that “while the 

expression of Greek ethnicity remains grounded in local Greek communities… these 

communities are penetrated by influences and practices that have regional, national, 

transnational, and global reach,” (p. 216).  

Likewise, Professor Dan Georgakas, Director of the Greek American studies project at 

the Center for Byzantine and Modern Greek Studies (Queens College-City University of New 

York), noted that the Internet has allowed an unprecedented opportunity for the second 

immigration wave Greeks (1965-80) to reconnect with their relatives back in Greece (Papadeas, 

2010).  He stated that “Greeks must keep connection with modern Greece,” (Atsaloglou, 2011).  

Furthermore, internet tools such as Twitter, Facebook, and email blasts have helped to update 

people on news and events and get more individuals involved, as discussed by Michael 

Galanakis, President of the American Hellenic Council, during the 9th Annual “Future of 

Hellenism” conference (Papadeas, 2010). 

Ancient Greece had a profound influence on the shaping of American government, 

culture and society, providing a foundation for the nation’s art, literature, theater, math, science 

architecture, engineering, warfare and tenets of democracy.  Ancient Greece was a civilization 

that lasted from 3000 B.C. to 146 B.C and the influence of the country’s eventful past is felt all 
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around the world.  Chairs of Hellenic studies in American universities are committed to 

promoting Hellenic studies in the U.S. while honoring the legacy of Ancient Greece.  The 

Chair’s endowment provides a basis for scholars to teach the lessons of Greece and Europe 

through history and culture as well as economics and politics.  In addition, chairs of Hellenic 

studies forge a strong bond in Greek communities and with members of academia whose 

interests lie in current Greek and European issues.  

From the 1960s onward, Modern Greek Studies programs began to appear within the 

respective offerings of American colleges and universities (Moskos, 1982, 1989).  According to 

a prospectus published by Modern Greek Studies Association of America and Canada, “the 

field has been growing in North America recently, both in number of scholars and in the 

disciplines they represent” (Pittas-Herschbach, 2006, p. 179).  In a recent survey of Modern 

Greek studies within academic institutions located within the eastern portion of the U.S., Pittas-

Herschbach (2006) counted 20 such programs, surveyed the offerings at 12 of these schools, 

and presented an in-depth analysis of the evolution of one program at the University of 

Maryland.  The impetus behind the inauguration of the Maryland program, she noted, came 

from outside of academia, as a local coalition of Greek heritage supporters lobbied the school’s 

administration and committed substantial monetary donations towards its establishment.  The 

coalition held numerous fundraising events aimed at providing an endowment for a 

departmental chair in Hellenic Studies.  They did not reach their goal, however continuing 

financial support has kept the university’s Modern Greek studies program in operation, despite 

fiscal pressures on the school.  Nevertheless, the program now operates as a branch of the 

Classics department and its Greek language courses are poorly attended (p. 181).   
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Initially, Greek language classes drew a substantial number of “heritage” learners, that 

is, Greek American students having some pre-existing familiarity with Greek (Pittas-

Herschbach, 2006).  At present, however, most of the students who enroll in Modern Greek 

language courses at this university are not Greek Americans and they typically find it difficult 

to move into advanced courses.  The predominant tendency within the surveyed departments 

was to treat Modern Greek studies as an inter-disciplinary field, with attention focused on 

instruction in English language versions of classical and modern literature.  There are a few 

endowed chairs of Modern Greek or Hellenic studies – the Seferis Chair at Harvard University 

and the Elytis Chair (still incomplete) at Rutgers University – and other schools have received 

generous donations from the Greek American community.  But academic institutions that lack 

ongoing support have tended to eliminate Greek language courses altogether and to fold the 

remaining offerings into other units, including Classic and Modern European literature 

departments. 

One of the principal criticisms of southern and eastern European immigrants that arose 

during the Progressive Era was that the support of these groups would be readily captured by 

corrupt urban political machines and would thereby impair clean government reform efforts. 

According to Portes and Rumbaut (1996), “ethnicity has proven a resilient feature: and when 

immigrant communities finally turn to domestic issues and vote, they tend to mobilize along 

national rather than class lines” (p. 125). Yet unlike most ethnic groups that took part in the 

mass migration wave, the Greeks who came to U.S. never established strong voting blocs.  In 

Moskos’ (1989) estimation “the absence of a `Greek vote’ which can be delivered by one or 

another communal leader has been a fortunate circumstance” (p. 118).  Despite a widely 

reported contrast between Greek “collectivist” values/behaviors and American “individualist” 
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values/behaviors, Greeks in the U.S. have generally followed an independent path in their 

political orientation.  On the one hand, a nationwide study conducted in the early 1970s by the 

American Council on Education found that Greek American citizens are generally more 

conservative in their political outlook than the American populace at large.  On the other hand, 

with some noteworthy exceptions, Greek Americans have generally favored Democratic Party 

candidates in national elections (Moskos, 1989).   

The first Greek American to be elected to the U.S. Congress was Lucas Miltiades 

Miller, who served a single term in the House of Representatives between 1892 and 1894 

(Marudas, 1982).  Since then several prominent Greek Americans have attained high office, 

including Senators Olympia Snowe and Paul Sarbanes, former Massachusetts governor and 

1988 Presidential candidate Michael Dukakis, and former Governor and Vice President Spiro 

Agnew.  Humphrey and Louis (1973) conducted the first empirical investigation of Greek 

American voting behavior.  Using a sample of Greek American citizens drawn from the 

Norfolk, Virginia area, they first found that subjects who belonged to secular Greek American 

associations were simultaneously active in non-Greek organizations, including local chapters of 

the Democratic and Republican parties.  More than half (55%) of their study participants were 

registered Democrats, but in the 1968 Presidential election 53% recalled voting for the 

Republican Nixon-Agnew ticket, as opposed to 36% for the Democratic contenders 

(Humphrey-Muskie) and 11% for the Wallace-LeMay third party entry.  Humphrey and Louis 

concluded that the presence of an identifiable Greek American in the person Spiro Agnew on 

the Republican ticket prompted a sizeable percentage of Greek Americans to vote across party 

lines and support the Republican bid.  The evidence here is decidedly thin.  Nevertheless, Greek 

Americans have taken an active role in politics on behalf of their homeland. 
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Among the first generation immigrants who came to the U.S. from Greece, attachments 

to their country of origin have always remained strong.  According to Moskos, during the 

Balkan Wars of 1912-1913, roughly 45,000 Greek immigrants returned to their homeland to 

fight for Greece and during World War I, at least 40,000 Greek Americans traveled back to 

Greece to serve in the Greek army (Georgakas, 1987, p .22).  Direct participation in Greek 

politics declined after 1924, but among post-1965 immigrants, political ties between the Greek 

American community and the mother country increased substantially (Roudometof & 

Karpathakis, 2002).  

There can be little doubt that first generation Greek immigrants harbor a strong 

emotional attachment to the nation in which they were born.  According to Tsemberis (1999), 

by 1996 16% of all first generation deceased Greek Americans had their remains shipped to 

Greece for burial (p. 199).  “One cardinal feature of Greek-American ethnicity,” Moskos (1989) 

declared, “is the trip back to the old country,” (p.95).  Visits to Greece are common among first 

generation migrants, but as King and Christou (2008) have reported, second-generation Greek 

American children frequently accompany their parents back to Greece “so that they become 

keenly aware of the ‘other place’ in their family biography” (p. 15).  Based upon his research, 

Constantinou (2007) concluded that return visits to Greece are now common for “post-1965” 

immigrants, but comparatively rare among later generation Greek Americans whose forefathers 

came to the U.S. before the mid-1960s (p. 256).  The former tend to maintain much stronger 

connections to Greece; they frequently own property or have business interests in the old 

country that periodically require their on-site attention.  Moreover, the movement between 

Greece and the U.S. is bi-directional.   Many of the relatives and friends of the recent 
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immigrants visit them in the U.S. for extended periods of time.  These exchanges tend to 

reinforce ethnic identification among second and third generation Greek Americans. 

There is, moreover, an emergent trend toward a permanent return to Greece among 

members of the second generation across the diaspora, and particularly among Greek 

Americans of retirement age (Christou, 2009; Christou & King, 2010; King & Christou, 2009).  

In fact, the U.S. Department of State estimates that between 90,000 and 100,000 American 

citizens currently reside in Greece and receive U.S. Social Security benefits there (U.S. 

Department of State, 2006).  Recent studies of return immigration from America to Greece 

present an ambivalent depiction of their experiences in the ancestral homeland.  As 

Triandafyllidou and Veikou (2002) have pointed out, “Greek history and politics have been 

marked by its ambivalent position at the crossroads between East and West.  This ambivalence 

is reflected in its “national cultural identity” (p. 192).  On the one hand, Greece is oriented 

toward the East and, especially toward Eastern Orthodox Christianity, but the East is also 

associated with Orientalism, the Muslim faith, and, above all, with Greece’s perennial 

adversary, Turkey.  On the other hand, Greece has received support from the West throughout 

its modern history, and yet despite its entrance into the EU, “Greeks look at ‘Europeans’ with 

suspicion (and) modern Western European culture is perceived as alien to Greek traditions,” 

(Triandafyllidou & Veikou, 2002p. 192).   

Greek national identity has been further destabilized by a dramatic change in 

immigration patterns.  Throughout most of the past century, Greece was a net exporter of out-

migrants to North America, Australia, and, more recently Germany and other EU member 

states.  But since the mid-1990s, Greece has experienced net in-migration of ethnic Greeks from 

surrounding nations like Albania (Christou, 2006).  As it now stands, Greece “struggles to 
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retain and negotiate the quintessential image of ‘Greekness’ in a Europe that is itself engaged in 

redefining its ‘European identity’ in a multicultural and multifaith context,” (Christou, 2006, p. 

834). 

Christou and King (Christou, 2006, 2009; Christou & King, 2006, 2010; King & 

Christou, 2008, 2009, 2010) have investigated the experience of second generation Greeks born 

in other countries, who have then resettled in Greece.  From her interviews with 40 second 

generation returnees, Christou (2006) discerned disappointment with life in Greece.  Many in 

Christou’s sample of participants told her that they had been raised to think of Greece as a 

cradle of Western civilization and the epicenter of democracy, but found modern Greece to be 

far less “pure” than they had been led to believe.  They were accustomed to the claim of a 

natural commonality between the U.S. and Greece, but they reported numerous encounters with 

anti-American sentiment among current Greek nationals (see also, Lialiouti, 2011).  Finally, 

they had anticipated that their accumulated wealth would translate into a comfortable, even 

lavish, life style but found that their status as non-citizens blocked access to consumption 

subsidies, requiring them to pay for services that Greek nationals receive on a reduced cost 

basis.  Nevertheless, most of the participants in Christou’s study did not intend to return to the 

U.S.. They reported a “spiritual” attachment to Greece and an intuitive sense that their ancestral 

homeland is where they “should be” (Christou, 2006). 

In geopolitical terms, modern Greece has been allied with U.S. and the West in general, 

fighting on the side of the Entente in World War I, against the Axis powers in World War II, 

and ultimately standing as a bulwark against communist expansion during the Cold War.  

Greece has received substantial foreign aid from America (along with a steady stream of 

immigrant remittances) and has generally cultivated close bonds with the U.S.  In fact, during 
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the military junta period of the late 1960s and early 1970s, the Greek government’s National 

Centre of Social Research sponsored a number of studies on Greek Americans (see, for 

example Kourvetaris, 1971; Tavuchis, 1972; Vlachos,1968).  Understandably, Greece has an 

abiding stake in mobilizing the Greek American community on behalf of its national interests.  

As early as 1923, Greek ethnics in the U.S. established a national advocacy group called the 

American Friends of Greece, which included a substantial number of non-Greek philhellenes in 

its ranks (Gage, 2008).  Indeed, as Roudometof and Karpathakis (2002) reported, as of 2001, all 

of the major Greek political parties (with but one exception) maintained promotional and fund-

raising branches in New York City.  

The resurgence of immigration from Greece to the U.S. after 1965 led to increased 

interest in contemporary Greek affairs, with newly arrived Greek nationals taking the leading 

role in promoting support from second and third generation co-ethnics (Roudometof & 

Karpathakis, 2002).  It was the Turkish invasion of Cyprus in 1974 and Turkey’s seizure of 

northern third of that island that galvanized the Greek American community (see also, 

American Hellenic Institute, 2012).  Greek Americans mobilized around the establishment of an 

American arms embargo against Turkey and in Marudas’ (1982) estimation, it was the Cyprus 

issue that “brought into American political life for the first time large numbers of Greek 

Americans who, up to that time, were either apathetic or “too busy to participate,” (p. 105).  

Ultimately, the Ford Administration, its Secretary of State Henry Kissinger, and congressional 

Republicans overturned the embargo.  According to Moskos (1989), the Republican Party’s 

pro-Turkish stance may well have been a factor in Greek American support for Democratic 

candidates in the elections of 1976. 
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In her retrospective analysis of Greek American political activity during the Cyprus 

conflict, Karpathakis (1999b) argued that it played an ironic role in the assimilation of Greek 

Americans into the political system of the U.S.  In 1974 she observed, Greek American 

“identity workers” scoured New York City’s Greek enclaves as part of an “Americanization 

Project.”  They urged Greek Americans who were not yet citizens of the U.S. to undergo 

naturalization, and they also urged all Greek American citizens to register to vote and cast their 

ballots in the 1976 elections.  Ironically then, the assimilation of Greek Americans into the host 

society’s civic culture was furthered by a desire to influence U.S. policies towards the home 

country.  Granted, the Turkish arms embargo was rescinded, but Greek lobbying had proven 

relatively effective and the incident demonstrated both the collective political efficacy of the 

Greek American community and its deeply felt affinity with the motherland (Gage, 2008).    

Since the mid-1970s, Greek Americans have attempted to influence American foreign 

policy towards Greece and its adversaries, forming a “Hellenic Caucus” within Congress to 

advance Greek interests. Greek American political groups have lobbied Congress on a number 

of issues, including the nominal status of the Former Yugoslav Republic of Macedonia 

(FYROM) and the persecution of ethnic Greeks by the Albanian government (American 

Hellenic Institute, 2012).  The results of these efforts have been mixed and at least one advocate 

has expressed his dismay at the current state of Greek American political influence.  According 

to Gage (2008), “while the Greek-American lobby proved to be among the most powerful ever 

organized in the U.S. a generation ago, today it is a paper tiger – weak, tired, poorly led and 

generally ineffective,” (p. 5).  In support of that assessment, Gage noted that Greek American 

leaders held a fund raising dinner for President George Bush in 2004, raising $2.7 million for 

his re-election campaign in a single night.  Yet within days of this event, the Bush 
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administration sided against Greece in its ongoing dispute over Macedonia.  Gage allowed that 

most of the major foreign policy issues that have animated Greek Americans in the past have 

“grown old” and that it is now “extremely difficult to marshal Greek-American groups to unite 

to demand action on them” (Gage, p. 9).  Nonetheless, there can be little doubt that a residual 

sense of attachment toward the Greek nation-state has reinforced a sense of ethnic identity 

among Greek Americans.  While this bond is strongest for first and second generation 

immigrants of the post-1965 migration wave, it has had at least some impact on all Americans 

of Greek descent. 

 Greek Americans have made significant contributions in arts, sciences, humanities, as 

well as in politics and business in the U.S.  There are numerous examples of individual 

achievements, and a representative handful of these leaders follows by way of an example of 

the major impact made by Greek Americans:  Dr. George Papanicolaou, who emigrated to the 

U.S. in 1913, invented the Pap test which is used worldwide for detection of cervical cancer  in 

women; Constantino Brumidi,  a Greek/Italian-American historical painter, was best known and 

honored for his fresco work in the Capitol Building in Washington, D.C.; Lieutenant 

General William Gus Pagonis was the director of logistics during the Gulf War of 1991 and is 

widely recognized for his logistical achievements particularly during Desert Storm; Michael 

Bilirakis, George W. Gekas, and Olympia J. Snowe have served in the U.S. Congress; Kary 

Antholis, the President of Home Box Office Miniseries, is responsible for the development and 

production of world renowned television series; and Vasilios and Aphrodite Haseotes founded 

Cumberland Farms, Inc. in 1938, which has grown to a billion-dollar-a-year corporation and is 

one of America's largest family owned convenience store chains.  

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Cervical_cancer
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Fresco
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/United_States_Capitol
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Washington,_DC
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Logistics
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Gulf_War
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Desert_Storm
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Conclusion 

 A close reading of the theoretical literature indicates that the straight-line assimilation 

model that dominated immigrant adaptation theory until the mid-1960s is no longer regnant.  Its 

core premise, that the intergenerational loss of ethnic culture is inevitable and, in fact, necessary 

for the structural assimilation and socioeconomic advancement of immigrants and their 

descendants has been successfully challenged by advocates of multiculturalism.  For third 

generation members of White ethnic groups, however, the salience of ethnicity and attachment 

to the cultures of their progenitors has evidently weakened.  Indeed, as outgrowths of the 

straight-line paradigm, symbolic ethnicity and ethnic options explain the ethnic revival of the 

1960s and 1970s as a manifestation of a radically diluted form of ethnicity.  
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CHAPTER 3 

Methodology 

The primary purpose of the study was to investigate the extent of Greek Americans’ 

attitudes and behaviors towards the conservation and intergenerational transmission of their 

ethnic culture.  

There is a paucity of research that investigates empirically the attitudes and behaviors of 

Greek Americans towards the conservation of their ethnic culture.  For this reason, this study 

aimed to use empirical data to explore, understand and learn the cultural practices and 

acculturation attitudes of Greek Americans.  The study utilized quantitative data to answer 

questions such as:  What are the beliefs and attitudes of the majority of Greek Americans about 

the preservation of their ethnic culture?  Are their beliefs and attitudes in consistency?  Do 

Greek Americans across generations have the same beliefs and attitudes towards the 

conservation of their ethnic culture? 

 

Data Collection 

Sample.  The data collection design is fundamental to the validity and generalizability 

of the findings of the study.  The target population for the study was the Greek Americans in 

the Greek Orthodox Diocese (Metropolis) of New Jersey, who are mostly connected with the 

Greek Orthodox Church of that region.  Some of the initiatives and considerations taken to 

ensure the appropriate sample was collected were as follows: 

 (a) Collection of data from a number of parishes that geographically represent the 

diverse locations of the Greek Orthodox Diocese (Metropolis) of New Jersey.  The researcher 

was granted permission from the Metropolitan (Bishop) of the Greek Orthodox Diocese of New 
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Jersey, His Eminence Metropolitan Evangelos Kourounis, to distribute survey questions to 

parish members.  In partial collaboration with the parish priests and traveling on his own, the 

researcher collected data from of 11 parishes in three states (New Jersey, Virginia and 

Pennsylvania) to represent a sample from diverse geographical locations within the Greek 

Orthodox Diocese (Metropolis) of New Jersey.  In addition, the researcher collected one 

questionnaire from a participant from the St. George Greek Orthodox Church in Asbury Park, 

New Jersey, also within the Greek Orthodox Diocese (Metropolis) of New Jersey, but not 

included in the 11 parishes. 

(b) Establishment of criteria of participation that represented the target population of 

Greek Americans who were active and regular members of the Greek Orthodox Diocese of 

New Jersey.  In particular, the targeted participants were individuals who identified themselves 

as (i) 18 years old or older, (ii) members of a parish or a resident within the jurisdiction of the 

New Jersey Metropolis of the Greek Orthodox Church, (iii) residents in the U.S. for at least one 

year prior to survey completion, (iv) full or partial Greek ethnic descent, and (v) individuals 

who had sufficient understanding of the English language to complete the study survey.  

(c) Distribution and collection of data at locations and the time of the year where most 

likely only active members of the church participated.  The core of the data was collected after 

the Sunday liturgy during the months of May through October, 2010, in an effort to target 

prospective candidates who met the criteria for participation.  It is common that during holidays 

such as Christmas and/or Easter, a larger number of individuals are drawn to attend the liturgy 

and Holy Prayers.  However, this study aimed to identify Greek Americans who were mostly 

active members of the Greek Orthodox Church on a regular basis and so data collection was 

performed during a period that did not include any major Christian holidays.   
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(d) Creation of an environment that encouraged participants to freely express their 

beliefs and attitudes towards their cultural practices.  Participants self-reported their answers to 

a survey questionnaire anonymously, so as to encourage more truthful and accurate responses.  

 (e) Collection of sufficient sample size.  ~950 questionnaires were distributed to 11 

parishes of the Greek Orthodox Diocese of New Jersey.  All told, 236 questionnaires were 

returned and 7 of these were not completed.  The analysis of the study was based on a sample 

size of 229 respondents who met the criteria of participation.  Even though this sample size was 

a relatively small percentage of the targeted population, it was considered sufficient for this 

type of analysis utilizing descriptive statistics (percentages, counts, etc.), and hypothesis 

testing, and it was believed that it would provide findings that were representative of the 

population, given the strategic methodology used to collect data. 

Instrument.  A survey questionnaire developed by the researcher was used as the tool 

to collect quantitative data that reflected the attitudes and behaviors of Greek Americans 

towards the conservation of their ethnic culture.  The survey questionnaire was designed to 

contain a sufficient number of questions to consistently measure the areas of interest and at the 

same time, keep participants motivated without overwhelming them and risking their giving up 

on completing the survey.  As a result, the survey questionnaire consisted of a total of 58 

questions that were presented in a multiple-choice format where participants could circle the 

best option that represented their background information and attitudes/beliefs.  For some 

questions, the researcher provided extra space for subjects willing to further elaborate on their 

response.  The reliability of this instrument was estimated at .90. 

The survey questionnaire was divided into two main parts.  The first part consisted of 

demographic background questions and the second part consisted of questions that were 
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clustered in the following six main domain areas:  (a) Greek language, (b) the Greek Orthodox 

Church, (c) family cultural orientation and values, (d) Greek cultural activities and organization 

membership, (e) continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus, and (f) political activity. 

The demographic questions covered information about the gender, age, marital status, 

generation in America, family ancestry, ethnic composition of the community they resided in, 

and their socioeconomic status in terms of education, household income and profession.  The 

information from these questions was used to ensure and confirm the eligibility of participants, 

as well as to describe the demographic composition of the sample and categorize the 

participants into three generational cohorts (first, second and third and beyond generation 

immigrants).  The first generation were the Greek Americans who were born outside of the 

U.S., the second generation were defined as individuals who were born in the U.S. with at least 

one parent born abroad, and the third and beyond generations cohort was comprised of 

individuals who were born in the U.S. with both parents also born in the U.S.   

Each of the six domains consisted of at least one question that measured either a 

behavior or an attitude of practice.  A comprehensive evaluation of data derived from these 

questions was used to provide a better understanding of Greek Americans’ beliefs, attitudes, 

cultural practices and behaviors.  Some examples of the attitudes/beliefs based questions are 

“People of Greek descent should try to visit Greece at least once,” or “(if applicable) It is 

important that one of my children participate in the Greek Orthodox Church.”  Examples of 

behavior-based questions are “I have travelled to Greece,” or “(if applicable) One or more of  

my own children currently attends or has attended an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the 

Greek Orthodox Church.” 
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Data collection process.   The researcher first contacted and was granted permission 

from the Metropolitan (Bishop) of the Greek Orthodox Diocese of New Jersey, His Eminence 

Evangelos Kourounis, to distribute survey questions to parish members.  Secondly, the 

researcher contacted the parish priests, and some priests agreed to collaborate with the 

researcher to distribute the survey questionnaires.  However, the majority of the survey 

questionnaires were gathered with the researcher personally visiting a number of parishes.  At 

the end of the Sunday liturgy, the priests announced information about the survey study and 

during the coffee gathering just after the Sunday service, the researcher or a designated person 

passed out the survey questionnaires.  The volunteer participants often completed them on the 

spot and returned the questionnaires within an hour from the time they received them. 

 

Data Analysis 

Data were entered in a Microsoft Office Excel 2007 spreadsheet and all variables were 

coded in a consistent manner.  In particular, and when applicable, the options in each of the 

questions were coded in a ranking order so that a lower number represented a choice that 

showed a stronger belief or activity towards the Greek culture.  If participants did not respond 

to any of the questions, then it was coded as “9999.”  Invalid data were coded as “8888.”  

Questionnaires that did not provide responses to any of the questions were eliminated from the 

analysis. 

SAS version 9.2 (SAS Institute, Cary, North Carolina) was then used to analyze the 

data.  The raw data in the Excel spreadsheet was imported in SAS version 9.2 and data were 

formatted to show that coded numbers were associated to the corresponding written choices.  

Questionnaire responses were analyzed by determining the numbers and proportions of subjects 
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selecting each response.  The proportions were determined by dividing the number of 

respondents to each response category by the sum of all respondents to each question.  The 

frequency tables were provided for the entire sample and for subset of data by generation status 

and by ethnicity and generation.    

One-sample z test for a population proportion was used to compare whether the 

proportion of participants choosing positive responses was significantly different than 50%.  If 

the proportion is significantly higher than 50%, it indicates the population responded to the 

question positively.  If the proportion is significantly lower than 50%, it indicates the 

population responded to the question negatively/neutrally. The z test is used when the sample is 

selected randomly and the sample is large enough so that the population of the proportion is 

normally distributed.  It is necessary to have at least five subjects choose positive responses and 

at least five subjects choose negative/neutral responses.  In the current study, both assumptions 

were fulfilled.  The null hypothesis was H0: p (proportion of participants who chose positive 

responses) =50%, and the alternative hypothesis was H1: p (proportion of participants who 

chose positive responses) ≠50%.  The test statistic was z = , where p 

was the proportion of participants who chose positive responses, and p
0
=50%.  The critical 

value for z was 1.96 at α = 0.05 level.  The z test was performed in SAS, 9.2 with a macro 

code to compute the z scores using the above formula.  The z scores were provided for the 

entire sample and for subsets by generation status. 

The Chi-Square Test of Independence was used to determine whether generation status 

(first, second, third and beyond) is associated with subject’s responses to each question 

(positive vs. negative/neutral).  The assumptions for chi-square test are 1) two variables are 

ordinal or nominal and 2) there are two or more groups in each variable. In the current study, 

 0 0 0p p / ( (1 ) /p p n 
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both assumptions are fulfilled.  The null hypothesis is that there is no association between the 

two variables and the alternative hypothesis is that there is an association between the two 

variables.  The test statistic is , where χ2 is the chi-square statistic, O is the 

observed frequency and E is the expected frequency. The chi-square test was performed using 

PROC FREQ option in SAS 9.2. Subjects that did not respond to the question were excluded 

from z tests and chi-square test. The chi-square test statistics were provided for the entire 

sample and for subsets by generation status.  Statistical significance is declared at α = 0.05 

level.  

Bar charts and pie plots were used to provide a visual presentation of the data to 

enhance understanding of the findings.  The plots were created in Microsoft Office Excel 2007 

and SAS 9.2.  

Spearman correlation analysis was conducted to examine the association between two 

ordinal categorical variables, for instance association between education level and income, 

association between behavior and belief questions.  The Spearman coefficient is computed as ρ 

= 1 - (6 * SUM(di2)) / (n * (n2 - 1)), where di is the difference between the ranks of each 

observation on the two variables.  The Spearman correlation coefficient was computed using 

PROC CORR with the Spearman option in SAS 9.2.  The correlation coefficient was 

interpreted with the following criteria: <0.4 was a weak correlation, 0.4-0.7 was a moderate 

correlation and >0.7 was a strong correlation. 
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Limitations of the study 

Some of the limitations of the study were: 

(a) Data Collection.  The data collection was based on the personal efforts of the researcher 

in conjunction with parish priests who had agreed to participate.  A random selection of 

the data could better represent the targeted population.  However, the strategic efforts of 

the researcher to identify parishes that represented the geographic locations of all 

parishes in the state of New Jersey and beyond may be sufficient.  

(b) Validity.  This is believed to be the very first study in the literature that 

empirical/quantitative data were used to investigate and explore the attitudes and 

behaviors of Greek Americans, mostly connected to the Greek Orthodox Church, 

towards the conservation of their ethnic culture. The validity of the findings may be 

hard to address at this point and follow-up and/or longitudinal studies could be 

performed to cross-validate and/or evaluate the findings.  
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CHAPTER 4 

Results 

The analysis of the study was based on a sample size of 229 respondents who met the 

criteria for participation.  The number and proportion of questionnaires collected from each 

parish is listed in Table 1.  A pie chart displaying the same information is shown in Figure 1. 

The main focus of the study was to collect quantitative data to analyze the behavior and 

attitudes of Greek Americans across generations.  For this reason, the findings of the study are 

presented not only for the Total group but also for each generational group when appropriate.   

In addition, subset analysis by ethnicity and generation was performed when appropriate to 

explore the influence of intermarriage on the attitudes and behaviors in the six domains.  

Table 1 

 Frequency table for questionnaires by data collection site 

Data Collection Site # % 

St. John Greek Orthodox Church, Tenafly, NJ 48 21 

St. George Greek Orthodox Church, Trenton, NJ 29 13 

Annunciation Cathedral Greek Orthodox Church, Norfolk, VA 28 12 

Holy Trinity Greek Orthodox Church, Westfield , NJ 26 11 

St. Thomas Greek Orthodox Church, Cherry Hill, NJ 22 10 

St. George Greek Orthodox Church, Clifton, NJ 19 8 

St. George Greek Orthodox Church , Piscataway, NJ 21 9 

St. Sophia Greek Orthodox Church, Jeffersonville, PA 14 6 

St. Demetrios Greek Orthodox Church, North Wildwood, NJ 10 4 

Kimisis Greek Orthodox Church, Holmdel, NJ 8 3 

St. Demetrios Greek Orthodox Church, Perth Amboy, NJ 3 1 

St. George Greek Orthodox Church, Asbury Park, NJ 1 <1 
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Figure 1. Distribution of Sample by data collection site 

 

This chapter is organized to provide findings in each of the following areas:  

a) Demographics  

b) Greek language 

c) the Greek Orthodox Church 

d) Family cultural orientation and values 

e) Greek cultural activities and organization membership 

f) Continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus 

g) Political activity 

 

Demographics 

The study population was first described in terms of generational status, gender, age, 

marital status, number of children, socioeconomic status (level of education, profession, 

household annual income), and community ethnic composition.  A summary of the 

demographic characteristics is presented in Table 2.  
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Table 2 

Demographic characteristics of the study population 

Characteristic No %   Characteristic No % 

Gender:  

  
 Profession:   

    Male 112 49      Professional 93 41 

    Female 117 51      Businessman 44 19 

Marital Status 

  
     Academia 25 11 

    Married 188 82      Other 36 16 

    Single 25 11      Retired 21 9 

   Divorced/Separated 16 7      Missing 10 4 

Number of children: 

  
 Household Income: 

      0 33 14      No income 1 <1 

    1 40 17      Up to $50,000 29 13 

    2 100 44      $50,000 – $100,000 66 29 

    3 45 20      $100,000- $200,000 49 21 

    4 11 5      Over $200,000 37 16 

Age Group 

  
     Missing 47 21 

    18-25 13 6  Generation Status: 

      26-35 26 11      First 62 27 

    36-50 76 33      Second 126 55 

    51-65 63 28      Third and beyond 41 18 

    Over 65 48 21  Community type: 

      Missing 3 1      Suburban 176 77 

Educational Status: 

  
     Urban  30 13 

    High School 41 18      Rural 16 7 

    College –Bachelors 96 42      Missing 7 3 

    College – Masters 56 24  Community composition: 

      College – Doctoral 23 10      A few other people of Greek descent      128 56 

    Other 8 4      Many other people of Greek descent 70 31 

    Missing 5 2 

     No people other than my family of Greek 

descent 7 3 

   
     I do not know 22 10 

            Missing 2 1 

 

The following sections provide detailed descriptions of each character 

Description of the sample by generational status.  The participants were categorized 

into three generational cohorts (first, second and third and beyond generation).  The first 

generation was defined as the group that was not born in the U.S.  The majority of these 

candidates were born in Greece but a small number were of Greek descent born in countries 

such as Turkey, Australia, United Kingdom, Cyprus, Egypt, Albania and Canada.  The second 
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generation is defined as the group that was born in the U.S. but at least one of the parents was 

not born in the U.S.  These participants reported that the majority of their parents were born in 

Greece.  However, a small number answered that at least one of their parents was of Greek 

descent born in Germany, Turkey, United Kingdom, Cyprus, Egypt, Romania, Albania or Asia 

Minor (Turkey).  Finally, the third and beyond generation was defined as the group in which 

they and their parents were born in the U.S.  Based on this criteria, 27% (N=62) of the 

participants were first generation, 55% (N=126) were second generation and only 18% (N=41) 

were in the third and beyond generation group (see Table 2).  A graphical representation of the 

composition of the sample by generation status is presented in Figure 2.  Frequency distribution 

for demographic characters by generation status is shown in Table 3.  The relative frequency for 

nine major demographic characteristics by generational status, in the form of a stacked bar 

chart, is shown in Figure 3.  The results for statistical comparison of these characters among 

generations are shown in Table 4. 

 

Figure 2. Distribution of Sample by generation status  

The first feature analyzed by generational status was identity.  The majority of the 

participants identified themselves as Greek Americans (76%, N=175), about 14% (N=32) as 

Greeks, and only 7% (N=15) identified as Americans.  Consistent with the total group, the 
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majority of participants in each generational group identified themselves as Greek American.   

However, in the first generation a much higher percentage (32%, N=20) of participants 

described themselves as Greeks compared to the percentages of participants in the second 

generation (8%, N=10) and the third and beyond generation (5%, N=2).  On the other hand, 

nobody in the first generation viewed himself/herself as American while a small percentage of 

participants in the second generation did (6%, N=8) and a much higher percentage of the third 

and beyond generation (17%, N=7) reported themselves as Americans.  Significant differences 

in proportion of subjects choosing each identity category was observed between first and 

second generation and between first and third generation, while the difference between the 

second and third generation was not significant (see Table 4).  

The second feature analyzed by generational status was ethnicity, which is a derived 

characteristic based on responses to three questions: whether participants’ father, mother, or all 

grandparents were of Greek descent.  The majority of the participants answered that their 

parents and all four grandparents were of Greek descent (81%, N=186), while 9% (N=20) 

answered that only one of their parents were of Greek descent. The number of subjects who 

answered their parents and all four grandparents were of Greek decent was 89% (N=55) in the 

first generation, which decreased slightly to 87% (N=109) in the second generation and 

dramatically decreased to 54% (N=22) in the third and beyond generational cohort.  Significant 

differences in proportion of subjects choosing each ethnicity category were observed between 

first and third generation and between second and third generation, while the difference 

between the first and second generation was not significant (see Table 4).  Correlation analysis 

was performed to examine the relationship between each pair of demographic characters and a 

moderate positive correlation was found between ethnicity and identity, which indicated that 
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the ethnicity of the participants coincided with the ways in which they identified themselves 

(see Table 5). 

 

Table 3 

Demographic characteristics by generation status 

Characteristic First 

Generation 

Second 

Generation 

Third and 

beyond 

Total 

Sample 

No % No % No % No % 

Identity  

            Greek 20 32 10 8 2 5 32 14 

    Greek American 38 61 106 84 31 76 175 76 

    American 0 0 8 6 7 17 15 7 

    Other  4 6 1 1 1 2 6 3 

    Missing 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 <1 

Ethnicity 

            Parents & grandparents are Greek descent 55 89 109 87 22 54 186 81 

    Parents, but not all four grandparents are 

Greek descent 0 0 5 4 3 7 8 3 

    Parents are Greek descent, but missing data 

for grandparents 2 3 0 0 0 0 2 1 

    One of the parents is Greek descent 2 3 9 7 9 22 20 9 

    Missing data 3 5 3 2 7 17 13 6 

Gender 

            Males 36 58 59 47 17 41 112 49 

    Females 26 42 67 53 24 59 117 51 

Marital Status 

           Married 53 85 108 86 27 66 188 82 

    Single 4 6 13 10 8 20 25 11 

    Divorced/Separated 5 8 5 4 6 15 16 7 

Intermarriage  Status* 

          Partner's parents are Greek descent 40 75 70 65 13 48 123 65 

    Partner’s one of the parents is Greek 

descent 1 2 2 2 5 19 8 4 

    Both partner's parents are not Greek 

descent 10 19 28 26 6 22 44 23 

    Missing  2 4 8 7 3 11 13 7 

Age Group 

            18-25 2 3 7 6 4 10 13 6 

    26-35 3 5 17 13 6 15 26 11 

    36-50 16 26 44 35 16 39 76 33 

    51-65 19 31 31 25 13 32 63 28 

    Over 65 22 35 24 19 2 5 48 21 

    Missing 0 0 3 2 0 0 3 1 

Note.  Intermarriage Status is tabulated only for married subjects (Married/Widows) 
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Characteristic First Generation Second 

Generation 

Third and beyond Total Sample 

No % No % No % No % 

Educational Status 

           High School 15 24 23 18 3 7 41 18 

    Bachelors 21 34 51 40 24 59 96 42 

    Masters 14 23 29 23 13 32 56 24 

    Doctoral 9 15 14 11 0 0 23 10 

    Other 2 3 5 4 1 2 8 4 

    Missing 1 2 4 3 0 0 5 2 

Profession 

      
 

    Professional 25 40 54 43 14 34 93 41 

    Businessman 8 13 25 20 11 27 44 19 

    Academia 6 10 12 10 7 17 25 11 

    Other 15 24 18 14 3 7 36 16 

    Retired 6 10 9 7 6 15 21 9 

    Missing 2 3 8 6 0 0 10 4 

Household Income 

           No income 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 <1 

    Up to $50,000 12 19 9 7 8 20 29 13 

    $50,000 – 

$100,000 19 31 35 28 12 29 66 29 

    $100,000- 

$200,000 12 19 28 22 9 22 49 21 

    Over $200,000 5 8 28 22 4 10 37 16 

    Missing 13 21 26 21 8 20 47 21 

Community type: 

           Suburban 53 85 90 71 33 80 176 77 

    Urban  4 6 23 18 3 7 30 13 

    Rural 4 6 8 6 4 10 16 7 

    Missing 1 2 5 4 1 2 7 3 

 

Description of the sample by gender (and by generational status).  The Total sample 

was composed of 49% (N=112) males and 51% (N=117) females (see Table 3).   The 

distribution of gender by generational status was similar to the Total Sample and no significant 

difference was observed among generations (see Table 4).  Selected demographic 

characteristics by gender are displayed in Table 6 and the comparison of these characteristics 

between genders is shown in Table 7. 
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Figure 3. Selected demographic characteristics for Total sample and by generation status  

Description of the sample by age (and by gender and generational status).  The 

participants were classified into five age groups; 18-25, 26-35, 36-50, 51-65, and over 65 years 

old.  Table 2 shows that the majority of the participants were between the age group of 36-50 

(33% =76 participants) followed by the age group of 51-65 (28%, N= 63).  Only 17% (N=39) 

of the participants were younger than 35 years old.  Similar relative proportions were observed 

for sample analyzed by gender (see Table 6):  only 4% of males (N=4) and 8% females (N=9) 

were classified in the age group between 18-25 years of age, 10% of males (N=11) and 13% of 
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females (N=15) were classified in the age group between 26-35 years of age.  The majority of 

males (32%, N=36) were between ages 51-65 years old while the majority of females (38%, 

N=44) were between ages 36-50 years old.  No significant difference was observed between 

genders in terms of age, identity, and ethnicity (Table 7).  

 

Table 4 

Comparisons of selected demographic characteristics by generation status 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

Identity  First Generation vs. Second Generation <0.0001 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.1503 NS 

Ethnicity First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0531 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0004 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0031 S 

Intermarriage  

Status* 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.5286 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0120 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0015 S 

Gender First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1473 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0989 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.5493 NS 

Age  First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.049 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0032 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.2398 NS 

Educational Status First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.8019 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0067 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0386 S 

Profession First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.4369 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0788 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.228 NS 

Household Income First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0133 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.9344 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0679 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

Intermarriage Status is tabulated only for married subjects (Married/Widows) 
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Table 5 

Correlation among demographic characteristics  

 
 

 

 

 

Note. Only moderate (coefficient between 0.4-0.7) and strong (coefficient >0.7) correlation are shown. 

 

Table 6 
 

Selected demographic characteristics by gender 

Characteristic Male Female Total 

Sample 

No % No % No % 

Generation Status: 

          First 36 32 26 22 62 27 

    Second 59 53 67 57 126 55 

    Third and beyond 17 15 24 21 41 18 

Age Group: 

          18-25 4 4 9 8 13 6 

    26-35 11 10 15 13 26 11 

    36-50 32 29 44 38 76 33 

    51-65 36 32 27 23 63 28 

    Over 65 29 26 19 16 48 21 

    Missing 0 0 3 3 3 1 

Marital Status 

         Married 92 82 96 82 188 82 

    Single 15 13 10 9 25 11 

    Divorced/Separated 5 4 11 9 16 7 

Educational Status 

         High School 16 14 25 21 41 18 

    Bachelors 42 38 54 46 96 42 

    Masters 31 28 25 21 56 24 

    Doctoral 19 17 4 3 23 10 

    Other 3 3 5 4 8 4 

    Missing 1 1 4 3 5 2 

Household Income 

 
 

       No income 0 0 1 1 1 <1 

    Up to $50,000 10 9 19 16 29 13 

    $50,000 – $100,000 28 25 38 32 66 29 

    $100,000- $200,000 27 24 22 19 49 21 

    Over $200,000 22 20 15 13 37 16 

    Missing 25 22 22 19 47 21 

Intermarriage  Status* 
     

Parameters Correlation Coefficients 

Education Household Income 0.4588 

Ethnicity Identity 0.4061 
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    Partner's parents are Greek descent 64 67 59 64 123 65 

    Partner’s one of the parents is Greek descent 4 4 4 4 8 4 

    Both partner's parents are not Greek descent 21 22 23 25 44 23 

    Missing  7 7 6 7 13 7 

Identity   
 

 
       Greek 19 17 13 11 32 14 

    Greek American 83 74 92 79 175 76 

    American 7 6 8 7 15 7 

    Other  2 2 4 3 6 3 

    Missing 1 1 0 0 1 <1 

Ethnicity 

          Parents & grandparents are Greek descent 94 84 92 79 186 81 

    Parents, but not all four grandparents are Greek 

descent 5 4 3 3 8 3 

    Parents are Greek descent, but missing data for 

grandparents 0 0 2 2 2 1 

    One of the parents is Greek descent 6 5 14 12 20 9 

    Missing data 7 6 6 5 13 6 

 

Table 7 

Comparisons of selected demographic characteristics by gender 

Chi-square test p-value Significance 

Generation Status: 0.2011 NS 

Age Group: 0.2617 NS 

Marital Status 0.1991 NS 

Educational Status 0.0032 S 

Household Income 0.1466 NS 

Intermarriage  Status 0.8857 NS 

Identity  0.5389 NS 

Ethnicity 0.1351 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

Intermarriage Status is tabulated only for married subjects (Married/Widows) 

 

Table 3 showed that about 35% (N=22) of the first generation were over 65 years old, 

31% (N=19) were between 51-65 years old, 26% (N=16) were between 36-50 years old and 

only 5% (N=3) were between 26-35 years old.  The majority (35%, N=44) of the second 

generation were between 36-50 years old, about 25% (N=31) were between 51-65 years old, 

19% (N=24) were over 65 years old and 13% (N=17) were between 26-35 years.  Regarding the 
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third and beyond generation, 39% (N=16) were between 26-35 years old, 32% (N=13) were 

between 51-65 years old, 15% (N=6) were between 26-35 years old and only 5% (N=2) were 

over 65 years.  Across the three generations, the third and beyond generation had the highest 

percentage (10%) in the age group of 18-25, followed by 6% (N=7) in the second generation 

and 3% (N=2) in the first generation.  A high percentage (35%, N=22) of the first generation 

was in the age group over 65 compared to 19% in the second generation and only 5% (N=2) of 

the third and beyond generation.  A significant difference in the number of subjects in each age 

group was observed between first and second generation and between first and third generations 

while the difference between the second and third generation was not significant.  

Marital status.  The marital status showed to 82% (N=188) married, 11% (N=25) 

single and 7% (N=16) divorced or separated (see Table 2).  The category of the married group 

included widows.  The majority of the participants had two children (44%, N=100), about 20% 

(N=45) of the participants had three children, 18% (N=40) had one child, 14% (N=33) had no 

children and only 5% (N=11) had four children.  For the married group, the intermarriage status 

was further examined according to whether participants’ partners’ parents were of Greek 

descent.  Here, 65% of the married participants reported that they married someone of Greek 

descent.  The percentage of participants who married a person of Greek descent decreased as 

generation increased.   In the first generation, 75% of the subjects had married a person of 

Greek descent, 65% of the second generation married someone of Greek descent, while the 

percentage of participants who married a partner of Greek descent dropped to 48% in the third 

and beyond generation.  Significant differences were observed between second and third 

generation, and between first and third generation, while the difference between first and 

second generation was not significant (see Table 4).  The comparison between male and female 
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participants suggested that there was no significant difference between genders in terms of 

marital status and intermarriage rate (Table 7)  

Socioeconomic status.  The socioeconomic status is presented in terms of education 

level, profession and household income.  The majority of the participants reported having a 

college education; 42% (N=96) had a Bachelor’s degree, 25% (N=56) had a Masters degree and 

10% (N=23) had a Doctoral degree.  The remainder of the sample had a high school level 

education (20%, N=41) and a small percentage (6%, N=13) reported “other” or did not answer 

the question (see Table 3).  

Notably, no one from the third and beyond generation earned a Doctoral degree while 

15% (N=9) of the first generation and 11% (N=14) of the second generation participants earned 

a Doctoral degree.  Consistent with the Total group, most participants in each generational 

group reported that the highest level of education was a Bachelor’s degree.  Significant 

difference was observed in the education level between first and third generation and between 

second and third generation, while the difference between the first and second generation was 

not significant (see Table 4).  

Furthermore, a much higher percentage of males (17%, N=19) than females (3%, N=4) 

reported that they earned a Doctoral degree (see Table 6).  Consistent with the Total group, 

most males and females reported that their highest level of education was a Bachelor’s degree.  

A total of 41% (N=93) of the participants reported that they worked in a professional 

field (see Table 2).  The professional field included attorneys, medical doctors, accountants, 

engineers, IT project managers, scientists, nurses, family therapists, pharmaceutical sales 

representatives, and others.  About 19% (N=44) reported that were in a business field, followed 

by 11% (N=25) who reported working in academia.  Finally, about 25% (N=57) reported 
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“other” or “retired” or did not respond to this question.  No significant difference in proportion 

of subjects choosing each profession category among the three generations was observed (see 

Table 4). 

Out of the total, 29% of the participants (N=66) reported a household income ranging 

from $50,000 to $100,000 (see Table 2).  Another 21% (N= 49) claimed a household income 

between $100,000-200,000 and 16% (N=37) reported a household income over $200,000.  A 

smaller percentage (13%, N=29) claimed a household income of up to $50,000 and about 21% 

(N= 47) of the participants did not respond to this question.  One participant reported no 

income.  The stacked bar chart (see Figure 3) showed that the second generation had a 

relatively higher household income than the first and third and beyond generation.  Significant 

difference was found between the first and second generations, while there was no significant 

difference between the first and third and beyond generations and between the second and third 

and beyond generation (see Table 4).  Correlation analysis results showed a moderate positive 

correlation existed between education level and household income, which indicated that the 

higher the education level, the higher the household income, although such a correlation is only 

moderate  (i.e., correlation coefficient between 0.4-0.7) (Table 5).  

In addition, the comparison between female and male participants revealed that male 

participants had a significantly higher education than females (Table 7), while income was not 

significantly different between females and males.  

Community composition.  The majority of the participants (77%, N=176) reported that 

they lived in a suburban community, 13% (N=30) of the participants lived in an urban 

community, and 7% (N=16) lived in a rural community.  A remaining 3% (N=7) did not 

respond to this question (see Table 2).  
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More than half of the participants (56%, N=128) lived in a community where there were 

few other people of Greek descent.  About 31% (N=70) lived in a community where there were 

many other people of Greek descent and only 3% (N=7) reported that there were no others of 

Greek descent in their community beyond their own family.  The remaining 11% (N=24) of the 

participants reported uncertainty about the composition of their neighborhood or did not 

respond to the question. 

 

Greek Language Preservation 

This section presents information about the Greek language preservation domain, which 

included five questions.  One question measured self-assessment of the ability to understand 

and speak Greek, one measured individual language behavior and practices, and three questions 

measured the attitudes and beliefs of the participants on topics related to Greek language 

preservation.  The main observation was that the practice of Greek language at home, as well as 

many of the beliefs and attitudes about Greek language preservation, varied significantly across 

generations (see Table 10).  It was observed that younger the generation status, the higher the 

percentage of participants’ who expressed more negative responses for their behaviors and 

practices, beliefs and attitudes, regarding the preservation of the Greek language.  Figure 4 

shows the distribution of responses for the Total sample and by generational groups.  
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Note. Q13. Current ability to understand and speak Greek; Q14.When I am at home, I speak Greek; Q15. When I 

am among people who understand Greek, I would prefer to speak Greek; Q16. It is important that my children are 

able to understand and speak Greek; Q17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able to 

understand and speak Greek. 
 

Figure 4. Responses to questions in section ‘Greek Language Preservation’ 

 

The staked bar chart for Question 13 (ability to speak and understand Greek) shows that 

the majority of the first generation rated their ability to speak and understand Greek as 

excellent, while the majority of the third and beyond generations rated their ability as fair or 

poor.  The majority of the second generation rated their ability as excellent or good.   The 

distribution for Question 14 (Behavior/Practices) shows that the frequency of speaking Greek at 

home had dropped over generations.  Finally the frequency distribution for the three 

attitudes/beliefs surveyed, showed very similar patterns, reflecting a shifting away from more 

positive to more negative attitudes/beliefs down the generations.  

A more detailed explanation of the findings is presented in Tables 8-10.  Table 8 lists 

the number and percentage of subjects choosing each response category for various questions. 
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For the behavior and practice question (Question 14), the majority of the participants (40%, 

N=91) reported that they rarely speak Greek at home.  About 21% (N=47) answered that they 

use Greek about half of the time, 14% (N=32) reported that they use Greek most of the time, 

11% (N=26) stated that they speak Greek at home all or almost all the time and about 13% 

(N=30) said that they never speak Greek at home.  The proportions by generational status 

indicated that the use of the Greek language at home significantly dropped from the first to 

second generation and dropped even more for the third and beyond generation.  The majority of 

the first generation 76%, (N=47) answered that they speak Greek at home at least half of the 

time and only 19% (N=12) said that they rarely speak Greek.  On the other hand, 90% (N=37) 

of the third and beyond generation reported they never or rarely speak Greek at home and only 

10% (N=4) speak Greek about half of the time at home.  Nobody from the third and beyond 

generation cohort reported that they speak Greek most or all of the time at home.  The second 

generation was somewhat in the middle; about half of the group (48%, N=60) reported that they 

rarely speak Greek at home and about 43% (N=54) reported that they speak Greek at least half 

of the time. The z test results for the behavior/practice question showed that significantly higher 

proportion of subjects in the second and third and beyond generations chose negative or neutral 

responses than positive responses, while the proportion of subjects choosing positive vs. 

negative/neutral was not significantly different in the first generation (see Table 9).   

While the practice of l anguage showed that the majority of the Total group rarely 

speaks Greek at home, the “attitudes and beliefs” questions showed higher percentages of 

people who prefer to speak Greek.  For example, about 50% of the Total group preferred to 

speak Greek when they are among people who understand Greek.  Even among subjects in the 

third and beyond generational group reporting no one speaking Greek most or all of the time at 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       130 

  

home, about 22% said that they prefer to speak Greek when they are among people who 

understand Greek.  All told, 50% (N=115) of the Total sample preferred to speak Greek when 

there were among people who speak Greek, 24% (N=56) preferred not to speak Greek and 24% 

(N=56) had no strong preference whether to speak Greek or not.  The responses across 

generations varied.  In particular, it was observed the further down the line the generational 

status, the smaller the percentage of subjects who preferred to use the Greek language.   For 

example, the majority of the first generation (77%, N=48) preferred to speak Greek when they 

were with people who understood Greek, 15% (N=9) had no strong preference and only 6% 

(N=4) did not prefer to speak Greek.  The second generation group reported a majority (46%, 

N=58) that preferred to speak Greek, 31% (N=39) had no strong preference and 22% (N=28) 

preferred not to speak Greek at all.  On the other hand, the majority of the third and beyond 

generations (59%, N=24) reported that they preferred not to speak Greek, 20% (N=8) had no 

strong preference, and 22% (N=9) had a preference to speak in Greek when they were among 

people who understood Greek.   

Most of the participants strongly agreed (43%, N=98) or agreed (32%, N=73) that it was 

important that their children were able to understand and speak Greek (Question 16).  About 

17% (N=39) had no opinion and only 3% (N=7) disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Similarly, 

Question 17 showed that the majority of the participants strongly agreed (29%, N=66) or agreed 

(41%, N=94) that people of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able to understand 

and speak Greek.  Significantly higher proportions of subjects chose positive responses in the 

first and second generations and reflected in the Total sample, while the proportion of subjects 

choosing positive versus negative/neutral responses was not significantly different for the third 

generation for these two questions. 
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Table 8 

Frequency table for section ‘Greek Language Preservation’ 

        Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

13. Which of the following best describes your current ability to understand and speak Greek? 

 
Excellent Good Fair Poor 

None at 

all Missing 

First 

Generation 49 79 10 16 2 3 1 2 0 0 0 0 

Second 

Generation 43 34 46 37 27 21 7 6 2 2 1 1 

Third and 

beyond 1 2 7 17 12 29 17 41 4 10 0 0 

Total Sample 93 41 63 28 41 18 25 11 6 3 1 <1 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek: 

 

All or almost all 

of the time 

Most of 

the time 

About half of 

the time Rarely Never Missing 

First 

Generation 15 24 18 29 14 23 12 19 2 3 1 2 

Second 

Generation 11 9 14 11 29 23 60 48 10 8 2 2 

Third and 

beyond 0 0 0 0 4 10 19 46 18 44 0 0 

Total Sample 26 11 32 14 47 21 91 40 30 13 3 1 

15. When I am among people who understand Greek, I would prefer to speak Greek. 

 
Yes No 

No Strong 

preference Missing 

    First 

Generation 48 77 4 6 9 15 1 2 

    Second 

Generation 58 46 28 22 39 31 1 1 

    Third and 

beyond 9 22 24 59 8 20 0 0 

    Total Sample 115 50 56 24 56 24 2 1 

    16. It is important that my children are able to understand and speak Greek. 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 37 60 18 29 3 5 0 0 2 3 2 3 

Second 

Generation 55 44 42 33 18 14 1 1 1 1 9 7 

Third and 

beyond 6 15 13 32 18 44 2 5 1 2 1 2 

Total Sample 98 43 73 32 39 17 3 1 4 2 12 5 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able to understand and speak Greek. 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 27 44 26 42 7 11 1 2 0 0 1 2 

Second 

Generation 37 29 51 40 25 20 10 8 2 2 1 1 
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Third and 

beyond 2 5 17 41 16 39 5 12 0 0 1 2 

Total Sample 66 29 94 41 48 21 16 7 2 1 3 1 

 

Table 9 

Z test results for section ‘Greek Language Preservation’ 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

13. Which of the following 

best describes your current 

ability to understand and 

speak Greek? 

First Generation 95 5 7.11 S(+) 

Second Generation 71 29 4.74 S(+) 

Third and beyond 20 80 -3.9 S(-) 

Total Sample 68 32 5.56 S(+) 

14. When I am at home, I 

speak Greek. 

First Generation 54 46 0.64 NS 

Second Generation 20 80 -6.65 S(-) 

Third and beyond 0 100 -6.4 S(-) 

Total Sample 26 74 -7.32 S(-) 

15. When I am among 

people who understand 

Greek, I would prefer to 

speak Greek. 

First Generation 79 21 4.48 S(+) 

Second Generation 46 54 -0.8 NS 

Third and beyond 22 78 -3.59 S(-) 

Total Sample 51 49 0.2 NS 

16. It is important that my 

children are able to 

understand and speak Greek. 

First Generation 92 8 6.45 S(+) 

Second Generation 83 17 7.12 S(+) 

Third and beyond 48 53 -0.32 NS 

Total Sample 79 21 8.49 S(+) 

17. People of Greek ancestry 

who live in the U.S. should 

be able to understand and 

speak Greek. 

First Generation 87 13 5.76 S(+) 

Second Generation 70 30 4.56 S(+) 

Third and beyond 48 53 -0.32 NS 

Total Sample 71 29 6.25 S(+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, S(-)=Significantly lower than 

half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 10 

Chi-square test results for section ‘Greek Language Preservation’ 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

13. Which of the following best 

describes your current ability to 

understand and speak Greek? 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0001 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

14. When I am at home, I speak 

Greek. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation <0.0001 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0018 S 

15. When I am among people 

who understand Greek, I would 

prefer to speak Greek. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation <0.0001 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0056 S 

16. It is important that my First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1133 NS 
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children are able to understand 

and speak Greek. 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

17. People of Greek ancestry 

who live in the U.S. should be 

able to understand and speak 

Greek. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0137 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0083 S 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant         

     

           In order to further compare the differences in responses in language core values between 

the participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent as compared to the 

participants with only one parent of Greek descent, the frequency distribution was computed for 

generation and ethnicity (See Table 11).  The results showed that the participants who grew up 

in families with both parents of Greek descent had better Greek language skills and spoke 

Greek more frequently than participants with only one parent of Greek descent.  They also 

preferred to speak Greek to a greater extent and had a more positive opinion towards the 

importance of understanding Greek for their children and for other people of Greek descent.  Of 

the Total sample, 75% of the participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek 

descent responded their language skills were excellent or good, while only 25% of the 

participants with only one parent of Greek descent responded in the same way.  

 

 

Table 11. Frequency table for section ‘Greek Language Preservation’ by generation and 

ethnicity 

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

13. Which of the following best describes your current ability to understand and speak Greek? 

Generation Ethnicity Excellent Good Fair Poor None at all Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 46 81% 10 18% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 43 38% 41 36% 25 22% 3 3% 1 1% 1 1% 

One 0 0% 3 33% 1 11% 4 44% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 1 4% 5 20% 9 36% 8 32% 2 8% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 2 22% 1 11% 4 44% 2 22% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 0 0% 
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Total 

Sample 

Both 90 46% 56 29% 35 18% 11 6% 3 2% 1 1% 

One 0 0% 5 25% 3 15% 9 45% 3 15% 0 0% 

Missing 3 23% 1 8% 4 31% 5 38% 0 0% 0 0% 

14. When I am at home I speak Greek: 

 

All or 

almost all 

of the time 

Most of 

the time 

About half 

of the time Rarely Never Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 13 23% 18 32% 14 25% 10 18% 1 2% 1 2% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 10 9% 12 11% 27 24% 56 49% 7 6% 2 2% 

One 1 11% 2 22% 0 0% 3 33% 3 33% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 0 0% 0 0% 3 12% 14 56% 8 32% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 22% 7 78% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 3 43% 3 43% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 23 12% 30 15% 44 22% 80 41% 16 8% 3 2% 

One 1 5% 2 10% 0 0% 6 30% 11 55% 0 0% 

Missing 2 15% 0 0% 3 23% 5 38% 3 23% 0 0% 

15. When I am among people who understand Greek, I would prefer to speak Greek: 

  
Yes No 

No Strong 

preference Missing 

  
First 

generation 

Both 45 79% 3 5% 8 14% 1 2% 

    One 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

    Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

    
Second 

generation 

Both 54 47% 24 21% 35 31% 1 1% 

    One 3 33% 4 44% 2 22% 0 0% 

    Missing 1 33% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 

    Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 5 20% 13 52% 7 28% 0 0% 

    One 2 22% 6 67% 1 11% 0 0% 

    Missing 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 0 0% 

    
Total 

Sample 

Both 

10

4 53% 40 20% 50 26% 2 1% 

    One 5 25% 11 55% 4 20% 0 0% 

    Missing 6 46% 5 38% 2 15% 0 0% 

    16. It is important that my children are able to understand and speak Greek. 

Generation Ethnicity 
Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 33 58% 18 32% 3 5% 0 0% 1 2% 2 4% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 54 47% 38 33% 13 11% 1 1% 1 1% 7 6% 

One 1 11% 3 33% 3 33% 0 0% 0 0% 2 22% 

Missing 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 6 24% 8 32% 10 40% 1 4% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 3 33% 4 44% 1 11% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 2 29% 4 57% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 93 47% 64 33% 26 13% 2 1% 2 1% 9 5% 

One 2 10% 6 30% 7 35% 1 5% 2 10% 2 10% 

Missing 3 23% 3 23% 6 46% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 
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17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able to understand and speak Greek. 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 23 40% 26 46% 6 11% 1 2% 0 0% 1 2% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 35 31% 49 43% 22 19% 6 5% 2 2% 0 0% 

One 1 11% 2 22% 3 33% 3 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 1 4% 8 32% 12 48% 4 16% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 6 67% 3 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 3 43% 1 14% 1 14% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 59 30% 83 42% 40 20% 11 6% 2 1% 1 1% 

One 2 10% 8 40% 7 35% 3 15% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 5 38% 3 23% 1 8% 2 15% 0 0% 2 15% 

Note. Both=’ Both parents are of Greek descent’, One=’One of the parents are of Greek descent’ 

 

         The results further indicated that 49% of the participants who grew up in families with 

both parents of Greek descent responded that they rarely or not al all engaged in speaking 

Greek at home, while 85% of the participants with only one parent of Greek descent responded 

in the same way.  Additionally, 53% of the participants with both parents of Greek descent 

responded that they preferred to speak Greek when they were among people who understood 

Greek.  In contrast, only 25% of the participants with only one parent of Greek descent 

responded in the same way.  The responses to the two attitude questions showed similar 

patterns; 80% of the participants with both parents of Greek descent said it was important for 

their children to speak Greek, while only 40% of the participants with only one parent of Greek 

descent responded in the same way.  Similarly, 72% of the participants with both parents of 

Greek descent responded that it was important for people of Greek descent to speak Greek, 

while only 50% of the participants with only one parent of Greek descent responded in the 

same way.  In summary, the results demonstrated that intermarriage resulted in a faster rate of 

language erosion than was apparent in families where the marriages were endogamous. 
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Greek Orthodox Church  

This section examines the attitudes and behaviors of the Greek Americans on topics 

related to the Greek Orthodox Church.  Four questions were related to practices and behaviors 

and four questions measured the beliefs and attitudes.  In general, very positive practice and 

behaviors, beliefs and attitudes regarding the Greek Orthodox Church were observed and the 

practices and behaviors of the participants coincided with their beliefs and attitudes.  For 

example, the majority of the participants not only believed that people of Greek ancestry who 

live in the U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church (see Table 15) but they also 

attended or actively participate in the events organized by the church (see Table 12).  In order to 

better illustrate this observation, Figure 5 displays the distribution of the response for Behavior 

/ Practices questions and Figure 6 displays the distribution of response for Attitudes/Beliefs 

questions.   

 
Note. Q18. I attend worship services at my church; Q19. Which of the following best describes your level of 

involvement in your church; Q21. When I was growing up, I attended an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the 
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Greek Orthodox Church; Q22. One or more of my own children currently attends or has attended an afternoon 

Greek school sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church. 

 

Figure 5. Responses to Behavior/Practice questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

 
Note. Q23 It is important to me that my children participate in the Greek Orthodox Church; Q24. People of Greek 

ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church; Q25a. At least some part of Sunday 

worship services at a Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in Greek. Q25b. Understanding of the 

Orthodox Faith – Please indicate your level of understanding the Divine Liturgy and the Holy Sacraments 

 

Figure 6. Responses to Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

 

A closer look at the questions that measured the practice of the Greek Americans 

regarding activities organized by the Greek Orthodox Church, showed that the majority of the 

participants (47%, N=108) attended worship at their church about once a week (see Tables 11).  

About 19% (N=43) attended once a month, 19% (N=43) attended more than once a month, and 

11% (N=25) attended more than once a week.  Similar distributions were observed across 

generations, as indicated by the stacked bar charts (see Figure 5) and non-significant p-values 

for comparisons among generations (see Table 14).  However, it was noticed that only 6% 

(N=4) of the first generation attended a worship only once a month compared to 21% (n=26) in 
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the second generation and 32% (n=13) in the third and beyond generation.  Z test results (see 

Table 13) showed that a significantly higher proportion of subjects responded they attended 

worship at least once a week in first and second generations, while the same question is not 

significant for the third generation.  

Question 19 pertains to the level of involvement in a church.  About 30% (N=69) of the 

participants were very active, 32% (N=74) were moderately active, 23% (N=52) were 

occasionally active and 14% (N=32) were not active.  The distribution of responses was similar 

across generations since no significant difference was observed for comparison among 

generations (see Table 14).  

Question 21 and 22 regards the attendance of the afternoon school sponsored by the 

Greek Orthodox Church.   The majority of the participants (59%, N=135) reported that they 

attended the afternoon school.  About 35% (N=81) reported that they did not and 6% (N=13) 

did not respond to this question.  Most of the missing data appeared for the first generation, 

suggesting this question was not applicable to them.  Also, 47% (N=108) of the Total group had 

children who currently attended or who had attended an afternoon school sponsored by the 

Greek Orthodox Church.  About 32% (N=73) reported that their children did not attend and 

21% (N=48) did not respond to this question.  Similar findings to the ones observed from the 

practice and behavior questions were also observed for the three attitude and beliefs questions 

(see Table 15).  For question 23, 48% (N=109) of the Total group strongly agreed that their 

children should participate in the Greek Orthodox Church, 33% (N=75) agreed and only 8% 

(N=18) had no opinion.   For question 24 – whether people of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church – 47% (N=107) strongly agreed, 29% 

(N=67) agreed, 19% (N=43) had no opinion, and 4% (N=8) either disagreed or strongly 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       139 

  

disagreed.   For question 25a – whether at least some part of Sunday worship services at a 

Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in Greek – approximately 40% (N=92) strongly 

agreed, 43% (N=98) agreed, 11% (N=25) had no opinion and only 5% (N=12) disagreed.  Z test 

results showed that a significantly higher proportion of subjects chose positive responses for all 

three attitude/belief questions for the Total sample and for each generation (Table 16).  It was 

also observed that higher percentage in the first and second generations answered strongly 

agreed with question 24 (Table 15) and the higher percentage in the third and beyond 

generation answered just agreed.  In addition, for question 25a, the higher percentage in the first 

generation answered strongly agree while the higher percentage in the second and third and 

beyond generations answered that they simply agree.  A significant difference was observed for 

question 25a between first and third and beyond generations (Table 17).  This demonstrates that 

even though there is some consistency in the distribution of responses across generations, there 

is still a trend that the further one progresses down the generational line, the more liberal 

become the attitudes and beliefs about the preservation of the Greek culture.  

 

Table 12 

Frequency table for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

18. I attend worship services at my church. 

  

 More than 

once a 

week 

About once 

a week 

Less than 

once a week 

but more 

than once a 

month 

Once a 

month or 

less 

Never Missing 

First Generation 12 19% 27 44% 14 23% 4 6% 1 2% 4 6% 

Second 

Generation 12 10% 63 50% 21 17% 26 21% 1 1% 3 2% 

Third and beyond 1 2% 18 44% 8 20% 13 32% 0 0% 1 2% 

Total Sample 25 11% 108 47% 43 19% 43 19% 2 1% 8 3% 
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19. Which of the following best describes your level of involvement in your church? 

 Very active Moderately 

active 

Occasionally 

active 

Not active 

at all 

Missing   

First Generation 19 31% 20 32% 14 23% 8 13% 1 2% 

  Second 

Generation 40 32% 37 29% 26 21% 22 17% 1 1% 

  Third and beyond 10 24% 17 41% 12 29% 2 5% 0 0% 

  Total Sample 69 30% 74 32% 52 23% 32 14% 2 1% 

  21. When I was growing up, I attended an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the Greek 

Orthodox .Church 

 Yes No Missing       
First Generation 26 42% 25 40% 11 18% 

      Second 

Generation 89 71% 35 28% 2 2% 

      Third and beyond 20 49% 21 51% 0 0% 

      Total Sample 135 59% 81 35% 13 6% 

      22. One or more of my own children currently attends or has attended an afternoon Greek school 

sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church. 

 Yes No Missing   
    First Generation 35 56% 18 29% 9 15% 

      Second 

Generation 60 48% 38 30% 28 22% 

      Third and beyond 13 32% 17 41% 11 27% 

      Total Sample 108 47% 73 32% 48 21%             

 

Table 13 

Z test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

18. I attend worship 

services at my church 

First Generation 67% 33% 2.63 S (+) 

Second Generation 61% 39% 2.43 S (+) 

Third and beyond 48% 53% -0.32 NS 

Total Sample 60% 40% 3.03 S (+) 

19. Which of the following 

best describes your level of 

involvement in your 

church? 

First Generation 64% 36% 2.18 S (+) 

Second Generation 62% 38% 2.59 S (+) 

Third and beyond 66% 34% 2.03 S (+) 

Total Sample 63% 37% 3.92 S (+) 

21. When I was growing 

up, I attended an afternoon 

Greek school sponsored by 

the Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation 51% 49% 0.14 NS 

Second Generation 72% 28% 4.85 S (+) 

Third and beyond 49% 51% -0.16 NS 

Total Sample 63% 38% 3.67 S (+) 

22. One or more of my own 

children currently attends or 

has attended an afternoon 

Greek school sponsored by 

the Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation 66% 34% 2.34 S (+) 

Second Generation 61% 39% 2.22 S (+) 

Third and beyond 43% 57% -0.73 NS 

Total Sample 60% 40% 2.6 S (+) 
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Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 14 

Chi-square test results for questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-

value 

Significance 

18. I attend worship services at my 

church. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.4153 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0507 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.134 NS 

19. Which of the following best 

describes your level of 

involvement in your church? 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.7577 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.8424 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.6251 NS 

21. When I was growing up, I 

attended an afternoon Greek school 

sponsored by the Greek Orthodox 

Church. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0085 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.8339 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.007 S 

22. One or more of my own 

children currently attends or has 

attended an afternoon Greek school 

sponsored by the Greek Orthodox 

Church. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.5589 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0442 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.0833 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 15 

Frequency table for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Missing 

23. It is important to me that my children participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation 30 48% 22 35% 5 8% 1 2% 0 0% 4 6% 

Second Generation 61 48% 40 32% 8 6% 1 1% 1 1% 15 12% 

Third and beyond 18 44% 13 32% 5 12% 0 0% 0 0% 5 12% 

Total Sample 109 48% 75 33% 18 8% 2 1% 1 0% 24 10% 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation 36 58% 11 18% 13 21% 1 2% 0 0% 1 2% 

Second Generation 60 48% 40 32% 20 16% 3 2% 2 2% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 11 27% 16 39% 10 24% 2 5% 0 0% 2 5% 

Total Sample 107 47% 67 29% 43 19% 6 3% 2 1% 4 2% 

25a. At least some part of Sunday worship services at a Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in Greek. 

First Generation 35 56% 20 32% 6 10% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 

Second Generation 49 39% 57 45% 13 10% 7 6% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and beyond 8 20% 21 51% 6 15% 5 12% 0 0% 1 2% 

Total Sample 92 40% 98 43% 25 11% 12 5% 0 0% 2 1% 
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25b.  Understanding of the Orthodox Faith – Please indicate your level of understanding the Divine Liturgy and the Holy 

Sacraments 

 
Very good Good Average Poor  Non-existent Missing 

First Generation 41 66% 16 26% 2 3% 1 2% 0 0% 2 3% 

Second Generation 75 60% 40 32% 6 5% 1 1% 1 1% 3 2% 

Third and beyond 11 27% 22 54% 5 12% 3 7% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 127 55% 78 34% 13 6% 5 2% 1 0% 5 2% 

 

Table 16 

Z test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Question Group 

Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage Z-Score 

Significan

ce 

23. It is important to me that 

my children participate in the 

Greek Orthodox Church. 

First Generation 90% 10% 6.04 S (+) 

Second Generation 91% 9% 8.64 S (+) 

Third and beyond 86% 14% 4.33 S (+) 

Total Sample 90% 10% 11.38 S (+) 

24. People of Greek ancestry 

who live in the U.S. should 

belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

First Generation 77% 23% 4.23 S (+) 

Second Generation 80% 20% 6.71 S (+) 

Third and beyond 69% 31% 2.4 S (+) 

Total Sample 77% 23% 8.2 S (+) 

25a. At least some part of 

Sunday worship services at a 

Greek Orthodox Church 

should be conducted in Greek. 

First Generation 90% 10% 6.27 S (+) 

Second Generation 84% 16% 7.66 S (+) 

Third and beyond 73% 28% 2.85 S (+) 

Total Sample 84% 16% 10.15 S (+) 

25b.  Understanding of the 

Orthodox Faith – Please 

indicate your level of 

understanding the Divine 

Liturgy and the Holy 

Sacraments 

First Generation 97% 3% 7.23 S (+) 

Second Generation 96% 4% 10.19 S (+) 

Third and beyond 87% 13% 4.69 S (+) 

Total Sample 94% 6% 13.3 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively 

 

Table 17 

Chi-square test results for questions in section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significan

ce 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox 

Church. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.7782 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.6033 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.4006 NS 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in 

the U.S. should belong to the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.6426 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.3846 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.1601 NS 

25a. At least some part of Sunday First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.2633 NS 
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worship services at a Greek Orthodox 

Church should be conducted in Greek. 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0203 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.1002 NS 

25b.  Understanding of the Orthodox 

Faith – Please indicate your level of 

understanding the Divine Liturgy and the 

Holy Sacraments 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 1.0000 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.1307 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.0802 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

        In order to further compare the differences in responses in this core value for the 

participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent versus those 

participants with only one parent of Greek descent, the frequency distribution by generation and 

ethnicity was computed (see Table 18).  The results showed similar distributions between these 

two groups except on the question regarding the attendance of afternoon Greek school.  The 

majority of the participants (63%) who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent 

answered that they attended the afternoon school.  Conversely, the majority of the participants 

(60%) with only one parent of Greek descent answered that they did not attend the afternoon 

school.  

 

Table 18. Frequency table for section ‘Greek Orthodox Church’ by generation and ethnicity 
 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

18. I attend worship services at my church 

Generation Ethnicity 
More than 

once a week 

About 

once a 

week 

Less than 

once a 

week but 

more than 

once a 

month 

Once a 

month or 

less Never Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 10 18% 25 44% 13 23% 4 7% 1 2% 4 7% 

One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 11 10% 58 51% 20 18% 22 19% 1 1% 2 2% 

One 1 11% 3 33% 1 11% 4 44% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 1 4% 13 52% 6 24% 5 20% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 2 22% 2 22% 4 44% 0 0% 1 11% 

Missing 0 0% 3 43% 0 0% 4 57% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Both 22 11% 96 49% 39 20% 31 16% 2 1% 6 3% 
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Sample One 2 10% 6 30% 3 15% 8 40% 0 0% 1 5% 

Missing 1 8% 6 46% 1 8% 4 31% 0 0% 1 8% 

19. Which of the following best describes your level of involvement in your church? 
 

  
Very active 

Moderatel

y active 

Occasional

ly active 

Not active 

at all Missing 

  
First 

generation 

Both 15 26% 19 33% 14 25% 8 14% 1 2% 

  One 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

  Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

  
Second 

generation 

Both 37 32% 35 31% 24 21% 18 16% 0 0% 

  One 2 22% 1 11% 2 22% 4 44% 0 0% 

  Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

  Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 7 28% 11 44% 6 24% 1 4% 0 0% 

  One 2 22% 4 44% 2 22% 1 11% 0 0% 

  Missing 1 14% 2 29% 4 57% 0 0% 0 0% 

  
Total 

Sample 

Both 59 30% 65 33% 44 22% 27 14% 1 1% 

  One 6 30% 5 25% 4 20% 5 25% 0 0% 

  Missing 4 31% 4 31% 5 38% 0 0% 0 0% 

  21. When I was growing up, I attended an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

  
Yes No Missing 

      
First 

generation 

Both 24 42% 23 40% 10 18% 

      One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

      Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 

      
Second 

generation 

Both 84 74% 28 25% 2 2% 

      One 4 44% 5 56% 0 0% 

      Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 15 60% 10 40% 0 0% 

      One 3 33% 6 67% 0 0% 

      Missing 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 

      
Total 

Sample 

Both 123 63% 61 31% 12 6% 

      One 8 40% 12 60% 0 0% 

      Missing 4 31% 8 62% 1 8% 

      22. (If applicable) One or more of my own children currently attends or has attended an 

afternoon Greek school sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church 

 Generation Ethnicity Yes No Missing 

      
First 

generation 

Both 32 56% 16 28% 9 16% 

      One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

      Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 

      
Second 

generation 

Both 56 49% 33 29% 25 22% 

      One 4 44% 2 22% 3 33% 

      Missing 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 11 44% 7 28% 7 28% 

      One 0 0% 6 67% 3 33% 

      Missing 2 29% 4 57% 1 14% 

      
Total 

Sample 

Both 99 51% 56 29% 41 21% 

      One 5 25% 9 45% 6 30% 

      Missing 4 31% 8 62% 1 8% 

      23. It is important to me that my children participate in the Greek Orthodox Church. 

 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 27 47% 21 37% 5 9% 0 0% 0 0% 4 7% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second Both 58 51% 36 32% 7 6% 1 1% 1 1% 11 10% 
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generation One 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 3 33% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 11 44% 7 28% 4 16% 0 0% 0 0% 3 12% 

One 3 33% 4 44% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 1 11% 

Missing 4 57% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 96 49% 64 33% 16 8% 1 1% 1 1% 18 9% 

One 6 30% 7 35% 2 10% 1 5% 0 0% 4 20% 

Missing 7 54% 4 31% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 15% 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 33 58% 11 19% 12 21% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 57 50% 36 32% 17 15% 2 2% 2 2% 0 0% 

One 2 22% 3 33% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 8 32% 12 48% 4 16% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 

One 2 22% 4 44% 2 22% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 0 0% 4 57% 1 14% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 98 50% 59 30% 33 17% 2 1% 2 1% 2 1% 

One 5 25% 7 35% 5 25% 3 15% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 4 31% 1 8% 5 38% 1 8% 0 0% 2 15% 

25a. At least some part of Sunday worship services at a Greek Orthodox Church should be 

conducted in Greek. 
 

Generation 

Ethnicit

y 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 31 54% 19 33% 6 11% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 

One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 47 41% 51 45% 9 8% 7 6% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 2 22% 3 33% 4 44% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 5 20% 13 52% 4 16% 3 12% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 2 22% 5 56% 1 11% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 3 43% 1 14% 1 14% 0 0% 1 

14

% 

Total Sample 

Both 83 42% 83 42% 19 10% 10 5% 0 0% 1 1% 

One 5 25% 9 45% 5 25% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 4 31% 6 46% 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 1 8% 

25b.  Understanding of the Orthodox Faith – Please indicate your level of understanding the 

Divine Liturgy and the Holy Sacraments 
 

Generation 

Ethnicit

y Very good Good Average Poor  

Non-

existent Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 37 65% 16 28% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 72 63% 34 30% 4 4% 1 1% 1 1% 2 2% 

One 2 20% 6 60% 2 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

50

% 
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Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 8 32% 15 60% 2 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 3 33% 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 5 71% 0 0% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 

Both 117 60% 65 33% 8 4% 1 1% 1 1% 4 2% 

One 6 29% 8 38% 5 24% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 4 33% 5 42% 0 0% 2 17% 0 0% 1 8% 

 

 

Family Cultural Orientation and Values 

In this domain, two questions measured the behavior and practices of intra-family 

relations and seven questions measured the beliefs and attitudes of the intra-family relations.   

The number and proportion of respondents choosing each response for the two behavior and 

practice questions is shown in Table 19 and the distribution of responses is shown in Figure 7. 

The main finding for the behaviors and practices questions was that a significantly higher 

percentage of participants responded to both questions positively in the Total Sample and in 

each generational group (see Table 20).  In addition, significant differences in the proportion of 

respondents choosing positive versus negative/neutral responses was observed between first 

and third and beyond generation, and between second and third and beyond generation, while 

the difference between first and second generation was not significant (see Table 21), which 

indicates that the first and second generation shared similar behaviors, while third and beyond 

generation’s behaviors had deviated from the common practice established in the first and 

second generations. 

The first question related to the behavior and practices was whether Greek Americans 

honor and celebrate the Greek heritage in their family.  Table 19 showed that more than half of 

the participants reported they strongly agreed (55%, N= 127), 34% (N=78) agreed, 6% (N=13) 

had no opinion, and less than 3% (N=6) disagreed or strongly disagreed.  Similar distributions 

were observed across generations with the first and second generations having the highest 
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percentage in the ‘strongly agreed’ category while the third and beyond generation had the 

highest percentage in the agreed category.  Further, the proportion of positive responses 

(strongly agree and agree) was found to be above 90% for the Total sample, and for first and 

second generations, while about 80% for the third generation. 

The second question related to the behavior and practices about the frequency of contact 

with family members who do not live in the home.  Table 19 showed that an overwhelming 

majority of participants answered yes (90%, N=205).  Similar distributions were observed 

across generations, with a higher percentage of the participants in the third and beyond 

generation (20%, n=8) answering no, compared to the first (3%, n=2) and second (7%, n=9) 

generations.  

The beliefs and attitudes were measured in an array of questions ranging from beliefs 

about the gender dynamic in the family to intercultural relationships and parent expectations 

from a child.  Figure 8 shows the distribution of responses on attitude and beliefs questions. 

 

Table 19  

Frequency table for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’ 

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek heritage 

 
Strongly agree Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly disagree Missing 

First Generation 41 66 16 26 2 3 1 2 0 0 2 3 

Second Generation 75 60 40 32 6 5 1 1 1 1 3 2 

Third and beyond 11 27 22 54 5 12 3 7 0 0 0 0 

Total Sample 127 55 78 34 13 6 5 2 1 <1 5 2 

27. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live in my home 

 
Yes No Missing 

      First Generation 58 94 2 3 2 3 

      Second Generation 115 91 9 7 2 2 

      Third and beyond 32 78 8 20 1 2 

      Total Sample 205 90 19 8 5 2             
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Table 20 

Z test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’ 

 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

26. In my family, we 

honor and celebrate 

Greek heritage. 

First Generation 95% 5% 6.97 S (+) 

Second Generation 93% 7% 9.65 S (+) 

Third and beyond 80% 20% 3.9 S (+) 

Total Sample 92% 8% 12.43 S (+) 

27. I am in frequent 

contact with family 

members who do not live 

in my home 

First Generation 97% 3% 7.23 S (+) 

Second Generation 93% 7% 9.52 S (+) 

Third and beyond 80% 20% 3.79 S (+) 

Total Sample 92% 8% 12.43 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively 

 

Table 21 

Chi-square test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Family Cultural 

Orientation and Values’ 

 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-

value 

Significance 

26. In my family, we honor and 

celebrate Greek heritage. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.6878 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0215 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.0151 S 

27. I am in frequent contact with 

family members who do not live 

in my home 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.2925 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0065 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.0215 S 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 
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Note. Q26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek heritage; Q27. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live in my 

home. 

 

Figure 7. Responses to Behavior/Practice questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’ 

 

 

The questions exploring attitudes and beliefs about the intra-family relations were 

grouped in three areas; gender power figure in the family, intercultural relationships and parent 

expectations for a child (see Tables 21).  First, Question 28 asked participants opinion on 

whether the father is expected to have the final say in most important decisions.  Findings 

showed that a slightly higher percentage 43% (N=98) disagreed or strongly disagreed compared 

to 36% (N=82) who agreed or strongly agreed.  About 17% (N=38) reported having no opinion, 

and 5% (N=11) did not respond to this question.  The views of the participants across 

generations were significantly different between first and second and between first and third 

and beyond generations, while the difference between the second and third and beyond 

generations was not significant (see Table 24).  The majority of the first generation (53%, 

n=33) agreed or strongly agreed and 31% (n=19) disagreed or strongly disagreed.  The majority 

of the second (47%, n=47) and third and beyond (49%, n=20) generations disagreed or strongly 
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disagreed and 28% (n=35) of the second generation and 34% (n=14) of the third and beyond 

generations agreed or strongly agreed.  

Results for question 29 showed that 65% (N=145) of the Total group disagreed or 

strongly disagreed and 21% (N= 48) agreed or strongly agreed that parents should give more 

freedom to their sons than to their daughters.  Z test results showed that a significantly higher 

proportion of the participants from each generation and from the Total sample had chosen 

negative/neutral rather than positive responses (see Table 23).  The responses were significantly 

different between the first and third and beyond and between the second and third and beyond 

generations, while the difference was not significant between the first and second generations 

(see Table 24). 

Second, Questions 30 and 31 asked participants about their beliefs regarding 

intercultural marriages.  Results showed that the group had been divided in their opinion as to 

whether people of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent (Q30) and whether they 

would be unhappy if their children married someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church (Q31.  In particular, 36% (N=83) agreed or strongly agreed, 35% (N=80) 

disagreed or strongly disagreed and 28% (N=64) had no opinion whether people of Greek 

descent should marry people of Greek descent.  No significant difference was observed among 

generations for this question.  Similarly, 39% (N= 89) agreed or strongly agreed, 31% (N=71) 

disagreed or strongly disagreed and 23% (N=53) had no opinion whether they would be 

unhappy if their children was married to someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church.  Significant difference was observed between the first and third and beyond 

generation for the question about whether they would be unhappy if their children were married 

to someone who was not a member of the Greek Orthodox Church.  
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The findings about parent expectations for a child showed the majority of the 

participants (73%, N=167) strongly agreed and 14% (N= 33) agreed that they expected their 

children to have a college education.  Less than 2% (N=4) disagreed with this statement (see 

Table 20).  This observation was consistent across the three generations since no significant 

difference was observed (see Table 24).  Results for Question 33 showed slightly more than 

half of the participants 54% (N=123) agreed or strongly agreed, 22% (N= 51) had no opinion 

and 16% (N=36) disagreed or strongly disagreed that children should take care of their parents 

when they got older.  Consistent distributions were observed across generations.  Finally, 

results showed that approximately 45% (N=101) disagreed or strongly disagreed, 28% (N=61) 

had no opinion, and 21% (N=47) agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that they 

expected their children to live on their own by the time they are 21 years of age.  The 

distributions across generations were consistent, since no significant difference was observed 

between generations. 

 

Table 22 

Frequency table for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’  

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

Strongly 

agree 

Agree No opinion Disagree Strongly 

disagree 

Missing 

28. In my family, the father is expected to have the final say in most 

important decisions.           

First Generation 8 13 25 40 5 8 14 23 5 8 5 8 

Second Generation 11 9 24 19 28 22 40 32 19 15 4 3 

Third and beyond 9 22 5 12 5 12 16 39 4 10 2 5 

Total Sample 28 12 54 24 38 17 70 31 28 12 11 5 

29. Parents should give more freedom to their sons than to their daughters 

First Generation 5 8 12 19 7 11 19 31 15 24 4 6 

Second Generation 7 6 21 17 17 13 51 40 30 24 0 0 

Third and beyond 0 0 3 7 7 17 19 46 11 27 1 2 

Total Sample 12 5 36 16 31 14 89 39 56 24 5 2 
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30. People of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent 

First Generation 6 10 22 35 18 29 9 15 5 8 2 3 

Second Generation 14 11 29 23 33 26 42 33 8 6 0 0 

Third and beyond 4 10 8 20 13 32 11 27 5 12 0 0 

Total Sample 24 10 59 26 64 28 62 27 18 8 2 1 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married someone who was not a member of the Greek Orthodox 

Church. 

First Generation 8 13 23 37 12 19 10 16 3 5 6 10 

Second Generation 19 15 27 21 30 24 29 23 11 9 10 8 

Third and beyond 2 5 10 24 11 27 16 39 2 5 0 0 

Total Sample 29 13 60 26 53 23 55 24 16 7 16 7 

32. In my family I expect my children to have college education 

First Generation 48 77 8 13 1 2 0 0 0 0 5 8 

Second Generation 92 73 15 12 5 4 2 2 1 1 11 9 

Third and beyond 27 66 10 24 3 7 1 2 0 0 0 0 

Total Sample 

16

7 73 33 14 9 4 3 1 1 <1 16 7 

33. In my family I expect my children to take care of their parents when they get older 

First Generation 16 26 22 35 14 23 5 8 1 2 4 6 

Second Generation 23 18 39 31 28 22 21 17 3 2 12 10 

Third and beyond 9 22 14 34 9 22 5 12 1 2 3 7 

Total Sample 48 21 75 33 51 22 31 14 5 2 19 8 

34. In my family I expect my children to live on their own by the time they are 21 years of age 

First Generation 4 6 12 19 16 26 18 29 8 13 4 6 

Second Generation 7 6 13 10 33 26 39 31 22 17 12 10 

Third and beyond 7 17 4 10 14 34 13 32 1 2 2 5 

Total Sample 18 8 29 13 63 28 70 31 31 14 18 8 

 

Table 23 

Z test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’ 

 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

28. In my family, the father is 

expected to have the final say 

in most important decisions. 

First Generation 58% 42% 1.19 NS 

Second Generation 29% 71% -4.71 S (-) 

Third and beyond 36% 64% -1.76 NS 

Total Sample 38% 62% -3.66 S (-) 

29. Parents should give more 

freedom to their sons than to 

their daughters 

First Generation 29% 71% -3.15 S (-) 

Second Generation 22% 78% -6.24 S (-) 

Third and beyond 8% 93% -5.38 S (-) 

Total Sample 21% 79% -8.55 S (-) 

30. People of Greek descent 

should marry people of Greek 

descent 

First Generation 47% 53% -0.52 NS 

Second Generation 34% 66% -3.56 S (-) 

Third and beyond 29% 71% -2.65 S (-) 

Total Sample 37% 63% -4.05 S (-) 

31. I would be unhappy if my First Generation 55% 45% 0.8 NS 
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children married someone who 

was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

Second Generation 40% 60% -2.23 S (-) 

Third and beyond 29% 71% -2.65 S (-) 

Total Sample 42% 58% -2.4 S (-) 

32. In my family I expect my 

children to have college 

education 

First Generation 98% 2% 7.28 S (+) 

Second Generation 93% 7% 9.23 S (+) 

Third and beyond 90% 10% 5.15 S (+) 

Total Sample 94% 6% 

12.8

1 S (+) 

33. In my family I expect my 

children to take care of their 

parents when they get older 

First Generation 66% 34% 2.36 S (+) 

Second Generation 54% 46% 0.94 NS 

Third and beyond 61% 39% 1.3 NS 

Total Sample 59% 41% 2.48 S (+) 

34. In my family I expect my 

children to live on their own by 

the time they are 21 years of 

age 

First Generation 28% 72% -3.41 S (-) 

Second Generation 18% 82% -6.93 S (-) 

Third and beyond 28% 72% -2.72 S (-) 

Total Sample 22% 78% -8.05 S (-) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, S(-)=Significantly lower than 

half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

 

 

Table 24 

Chi-square test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation 

and Values’ 

 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

28. In my family, the father is 

expected to have the final say in 

most important decisions. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0002 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0342 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.3944 NS 

29. Parents should give more 

freedom to their sons than to 

their daughters 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.2987 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0085 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.0374 S 

30. People of Greek descent 

should marry people of Greek 

descent 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0998 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0792 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.5653 NS 

31. I would be unhappy if my 

children married someone who 

was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0523 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0106 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.2362 NS 

32. In my family I expect my 

children to have college 

education 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1493 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0758 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.5635 NS 

33. In my family I expect my 

children to take care of their 
First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1618 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.6193 NS 
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parents when they get older Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.5091 NS 

34. In my family I expect my 

children to live on their own by 

the time they are 21 years of 

age 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1259 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.9468 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 0.1528 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

 
Note. Q28. In my family, the father is expected to have the final say in most important decisions; Q 29. Parents 

should give more freedom to their sons than to their daughters; Q 30. People of Greek descent should marry people 

of Greek descent; Q 31. I would be unhappy if my children married someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church; Q 32. In my family I expect my children to have college education; Q 33. In my family I expect 

my children to take care of their parents when they get older; 34. In my family I expect my children to live on their 

own by the time they are 21 years of age. 
 

Figure 8. Responses to Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and 

Values’ 
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          In order to assess the differences in responses related to the core value between the 

participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent as compared to the 

participants with only one parent of Greek descent, the frequency distribution by generation and 

ethnicity was computed (Table 25).   The results showed similar distributions for the two 

groups for most of the questions, however, a higher percentage of the participants who grew up 

in families with both parents of Greek descent responded that they were in frequent contact 

with family members who did not live in their home than did the participants with one parent of 

Greek descent. 

 

Table 25 

Frequency table for section ‘Family Cultural Orientation and Values’ by generation and 

ethnicity 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek heritage.  

Generation 

Ethnicit

y 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

Missi

ng 

First 

generation 

Both 37 65% 16 28% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 2 4% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 72 63% 34 30% 4 4% 1 1% 1 1% 2 2% 

One 2 22% 5 56% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 8 32% 15 60% 2 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 3 33% 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 5 71% 0 0% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 117 60% 65 33% 8 4% 1 1% 1 1% 4 2% 

One 6 30% 7 35% 5 25% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 4 31% 6 46% 0 0% 2 15% 0 0% 1 8% 

27. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live in my home 

  
Yes No Missing 

      

First 

generation 

Both 54 95% 1 2% 2 4% 

   One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

      Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

      

Second 

generation 

Both 107 94% 6 5% 1 1% 

      One 6 67% 3 33% 0 0% 

      Missing 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 22 88% 2 8% 1 4% 

      One 5 56% 4 44% 0 0% 

      Missing 5 71% 2 29% 0 0% 
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Total 

Sample 

Both 183 93% 9 5% 4 2% 

      One 12 60% 8 40% 0 0% 

      Missing 10 77% 2 15% 1 8% 

      28. In my family, the father is expected to have the final say in most important decisions. 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

Missi

ng 

First 

generation 

Both 6 11% 25 44% 4 7% 12 21% 5 9% 5 9% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 11 10% 22 19% 25 22% 37 32% 

1

7 15% 2 2% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 3 33% 3 33% 2 22% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 6 24% 2 8% 5 20% 8 32% 2 8% 2 8% 

One 2 22% 1 11% 0 0% 5 56% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 2 29% 0 0% 3 43% 1 14% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 23 12% 49 25% 34 17% 57 29% 

2

4 12% 9 5% 

One 2 10% 2 10% 4 20% 9 45% 3 15% 0 0% 

Missing 3 23% 3 23% 0 0% 4 31% 1 8% 2 15% 

29. Parents should give more freedom to their sons than to their daughters 

Generation Ethnicity 
Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 4 7% 11 19% 6 11% 17 30% 15 26% 4 7% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 7 6% 19 17% 17 15% 45 39% 26 23% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 2 22% 0 0% 4 44% 3 33% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 0 0% 3 12% 7 28% 8 32% 6 24% 1 4% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 7 78% 2 22% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 4 57% 3 43% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 11 6% 33 17% 30 15% 70 36% 47 24% 5 3% 

One 0 0% 2 10% 1 5% 12 60% 5 25% 0 0% 

Missing 1 8% 1 8% 0 0% 7 54% 4 31% 0 0% 

30. People of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 4 7% 20 35% 17 30% 9 16% 5 9% 2 4% 

One 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 14 12% 28 25% 32 28% 32 28% 8 7% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 1 11% 7 78% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 4 16% 5 20% 9 36% 6 24% 1 4% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 2 22% 2 22% 3 33% 2 22% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 1 14% 2 29% 2 29% 2 29% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 22 11% 53 27% 58 30% 47 24% 14 7% 2 1% 

One 0 0% 4 20% 4 20% 10 50% 2 10% 0 0% 

Missing 2 15% 2 15% 2 15% 5 38% 2 15% 0 0% 
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        Question N % N % N % N 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married someone who was not a member of the Greek Orthodox 

Church. 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 7 12% 20 35% 12 21% 9 16% 3 5% 6 

11

% 

One 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 17 15% 26 23% 29 25% 25 22% 10 9% 7 6% 

One 2 22% 1 11% 1 11% 1 11% 1 11% 3 

33

% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 2 8% 6 24% 6 24% 11 44% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 3 33% 4 44% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 3 43% 2 29% 1 14% 1 14% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 26 13% 52 27% 47 24% 45 23% 13 7% 13 7% 

One 2 10% 3 15% 4 20% 6 30% 2 10% 3 

15

% 

Missing 1 8% 5 38% 2 15% 4 31% 1 8% 0 0% 

32. In my family I expect my children to have college education 

Generation 

Ethnicit

y 
Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 44 77% 7 12% 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 5 9% 

One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 86 75% 13 11% 5 4% 2 2% 0 0% 8 7% 

One 5 56% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 33% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 18 72% 5 20% 2 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 4 44% 3 33% 1 11% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 5 71% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 148 76% 25 13% 8 4% 2 1% 0 0% 13 7% 

One 10 50% 5 25% 1 5% 1 5% 0 0% 3 15% 

Missing 9 69% 3 23% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 0 0% 

33. In my family I expect my children to take care of their parents when they get older 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 15 26% 20 35% 13 23% 4 7% 1 2% 4 7% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 22 19% 38 33% 24 21% 19 17% 3 3% 8 7% 

One 1 11% 1 11% 4 44% 0 0% 0 0% 3 33% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 6 24% 7 28% 6 24% 4 16% 1 4% 1 4% 

One 2 22% 4 44% 2 22% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 3 43% 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 43 22% 65 33% 43 22% 27 14% 5 3% 13 7% 

One 3 15% 5 25% 7 35% 2 10% 0 0% 3 15% 

Missing 2 15% 5 38% 1 8% 2 15% 0 0% 3 23% 
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34. In my family I expect my children to live on their own by the time they are 21 years of age 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 2 4% 12 21% 16 28% 16 28% 7 12% 4 7% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 6 5% 10 9% 31 27% 36 32% 22 19% 9 8% 

One 1 11% 2 22% 1 11% 2 22% 0 0% 3 33% 

Missing 0 0% 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 4 16% 3 12% 9 36% 8 32% 0 0% 1 4% 

One 1 11% 0 0% 5 56% 2 22% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 2 29% 1 14% 0 0% 3 43% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 12 6% 25 13% 56 29% 60 31% 29 15% 14 7% 

One 3 15% 2 10% 6 30% 5 25% 1 5% 3 15% 

Missing 3 23% 2 15% 1 8% 5 38% 1 8% 1 8% 

 

 

Greek Cultural Activities and Organization Membership 

This domain consisted of four questions related to behavior and practices and five 

questions related to attitudes and beliefs about secular Greek or Hellenic organizations.  Figures 

9 and 10 demonstrate graphically the observations of the behavior and attitude questions.  

Results for question 35 showed that the majority of the participants (59%, N=134) were 

members in one or more Greek or Hellenic organizations outside of the Greek Orthodox 

Church.  A lower percentage of participants answered yes to this statement in the second (55%, 

N=69) and third and beyond (56%, N=23) generations than seen for the first generation (68%, 

N=42).  A significant difference was observed between the first and second generation (See 

Table 29).  Question 38 asked about the frequency of various activities the participants engaged 

in to keep in touch with Greek culture and customs.  The majority of the participants reported 

more than one activity (75%, N=171).   It is worth noticing that one of the most frequently 

identified activities was eating Greek food.  Similar findings were observed across generations. 

Subjects reported that some of the main sources of information about the activities of the Greek 
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American community were the Internet (electronic news), newspaper, television, radio, friends, 

church bulletins and magazines. 

Findings for Question 40 showed that the majority of the participants dance Greek 

dances frequently (34%, N= 77) or at least sometimes (54%, N=123).  This observation was 

consistent across generations, while a significantly higher proportion of subjects in the second 

generation indicated they dance frequently or sometimes in comparison to the third and beyond 

generation (see Table 26).  The results for studying Greek history (Q41) showed that the 

majority of the participants responded they did so sometimes (50%, N=115) or frequently 

(33%, N=76).  The responses were similar across generations.  However, the highest percentage 

for the first generation was in the frequently category (52%, N=32), while the highest 

percentages of the second (65%, N=36) and third and beyond (68%, N=28) cohorts chose the 

sometimes category (see Table 26). 

 Table 26 shows the findings for attitudes and beliefs related to secular Greek and 

Hellenic organizations.  In general, the majority of the participants believed that they try to 

actively participate (69%, N=159) or attend (84%, N=192) events that are related to Greek 

heritage organized by their parish or another Greek organization.  In addition, about 84% 

(N=192) of the participants stated that they agreed or strongly agreed with the statement that 

people of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage events.   Furthermore, about 

89% (N=203) of the participants answered that they agreed or strongly agreed with the 

statement that they felt a sense of pride when they attended Greek heritage events and 86% 

(N=197) stated that they agreed or strongly agreed that they often felt a strong bond with other 

Greek and Greek Americans when they attend a Greek heritage event.  In all of the questions, 
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the distributions across generations were similar since no significant difference was observed 

among generations (Table 29).   

 

 

Note. Q35. I am a member in one or more “Greek” or “Hellenic” organizations outside of the Greek Orthodox 

Church; Q38. I frequently; Q40. I dance Greek Dances; Q41. I study Greek History 
 

Figure 9. Responses to Behavior/Practice questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and 

Organizational Membership’ 
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Note. Q36. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek heritage event, I try to 

actively participate in it; Q37. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek 

heritage event, I try to attend that event; Q40. I dance Greek Dances; Q41. I study Greek History; Q42When I 

attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a sense of pride; Q43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel 

a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek Americans. 

 

Figure 10. Responses to Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and 

Organizational Membership’ 
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Table 26 

Frequency table for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and 

Organizational Membership’ 

 

Question N % N % N % N % 

35. I am a member in one or more “Greek” or “Hellenic” organizations outside of the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

 
Yes No Missing 

  First Generation 42 68% 18 29% 2 3% 

  Second Generation 69 55% 57 45% 0 0% 

  Third and beyond 23 56% 18 44% 0 0% 

  Total Sample 134 59% 93 41% 1 0% 

  38. I frequently 

       

 

Read Greek 

Language 

Newspaper 

Listen to Greek 

Programs in the 

radio 

Watch Greek 

TV Programs 

Listen to 

Greek Music 

First Generation 1 2% 0 0% 2 3% 0 0% 

Second Generation 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 2 2% 

Third and beyond 1 2% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 

Total Sample 3 1% 0 0% 3 1% 3 1% 

 
Eat Greek Food 

Do more than 

one of the above 

activities Missing 

  First Generation 2 3% 52 84% 5 8% 

  Second Generation 21 17% 98 78% 3 2% 

  Third and beyond 15 37% 21 51% 3 7% 

  Total Sample 38 17% 171 75% 11 5% 

  40. I dance Greek Dances 

       
 

Frequently Sometimes Never Missing 

First Generation 24 39% 29 47% 7 11% 2 3% 

Second Generation 44 35% 71 56% 10 8% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 9 22% 23 56% 9 22% 0 0% 

Total Sample 77 34% 123 54% 26 11% 3 1% 

41. I study Greek History 

       
 

Frequently Sometimes Never Missing 

First Generation 32 52% 22 35% 5 8% 3 5% 

Second Generation 40 32% 65 52% 20 16% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 4 10% 28 68% 9 22% 0 0% 

Total Sample 76 33% 115 50% 34 15% 4 2% 
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Table 27 

Frequency table for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and 

Organizational Membership’ 

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

36. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek heritage event, I try 

to actively participate in it. 

 
Yes No Missing 

      First Generation 44 71% 12 19% 6 10% 

      Second Generation 88 70% 29 23% 9 7% 

      Third and beyond 27 66% 13 32% 1 2% 

      Total Sample 159 69% 54 24% 16 7% 

      37. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek heritage event, I try 

to attend that event. 

 
Yes No Missing 

      First Generation 53 85% 6 10% 3 5% 

      Second Generation 108 86% 16 13% 2 2% 

      Third and beyond 31 76% 9 22% 1 2% 

      Total Sample 192 84% 31 14% 6 3% 

      42. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage event, I 

often feel a sense of pride 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 30 48% 22 35% 5 8% 0 0% 0 0% 5 8% 

Second Generation 71 56% 45 36% 9 7% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 

Third and beyond 16 39% 19 46% 6 15% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 117 51% 86 38% 20 9% 0 0% 1 0% 5 2% 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 25 40% 28 45% 4 6% 1 2% 0 0% 4 6% 

Second Generation 69 55% 43 34% 12 10% 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 16 39% 16 39% 9 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 110 48% 87 38% 25 11% 2 1% 0 0% 5 2% 

44. People of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage events 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 29 47% 24 39% 4 6% 0 0% 0 0% 5 8% 

Second Generation 59 47% 47 37% 16 13% 2 2% 1 1% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 13 32% 20 49% 8 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 101 44% 91 40% 28 12% 2 1% 1 0% 6 3% 
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Table 28 

Z test results for questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and Organizational 

Membership’ 

 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

35. I am a member in one or 

more “Greek” or “Hellenic” 

organizations outside of the 

Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation 69% 31% 2.94 S (+) 

Second Generation 55% 45% 1.07 NS 

Third and beyond 56% 44% 0.78 NS 

Total Sample 59% 41% 2.65 S (+) 

36. When I know that my 

parish or another Greek 

organization is holding a 

Greek heritage event, I try to 

actively participate in it. 

First Generation 79% 21% 4.28 S (+) 

Second Generation 75% 25% 5.45 S (+) 

Third and beyond 68% 33% 2.21 S (+) 

Total Sample 75% 25% 7.19 S (+) 

37. When I know that my 

parish or another Greek 

organization is holding a 

Greek heritage event, I try to 

attend that event. 

First Generation 90% 10% 6.12 S (+) 

Second Generation 87% 13% 8.26 S (+) 

Third and beyond 78% 23% 3.48 S (+) 

Total Sample 86% 14% 10.78 S (+) 

40. I dance Greek Dances First Generation 88% 12% 5.94 S (+) 

Second Generation 92% 8% 9.39 S (+) 

Third and beyond 78% 22% 3.59 S (+) 

Total Sample 88% 12% 11.57 S (+) 

41. I study Greek History First Generation 92% 8% 6.38 S (+) 

Second Generation 84% 16% 7.6 S (+) 

Third and beyond 78% 22% 3.59 S (+) 

Total Sample 85% 15% 10.47 S (+) 

42. Please indicate your level 

of agreement with the 

statement: When I attend a 

Greek heritage event, I often 

feel a sense of pride 

First Generation 91% 9% 6.23 S (+) 

Second Generation 92% 8% 9.44 S (+) 

Third and beyond 85% 15% 4.53 S (+) 

Total Sample 91% 9% 12.16 S (+) 

43. When I attend a Greek 

heritage event, I often feel a 

strong bond with other Greeks 

and Greek Americans 

First Generation 91% 9% 6.3 S (+) 

Second Generation 90% 10% 8.85 S (+) 

Third and beyond 78% 22% 3.59 S (+) 

Total Sample 88% 12% 11.36 S (+) 

44. People of Greek descent 

should actively support Greek 

heritage events 

First Generation 93% 7% 6.49 S (+) 

Second Generation 85% 15% 7.78 S (+) 

Third and beyond 80% 20% 3.9 S (+) 

Total Sample 86% 14% 10.78 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 
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Table 29 

Chi-square test results for questions in section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and Organizational 

Membership’ 

 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

35. I am a member in one or 

more “Greek” or “Hellenic” 

organizations outside of the 

Greek Orthodox Church 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0477 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.1520 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.8813 NS 

36. When I know that my parish 

or another Greek organization is 

holding a Greek heritage event, I 

try to actively participate in it. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.6270 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.2230 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.3414 NS 

37. When I know that my parish 

or another Greek organization is 

holding a Greek heritage event, I 

try to attend that event. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.5951 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0931 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.1420 NS 

40. I dance Greek Dances First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.4190 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.1645 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0149 S 

41. I study Greek History First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1644 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0561 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.3838 NS 

42. When I attend a Greek 

heritage event, I often feel a 

sense of pride 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.8487 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.3645 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.2056        NS 

43. When I attend a Greek 

heritage event, I often feel a 

strong bond with other Greeks 

and Greek Americans 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.7069        NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0608        NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0584 NS 

44. People of Greek descent 

should actively support Greek 

heritage events 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1234 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0627 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.5162 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

        To further assess the differences in responses related to this core value between the 

participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent versus the participants 

with one parent of Greek descent, the frequency distribution by generation and ethnicity was 

computed (See Table 30).  The results showed that the majority of the participants who grew up 

in families with  
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Table 30. Frequency table for section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and Organization Membership 

’ by generation and ethnicity 

 

Question N % N % N % N % 

 35. I am a member in one or more “Greek” or “Hellenic” organizations outside of the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

Generation Ethnicity Yes No Missing 

   

First 

generation 

Both 38 67% 17 30% 2 4% 

   One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

   Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

   
Second 

generation 

Both 64 56% 50 44% 0 0% 

   One 2 22% 7 78% 0 0% 

   Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

   Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 14 56% 11 44% 0 0% 

   One 4 44% 5 56% 0 0% 

   Missing 5 71% 2 29% 0 0% 

   
Total 

Sample 

Both 116 59% 78 40% 2 1% 

   One 7 35% 13 65% 0 0% 

   Missing 11 85% 2 15% 0 0% 

   38. I frequently 

         

  

Read Greek 

Language 

Newspaper 

Listen to 

Greek 

Programs in 

the radio 

Watch Greek 

TV Programs 

Listen to 

Greek Music 

 

First 

generation 

Both 1 2% 0 0% 2 4% 0 0% 

 One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 
Second 

generation 

Both 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 2 2% 

 One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 4% 

 One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 Missing 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 
Total 

Sample 

Both 2 1% 0 0% 3 2% 3 2% 

 One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 Missing 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 

  

Eat Greek 

Food 

Do more than 

one of the 

above activities Missing 

   

First 

generation 

Both 2 4% 48 84% 4 7% 

   One 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 

   Missing 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 

   
Second 

generation 

Both 17 15% 89 78% 4 4% 

   One 4 44% 5 56% 0 0% 

   Missing 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 

   Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 9 36% 14 56% 1 4% 

   One 2 22% 5 56% 2 22% 

   Missing 4 57% 2 29% 0 0% 

   
Total 

Sample 

Both 28 14% 151 77% 9 5% 

   One 6 30% 11 55% 3 15% 

   Missing 4 31% 8 62% 0 0% 

    



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       167 

  

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

40. I dance Greek Dances 

           

  
Frequently Sometimes Never Missing 

    

First 

generation 

Both 23 40% 27 47% 5 9% 2 4% 

    One 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

    Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 

    

Second 

generation 

Both 42 37% 63 55% 8 7% 1 1% 

    One 1 11% 6 67% 2 22% 0 0% 

    Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 

    
Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 6 24% 14 56% 5 20% 0 0% 

    One 1 11% 6 67% 2 22% 0 0% 

    Missing 2 29% 3 43% 2 29% 0 0% 

    

Total 

Sample 

Both 71 36% 104 53% 18 9% 3 2% 

    One 2 10% 13 65% 5 25% 0 0% 

    Missing 4 31% 6 46% 3 23% 0 0% 

    41. I study Greek History 

           
  

Frequently Sometimes Never Missing 

    

First 

generation 

Both 29 51% 21 37% 4 7% 3 5% 

    One 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 

    Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

    

Second 

generation 

Both 37 32% 58 51% 18 16% 1 1% 

    One 1 11% 6 67% 2 22% 0 0% 

    Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

    
Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 2 8% 16 64% 7 28% 0 0% 

    One 0 0% 7 78% 2 22% 0 0% 

    Missing 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 0 0% 

    

Total 

Sample 

Both 68 35% 95 48% 29 15% 4 2% 

    One 2 10% 13 65% 5 25% 0 0% 

    Missing 6 46% 7 54% 0 0% 0 0% 

    42. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage 

event, I often feel a sense of pride 

 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion 

Disagre

e 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 28 49% 20 35% 5 9% 0 0% 0 0% 4 7% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 64 56% 42 37% 7 6% 0 0% 1 1% 0 0% 

One 5 56% 2 22% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 12 48% 8 32% 5 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 2 22% 7 78% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 29% 4 57% 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 104 53% 70 36% 17 9% 0 0% 1 1% 4 2% 

One 8 40% 9 45% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 

Missing 5 38% 7 54% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
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Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek Americans 

 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 23 40% 26 46% 4 7% 1 2% 0 0% 3 5% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

50

% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 64 56% 38 33% 10 9% 1 1% 0 0% 1 1% 

One 2 22% 5 56% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 11 44% 9 36% 5 20% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 3 33% 4 44% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 29% 3 43% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 

Both 98 50% 73 37% 19 10% 2 1% 0 0% 4 2% 

One 6 30% 9 45% 4 20% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 

Missing 6 46% 5 38% 2 15% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

44. People of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage events 

 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 26 46% 23 40% 4 7% 0 0% 0 0% 4 7% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 

50

% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 54 47% 44 39% 13 11% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 

One 2 22% 3 33% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 9 36% 10 40% 6 24% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 2 22% 5 56% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 

Both 89 45% 77 39% 23 12% 1 1% 0 0% 5 3% 

One 5 25% 8 40% 5 25% 1 5% 0 0% 1 5% 

Missing 7 54% 6 46% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

 

both parents of Greek descent were members in one or more Greek or Hellenic organizations 

outside of the Greek Orthodox Church.  On the other hand the majority of the participants with 

one parent of Greek descent were not members in one or more Greek or Hellenic organizations 

outside of the Greek Orthodox Church.  For all attitude and behavior questions regarding the 

Greek cultural activities, the participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek 
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descent showed a slightly higher percentage of positive responses than did the participants with 

one parent of Greek descent. 

 

Continuing Contact with Greece and/or Cyprus 

This Doman consisted of three questions exploring practices and three questions related 

to the beliefs regarding contact with Greece.  Findings indicated that participants practiced what 

they professed to believe.  For example, the majority of the participants in the Total group not 

only tried to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece currently (see Figure 12) but 

actually kept in frequent communication with relatives or friends who continued to live in 

Greece or Cyprus (see Figure 11).  This observation was consistent across generations with the 

third and beyond generation having more liberal responses.   

 
Note. Q46. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in Greece or Cyprus; Q48. I have traveled to 

Greece or Cyprus; Q49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus have visited me in the U.S.. 

 

Figure 11. Responses to Behavior/Practice questions in section ‘Continuing Contact with 

Greece and/or Cyprus’ 
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Note. Q45. I try to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece today; Q50. People of Greek descent 

should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once; Q51. People of Greek descent should try to bring their children 

to Greece or Cyprus or encourage them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own. 

 

Figure 12.Responses to Attitudes/Beliefs questions section ‘Continuing Contact with Greece 

and/or Cyprus’ 

 

Tables 30 through 35 present more detailed information about the practices and 

behaviors and beliefs and attitudes related to this domain.  First, results for Question 46 showed 

about 70% (N=161) of the participants often communicated with relatives or friends who live in 

Greece or Cyprus while about 27% (N=61) did not seem to have a contact.  Further, 87% 

(N=54) of the participants in the first generation have communication and only 6% (N=4) do 

not have communication with relatives abroad.  The percentage of participants who have 

communication with relatives abroad was lower for the second generation (72%, n=91) and 

lowest for the third and beyond generation (39%, N=39).   Z test results showed that a 

significantly higher proportion of subjects chose positive responses for this question in the first 

and second generation.  No significance was observed for the third and beyond generation (see 

Table 32).  In fact, the majority of the third and beyond generation did not have communication 

with relatives who live in Greece or Cyprus.  A possible explanation for this observation is that 
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the third and beyond generation participants may have no relatives or very distant relatives who 

still live in Greece or Cyprus.  Moreover, the intermarriage status indicated a higher rate of 

mixed marriages in the third and beyond generation and this too may have contributed to the 

report of few if any relatives in Greece and Cyprus.  Significant difference in frequency was 

observed across all three generations (see Table 33).  

Second, results for Question 48 and Question 49 showed that the vast majority of the 

sample (93%, N=213) traveled to Greece or Cyprus frequently or at least once and had relatives 

or friends from Greece or Cyprus that visited them in the U.S. (89%, N=204).  Significantly 

higher proportions of subjects responded to these two questions positively (i.e., they had 

traveled to Greece, or relatives from Greece had visited them in U.S.) for each generation as 

well as the Total sample.  However, about 20% (N=8) of the third and beyond generation 

cohort stated that they never traveled to Greece or Cyprus and 8% (N=18) stated that their 

relatives never visited them in U.S.  This finding was consistent with information derived from 

Question 46 that a lot of third and beyond generation participants may have no or very few 

relatives who still live in Greece or Cyprus.  Significant difference in frequency was observed 

between the first and third and beyond generations and between the second and third and 

beyond generations, while the difference is not significant between the first and second 

generation for both questions (see Table 33).  

The results for Question 45 showed that overall 77% (N=177) of participants kept up to 

date with what is taking place in Greece today.  The percentage of those not keeping up to date 

grew greater with each successive generation (first generation reported 6%, second generations 

reported 20% and third and beyond generation reported 44%) and a significant difference in 

frequency was observed across all three generations.  Finally, about 91% (N=208) stated that 
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they should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once, and about 86% (N=196) reported they 

should try to bring their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage them to visit Greece or 

Cyprus on their own.  A significantly higher proportion of subjects chose positive responses for 

these two questions in each generation and for the Total sample (see Table 35) and there was no 

significant difference across all three generations (see Table 36). 

           In order to assess the differences in responses on this core value between the participants 

who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent compared to the participants with 

one parent of Greek descent, the frequency distribution by generation and ethnicity was 

computed (see Table 37).  The results showed that the participants who grew up in families 

with both parents of Greek descent had a higher positive response for all questions than did the 

participants with only one parent of Greek descent.  

 

Table 31 

Frequency table for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘Continuing Contact with Greece 

and/or Cyprus’ 

 

Question N % N % N % N % 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in Greece or Cyprus 

 
Yes No Missing 

  First Generation 54 87% 4 6% 4 6% 

  Second Generation 91 72% 32 25% 3 2% 

  Third and beyond 16 39% 25 61% 0 0% 

  Total Sample 161 70% 61 27% 7 3% 

  48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 

 
Frequently 

A few times or 

once Never Missing 

First Generation 45 73% 13 21% 0 0% 4 6% 

Second Generation 62 49% 61 48% 2 2% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 6 15% 26 63% 8 20% 1 2% 

Total Sample 113 49% 100 44% 10 4% 6 3% 
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Question N % N % N % N % 

49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus have visited me in the U.S. 

 
Frequently 

A few times or 

once Never Missing 

First Generation 25 40% 32 52% 1 2% 4 6% 

Second Generation 35 28% 80 63% 9 7% 2 2% 

Third and beyond 4 10% 28 68% 8 20% 1 2% 

Total Sample 64 28% 140 61% 18 8% 7 3% 

 

Table 32 

Z test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘‘continuing contact with Greece 

and/or Cyprus’ 

 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

46. I often communicate 

to relatives or friends who 

live in Greece or Cyprus 

First Generation 93% 7% 6.57 S (+) 

Second Generation 74% 26% 5.32 S (+) 

Third and beyond 39% 61% -1.41 NS 

Total Sample 73% 27% 6.71 S (+) 

48. I have traveled to 

Greece or Cyprus 

First Generation 100% 0% 7.62 S (+) 

Second Generation 98% 2% 10.82 S (+) 

Third and beyond 80% 20% 3.79 S (+) 

Total Sample 96% 4% 13.59 S (+) 

49. Relatives or friends 

from Greece or Cyprus 

have visited me in the 

U.S. 

First Generation 98% 2% 7.35 S (+) 

Second Generation 93% 7% 9.52 S (+) 

Third and beyond 80% 20% 3.79 S (+) 

Total Sample 92% 8% 12.48 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

Table 33 

Chi-square test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘continuing contact with 

Greece and/or Cyprus’ 

 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

46. I often communicate to 

relatives or friends who live 

in Greece or Cyprus 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0026 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0001 S 

48. I have traveled to Greece 

or Cyprus 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.3327 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0004 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

49. Relatives or friends from 

Greece or Cyprus have 

visited me in the U.S. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1269 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0021 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0215 S 
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Table 34 

Frequency table for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘continuing contact with Greece 

and/or Cyprus’ 

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

45. I try to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece today. 

 
Yes No Missing 

      
First Generation 54 

87

% 4 6% 4 6% 

      Second 

Generation 

10

0 

79

% 

2

5 20% 1 1% 

      Third and 

beyond 23 

56

% 

1

8 44% 0 0% 

      
Total Sample 

17

7 

77

% 

4

7 21% 5 2% 

      50. People of Greek descent should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

Generation 35 56% 21 34% 2 3% 0 0% 0 0% 4 6% 

Second 

Generation 67 53% 49 39% 7 6% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 

Third and 

beyond 19 46% 17 41% 5 12% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 121 53% 87 38% 14 6% 1 0% 1 0% 5 2% 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own. 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

Generation 32 52% 23 37% 3 5% 1 2% 0 0% 3 5% 

Second 

Generation 58 46% 47 37% 10 8% 0 0% 1 1% 10 8% 

Third and 

beyond 17 41% 19 46% 4 10% 0 0% 0 0% 1 2% 

Total 

Sample 107 47% 89 39% 17 7% 1 0% 1 0% 14 6% 
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Table 35 

Z test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘continuing contact with Greece and/or 

Cyprus’ 

 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

45. I try to keep up to date 

about what is taking place in 

Greece today.  

First Generation 93% 7% 6.57 S (+) 

Second Generation 80% 20% 6.71 S (+) 

Third and beyond 56% 44% 0.78 NS 

Total Sample 79% 21% 8.69 S (+) 

50. People of Greek descent 

should try to visit Greece or 

Cyprus at least once 

First Generation 97% 3% 7.09 S (+) 

Second Generation 93% 7% 9.57 S (+) 

Third and beyond 88% 12% 4.84 S (+) 

Total Sample 93% 7% 12.83 S (+) 

51. People of Greek descent 

should try to bring their 

children to Greece or Cyprus 

or encourage them to visit 

Greece or Cyprus on their 

own.  

First Generation 93% 7% 6.64 S (+) 

Second Generation 91% 9% 8.73 S (+) 

Third and beyond 90% 10% 5.06 S (+) 

Total Sample 91% 9% 12.07 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 36 

Chi-square test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘continuing contact with 

Greece and/or Cyprus’ 
 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

45. I try to keep up to date about 

what is taking place in Greece 

today.  

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0239 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0024 S 

50. People of Greek descent 

should try to visit Greece or 

Cyprus at least once 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.3205 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0945 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.3179 NS 

51. People of Greek descent 

should try to bring their children 

to Greece or Cyprus or 

encourage them to visit Greece 

or Cyprus on their own.  

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.5459 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.564 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.9238 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 
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Table 37. Frequency table for section ‘Greek Cultural Activities and Organization Membership 

’ by generation and ethnicity 

 

Question N % N % N % N % 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in Greece or 

Cyprus 

    Generation Ethnicity Yes No Missing 

  
First 

generation 

Both 50 88% 4 7% 3 5% 

  One 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 

  Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

  
Second 

generation 

Both 85 75% 27 24% 2 2% 

  One 5 56% 4 44% 0 0% 

  Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 

  Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 13 52% 12 48% 0 0% 

  One 1 11% 8 89% 0 0% 

  Missing 2 29% 5 71% 0 0% 

  

Total Sample 

Both 148 76% 43 22% 5 3% 

  One 7 35% 12 60% 1 5% 

  Missing 6 46% 6 46% 1 8% 

  48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 

  
Frequently 

A few times or 

once Never Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 41 72% 13 23% 0 0% 3 5% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 57 50% 54 47% 2 2% 1 1% 

One 5 56% 4 44% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 4 16% 16 64% 5 20% 0 0% 

One 1 11% 5 56% 3 33% 0 0% 

Missing 1 14% 5 71% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total Sample 

Both 102 52% 83 42% 7 4% 4 2% 

One 7 35% 9 45% 3 15% 1 5% 

Missing 4 31% 8 62% 0 0% 1 8% 

49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus have visited me in the U.S. 

  
Frequently 

A few times or 

once Never Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 23 40% 30 53% 1 2% 3 5% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 33 29% 74 65% 6 5% 1 1% 

One 2 22% 4 44% 3 33% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 3 12% 16 64% 6 24% 0 0% 

One 1 11% 7 78% 1 11% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 5 71% 1 14% 1 14% 

Total Sample 

Both 59 30% 120 61% 13 7% 4 2% 

One 4 20% 11 55% 4 20% 1 5% 

Missing 1 8% 9 69% 1 8% 2 15% 
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Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

45. I try to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece today.  

  
Yes No Missing 

      

First 

generation 

Both 50 88% 4 7% 3 5% 

      One 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 

      Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

      
Second 

generation 

Both 91 80% 22 19% 1 1% 

      One 6 67% 3 33% 0 0% 

      Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 14 56% 11 44% 0 0% 

      One 6 67% 3 33% 0 0% 

      Missing 3 43% 4 57% 0 0% 

      

Total 

Sample 

Both 

15

5 79% 37 19% 4 2% 

      One 13 65% 6 30% 1 5% 

      Missing 9 69% 4 31% 0 0% 

      50. People of Greek descent should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 31 54% 21 37% 2 4% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 63 55% 42 37% 6 5% 1 1% 1 1% 1 1% 

One 2 22% 6 67% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 10 40% 12 48% 3 12% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 4 44% 3 33% 2 22% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 5 71% 2 29% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 

10

4 53% 75 38% 11 6% 1 1% 1 1% 4 2% 

One 7 35% 9 45% 3 15% 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 

Missing 10 77% 3 23% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage them to visit 

Greece or Cyprus on their own.  

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

 
First 

generation 

Both 28 49% 23 40% 3 5% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 

One 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 55 48% 43 38% 8 7% 0 0% 1 1% 7 6% 

One 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 3 33% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 9 36% 13 52% 3 12% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

One 3 33% 5 56% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 5 71% 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 92 47% 79 40% 14 7% 0 0% 1 1% 10 5% 

One 6 30% 8 40% 2 10% 1 5% 0 0% 3 15% 

Missing 9 69% 2 15% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 1 8% 
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Political Activity 

The last domain is related to the practices and beliefs of  Greek Americans regarding 

political action.  This section consisted of six questions:  two questions related to behavior and 

practices (see Table 38-394 and Figure 13) and four questions related to attitudes and beliefs 

(see Tables 36-38 and Figure 14) about political actions.  The findings showed that the attitudes 

and beliefs aligned with the participants’ practices for the Total sample and for each generation. 

The second and third and beyond generations shared more similarity in their beliefs and 

practices and they deviated from the first generation. Results for Question 52  showed that 64% 

(N=146) of the participants answered no and 30% (N=60) of the participants answered yes to 

the question of whether they were members of one organization that promotes a strong 

relationship between Greece or Cyprus and the U.S.  Significant differences were observed 

across three generations with about half of the first generation (45%, n=28) and a majority of 

second generation (66%, n=83) and even higher percentage of the third and beyond generation 

(85%, n=35) answering no to this question (see Table 33 and Table 40) 

As for Question 54, the majority of the participants (59% ,N=136) reported that they 

have supported the Greek National Interest through donations, fund raisers, public expressions 

of opinion, or other means.   A significant higher proportion of subjects in the first generation 

and second generation answered yes to this question, while the responses from the participants 

from the third and beyond generation were evenly divided with 46% (n=19) answering no and 

44% (n=18) answering yes.  Significant differences were observed between the first and second 

generation and between the first and third and beyond generations, while the differences 

between the second and third and beyond generation were not significant (see Table 40).  
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Note. Q52. I am a member of an organization(s) that promotes a strong relationship between Greece or Cyprus and 

the U.S.; Q54. I have supported (through donations, fund raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the Greek 

National Interests 

 

Figure 13. Responses to Behavior/Practice questions in section ‘Political Activity’ 

 

 
Note. Q55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence American foreign policy towards Greece; Q56. All else being equal, American 
citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates who are also of Greek descent; 57. Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the statement:  All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates of non-Greek descent because they 
support the Greek national issues. 58. What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the Greek American Community? 

 

Figure 14. Responses to Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘Political Activity’ 
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Question 53 asked participants to list organizations that they felt held a special position 

for the future of Hellenism in America.  Of the total sample, 52% of participants did not list any 

organizations.  A frequency table is presented in Table 41 for all responses from participants 

who responded to this open ended question.  AHEPA (American Hellenic Educational 

Progressive Association) was the most frequently cited organization, while such organizations 

as Daughters of Penelope (DOP), Hellenic Link, the Council of Hellenes Abroad (SAE), 

American Hellenic Institute (AHI), Hellenic University Club of Philadelphia, and the 

Panarcadian Federation of New York were listed by more than one participant.  In addition, 

various religious organizations were identified such as the Greek Orthodox Church, 

Philoptochos, the Archdiocese, and GOYA (Greek Orthodox Youth of America), among others.  

The next set of questions was related to the attitudes and beliefs regarding political 

action.  Question 55 asked participants’ opinion on whether Greeks living in the U.S, should try 

to influence American foreign policy towards Greece.  About 66% (N=150) of the Total group 

answered that they strongly agreed or agreed with this notion, 26% (N=60) had no opinion, and 

6% (N=13) either disagreed or strongly disagreed with the statement.  A significantly higher 

proportion of subjects chose positive responses in the first and second generation and in the 

Total sample, while no significance was observed in the third and beyond generational cohort.   

Question 56 examined  attitudes for the statement that, all else being equal, American 

citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidate who are also of Greek descent.  

Results showed that slightly more participants tended to agree or strongly agree (42%, N=97) 

with the statement than participants who reported no opinion 26% (N=60) or disagreed/strongly 

disagreed 26% (N=60).  Question 57 examined participants’ attitude that all else being equal, 
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American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates of non-Greek descent 

because they support the Greek national issues.   For this statement, 53% (N=120) agreed or 

strongly agreed, 28% (N=63) had no opinion and about 15% (N=35) disagreed or strongly 

disagreed.  A significantly higher proportion of subjects in first generation responded to both 

questions positively, while significantly higher proportion of subjects in the second and third 

generation responded to Question 56 negatively or neutrally.  The proportion of subjects in the 

third and beyond generation responded positively or negative/neutrally to Question 57 was not 

significantly different.  For the above three attitude questions (Questions 55 through 57), a 

significant difference was observed between the first and second, between the first and third 

and beyond generation, while the difference between the second and third and beyond 

generation was not significant (see Table 43).  

The last question examined the level of confidence the participants had for the 

leadership of the Greek American community.  Only 37% (N=86) of the Total group expressed 

that they were satisfied or very satisfied, 20% (N=45) answered that they didn’t know or didn’t 

care, and 34% (N=78) expressed that they were extremely unsatisfied or unsatisfied.  Relatively 

negative attitudes were observed among all generations.  Z test results showed a significantly 

higher proportion of subjects chose negative response in the second generation and in the Total 

samples, whiles the proportion of subjects responding positively or negative/neutrally to this 

question was not significantly different between the first and third and beyond generations (see 

Table 43).  Overall, no significant difference was observed among the three generations (see 

Table 43).  

To further assess the differences in responses on this core values between the 

participants who grew up in families with both parents of Greek descent as compared to the 
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participants with one parent  of Greek descent, the frequency distribution by generation and 

ethnicity was computed (See Table 45).  The results showed that the participants who grew up 

in families with both parents of Greek descent had a higher percentage of positive responses 

than the participants with one parent of Greek descent for all the behavior and attitude questions 

in this domain.  

 

Table 38 

 

Frequency table for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Question N % N % N % 

52. I am a member of an organization(s) that promotes a strong relationship between Greece or 

Cyprus and the U.S. 

 
Yes No Missing 

First Generation 28 45% 28 45% 6 10% 

Second 

Generation 37 29% 83 66% 6 5% 

Third and 

beyond 4 10% 35 85% 2 5% 

Total Sample 69 30% 146 64% 14 6% 

54. I have supported (through donations, fund raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the Greek 

National Interests 

 
Yes No Missing 

First Generation 47 76% 10 16% 5 8% 

Second 

Generation 71 56% 49 39% 6 5% 

Third and 

beyond 18 44% 19 46% 4 10% 

Total Sample 136 59% 78 34% 15 7% 

 

Table 39 

Z test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

52. I am a member of an 

organization(s) that 

promotes a strong 

relationship between 

Greece or Cyprus and the 

First Generation 50% 50% 0 NS 

Second Generation 31% 69% -4.2 S (-) 

Third and beyond 10% 90% -4.96 S (-) 

Total Sample 32% 68% -5.25 S (-) 
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U.S. 

54. I have supported 

(through donations, fund 

raisers, public expressions 

of opinion, etc.) the Greek 

National Interests 

First Generation 82% 18% 4.9 S (+) 

Second Generation 59% 41% 2.01 S (+) 

Third and beyond 49% 51% -0.16 NS 

Total Sample 64% 36% 3.96 S (+) 

Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 40 

Chi-square test results for Behavior/Practices questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

52. I am a member of an 

organization(s) that promotes a 

strong relationship between Greece 

or Cyprus and the U.S. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0141 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.0107 S 

54. I have supported (through 

donations, fund raisers, public 

expressions of opinion, etc.) the 

Greek National Interests 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0021 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0005 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.259 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 41 

Frequency table for organizations (Religious or Secular) that participants felt holds a special 

position in the future of Hellenism in America 

 

Membership/Organization First 

Generation 

Second 

Generation 

Third 

and 

beyond 

Total 

Sample No % No % No % No % 

American Hellenic Educational Progressive 

Association (AHEPA) 

17 37 29 41 8 40 54 39 
Daughters of Penelope (DOP) (Women's group of 

the AHEPA) 
1 2 2 3 2 10 5 3 

the Council of Hellenes Abroad (SAE) 2 4 1 1 0 0 3 2 

Hellenic Link of NJ (a member of SAE) 1 2 2 3 0 0 3 2 

American Hellenic Institute (AHI) 2 4 1 1 0 0 3 2 

Hellenic University Club of Philadelphia 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 

Panarcadian Federation of NY 0 0 2 2 0 0 2 2 

American Legion Hellenic 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Cephalonian Society 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Cretans Association 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Cyprus Federation of America 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

The Federation of Hellenic American Organizations 

of NJ 
1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Greek American Chamber of Commerce 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 1 

The Hellenic American Bankers Association 

(HABA) 
0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 
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Hellenic Dancers of NJ 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

The Hellenic Medical Society 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Philadelphia Hellenic Lawyers Association 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Hellenic Vision 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Hellenic Women’s Club 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Lampousa Cypriot Society 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Macedonian Association 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Pan Chian Federation 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Pan Cyprian 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Pan-Macedonian Association  1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Pontian Society “Akritai” 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Pelloponesians 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

International Orthodox Christian Charities (IOCC)* 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Orthodox Christian Mission Center (OCMC)* 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Greek Orthodox Church* 5 11 9 12 5 25 19 14 

Philoptochos* 3 7 2 3 0 0 5 4 

Archdiocese*  0 0 3 4 1 5 4 3 

Greek Church* 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

Greek Orthodox Archdiocese* 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

St George Church* 1 2 0 0 0 0 1 1 

St. Demetrios –Astoria * 0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Greek Church School * 2 4 1 1 0 0 3 2 

GOYA (Greek Orthodox Youth of America) * 1 2 5 7 2 10 8 6 

GOC (Greek Orthodox Church) * 0 0 0 0 1 5 1 1 

 Young Adult League of the Greek Orthodox 

Church (YAL)* 
0 0 1 1 0 0 1 1 

Note. * indicates Greek Orthodox Church or organizations belonging to Greek Orthodox Church 

 

Table 42 

Frequency table for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence American foreign policy towards Greece 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 31 50% 18 29% 10 16% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 

Second Generation 37 29% 44 35% 34 27% 7 6% 3 2% 1 1% 

Third and beyond 7 17% 13 32% 16 39% 2 5% 1 2% 2 5% 

Total Sample 75 33% 75 33% 60 26% 9 4% 4 2% 6 3% 

56. All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates who 

are also of Greek descent. 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 24 39% 16 26% 5 8% 11 18% 1 2% 5 8% 

Second Generation 15 12% 33 26% 40 32% 26 21% 8 6% 4 3% 

Third and beyond 3 7% 6 15% 15 37% 12 29% 2 5% 3 7% 

Total Sample 42 18% 55 24% 60 26% 49 21% 11 5% 12 5% 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       185 

  

57. All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates of 

non-Greek descent because they support the Greek national issues. 

 

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First Generation 22 35% 18 29% 9 15% 7 11% 1 2% 5 8% 

Second Generation 18 14% 48 38% 39 31% 12 10% 6 5% 3 2% 

Third and beyond 3 7% 11 27% 15 37% 6 15% 3 7% 3 7% 

Total Sample 43 19% 77 34% 63 28% 25 11% 10 4% 11 5% 

58.  What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the Greek American Community? 

 

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfied I don’t 

know, I 

don’t care 

I am 

satisfied 

I am very 

satisfied 

Missing 

First Generation 3 5% 18 29% 5 8% 25 40% 2 3% 9 15% 

Second Generation 7 6% 38 30% 31 25% 43 34% 3 2% 4 3% 

Third and beyond 4 10% 8 20% 9 22% 13 32% 0 0% 7 17% 

Total Sample 14 6% 64 28% 45 20% 81 35% 5 2% 20 9% 

 

Table 43 

Z test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Question Group Positive 

Percentage 

Negative 

+Neutral 

Percentage 

Z-

Score 

Significance 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. 

should try to influence American 

foreign policy towards Greece. 

First Generation 83% 17% 5.08 S (+) 

Second Generation 65% 35% 3.31 S (+) 

Third and beyond 51% 49% 0.16 NS 

Total Sample 67% 33% 5.16 S (+) 

56. All else being equal, 

American citizens of Greek 

descent should vote for political 

candidates who are also of Greek 

descent. 

First Generation 70% 30% 3.05 S (+) 

Second Generation 39% 61% -2.35 S (-) 

Third and beyond 24% 76% -3.24 S (-) 

Total Sample 45% 55% -1.56 NS 

57. All else being equal, 

American citizens of Greek 

descent should vote for political 

candidates of non-Greek descent 

because they support the Greek 

national issues. 

First Generation 70% 30% 3.05 S (+) 

Second Generation 54% 46% 0.81 NS 

Third and beyond 37% 63% -1.62 NS 

Total Sample 55% 45% 1.49 NS 

58.  What is your level of 

confidence for the leadership of 

the Greek American 

Community? 

First Generation 51% 49% 0.14 NS 

Second Generation 38% 62% -2.72 S (-) 

Third and beyond 38% 62% -1.37 NS 

Total Sample 41% 59% -2.56 S (-) 
Note. S(+)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded positively, NS=Not significant,  

S(-)=Significantly higher than half of the population responded negatively/neutrally 
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Table 44 

Chi-square test results for Attitudes/Beliefs questions in section ‘political activity’ 

Chi-square test Comparison groups p-value Significance 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. 

should try to influence American 

foreign policy towards Greece 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0112 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0007 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.1297 NS 

56. All else being equal, American 

citizens of Greek descent should 

vote for political candidates who 

are also of Greek descent. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0001 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond <0.0001 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.0784 NS 

57. All else being equal, American 

citizens of Greek descent should 

vote for political candidates of 

non-Greek descent because they 

support the Greek national issues. 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.0362 S 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.0013 S 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.0700 NS 

58.  What is your level of 

confidence for the leadership of the 

Greek American Community? 

First Generation vs. Second Generation 0.1027 NS 

First Generation vs. Third and beyond 0.2459 NS 

Second Generation vs. Third and 

beyond 
0.9550 NS 

Note. S=Significant, NS=Not significant 

 

Table 45.  

Frequency table for section ‘Political Activities’ by generation and ethnicity 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

52. I am a member of an organization(s) that promotes a strong relationship between Greece or Cyprus and 

the U.S. 

Generation Ethnicity Yes No Missing 

      

First 

generation 

Both 24 42% 27 47% 6 11% 

      One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

      Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

      
Second 

generation 

Both 36 32% 73 64% 5 4% 

      One 0 0% 9 100% 0 0% 

      Missing 1 33% 1 33% 1 33% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 3 12% 21 84% 1 4% 

      One 1 11% 7 78% 1 11% 

      Missing 0 0% 7 100% 0 0% 

      

Total Sample 

Both 63 32% 121 62% 12 6% 

      One 2 10% 17 85% 1 5% 

      Missing 4 31% 8 62% 1 8% 

       

54. I have supported (through donations, fund raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the Greek 

National Interests 

  
Yes No Missing 
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First 

generation 

Both 43 75% 9 16% 5 9% 

      One 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 

      Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

      
Second 

generation 

Both 66 58% 44 39% 4 4% 

      One 3 33% 5 56% 1 11% 

      Missing 2 67% 0 0% 1 33% 

      Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 10 40% 12 48% 3 12% 

      One 4 44% 5 56% 0 0% 

      Missing 4 57% 2 29% 1 14% 

      

Total Sample 

Both 

11

9 61% 65 33% 12 6% 

      One 8 40% 11 55% 1 5% 

      Missing 9 69% 2 15% 2 15% 

      55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence American foreign policy towards Greece 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree 

No 

opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree 

Missi

ng 

First 

generation 

Both 29 51% 16 28% 9 16% 0 0% 0 0% 3 5% 

One 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 35 31% 40 35% 28 25% 7 6% 3 3% 1 1% 

One 1 11% 2 22% 6 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 4 16% 9 36% 9 36% 0 0% 1 4% 2 8% 

One 3 33% 2 22% 3 33% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 2 29% 4 57% 1 14% 0 0% 0 0% 

Total Sample 

Both 68 35% 65 33% 46 23% 7 4% 4 2% 6 3% 

One 4 20% 5 25% 10 50% 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 23% 5 38% 4 31% 1 8% 0 0% 0 0% 

 

Question N % N % N % N % N % N % 

56. All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political 

candidates who are also of Greek descent. 

   

First 

generation 

Both 21 37% 15 26% 5 9% 10 18% 1 2% 5 9% 

One 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 14 12% 30 26% 36 32% 23 20% 8 7% 3 3% 

One 0 0% 2 22% 4 44% 3 33% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 1 33% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 3 12% 5 20% 10 40% 3 12% 2 8% 2 8% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 3 33% 5 56% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 2 29% 4 57% 0 0% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 38 19% 50 26% 51 26% 36 18% 11 6% 

1

0 5% 

One 0 0% 4 20% 7 35% 9 45% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 4 31% 1 8% 2 15% 4 31% 0 0% 2 15% 

57. All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political candidates of non-

Greek descent because they support the Greek national issues. 

  

Strongly 

agree Agree No opinion Disagree 

Strongly 

disagree Missing 

First 

generation 

Both 20 35% 17 30% 8 14% 6 11% 1 2% 5 9% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 1 50% 1 50% 0 0% 0 0% 
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Missing 2 67% 1 33% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 17 15% 44 39% 32 28% 12 11% 6 5% 3 3% 

One 1 11% 3 33% 5 56% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 1 33% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 3 12% 7 28% 8 32% 3 12% 2 8% 2 8% 

One 0 0% 3 33% 5 56% 1 11% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 1 14% 2 29% 2 29% 1 14% 1 14% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 40 20% 68 35% 48 24% 21 11% 9 5% 

1

0 5% 

One 1 5% 6 30% 11 55% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 2 15% 3 23% 4 31% 2 15% 1 8% 1 8% 

58.What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the 

Greek American Community? 
      

  

Extremely 

unsatisfied 

Unsatisfie

d 

I don’t 

know, I 

don’t care 

I am 

satisfied 

I am very 

satisfied 

 

First 

generation 

Both 3 5% 18 32% 5 9% 20 35% 2 4% 9 16% 

One 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 2 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 3 100% 0 0% 0 0% 

Second 

generation 

Both 7 6% 35 31% 27 24% 39 34% 2 2% 4 4% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 4 44% 4 44% 0 0% 0 0% 

Missing 0 0% 2 67% 0 0% 0 0% 1 33% 0 0% 

Third and 

beyond 

generation 

Both 4 16% 7 28% 6 24% 5 20% 0 0% 3 12% 

One 0 0% 1 11% 2 22% 4 44% 0 0% 2 22% 

Missing 0 0% 0 0% 1 14% 4 57% 0 0% 2 29% 

Total 

Sample 

Both 14 7% 60 31% 38 19% 64 33% 4 2% 

1

6 8% 

One 0 0% 2 10% 6 30% 10 50% 0 0% 2 10% 

Missing 0 0% 2 15% 1 8% 7 54% 1 8% 2 15% 

 

Correlation among questions from the six domains 

Correlational analysis was performed for demographic characteristics and questions for 

all six domains in order to examine the relationships between behaviors and practices and 

beliefs and attitudes within and across domains.  A significant correlation (p<0.05) among 

selected demographic characteristics and questions from the six domains is shown in Table 46. 

The paired questions from the six domains with moderate to strong correlations (p<0.05, 

r>=0.4) are shown in Table 47.  The results indicate that the attitudes and behaviors were 

correlated to some of the demographic characteristics.  For example, it was observed that a 

higher income was linked to more frequent contact with family members who do not live in the 

home as well as with more frequent communication to relatives or friends who live in Greece or 
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Cyprus, and more travel to Greece or Cyprus.  Living in an area without other people of Greek 

descent was found to positively relate to poor Greek language skills and more negative attitudes 

and behaviors towards cultural retention in several domains.  The findings also suggest that 

core values from different domains are connected.  For example, the Greek language skill (Q13) 

was found to be moderately correlated to the practice of speaking Greek at home (Q14), the 

belief that it was important for their children to speak Greek (Q16) and for people of Greek 

ancestry to speak Greek’ (Q17), and with the behavior/practice of traveling to Greece or Cyprus 

(Q48).   The behavior/practice of speaking Greek at home was found to be moderately 

correlated with the three belief and attitude questions from the same domain as well as with the 

belief/attitude statement from the church domain that people of Greek ancestry should belong to 

the Greek Orthodox Church.  

 

Table 46  

Correlation among selected demographic characteristics and questions from all six domains 

Relationship between two questions 

 
Correlation 

Coefficient 

Education  24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong 

to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.1351 

29. Parents should give more freedom to their sons than to their 

daughters 

0.1470 

32. In my family I expect my children to have college education -0.1388 

41. I dance Greek Dances 0.1449 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus -0.1914 

57What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the 

Greek American Community? 

-0.1463 

Income 

 

27. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live 

in my home 

-0.1571 

32. In my family I expect my children to have college education -0.3068 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in 

Greece or Cyprus 

-0.1695 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 

Community Ethnic 

Composition 

13. Which of the following best describes your current ability to 

understand and speak Greek? 

0.3062 
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14. When I am at home, I speak Greek: 0.3021 

15. When I am among people who understand Greek, I would 

prefer to speak Greek. 

0.1374 

16. It is important that my children are able to understand and 

speak Greek. 

0.2518 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able 

to understand and speak Greek. 

0.1683 

18. I attend worship services at my church. 0.2767 

19. Which of the following best describes your level of 

involvement in your church? 

0.1699 

21. When I was growing up, I attended an afternoon Greek 

school sponsored by the Greek Orthodox .Church 

0.2019 

22. One or more of my own children currently attends or has 

attended an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

0.1657 

23. It is important to me that my children participate in the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

0.2502 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong 

to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.2515 

25. At least some part of Sunday worship services at a Greek 

Orthodox Church should be conducted in Greek. 

0.2426 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek heritage. 0.2309 

27. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live 

in my home 

0.2081 

Community Ethnic 

Composition 

28. In my family, the father is expected to have the final say in 

most important decisions. 

0.1748 

 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married someone who was 

not a member of the Greek Orthodox Church. 

0.1736 

 

32. In my family I expect my children to have college education 0.2074 

 

34. In my family I expect my children to live on their own by the 

time they are 21 years of age 

-0.1525 

 

36. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is 

holding a Greek heritage event, I try to actively participate in it. 

0.2268 

 

40. I dance Greek Dances 0.2296 

 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a sense of pride 

0.1763 

 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a strong bond 

with other Greeks and Greek Americans 

0.1783 

 

44. People of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage 

events 

0.142 

 

45. I try to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece 

today. 

0.2644 

 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in Greece 

or Cyprus 

0.1445 

  
58.  What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the 

Greek American Community? 

-0.2409 
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Table 47  

Correlation among questions from all six domains 

Relationship between two questions Correlation 

Coefficient 

13. Current ability to understand and speak 

Greek 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek 0.5556 

13. Current ability to understand and speak 

Greek 

16. It is important that my children are able to 

understand and speak Greek. 

0.4849 

13. Current ability to understand and speak 

Greek 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should be able to understand and speak Greek 

0.4348 

13. Current ability to understand and speak 

Greek 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 0.4166 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek 15. When I am among people who understand 

Greek, I would prefer to speak Greek 

0.415 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek 16. It is important that my children are able to 

understand and speak Greek. 

0.4906 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek 17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should be able to understand and speak Greek 

0.5531 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek 25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.4872 

16. It is important that my children are able to 

understand and speak Greek 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should be able to understand and speak Greek 

0.6685 

16. It is important that my children are able to 

understand and speak Greek 

25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.5156 

16. It is important that my children are able to 

understand and speak Greek 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek 

heritage 

0.4788 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should be able to understand and speak 

Greek 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.4739 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should be able to understand and speak 

Greek 

25. At least some part of Sunday worship services 

at a Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in 

Greek 

0.5191 

17. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should be able to understand and speak 

Greek 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence 

American foreign policy towards Greece 

0.4487 

18. I attend worship services at my church 19. Involvement in the church 0.6827 

18. I attend worship services at my church 23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church. 

0.4797 

18. I attend worship services at my church 24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.4715 

18. I attend worship services at my church 31. I would be unhappy if my children married 

someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

0.4199 

19. Involvement in the church 23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church. 

0.4687 

19. Involvement in the church 24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 

should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

0.4557 

22. One or more of my own children currently 

attends or has attended an afternoon Greek 

school sponsored by the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church. 

0.4443 

23. It is important to me that my children 24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. 0.5668 
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participate in the Greek Orthodox Church should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

25. At least some part of Sunday worship services 

at a Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in 

Greek 

0.4219 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married 

someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

0.4926 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

32. In my family I expect my children to have 

college education 

0.4808 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with the 

statement: When I attend a Greek heritage event, I 

often feel a sense of pride 

0.4137 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often 

feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

0.4689 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

44. People of Greek descent should actively support 

Greek heritage events 

0.4723 

23. It is important to me that my children 

participate in the Greek Orthodox Church 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

0.5236 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

25. At least some part of Sunday worship services 

at a Greek Orthodox Church should be conducted in 

Greek 

0.5113 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

44. People of Greek descent should actively support 

Greek heritage events 

0.4450 

24. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

0.4123 

25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek 

heritage 

0.4734 

25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married 

someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

0.4079 

25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

0.4362 

25. People of Greek ancestry who live in the 

U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own.  

0.4113 

26. In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek 

heritage 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

0.4008 

30. People of Greek descent should marry 

people of Greek descent 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married 

someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

0.4914 

31. I would be unhappy if my children married 

someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

0.4340 

35. I am a member in one or more “Greek” or 

“Hellenic” organizations outside of the Greek 

Orthodox Church 

36. When I know that my parish or another Greek 

organization is holding a Greek heritage event, I 

try to actively participate in it 

0.4142 

36. When I know that my parish or another 

Greek organization is holding a Greek heritage 

event, I try to actively participate in it 

37. When I know that my parish or another Greek 

organization is holding a Greek heritage event, I 

try to attend that event 

0.5174 

40. I dance Greek Dances 43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often 0.4106 
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feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage 

event, I often feel a sense of pride 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often 

feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

0.8084 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage 

event, I often feel a sense of pride 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

0.6518 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage 

event, I often feel a sense of pride 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

0.4593 

42. Please indicate your level of agreement with 

the statement: When I attend a Greek heritage 

event, I often feel a sense of pride 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

0.4732 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often 

feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

0.6720 

43. When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often 

feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

0.4108 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

0.5951 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own.  

0.5809 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence 

American foreign policy towards Greece 

0.4731 

44. People of Greek descent should actively 

support Greek heritage events 

57. Please indicate your level of agreement with the 

statement:  All else being equal, American citizens 

of Greek descent should vote for political 

candidates of non-Greek descent because they 

support the Greek national issues. 

0.4301 

45. I try to keep up to date about what is taking 

place in Greece today 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 0.4315 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends 

who live in Greece or Cyprus 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 0.5031 

46. I often communicate to relatives or friends 

who live in Greece or Cyprus 

49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus 

have visited me in the U.S. 

0.4246 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus 

have visited me in the U.S. 

0.4702 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own.  

0.7784 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence 

American foreign policy towards Greece 

0.5229 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

56. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

who are also of Greek descent. 

0.4094 

50. People of Greek descent should try to visit 

Greece or Cyprus at least once 

57. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

of non-Greek descent because they support the 

Greek national issues. 

0.4861 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

55. Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence 

American foreign policy towards Greece 

0.5065 

51. People of Greek descent should try to bring 57. All else being equal, American citizens of 0.459 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       194 

  

their children to Greece or Cyprus or encourage 

them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

of non-Greek descent because they support the 

Greek national issues. 

52. I am a member of an organization(s) that 

promotes a strong relationship between Greece or 

Cyprus and the United States. 

54. I have supported (through donations, fund 

raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the 

Greek National Interests 

0.4160 

54. I have supported (through donations, fund 

raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the 

Greek National Interests 

57. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

of non-Greek descent because they support the 

Greek national issues 

0.4170 

55. Greeks living in the United States. should try 

to influence American foreign policy towards 

Greece 

56. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

who are also of Greek descent 

0.6327 

55. Greeks living in the United States should try 

to influence American foreign policy towards 

Greece 

57. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

of non-Greek descent because they support the 

Greek national issues 

0.6882 

56. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

who are also of Greek descent 

57. All else being equal, American citizens of 

Greek descent should vote for political candidates 

of non-Greek descent because they support the 

Greek national issues 

0.7926 

Note. Only moderate (coefficient between 0.4-0.7) and strong (coefficient >0.7) correlation are shown. 
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Chapter 5 

Discussion 

 

Acculturation and Assimilation 

 

The purpose of this study was to explore to what extent Greek Americans hold attitudes 

and behaviors for the conservation and intergenerational transmission of their ethnic culture.  

To explore this question, a cross-sectional analysis of surveys on 229 self-identified Greek 

American members of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey was performed.  Overall, 

the respondents included in the current study had achieved upward mobility - as indicated by 

their high educational attainment and socio-economic status – and they demonstrated a 

remarkably high level of preservation of their cultural heritage.  They succeeded through their 

affiliation to the Greek language, the Greek Orthodox Church, the church afternoon schools, 

their participation with various Greek organizations, their family values, a continuing contact 

with Greece and their participation in political activities.  The results not only provide a 

quantitative view of the behaviors and attitudes surrounding cultural preservation in the six 

domains, but also illustrate the acculturation and assimilation process.  

The results indicate that the Greek Americans included in this study did not fall into the 

straight-line assimilation model as described by Milton Gordon (1978).  Straight-line 

assimilation theory assumes that immigrants shed their identifications with their home society 

and that assimilation into American society is prompted by their interaction with host society 

institutions.  This model suggests there is essentially one path by which immigrants can be 

integrated into mainstream society.  The current results support the growing body of research 

indicating that the straight-line assimilation model fails to sufficiently capture the complexity of 
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immigrant assimilation across the second, third and beyond generations (Vermeulen, 2010; 

Waters et al., 2010).   Rather, the Greek Americans surveyed here, regardless of their 

generational position, overwhelmingly identified themselves as either ‘Greek’ or ‘Greek 

American’ (90%) and ~90% of the participants felt a sense of pride and a strong bond with 

other Greeks and Greek Americans when they attended a Greek heritage event.   

The respondents were actively involved in the Greek Orthodox Church, they 

participated in Greek/Hellenic organizations and supported the Greek National Interest 

organizations through donations.  All these data suggest that Greek Americans did not shed 

their identity in order to move up in American society but rather have developed and 

maintained a bicultural identity.  Additionally the straight-line assimilation assumption that 

integration into American society is spurred by regular contact with host society institutions 

was not supported by the evidence.  For example, the majority of the participants (67%) 

responded that Greeks living in the U.S. should try to influence American foreign policy 

towards Greece and 64% of the participants responded that they had supported (through 

donations, fund raisers, public expressions of opinion, etc.) the Greek National Interest.  In 

essence, these Greek Americans embraced the democratic ideal of citizen participation in 

American politics but they expressed this by pursuing Greek-centered policy initiatives.   

Straight-line assimilation theory would have many of these Greek Americans gradually 

foregoing interest in Greek concerns in favor of strictly American concerns.  This finding 

coincides with a previous study (Karpathakis, 1999b) revealing that Greek Americans were 

concerned with Greece’s territorial sovereignty issues and they attempted to influence host 

society foreign policy regarding Greece.  In both these research populations, the subjects’ 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       197 

  

Greek cultural identity influenced their expression of assimilation in American society, thereby 

challenging Gordon’s paradigm.  

In view of the criticisms of the classic straight-line assimilation theory, Barkan (1995) 

developed a six stage assimilation model and argued that there has been no one pattern, no one 

cycle, no one outcome that uniformly encompasses all ethnic experiences.  Alba and Nee 

(2003) re-conceptualized assimilation as an intergenerational process “affected not just by 

social, financial and human capital of immigrant families but also by the ways individuals use 

these resources with and apart from the existing structure of ethnic networks and institutions” 

(p. 47).  They argued that assimilation does not preclude retaining elements of ethnic culture.  

In contrast, Portes and Zhou (1993) proposed the theory of “segmented assimilation”, which 

asserts that the U.S. is a stratified and unequal society, and different “segments” of society are 

available to which immigrants may assimilate.  They further argued that total assimilation will 

put immigrant minorities in vulnerable positions while a strategy of paced, selective 

assimilation may prove the best course for these groups (Portes and Zhou 1993).  Segmented 

assimilation theory is based on the notion that the living experience in America is very diverse.  

No single context can apply to all immigrant families and assimilation has varying 

consequences for immigrants.  Critics of segmented assimilation pointed out that the causal link 

between assimilation into the underclass and development of oppositional cultures among 

immigrant children is questionable (Xie and Greenman, 2011). 

Although these theories have certain limitations, they provide a useful framework for 

the present study.  This study used a variety of measures of assimilation including spatial 

concentration, loss of Greek language, socioeconomic status, and intermarriage.  According to 

Waters and Jimenez (2005), these four measures are the primary benchmarks of assimilation 
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and consistently appear in the existing literature showing that today's immigrants are largely 

assimilating into American society along each of these dimensions.  

Spatial concentration, i.e., dissimilarity in spatial distribution and suburbanization is a 

measure of cultural assimilation and primary and secondary structural assimilation.  Spatial 

assimilation theory asserts that foreign-born residents will choose suburban residential locations 

after assimilating culturally and socioeconomically (Massey, 1985).  Primary structural 

assimilation occurs when newcomers begin to engage in intimate, small group social interaction 

with individuals from the dominant group, such as in clubs, social functions, family gatherings, 

and so on. Secondary structural assimilation occurs when ethnic group members become 

integrated into the large, impersonal societal groups in the educational, economic and political 

institutions of the larger society (Marger, 2012).  The present study showed that 77% of the 

participants resided in a suburban area indicating a high degree of structural assimilation among 

Greek Americans.  It is interesting to observe that the first generation (85%) and the third and 

beyond generation (80%) had a higher suburbanization rate than the second generation (71%).  

The study also showed that 31% lived in a community where many other people of 

Greek descent live and 56% of the participants lived in a community where there are a few 

people of Greek descent with an additional 3% reporting that there were no people other than 

their family of Greek descent in their community.  The remaining 11% of the participants were 

not sure about their community and whether there were any people of Greek descent living 

there.  The findings also suggest that living in an area without other people of Greek descent is 

positively linked to poorer Greek language skills and more negative attitudes and behaviors 

towards cultural retention in several domains.  Thus, community composition played an 

important role in retention and loss of ethnic culture.  Living in a community where there are 
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many people of Greek descent provided the participants more opportunity to network with 

others, speak Greek language, participate in  heritage events, and these in turn contributed to a 

higher ethnic pride and sense of belonging; these Greek Americans were more likely to 

maintain their ethnic culture.  

Loss of Greek language as an indicator of acculturation is a thesis supported by the 

study results.   There was an observed trend in loss of Greek language by the third and beyond 

generation(s) as more than half of the participants indicated that their Greek language ability 

was poor to non-existent.  The findings coincide with Waters and Jimenez’s (2005) three-

generation model of language assimilation, which stated that the first generation makes some 

progress in language assimilation but remains dominant in their native tongue, the second 

generation is bilingual, and the third generation speaks only English.  

Religion is also a measure of acculturation as religion is viewed as a construct that 

occurs and develops within specific cultural contexts (Zinnbauer & Pargament, 2005).  As such, 

religion is likely to influence acculturation by shaping cultural norms, values, behaviors and 

attitudes (Yang & Ebaugh, 2001). Güngör et al (2012) emphasized that religious reaffirmation 

is related to cultural values of interdependence, heritage culture maintenance, and ethnic 

identification. 

Socioeconomic status (SES) – encompassing such factors as education level, occupation 

status and income – is a measure of secondary structural assimilation.  As immigrants begin to 

venture out into the mainstream educational and employment spheres, their level of interaction 

with non-ethnics increases and so do the possibilities of engaging with the latter in intimate 

social interactions within primary social groups (Scott, 2009).  The findings here indicated high 

education achievements, high income and more professional fields of occupation among all 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Generation
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Native_tongue
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bilingual
http://jbd.sagepub.com/search?author1=Derya+G%C3%BCng%C3%B6r&sortspec=date&submit=Submit
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generations of participants, demonstrating that Greek Americans have achieved secondary 

structural assimilation as they enjoy relatively equal access to jobs, political office, and other 

important opportunities.  In other words, they have full participation in all institutional areas of 

American society.  

The majority of the participants reported at least a college education (77%) and a 

household income above $50,000 (66%).  It is interesting to see that the second generation had 

a higher income than both the first and the third and beyond generations.  Forty-one percent 

reported that they work in a professional field such as law, medicine, accounting, engineering, 

IT project management, family therapy, and pharmaceutical sales, to name a few examples, 

while 11% of the respondents were in an academic field.  Moreover, 15% of the first generation 

and 11% of the second generation had a Ph.D./M.D. degree.  In striking comparison, not a 

single third and beyond generation respondent was found to hold a Ph.D./M.D. degree.  

Intermarriage is regarded as a predictor of amalgamation (Waters and Jiménez, 2005), 

and much of the existing research has relied on intermarriage as an indicator of assimilation 

(Alba, 1981; Alba and Camlin, 1983; Castonguay, 1982; Cohen, 1977).  Both interethnic and 

interfaith marriages have been found to be a factor contributing to the process of assimilation.  

In this study, it was estimated that the intermarriage rate would increase across generations and 

the potential impact of intermarriage on attitudes and behaviors preserving Hellenic core 

values, as well as the attitudes towards interethnic and interfaith marriage, are discussed later in 

further context.  

This study also tested acculturation theories.  Berry (1997) proposed four modes of 

acculturation:  assimilation, integration, separation and marginalization.  Assimilation  refers to 

the acceptation of the majority culture at the expanse of one's native minority culture. 
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Separation refers to the opposite position:  loyalty toward one's native minority culture and the 

rejection of the majority culture.  Integration refers to the adoption of both cultures with an 

attempt to integrate them, while marginalization refers to distancing from one's original heritage 

culture, but without successful (upwardly mobile) assimilation to the majority culture, leaving 

the individual with no clear cultural identification (Berry, 1997, 2001). 

The contribution of this four-cell acculturation theory was the potential to empirically 

demonstrate the ability to predict desirable or undesirable adjustment outcomes among distinct 

immigrant groups and members of minority ethnic groups.  More specifically, numerous studies 

found integration to be the most successful adaptation strategy, balancing the host country's 

culture with the traditional values of one's native culture, while marginalization suggested the 

path of greatest struggle (Berry, 1974, 1980, 1984, 1997, 2003; Berry et al., 2006, Berry, 2010).  

A number of factors have been found to influence the acculturation process, including length of 

time living in the host country (Zheng & Berry, 1991), socio-economic status (Aroian et al, 

1998) and social support from the host society (Garcia et al, 2002).  

Given the strong Greek culture preservation shown in the present sample, it would 

appear the participants did not follow assimilation or marginalization patterns because they did 

not become alienated toward from their culture of origin.   According to Berry’s (1980, 1984, 

1997, 2003) model, assimilated individuals do not want to keep their identity from their home 

culture, but would rather take on all of the characteristics of the new culture.  Conversely, 

marginalized individuals don’t want anything to do with either the new culture or the old 

culture.  The results of this research cannot be explained by the separation paradigm either - 

where individuals become alienated from the host culture and disengage from mainstream 

society.  The study results indicated that 76% of the participants identified themselves as Greek 
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American and yet they had achieved a socioeconomic status that was above average in the 

sampled geographic area (New Jersey, Pennsylvania, and Virginia), based on the 2010 U.S. 

Census.  About half of the participants did not prefer to speak Greek when they were among 

people who understood Greek (Q15).  Additionally, a majority of participants did not agree that 

people of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent (Q30), and neither did they 

agree that they would be unhappy if their children married someone who was not a member of 

the Greek Orthodox Church (Q31), which suggested they were open to marrying non-Greek 

partners.  The results further showed that the participants of this survey had adjusted to 

American culture instead of isolating themselves from it.   

Based on these findings, it is apparent that the majority of the Greek Americans sampled 

here exemplified the process of integration in which they embraced both their culture of origin 

and their adopted host society, and seemingly realized the best of both worlds. The results 

indicated that the participants had strong positive attitudes and behaviors in line with preserving 

the Greek heritage.  For example, they thought it important for their children and people of 

Greek ancestry to speak Greek, they routinely attended worship services at the Greek Orthodox 

Church, they participated in Greek organizations like AHEPA, and they attended Greek 

heritage events with a sense of pride and connection with other Greeks.  In addition, the 

participants showed a more democratic attitude reflecting an integration of American values.  

For example, the majority of the second and third and beyond generations disagreed with the 

Hellenic cultural notion that the father should have the final say in most important decisions.  

Overall, the findings indicated a shift from traditional Greek culture values toward 

shared Greek American values over the ensuing generations.  Such a shift may reflect a social 

advantage to utilizing the best of both cultures.  As Karpathakis (1999b) argued, with economic 
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and cultural globalization, persons with bi-national identity are increasingly seen by the 

mainstream as assets.  Therefore, it is more advantageous for Greek Americans to embrace the 

benefits of both worlds by following an integration approach to adaptation.  Bicultural 

identification was also linked to immigrants' engagement in their host societies.  When 

immigrants create bicultural identities they are more likely to be involved in the political life of 

their country of origin (Simon & Ruhs, 2008) while at the same time realizing opportunities to 

engage in political institutions within the host society (Huo & Molina, 2006).  

A variation on the straight-line model has emerged as a construct for explaining the 

participation of White ethnic group members in cultural heritage activities.  As noted earlier in 

this paper, the concept of symbolic ethnicity (Gans, 1979) denotes a new stage in the 

assimilation of middle class, suburban Whites into an inclusive, Pan-European or Pan-White 

identity in which ethnicity is no longer the basis for collective action or the transmission of 

distinctive ethnic cultures across generations.  As Gans (2009) recently stated: 

Symbolic ethnicity proposes the rejection of or a departure from active ethnicity: from 

participation in ethnic groups and in ethnic culture.  It hypothesizes a passive ethnicity, 

involving the temporary and periodic expression of feelings about or toward the ethnic 

group or culture through material and non-material symbols.  Symbolic ethnicity can 

even be a leisure time activity that does not interfere with the economic, social and other 

imperatives of everyday life.   (Gans, 2009, p. 123). 

 Rather than functioning as a structural factor that shapes access to social networks or as 

a social identity entwined with self-conceptions, in this model ethnicity is recast as the 

equivalent of an avocation or hobby that middle class White Americans periodically employ as 

a means of feeling good.  According to Gans (1979, 2009), White ethnic identity may have a 
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transient influence on individual self-esteem, but it no longer serves as a source of values, 

group cohesion, or as a determinant of behavior.  In addition, as Waters (1990, 2000, 2009) has 

argued in her work on ethnic options, among White Americans of mixed ancestry, individuals 

can and do choose situational-contingent ethnic identities.  The implications of symbolic 

ethnicity for Greek Americans in general and particularly for those who reside in middle class 

suburban communities are substantial.  At least some members of this ethnic group may 

embrace a superficial Greek identity without the risk of incurring liabilities that were once 

attached to being viewed as a “non-White” race subordinate to the Anglo-Saxon core culture.  

In contemporary American society, the costs of being identifiably Greek are negligible but the 

affiliating bonds that join Greek Americans into a distinct group may weaken within and across 

generations.  

 In this study, 15 participants representing either second or third and beyond generations, 

had identified themselves as American, rather than Greek American.  They have probably 

assimilated deeply into American culture, and yet most of them reported they actively 

participated in Greek heritage events.  These participants embraced the positive images of their 

ethnicity without engaging the potential social cost of identifying as ethnic, and thereby 

exhibited symbolic ethnicity.  The findings indicated that Greek Americans realized various 

aspects of ethnicity in their daily life such as eating ethnic food, listening to Greek music, 

dancing Greek dances, and reading ethnic newspapers.  These are in accordance with the 

findings of Alexiou (1993), which suggested that ethnic identification of Greek Americans does 

not weaken as generations becomes more removed from their immigrant ancestors, but rather 

becomes symbolic in nature, foregoing the structural commitments to ethnic ties.  
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Patterns of Transmission in Core Values of Hellenic Culture 

This study examined the attitudes and behaviors of the sample population of Greek 

Americans to assess their retention of six core values of Hellenic culture.  These attitudes are 

often referred to as acculturation orientations and viewed as mediators or moderators between 

acculturation conditions and acculturation outcomes, while acculturation behaviors are 

understood to be associated with short term acculturation outcomes (Arends-Tóth & van de 

Vijver, 2006).  As defined by Omi and Winant (1994), ethnicity is comprised of religion, 

language, nationality, and political identifications.  Alba and Nee (2003) viewed ethnicity as a 

social boundary or distinction that individuals make in their everyday lives and which shapes 

their action and mental orientation toward others; the distinction is embedded in a variety of 

cultural and social norms, values and beliefs (p. 11).  Similarly, Isajiw (1992) suggested that 

ethnic identity can be divided into two basic aspects:  external and internal.  Where external 

aspects refer to observable behavior patterns, such as language, family, friendship, participation 

in ethnic/institutional and associational organization, and participation in functions sponsored 

by ethnic organizations, the internal aspects refer to images, ideas, attitudes and feelings about 

one’s own ethnicity. 

This study proceeded from the assumption that Greek culture values mainly lie in six 

domains:  (a) Greek language, (b) the Greek Orthodox Church, (c) Family cultural orientation 

and values, (d) Greek cultural activities and organization membership, (e) continuing contact 

with Greece and/or Cyprus, and (f) political activity.  Greek language is an important factor 

reinforcing ethnic identity.  The Greek Orthodox Church is a vibrant and indispensable source 
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of Greek ethnicity by providing an extensive range of religious, educational and social activities 

as well as being the major sponsor of Greek Heritage festivals.  Language and religion have 

been frequently studied as acculturation measures (Harris & Verven, 1996).  Family cultural 

orientation and values are also of great importance as children acquire much of their sense of 

identity and belonging through their family.  The Greek cultural activities and organizations 

offer opportunities to share the experiences and maintain continuing contact with Greece.  

Finally, ethnic political involvement is viewed as an indicator of assimilation, mobility and 

acculturation.  As Parenti (1967) claimed, the political acculturation of the ethnic proceeds hand 

in hand with general cultural adaptation to American life and that this is largely completed by 

during the second generation.  These core values may also be perceived as the basis of ethnicity 

and culture.  

In general, ethnic behaviors are strongest or most apparent among the generations 

closest to the immigrant experience and become weaker or less apparent among those further 

away (Alba 1990).  Later generation Americans are likely to adopt American cultural ways and 

modify parental ways so that the original values and behaviors characteristic of the immigrant 

group become altered or disappear altogether.  Presumably, each successive generation 

becomes less ethnic-identified and therefore, the group as a whole becomes less ethnic-

identified over time (Alba, 1995).  All six domains of the Greek ethnic culture examined in this 

study, to some extent, reflected this general trend.  However some of the cultural values 

experienced considerable reduction from one generation to the next, while other values 

experienced only minor reductions or modifications.   Some studies have suggested that it may 

not be until the third or fourth generations that families fully acculturate to the host culture 

(Kelley & Tseng, 1992).  Moreover, future generations tend to acculturate more readily than 
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their parents due to the fact that the home culture values are less established and they have 

greater exposure to the host culture through education and contact with non-immigrant peers 

(Piney, 1990).  This suggests that there might be disparity in cultural transmission across 

generations.  

As Figure 15 demonstrates, the preservation of Greek language is progressively 

weakened from one generation to the next.  Significant differences were observed across all 

three generations on self-assessed Greek language skills, whether they speak Greek when at 

home, their preference to speak Greek when among people who understand Greek, and their 

opinion on whether people of Greek ancestry should be able to speak Greek.  These findings 

coincide with several previous studies (Costantakos, 1982, Demos 1988).  Costantakos (1982) 

analyzed a survey of 211 Greek Americans living in an unspecified metropolitan area.  The 

study indicated a pattern of behavioral changes similar to those reflected in the present study, 

while attitudes towards retention of the Greek language were positive.  In the current study, 

attitudes towards Greek language preservation were measured by two responses:  whether it is 

important that my children are able to speak Greek and whether it is important for people of 

Greek ancestry to speak Greek.  These attitudes were largely affirmed among the first (92%) 

and second generations (83%), but not among the third and beyond generations (48%).  

Additionally, 87% of the first generation and 70% of the second generation supported the 

statement, people of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should be able to understand and 

speak Greek, while only 48% of the third and beyond generations agreed.  Demos (1988) 

analyzed questionnaires collected from 583 Greek Americans from two Greek Orthodox 

Churches, one in Minneapolis, Minnesota, and the other in Baltimore, Maryland.  The study 

showed that the focus of Greek ethnicity was shifting away from Greek language retention 
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through forces of assimilation and ethnic intermarriage.  The study also revealed that the Greek 

language persisted as a characteristic of Greek Orthodox Americans and that visits to Greece 

represent a primary mode of Greek language maintenance.  In the current study, self-assessed 

Greek language skills were found to be moderately correlated to whether the participant has 

traveled to Greece, which coincides Demos’ findings (1988) that visits to Greece represent a 

major way of maintaining the Greek language.  

The current study seems to support elements of the model of Anglicization that was 

initially formulated by the sociolinguists Joshua Fishman (1972, 1980) and Calvin Veltman 

(1983).  The model described the process, noting that some members of the immigrant 

generation learn English, but they generally prefer to speak their native language, especially at 

home.  Thus, their children usually grow up as bilinguals, but many of these second generation 

children prefer English, even when conversing with their immigrant parents (Lopez, 1996).  

The second generation generally speaks English at home when its members establish their own 

households and rear children.  Consequently, by the third generation the prevalent pattern is 

English monolingualism; for most ethnics, knowledge of the mother tongue becomes 

fragmentary at best.  Portes and Schauffler (1994) argued that regardless of where immigrants 

live, English will replace the native language within two or three generations unless 

bilingualism is promoted.  In order for second or beyond generation youth to maintain their 

parents’ native language they must be motivated to use it and provided with opportunities to use 

this language in places beyond the household, such as school and the broader community. 

Arvanitis (2012) identified the role Greek ethnic schools play in developing Greek 

language competency.  In Australia, the “new homeland” for the Greek community Aravanitis 

studied, the researcher noted that there were not many opportunities outside of the school for 
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students to practice their Greek language acquisition and the researcher argued that Greek 

schools must remain sensitive in balancing the necessity to provide “modern and pedagogically 

appropriate educational planning” while not entirely sacrificing the objective of achieving 

Greek language maintenance among students.  Therefore, Arvanitis argued, “the quality of 

Greek language instruction has to be at an equivalent level to any other language program, 

allowing for the teaching of contemporary language genres to correspond to language use in a 

diversified world,” (Arvanitis, 2012, p. 249). 

Language is a critical component of identity construction because it serves to both 

connect the individual to persons who share the same language, and distinguishes the individual 

from others who don’t share this group feature.  Group identity is a potent force in individual 

identity construction and, as Oriyama (2010) observed, it is “a dynamic process that is 

continuously being formed, negotiated, modified, and reconstructed” because it is “situation in 

space and time, and personal relations can influence and be influenced by others and by the 

socio-cultural context for all means of communication,” (p. 77).  For bilingual individuals, 

language is often central to expressions of identity and these may be fluid such that one speaks, 

for example, Greek with one’s family and friends, but English out in the general community.   

For children, school plays a significant role in shaping identity and given that school 

environments tend to prize one form of language above others, this endorsement carries 

significance. 

Students from minority language backgrounds will perceive that the majority 

language has a higher status in terms of use and value at school, and start using 

the language preferred and valued by their peers and teachers.  At the same time, 

they learn to see things in a certain way, behave like others around them, and 
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believe in message communicated to them, both verbally and non-verbally, 

through the socially dominant language.  They tend to adopt, to varying degrees, 

the cultural and linguistic beliefs, values, and practices of the socially dominant 

group.  (Oriyama, 2010, p. 78) 

Arvanitis (2012) stated that numerous sources have noted that the primary goals of 

ethnic schools are the “provision of language and cultural instruction for maintenance 

purposes,” (p. 242).  In writing of the experience of the Greek diaspora in general, as well as the 

specific community of Greeks living in Australia, the researcher observed that “Greek schools 

have been an alternative and counter-cultural institution to the assimilationist influence of the 

public school system, allowing the Greek language and culture to be promoted in the absence of 

mainstream political interest and formal educational commitment on the part of the wider 

society,” (Arvanitis, 2012, p. 243).  Greek schools serve to enhance the effects of family on 

ethnic identity and maintenance by providing a social and educational context that reinforces 

family expressions of ethnicity at a larger community-building level.  Exchanges with other 

Greek students and teachers committed to integrating Greekness in intellectual discovery and 

learning processes provides children of Greek descent a sense of belonging to something larger 

than themselves or their immediate family and is salient to their construction of identity (see 

Oriyama, 2010).  This sense of connection can engender feelings of pride and purpose that 

empower children in their academic and personal development while, on a related note, creating 

a population of young people who will likely lead efforts in the future to develop and maintain 

Greek identity.  

Bailey and Cooper (2009), focusing on the charter school movement in America, 

distinguished between what they termed “religious/cultural charter schools” and traditional 
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charter schools.  They observed that many religious schools also have a “social and cultural 

mission” and posited that in many cultures “the religious component embodies so much of the 

historical context, customs, and rituals, that it is nearly impossible to abandon it,” (Bailey & 

Cooper, 2009, p. 276).  This is certainly the case for Greek America where the Greek Orthodox 

Church plays such an integral role in the social, cultural and spiritual life of the community.   In 

fact, one of the three charter schools profiled in Bailey and Cooper’s article was the Hellenic 

Classical Charter School, established in New York City in 2005.  The researchers noted that the 

school has quickly earned an excellent reputation and has a long waiting list with a lottery for 

student placement every year and, notably, over 50% of the student body is non-Greek.  The 

school has a reputation for delivering a strong Core Knowledge curriculum, however this 

curriculum is offered alongside “the classical study of the Greek and Latin languages, as well as 

history, art and other cultural studies” and the school also employs “didactic instruction, 

coaching and Socratic questioning” consistent with the Greek intellectual concept of Paideia 

(Hellenic Classical Charter School, 2008, as cited by Bailey & Cooper, 2009, p. 281).  This 

particular charter school had its genesis in a parochial school administered by the Greek 

Orthodox Church, however Cooper and Bailey referenced Insideschool.com’s description of the 

school as not providing religious instruction, but still mirroring a parochial school approach in 

the adherence to tradition and discipline and rigorous classical curriculum – features that are 

generally associated with parochial education.   

The second pattern of intergenerational change observed was connected to the path of 

the Greek Orthodox Church and Greek cultural activities and here the results indicated minimal 

reduction of ethnic identity.  The Greek Orthodox Church has assumed a leading role in the 

preservation of Greek culture in the U.S. since it hosts both religious and ethnic social events.  
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Researchers who have studied the Greek Orthodox Church and the cultural activities that it 

sponsors (Alex, 2007; Charalambous, 2004; Demos, 1989, Tsimpouki, 2002) have affirmed that 

it has served as a bulwark of ethnic cultural identity.  In the current study, a high proportion of 

subjects responded positively to all attitude and most of the behavior questions tracking the 

influence of the Greek Orthodox Church, and no significant difference was observed between 

the three generation categories for most of the questions.  These findings indicate that 

regardless of the generation status, the participants had very strong positive attitudes towards 

the Greek Orthodox Church.  The vast majority of the participants agreed that it is important for 

their children and people of Greek ancestry to participate and belong to the Greek Orthodox 

Church and many expressed that at least some part of Sunday worship should be conducted in 

Greek.  Yet, their actual behaviors in terms of their participation in the Greek Orthodox Church 

showed minor decline across generations.   

Significant difference was only found between the first and third generations in terms of 

whether their children attend or attended an afternoon Greek school and whether part of the 

Sunday worship should be conducted in Greek.  The results demonstrated that Greek Americans 

continued to rely on the Orthodox Church to reinforce their ethnic identities.  This is consistent 

with evidence that suggests that Greek Americans seek this type of engagement from the Greek 

Orthodox Church – looking to it to provide a critical connection to Greek ethnic identity.  In his 

report on a the national, large-scale study comparing the practices and beliefs within American 

Orthodox Christianity – as primarily represented by the Greek Orthodox Church and by the 

Orthodox Church of America – Krindatch (2012) noted that one of the most valued aspects of 

church engagement identified by Greek Orthodox parishioners was the church’s role in 

providing “programs for children and youth” (p. 17).  By comparison, the members of the 
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Orthodox Church of America cited they valued their parish relationship primarily for the 

church’s role in assisting and encouraging parishioners in times of need to reach out to and 

support one another.  On a critical and related noted, Krindatch reported that three out of five 

Greek Orthodox parishioners stated that their church has a “strong ethnic heritage that we are 

trying to preserve,” (p. 18); conversely only one in five members of the Orthodox American 

Church identified this as a critical facet of their church’s role in their life. 

There was an interesting juxtaposition reported for the Greek Orthodox parishioners 

surveyed by Krindatch (2012).  While almost 60% of them reported that their parish had a 

strong ethnic heritage (as compared to just 22% of the Orthodox Church of American 

parishioners), an even greater number of the Greek Orthodox (64%) reported that their church 

easily incorporated new people (53% of the Orthodox church members reported this or their 

parish).   Krindatch highlighted this juxtaposition and suggested that the Greek Orthodox 

parishioners interpreted “new people” to mean those new to the parish, but who shared the 

same ethnic identity (p. 32).  If this is an accurate interpretation of this finding, it may reflect 

the in-group centeredness of Greek Orthodox parishioners, which are buttressed by greater 

connection to their community:  “the social lies of GOA parishes are more abundant and they 

are better connected to their local neighborhoods,” than are Orthodox churches (Krindatch, p. 

33).   

The current research examined the perception of respondents on their understanding of 

their Orthodox faith. The results showed that the vast majority (94%) of the respondents – 

regardless of generation –believed that they had good or very good understanding of the 

Orthodox faith, the Divine Liturgy and the Holy Sacraments.  The Divine Liturgy is the most 

significant ancient Christian service and the center of inspiration of the first Christians in their 
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communion with God and with one another (Mastrantonis, 2004) and it is the central worship 

service of the Orthodox Church, celebrated every Sunday morning and on all Holy Days.  The 

Liturgy is also the means by which congregants achieve union with Jesus Christ and unity with 

each other through the Sacrament of the Holy Communion.  The Holy Sacraments are 

composed of prayers, hymns, scripture lessons, gestures and processions.  Most of the 

Sacraments use a portion of the material of creation as an outward and visible sign of God's 

revelation (Fitzgerald, 2004).  

In the current sample, only six respondents admitted that they had poor or non-existent 

understanding of the Orthodox faith and most of these individuals also had poor ability to 

understand and speak Greek.  This finding ties into the significant generational transformations 

Greek America and its Orthodox population experienced between 1940 and 1990.  During this 

period, religious faith and ethnic identity, once seen as inseparable, were increasingly less 

understood as such by the socially mobile, geographically dispersed, English-speaking second, 

third and beyond generations of Orthodox faithful in America; this development was even more 

pronounced for the ever-increasing number of converts (Stokoe and Kishkovsky, 1995).  

The Greek Archdiocese, for whom the very definition of Greek identity derives from the 

Greek language, has engaged in continuous debate on the issue since 1962 (Stokoe & 

Kishkovsky, 1995).  In 1964, the Clergy-Laity Congress allowed certain readings and prayers 

in the liturgy to be repeated in English.  In the important 20th Clergy-Laity Congress of 1970, 

following the personal appeal of Archbishop Iakovos, an English liturgy was permitted.  Today, 

most Orthodox churches do part, and in many cases most, of their services in English. This 

policy provides an opportunity for the second and third and beyond generations to more easily 

comprehend the liturgy and sacraments.  Another critical feature of this subject, is that 
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orthodoxy itself is not static; it is constantly under pressure to be assimilated or integrated,  

especially in an Anglo Saxon Protestant society.  The findings of this study suggest that the 

Greek Orthodox Church has undergone substantial integration.  The Orthodox Church 

represents both religious and cultural heritage and it can blend the best of both worlds, while 

maintaining its essence and identity (Nicozisin, 1993).  

While the results show that the majority of respondents have a good or very good 

understanding of the Greek Orthodox faith, this conclusion might be challenged for relying on 

respondents’ inherently subjective self-report.  Arguably, many in the third generation and 

beyond may lack a depth of understanding of the meaning of Greek Orthodox worship, as 

evidenced by the number of second, third and beyond generation churchgoers who do not 

comprehend the original language of the Holy Bible.  The religion and/or the history of the 

Greek Orthodox Church and its Holy Tradition is not taught consistently and systematically in 

places of worship.  

A similar pattern was also shown in Greek cultural activities.  Positive behaviors or 

attitudes were observed for all questions and no significance was observed among the three 

generations for almost all questions including the active attendance and support to Greek 

heritage events, feeling a sense of pride when attending Greek heritage events, and studying of 

Greek history.  The only significant difference observed was for dancing Greek dances with a 

decline demonstrated between the second and third and beyond generations.  All three 

generational categories actively attended Greek heritage events and they felt a sense of pride 

and strong connections with other Greeks and Greek Americans when attending such heritage 

events.  
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Hofsted (1980) suggested that traditional Greek culture is a collectivist one.  Greeks are 

mainly occupied with activities associated with their in-groups like family, friends, work group, 

religious group and communities.  Greek cultural activities such as Greek festivals and heritage 

events provide a unique experience for Greeks to come together and share their cultural values 

by sharing Greek food, music, dance, arts and crafts, while enabling a sense of national identity 

and pride of heritage.  The Greek cultural activities to a great extent are linked to the Greek 

Orthodox Church since the church sponsors the majority of these heritage activities.  The 

present findings coincide with those of Kopan (1989) that demonstrated that the American-born 

generations favored preservation of religious and cultural legacies and they were oppressed by 

the weight of their own history, thus the continuity of their native culture is too strong for 

alteration.  

The third pattern of change observed was that the first and second generations shared 

greater commonality than either did with the third and beyond generations.  This pattern applied 

particularly to behaviors that contribute to the conservation of family cultural orientation and 

values and on-going contact with Greece.  There were two questions measuring the behaviors 

that contribute to conservation of family cultural orientation and value.  One question asked 

whether the participants honor and celebrate Greek heritage in their families, the other asked 

whether they are in frequent contact with family members who do not live in their homes. 

Although all three generational categories responded to both questions positively, the third and 

beyond generation showed a significant difference from the first and second generations, while 

the first and second generations were very similar in their responses.  The deviation may be 

explained by the significantly higher rate of intermarriage found in the third and beyond 
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generation, since multiple ancestry usually leads to weaker ethnic identity and more limited 

exposure to ethnic culture (Alba, 1995).  

In terms of the family’s influence, studies show that the family is the primary 

socialization agent for children, with parental attitudes contributing to the structure of their 

ethnic identity (Super & Harkness, 1997). Sam (1995) reported research results indicating that 

parental attitudes accounted for about 20% of the variation of children's mode of acculturation.  

In the current study, parental attitudes were measured by seven questions covering the 

perceived importance of children understanding and speaking Greek, obtaining a college 

education, participating in the Greek Orthodox Church, to the parents giving more freedom to 

their sons than to their daughters, supporting marriage to someone who is not a member of the 

Greek Orthodox Church, taking care of their parents when they get older, and endorsing 

children living on their own by the time they are 21 years of age. It appeared that all 

generations of the participants strongly supported the statements that their children should have 

a college degree and should participate in the Greek Orthodox Church, while rejecting the idea 

of giving more freedom to their sons than to their daughters or letting children live on their own 

by the time they are 21 years of age.   

This last revealed differences between Hellenic culture and mainstream American 

values, in that a person past college age who lived with their parents is viewed more negatively 

in American culture.  On the other hand, this finding may be also influenced by recent changes 

in U.S. society with increases in age at which young Americans leave their parental home due 

to the economic slowdown.  Today it is not uncommon for children to live with their parents 

until their mid-twenties, in part due to rising living costs that far exceed those of decades past.  

According to a new Pew Research poll (Parker, 2012), 21.6% of Americans ages 25 to 34 now 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Real_estate_pricing
http://www.pewsocialtrends.org/2012/03/15/the-boomerang-generation/?src=prc-headline
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live in multigenerational households.  This figure has risen steadily since 1980, when it 

measured at just 11%, and it has spiked, since 2007.   

Among the respondents, the first generation strongly supported the notion that children 

should understand and speak Greek and had an expectation that children should care for their 

parents when they get older.  These first generation subjects were neutral on the subjects of 

interethnic and interfaith marriages.  The second and third and beyond generations were very 

open to the idea of interethnic and interfaith marriages but they varied in their perceptions of 

the importance for their children to speak and understand Greek.  The majority of the second 

generation (83%) thought it important, while more than half (53%) of the third and beyond 

generations did not think it critical.  These findings suggest that parental attitudes towards 

gender difference, Greek language, and intermarriage had changed dramatically over the 

generations, even as generational differences were not seen in terms of valuing the Greek 

Orthodox Church or educational achievement.  

For Greek Americans, the family is the focus of life (Demos, 1989).  The movement 

from a rural patriarchal life in Greece to an urban existence in the U.S. has necessarily impacted 

Greek ethnic identity and Demos argued that it is difficult to maintain traditional family values 

when presented with increased exogamy and decreased proficiency in the Greek language; the 

results of this study demonstrated some agreement with this view.  Tsolidis (1995) reported that 

the family is the most significant vector for a sense of Greekness that can be transferred down 

generations and that an ongoing relationship with the country of origin strongly reinforces this 

effect.  This coincides with the findings of this study insofar as the same pattern was observed 

in the domain of family cultural orientation and values and ‘on-going contact with Greece.  

The results support the argument that the second generation is more likely to follow traditional 
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expectations of maintaining ethnicity at the family level, while the erosion of traditional 

features of ethnicity as realized at home occurs in the third and beyond generations.   

Another pattern was observed for two out of the three behavior questions addressing 

Continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus.  According to Moskos (1989) "one cardinal 

feature of Greek-American ethnicity is the trip back to the old country,” (p. 95).  He indicated 

that perhaps the majority of Greek Americans have visited the ancestral homeland at least once 

and regular trips to Greece provide not only a possibility for family reunions but also the 

opportunity to bolster the Greek language competence of children.  Visiting the homeland 

enables children to develop what may be continuing bonds with their roots and ethnic culture. 

 Demos (1988) also suggested that visits to the homeland specifically contributed to the 

retention of the Greek language.  In this study, the vast majority of the respondents – regardless 

of generation – had traveled to Greece at least once, and relatives and/or friends from Greece or 

Cyprus had visited them in the U.S.  Yet, the third or beyond generations showed significantly 

less frequency in traveling to Greece or in hosting friends and relatives from Greece or Cyprus 

at their home in the U.S. than did first and second generations.  The implication is that the third 

and beyond generation has fewer connections with Greece or Cyprus, and this has enhanced the 

cultural gap between the third and beyond generations, and those generations that preceded 

them.  The second generation demonstrated stronger cultural awareness and practice than did 

the third and beyond generation, in aspects which were mostly influenced at an individual or 

family level.  The dramatic decrease in continuing contact with Greece and/or Cyprus in the 

third and beyond generations could be explained by the fact that they had no relatives or friends 

who still remained in Greece or Cyprus.  Moreover, the significantly higher rate of mixed 
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marriages in the third and beyond generation may also have contributed to the fact that they do 

not have as many relatives in Greece/Cyprus.   

However, despite lacking ties to Greece or Cyprus, members of the third generation and 

beyond overwhelmingly expressed an interest in traveling to Greece; 88% of them supported 

the statement that people of Greek descent should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once.  

Traveling back to the “homeland” not only provides a time for family reunion, but also 

opportunity to speak Greek and experience their Hellenic heritage.  These findings suggest 

some agreement with one of the most intriguing facets of generational assimilation and ethnic 

identity – what has been identified in some of the literature as trends in homeland return among 

second and beyond generations.  Christou and King (2010) noted that the term “homeland” in 

reference to second generation (and beyond) returnees is not entirely accurate as members of 

these generations were not born in the country of their ancestry (p. 2); officially, their homeland 

is the host country of their predecessors who made the initial migration.  Christou and King 

have reported on the phenomenon of second-generation “return” among Greek Americans 

(Christou, 2006, 2009; Christou & King, 2006) as well as Greek Germans (Christou & King, 

2010; King & Christou, 2009).  As they have noted, there has been relatively little study of the 

rate of second-generation return to Greece but they referenced one 1996 study that estimated 

that approximately 1.4 million Greeks who had emigrated to other countries (U.S., Germany, 

Australia and Canada) between 1945 and 1974, had subsequently returned to Greece (King & 

Christou, p. 1). 

Across their several studies of second generation Greek American and Greek German 

populations, Christou and King (Christou, 2006, 2009; Christou & King, 2006, 2010; King & 

Christou, 2009) found that the desire to return to the ancestral home was emotional and 
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potentially life-transforming for these individuals.  In the case of Greek Americans, they 

observed a strong current of nostalgia for a simpler, more traditional life (albeit, an idealized 

version) and they speculated that Greek Americans who choose to move to Greece do so largely 

because they find the whirl of American society too fast and failing to maintain certain critical 

values (Kindinger, 2009).  For many Greek Germans, their research led them to conclude that 

the desire to return to Greece is a reflection of never feeling entirely as if they “belonged” in 

German society (King & Christou, p. 7).   The researchers also identified a longing for a 

communal identity that these second generation people believed had been somewhat lost to 

them in the society of their country of birth – the adopted country of their Greek immigrant 

parent(s). 

However, the process of return for second generation Greeks was not always the idyllic 

experience that many of those surveyed and interviewed by Christou and King (Christou, 2006, 

2009; Christou & King, 2006, 2010; King & Christou, 2009) had hoped.   A number of these 

second generation returnees reported “feelings of disillusionment and rupture” (King & 

Christou, p. 9) upon their return to Greece.  In the case of the Greek German returnees, Christou 

and King (2010) stated: 

Virtually all our second-generation ‘returnees’ told similar stories of the 

objective difficulties of living in Greece, where chaos, corruption, rudeness and 

clientelism frustrate so many aspects of life (not least finding a decent job), and 

are contrasted with order, efficiency, politeness and meritocracy of society in 

German.  (Christou & King, 2010, p. 6). 

And yet, despite these challenges and the disappointment of their expectations, a number of the 

second generation returnees also expressed their commitment to remaining in Greece.  Even 
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with the actuality of their return migration to Greece not living up to their sense of what it 

would or should be, the vast majority of second generation returnees continued to “privilege the 

emotional rationale of return, and the hope that things will improve,” valuing these beliefs over 

their “actual experiences of disillusionment,” (King & Christou, 2009, p. 15).  This rather 

striking finding suggests the depth and importance of ethnic identity and the complexity of 

feelings of belonging (Kindinger, 2009).  While the researchers credited the practical 

difficulties of re-migration back to their birth countries of America or Germany, this constituted 

only one aspect of these second generation returnees determination to remain in Greece.  More 

salient to their choice appeared to be the emotional and psychological connection to their 

ancestral home. 

There was also a pattern of change observed for organizational memberships and 

political activities.  The question on organizational membership inquired whether participants 

are in one or more Greek or Hellenic organizations outside of the Greek Orthodox Church. A 

significantly higher proportion of participants in the first generation responded affirmatively 

than did those in the second and third and beyond generations.  Studies suggest that cultural 

traditions are maintained through formations of ethnic organizations (Bonus 2000; Posadas 

1999).  Ethnic organizations not only provide a plethora of opportunities to network with others 

of similar ethnic backgrounds, but also invoke cultural affinity and political opportunities 

(Moya, 2005).  There are many ethnic organizations Greek Americans have engaged in, 

including the AHEPA, Daughters of Penelope (DOP), the Council of Hellenes Abroad (SAE), 

American Hellenic Institute (AHI), various Orthodox Churches, and professional organizations 

such as the Hellenic Dancers of New Jersey and the Philadelphia Hellenic Lawyers Association, 

among numerous others.  These organizations play an important role in promoting Hellenism; 
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for example, AHEPA which was founded in 1922, is the most frequently joined organization 

across the generations surveyed here.  

That said, there was a dramatic decline in ethnic organization membership participation 

over the generations.   About half of the first generation belonged to an ethnic organization, 

while less than one third of the second generation belonged to an ethnic organization.  By the 

third generation and beyond, participation in ethnic organization had dropped to 10%.  One 

possible explanation for this is that the second, third and beyond generations may have 

achieved upward social mobility to a greater extent than the first generation, enabling them to 

have a greater access to mainstream organizations open to all ethnicities in the U.S. society.  

Another possibility is that second, third and beyond generations have weaker ethnic group ties, 

perhaps due in part to Greek language barriers.  

 The same trend was observed for four out of the five questions addressing political 

activities.  A number of models have been constructed to describe the cross generational 

political attitudes and behaviors among immigrants and their descendants.  Hansen developed 

an explicit generational model of attachment to the U.S. (1938), stating that “[w]hat the son 

wishes to forget the grandson wishes to remember,” (p. 7).   Hansen predicted a greater loyalty 

to U.S. values and institutions in the second generation and a return to the values of the 

immigrant generation in the third generation.  Dahl (1961) developed a model which came 

closest to the notion of assimilation that saw each generation coming closer to being 

indistinguishable from Americans.  Contrary to Dahl’s findings, Wolfinger (1965) suggested 

that voting for co-ethnics increases from the first to second generation.  The segmented 

assimilation scholars (Portes & Zhou, 1993; Portes & Rumbaut 2001) also disagreed with Dahl 

and argued that attitudinal change across generations could steadily bring the ethnic populations 
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closer to or further away from those of populations with earlier ancestries.  All these theories 

offer somewhat different expectations for the role of generation in the formation of political 

attitudes.  Empirical evidence from a study conducted on Mexican Americans (Lamare, 1982) 

showed that there is a linear progression of political integration through the first and second 

generations while the third generation showed declining levels of commitment to the American 

political community.  

 These mixed results complicate the interpretation of the findings but they nonetheless, 

provide valuable empirical evidence of intergenerational change in political attitudes and 

activities.  In particular, a dramatic decrease was observed in support of political candidates 

who are of Greek descent or who support Greek national issues in the second and third and 

beyond generations.  In fact, only first generation Greek Americans showed significant 

inclination to vote for candidates primarily on the basis of Greek descent or because a  

candidate supported Greek national issues.  The results of the first generation respondents was 

in keeping with Nelson’s (1982) research on six ethnic groups in New York; Nelson’s study 

determined that ethnic group membership is the best predictor of political attitudes and 

participation and that there was an intergenerational effect.  Similarities in the process of 

socialization as experienced by second, third and beyond generations versus the experience of 

first generation Greeks may partially account for this difference.  Another salient point is that a 

generational gap in political involvement is not unique to Greek Americans but has also been 

demonstrated for other ethnicities in the U.S.  Studies have shown that Americans growing up 

in recent decades vote less often than do their elders and pay less attention to politics (Bennett 

& Craig 1997; Keeter et al. 2003).   
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 Overall, the findings of the current study demonstrated that the behaviors and attitudes 

of the participants towards each domain are in good agreement.  However for some domains, 

such as the Greek Orthodox Church and cultural activities, both retention of behaviors and 

attitudes are very high, while in other domains, either retention of attitudes has a higher 

intensity than retention of behaviors, as in the language domain, or retention of behaviors has a 

higher intensity than retention of attitudes, as in the family values domain.   In the Greek 

Orthodox Church domain, the majority of participants agreed that it is important for people of 

Greek ancestry (77%) to attend the services; actual attendance among the subjects was reported 

at 60%.   In the cultural activity domain, over three-fourths of the participants agreed that 

people of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage events and they felt a sense of 

pride and strong bond when attending these events and these indicated a high intensity of 

cultural retention internally.  In practice, over 75% of them actively participated in Greek 

heritage events.  

 In the language domain, the attitudes towards ethnic identity retention are stronger than 

the actual behaviors.  Over 70% of the participants in the study agreed that it is important that 

their children and people of Greek ancestry are able to understand and speak Greek.  In 

practice, only 26% spoke the Greek language more frequently than English at home.  In the 

family cultural orientation and values domain, the behaviors related to retention of ethnicity 

were strongly based on the fact that over 90% of the participants honored and celebrated Greek 

heritage within their families and reported being in frequent contact with family members who 

do not live in their home.  The attitudes towards retention of ethnicity in this same domain were 

quite diverse.   Participants preserved certain values, such as expecting their children to have a 

college degree and to take care of their parents when they got older.  However, Hellenic 
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traditions such as the father is expected to have the final say and sons should be given more 

freedom than daughters have experienced a dramatic decline across generations.  

 Isajiw (1993) asserted that the retention of ethnic identity from one generation to the 

next does not necessarily mean retention of both behaviors and attitudes or retention of 

different domains to the same degree.  Some components may be retained more keenly than 

others and some may not be retained at all.  Therefore, one should not assume that the ethnic 

identity retained by the third generation is of the same type or degree as that retained by the first 

or the second generation.  Isajiw also distinguished various forms of ethnic identity.  For 

example, a high level of retention of practice of ethnic traditions accompanied by a low level of 

such subjective components as feelings of group obligation, constituted ritualistic ethnic 

identity.  On the other hand, a high intensity of feelings of group obligation, accompanied by a 

low level of practice of traditions constituted ideological identity.  Negative images of one's 

own ethnic group, accompanied by a high degree of awareness of one's ethnic ancestry, he 

defined as a rebelling identity while positive images of one's ancestral group accompanied by a 

practice of highly selected traditions in the third generation comprised an ethnic rediscovery.  

Employing Isajiw’s model, the results of this study suggest that the Greek Americans surveyed 

here express either an ideological identity, as in the language domain, or identity rediscovery, as 

in the cultural activities domain.  

 In summary, Greek America is changing from one generation to the next, as Greek 

identity comes to mean different things to different generations.  On one hand, all generations 

maintain those traditions that are central to their lives, such as the Orthodox Church and the 

sense of pride in being Greek.  On the other hand, the ability to speak Greek has experienced 

the most significant decline as younger generations may not perceive it is as being as important 
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as does the first generation.  These results are relevant to the theory of deconstruction and 

reconstruction of ethnic identity (Isajiw, 1993).  Isajiw suggested that in a culturally pluralistic 

society like the U.S., there is a large number and great diversity of ethnicities within one 

mainstream socio-economic structure which serves as the legitimate locus of aspiration for all 

groups.  Thus, pressures are exerted on all the aspects of ethnicity and on all ethnicities to 

adapt.  The processes of deconstruction and reconstruction are the mechanisms by which this 

adaptation is achieved.  Deconstruction captures how some objective aspects of ethnic identity 

lose their meaning and usage or, alternatively, retain their meaning but are no longer used.   

Although some aspects of one’s identity may be abandoned as elements from different cultural 

sources are acquired and become more meaningful, yet other aspects may be retained and 

continue to have significance.  At a certain point, an individual’s ethnic background or group 

experience may acquire new meaning and become manifest in fresh, visible ethnic patterns; this 

is the process of identity reconstruction.  It is likely that over the generations, some highly 

selective old patterns will be recovered and gain new significance.  These two processes are the 

ways in which individuals in their everyday life come to modify the meaning of their own 

identity and change at least some of their ethnic behavior patterns without necessarily divesting 

themselves of all.  For example, low retention and little use of ethnic language and low 

obligation to marry within one's own ethnic group, represent indicators of ethnic identity 

deconstruction.  A high incidence of ethnic food consumption or a high incidence of some 

knowledge of ethnic language expressions and words, are indicators of ethnic identity 

reconstruction.  

 In this study, although a high overall retention of ethnicity was observed, there is also 

evidence of both reconstruction and deconstruction processes, reflecting the changing nature of 
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ethnic identity.  This was exemplified in the family values domain where ethnic deconstruction 

is seen in the disagreement with the traditional Hellenic customs of prioritizing the final say of  

the father, as well as the rejection of the belief that the son should have more freedom than the 

daughter.  Perhaps the most significant example of ethnic reconstruction is found in the 

transformation of the Greek Orthodox Church from a purely religious entity to a 

multifunctional, ethno-religious institution that sits at the heart of the Hellenic diaspora. 

 

Factors Challenging the Preservation of Greek Ethnicity 

The broad forces that have contributed to intergenerational erosion in Greek American 

ethnic identity in the past are still largely present today.  Several different factors have 

contributed to the difficulties that Greek Americans have encountered in their efforts to 

preserve their distinctive ethnicity.  

First, despite concerted efforts and an express desire to transmit knowledge of the Greek 

language to their children, there has been a continuing intergenerational loss of Greek language 

fluency and usage (Costantakos, 1982: Demos, 1988; Panagakos, 2000).  English had replaced 

Greek in most Greek Orthodox Churches, professional Greek-American organizations and other 

ethnic organizations, especially in those organizations mostly composed of second and third 

generations (Kourvetaris, 1999a).  According to American Community Survey Reports (Shin & 

Kominski, 2010), Greek, along with Italian, Yiddish, German and Polish, was spoken at home 

by fewer individuals in the U.S. in 2007 than in 1980.  In 1980, 401,443 people spoke Greek at 

home, while in 2007, only 329,825 people spoke Greek at home, which is a large proportionate 

decrease (17.8%).  
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Language has been frequently cited as a contributor to ethnic identity (Hurtado & Gurin, 

1995; Miller & Hoogstra, 1992).  A number of factors were revealed as contributing factors to 

the retention of a mother tongue, including residence patterns, religion, school, festivals, 

homeland, labor, and marriage.  Demos (1988) found that a higher density of ethnic population 

provides a greater opportunity to speak the mother tongue and increases the likelihood that it 

will be retained.  Religious ideology and religious practice may be closely associated with 

familiarity and usage of a mother tongue (Schrauf, 1999).  Fitouri’s (1983) research revealed 

that no matter how long an immigrant has lived in the country of adoption, he or she will 

continue to pray interiorly in the mother tongue.  Ethnic festivals provide another context for 

supporting native language use.  This same phenomenon is observed in ethnic communities 

where traditional occupations predominate and use of the mother tongue may be frequent 

(Schrauf, 1999).  Nonetheless, several factors, predominately seen in institutional 

environments, accelerated the loss of Greek language facility:  English-only language policies 

in public schools and the growing popularity of Spanish-English bilingualism and the ever 

increasing multicultural nature of American society.  

 English-only language policies in public schools.  Although the U.S. has been 

characterized by diverse ethnicities since the country was founded, English has been considered 

the common language with a mainstream value (Crawford, 1995).  The English-only movement 

promoted the enactment of legislation designed to restrict the use of other languages besides 

English by government entities.  Declaring English as the official language has given rise to a 

number of social and political controversies.   Nonetheless, 31 states in the U.S. 

have enacted laws making English their official language.  As a result, many states adopted 

programs that used English as the exclusive instructional language and set it as the primary goal 
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for the development of children's literacy and academic skills in English (Beykont, 1994, 1997; 

Crawford, 1995).  Language minority students were not given any special educational 

provisions and were instructed in mainstream classrooms alongside native speakers of English. 

 The federal bilingual law mandated that school districts take some type of affirmative 

educational measure to ensure equal educational opportunity for language minority students and 

stated a preference for native language instruction, but it did not define exactly what an optimal 

program should look like (Beykont, 2002).  In fact, the vast majority of the U.S. bilingual 

programs are early-exit transitional programs that are designed to transition students into all-

English classes as quickly as possible, leaving the home language as well as ethnic culture 

behind.  No emphasis was placed on maintaining and developing students' native language 

skills or fostering ethnic culture maintenance throughout the school years.  By contrast, some of 

the bilingual education, known as late-exit transitional programs and maintenance programs, 

do develop the home language to some extent.  The most effective are the intensive long-term 

programs which do promote full proficiency and literacy in both languages.  Unfortunately 

such programs are extremely scarce in the U.S., according to Thomas and Collier's national 

study (1997) examining over 700,000 language minority student records.  Moreover, the 

success of bilingual programs has very often defined exclusively by how fast language minority 

students developed English proficiency and exited special programs (Thomas & Collier, 1997). 

Hence, schools have served as one factor in replacing native language usage with English.  It is 

evident from the current research that many second generation and beyond respondents grew up 

speaking only English, partly due to school language policies (see Oriyama, 2010).   

 Spanish-English bilingualism and an expanding multiculturalism.  Given the 

enormous influx of Spanish-speaking immigrants (both legal and illegal) to the U.S. in recent 
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decades, the Spanish language has been established de facto as a second language not only in 

the private sector but in the public and government sectors as well.  The shift toward Spanish 

and English bilingualism may mean it will be more of an inconvenience for third and beyond 

generations of Greek Americans to invest time in learning Greek when knowledge of Spanish is 

likely to be more prevalent in American daily life and may even become a necessity for those 

planning to make a successful career in the public or private sector. 

At the same time, exogamous unions, in which Greek Americans have married members 

of other ethnic groups, continue to rise (Constantelos, 1999; Karapanagiotis, 2008).  Although 

many non-Greek spouses have converted to the Greek Orthodox Church, their commitment to 

Greek culture and their capacity to convey it to their children are inherently problematic from a 

vantage of cultural authenticity.  The current study demonstrated a rising rate of intermarriage 

from generation to generation.  

After a brief resurgence in the late 1960s and 1970s, enclave concentrations of Greeks 

within several major cities have continued a long-standing decline as many of their residents 

relocate to suburban communities (Constantinou, 2007, p. 259).  In this study 77% of the 

respondents were located in a suburban area.  This finding coincides with that reported by 

Leontis (1997), who found that Greeks in the U.S. are more likely to reside scattered 

throughout the suburbs than concentrated in a city neighborhood or Greek Town.  Over 30% of 

the first (32.3%) and second generation (37.3%) surveyed here, lived in an area where many 

other people of Greek descent lived.  By comparison, only 7.3% of the third and beyond 

generations lived in an area populated primarily by those of Greek descent.   Nearly 5% of the 

third and beyond generations lived in an area with no other people of Greek descent, as 

compared to 1.6% of the first generation and 3.2% of the second generation.  Ethnic 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       232 

  

composition appears to be an important contributing factor to the loss and retention of culture 

core values.  Living in a community with just a few (or no other) people of Greek descent was 

linked to poorer Greek language skills and less positive attitudes and behaviors in almost all 

domains of the Hellenic culture.  No longer immersed in Greek American culture and Greek 

language use, these suburban-dwelling Greeks were fully exposed to the homogenizing forces 

of mainstream, middle class America and inevitably demonstrated higher levels of assimilation 

into American culture.  

Another contributing factor to the decline of Greek American ethnicity is the significant 

decrease in new immigration from Greece to the U.S. since 1980.  According to the Yearbook 

of Immigration Statistics (2009), the Greek-born new immigration has dropped down greatly to 

between one and two thousand annually over the past 10 years.  The total number of persons 

obtaining Legal Permanent Resident Status from Greece was only 16,841 between 2000-2009,  

compared to 25,403 during 1990-1999.  This indicates that the immigration in the past twenty 

years is only about 24% of the 1960-1980 second wave of mass immigration.  

Today’s immigrants arrive primarily from Latin America, Asia, and the Caribbean, a noticeable 

shift from the predominantly European origins of previous immigrants (MPI Data Hub, 2007).  At the 

same time, Eastern European immigrants have represented a larger share of the smaller socio-

economic pie during the past two decades (Russell & Batalova, 2012).  In 2011, 83,850 

European immigrants obtained green cards, accounting for 8% of the 1.1 million immigrants 

who were granted legal permanent residence.  The foreign born from Europe gained legal 

permanent residence through varying routes during the 2011:  62% obtained green cards 

through family relationships, 20% through employment, 11% through the U.S. diversity 

immigrant visa, 6% as refugees or asylees, and about 2% via other routes.  About 55% of all 

European immigrants who were granted lawful permanent residence (LPR) status in 2011 
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qualified as the immediate family member of a U.S. citizen, compared to 43% of all 

immigrants.  Twenty percent of all European-born immigrants were granted green cards via 

employment, compared to 13% of all immigrants.  In 2010, 78,011 European-born immigrants 

were naturalized in the U.S., representing 13% of the 619,913 new U.S. citizens.   The 

European countries of birth with the most cases of naturalization were from the United 

Kingdom (8,401), Poland (8,038), Russia (7,566), and the Ukraine (7,345), (Russell & 

Batalova, 2012).  

A distinct characteristic of today’s immigrants is that nearly one-third of them are in the 

country without legal authorization.  Though the number of unauthorized immigrants dipped 

slightly with the onset of the Great Recession and increased immigration enforcement in recent 

years, the size of the unauthorized population is still near an historical peak (Hofer et al, 2010). 

Without continuous inflow of new immigrants, fewer and fewer opportunities are provided for 

recent generations of Greek America to interact with others of Greek descent, generating 

accelerated loss of Hellenic culture in Greek America. 

 

Can Greek Ethnicity/Identity be Maintained if the Greek Language is Lost? 

Greek language maintenance was investigated in the present study through five 

questions exploring self-assessment of Greek language skill, the frequency of speaking Greek at 

home, preference for speaking Greek, attitudes towards the importance of understanding and 

speaking Greek for their children, or for people of Greek descent.  The results demonstrated 

that Greek language has progressively weakened from one generation to the next.  Not only are 

Greek language skills and the frequency of speaking Greek at home dramatically declining, but 

the preference of speaking Greek has reversed.  Steven (1992) asserted that studying the 
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language spoken by immigrants at home is important to understanding how they linguistically 

and culturally adapt to a new society.  In the current study, 56% of the second generation and 

90% of the third and beyond generations rarely or never use Greek at home; conversely only 

20% of the first generation rarely or never used Greek at home.  This result clearly replicated 

previous findings (Portes et al, 1994, 2006) which demonstrated a significant decline in ethnic 

language usage among the third generation.  

Attitudes towards the importance of understanding and speaking Greek have also shifted 

even as some other core values of the Greek ethnicity have been well maintained, such as the 

Greek Orthodox faith and Hellenic cultural activities.  This contrast raises an important 

question as to whether the Greek heritage can be maintained if its language is lost.  During the 

Ottoman rule or the period also known as “Tourkokratia,” Greeks were forced to speak 

Ottoman Turkish and had experienced marked language loss due to the Ottoman domination 

and oppression.  Yet, different institutions and groups had made sustained efforts to resist the 

imperial powers and preserve Hellenism.  Among them, the Orthodox Church played the most 

important role for the preservation of the Hellenic knowledge and the Greek language (Dakin, 

1821-1833).  In this classic, albeit far-removed, example the ethnic identity and the religious 

faith were maintained in the midst of significant language reduction. 

In the current study, the dramatic decrease in Greek language skills in the third and 

beyond generation and the low frequency of speaking Greek at home suggests that the Greek 

language may eventually decline to the vanishing point after one or two more generations.  The 

Greek language has been considered as one of the core values of Greek ethnicity.  Studies 

(Costantakos, 1982, Kourvetaris, 1971) showed that first generation Greeks who immigrated to 

the U.S. viewed the Greek language and the Greek Orthodox Church as their core ethnic 
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identity (Constantakos, 1982).  However, recently a number of attitudinal and socio-

demographic factors have contributed to the rapid language loss among Greek Americans.  

First, the pattern of language shift is linked to the high rates of intermarriage and the 

current study indicates that intermarriage has resulted in the non-use of Greek at home.  The 

attitudes regarding the importance of understanding Greek for their children and for people of 

Greek descent have also shown a marked decrease among respondents who grew up in a family 

where one of the parents was not of Greek descent.  Another factor contributing to the fast pace 

of Greek language loss, is that the Greek language does not seem to be as inextricably linked to 

Greek identity as it has been in the past.  A study conducted by Kopan (1989) showed that the 

retention and expansion of cultural activities among Greeks in Chicago indicated a renewed 

determination to perpetuate ethnic tradition without necessarily using the Greek language to 

achieve the classical heritage.  Kourvetaris (1997) also agreed that although the Greek language 

is an important component of the Greek national identify, its loss does not automatically lead to 

the loss of Greek American ethnicity.  Holeva (2004) suggested that some parents want their 

children to be fluent in Greek for reasons other than cultural maintenance, such as having a 

professional advantage or communicating with relatives in Greece and travelling abroad.  

A third factor contributing to the current state of language loss is that most current 

Greek language instruction is only focused on the very young.  One of the factors associated 

with language maintenance is the linguistic similarity between the new language and the native 

language (Romaine, 1995).  The linguistic distance is rated on a scale of 1-3 with 1.00 as the 

most distant and 3.00 as the least distant.  English is linguistically closest to Afrikaans, 

Norwegian and Swedish, with the linguistic score of 3.00 and most distant from Japanese and 

Korean with a linguistic score of 1.00.  The linguistic score for French and Italian is 2.50, for 
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German and Spanish it’s 2.25, and for Mandarin (Chinese), Arabic and Vietnamese it’s 1.50.  

Greek has a linguistic score of 1.75 (Hart-Gonzalez & Lindemann, 1993).  Therefore, the Greek 

language is quite distant from English, given the linguistic score of 1.75, and this suggests that 

second or beyond generation children may find it quite challenging to learn Greek when their 

first language is English.  Previous studies showed that after school and/or weekend programs 

are often counter-productive in that young children resent being separated from their American 

schoolmates and come to view the Greek cultural education as a burden.  Therefore, it may be 

inevitable that the Greek language will eventually be lost to future Greek American generations 

as achieving competence in the Greek language has become increasingly difficult. 

 

The Impact of Intermarriage on Maintenance of Greek Culture 

One of the key factors influencing the preservation of Greek culture and ethnicity is the 

steady increase of intermarriage.  According to the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese, from 1976 to 

1993 the intermarriage rate has steadily increased from 46% to 63% (Vital Statistics Yearbook, 

1995).  Moreover, considering the marriages that did not take place in the Orthodox Church, 

some studies have speculated that intermarriage rates likely exceed Archdiocesan statistics 

(Couelis, 1989; Moskos, 1993), while others have been more specific and estimated that 

intermarriage rates are presently over 80% (Lorant & Wingenbach, 1996).  This is an 

astronomical rate as compared to the intermarriage rate of American Jews (52%) during the 

same period of time (Goldstein & Kosmin, 1991).  Perhaps the first classic model to consider 

the impact of intermarriage was Gordon's assimilation model (1964), which described that the 

final stage of assimilation is marital assimilation, where the minority is absorbed into the 

majority group through intermarriage.  Kourvetaris (1971) also referred to intermarriage as the 
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“final test of assimilation” and an indicator of the disposition for a person to lose his ethnic 

identification.  He explained that "the fusion of cultural disparities of nationality groups into an 

Anglo-Saxon model or monoculture is largely accomplished through intermarriage. 

Subsequently, the higher rate of intermarriage, the higher the rate of assimilation" (Kourvetaris, 

1971, p.343).  

However, Logan and Shin (2012) noted that there is little empirical evidence to 

substantiate the commonly held perspective that the third generation and beyond are fully 

assimilated into the host country.  Rather, they referenced a number of research findings that 

indicated while pronounced differences often exist between the first and second generations and 

to some degree between the second and third generations, there is reason to believe that the 

third generation may simply mark the beginning of a less pronounced diminishment of ethnic 

identity (as compared to the dramatic diminishment often seen between first and third 

generations).  They referenced a study on the effects of intermarriage conducted by Lieberson 

and Waters (1988, p. 219, as cited by Logan & Shin, 2012, p. 1116) who speculated that 

“generational differences are greater between the first and third generations and diminish in 

later generations, such that ‘generational effects would decline to the point where they are 

essentially nil’.”  

Kouvetaris (1971) also made some tentative propositions such as "there is more 

intermarriage in the middle and upper middle class third generation Greek Americans than 

among upper or lower extremes of an ethnic stratification system” (p.47)].  As Logan and Shin 

(2012) observed, there is limited research on rates or effects of intermarriage on assimilation, 

particularly that extend past the second generation.  One of the challenges in conducting such 

research is the fact that an empirically-based analysis of generational effects requires consistent 
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longitudinal data capture over decades and therefore largely precludes the ability to produce a 

snapshot of current conditions and factors.  Logan and Shin turned to historical data in order to 

investigate the impact of intermarriage on assimilation, drawing on census data between 1880 

and 1910 because the 1880 census solicited information on subjects’ parents and grandparents, 

while the 1910 census recorded information on marital partners.  This enabled the researchers 

to consider first through third generation changes.   

While they observed differences across ethnic groups and generations, they determined 

that in their sample, marital assimilation was “far from complete by the third generation,” and 

that, further, the evidence suggested the marital assimilation process appeared to continue well 

into the fourth generation and beyond (Logan & Shin, 2012, p. 1124).  In their sample 

(exclusively male), they identified a pattern of strong preference for ethnic in-group spouses 

even in the third generation.  Of course, Logan and Shin’s sample was drawn from the turn of 

the 19
th

 century when wholly different conditions existed and the composition of new 

immigrants was largely confined to European Whites and most immigrants resided in urban, 

ethnic enclaves.  One of their findings that is likely salient today was that “intermarriage begets 

intermarriage – if an ethnic parent or grandparent has married a native spouse, that fact in itself 

shifts the balance considerably in a man’s selection of a marriage partner,” (Logan & Shin, p. 

1124). 

The idea that intermarriage begets intermarriage may reflect a particular pattern of 

immigrant upward mobility in America.  Alba and Golden (1986) similarly noted that 

intermarriage rates increase with ensuing generations and individuals with mixed ancestry are 

more likely to intermarry then are children of endogamous marriages.  Often, new immigrant 

groups are initially marginalized in the host culture and society; one consistent vector of 
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upward mobility in the American immigrant experience has been marriage outside of one’s own 

immigrant group to a spouse who is a native-born citizen.  In some instances, marriage to 

members of more established ethnic groups would also be regarded as advantageous and 

representative of a move towards greater assimilation with the host culture.  Either way, 

intermarriage has traditionally constituted a means for realizing greater host country acceptance 

as well as the attendant social and economic benefits, such as greater educational, housing, and 

employment opportunities – the very stepping stones that have paved the way from one socio-

economic class to another (Furtado & Trejo, 2012).  While Logan and Shin’s (2012) research 

was performed on immigrant data collected over a century ago, Duncan and Trejo (2011) 

provided a much more recent example of this effect.  Their study of Mexican Americans – a 

relatively new but fast growing immigrant demographic – using data drawn from the 2000 

Census, found that “youth who are the products of Mexican intermarriages enjoy large and 

statistically significant human capital advantages over their counterparts who are the products 

of endogamous Mexican marriages,” (Duncan & Trejo, 2012, p. 14).   It is small wonder then, 

that some new immigrants to America have accepted the risk of diluting their ethnic identity in 

order to gain access to the proverbial American Dream. 

Ethnic intermarriage may contribute to changes in the meaning and salience of ethnicity. 

One example is that White Americans increasingly broaden the categories of ethnicity from 

country-specific groups, such as Polish American or Italian American to European American 

(Alba, 1990).  Alba and Nee (2003) suggested that the erosion of social distance between 

racial/ethnic groups, culminating in intermarriage, is a two-way rather than an asymmetric 

process involving majority and minority populations.  Race/ethnicity is a socially constructed 

boundary that can be crossed, blurred or shifted over time and across generations.  In particular, 
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blurring results from increases in a mixed race/ethnicity population since primary racial/ethnic 

categories can no longer be distinguished easily.  There are also several alternative paradigms 

in understanding the intermarriage process.  For example, Goldscheider (1986) described that 

intermarriage is more of a transformation process instead of an inevitable assimilation.  This 

transformation paradigm accounts for how children who were raised in intermarriages would 

maintain and even value their ethic identification.  

The effects of intermarriage on the ethnic identity of children continues to intrigue 

researchers (Alba, 1990; Duncan & Trejo, 2011; Waters, 1990) for its contribution to “ethnic 

flux and leakage in American society,” (Furtado & Trejo, 2012, p. 17).  The ethnic origins of 

children of exogamous marriages are more complicated than they are for children of 

endogamous marriages and this often produces a weakening in ethnic ties that compounds over 

subsequent generations, particularly as more intermarriage occurs down the line – the 

“intermarriage begets intermarriage” observation by Logan and Shin (2012, p. 1124), captures 

the frequency of this phenomenon – and the original ethnic attachments are even further 

diluted.  The intermarriage rates among descendants of the various immigrant groups who 

arrived in the first wave between approximately 1880 and 1920 is so high that the majority of 

White Americans today can claim multiple ethnic ancestries.  For these descendants of mixed 

marriage, “ethnicity became subjective, situational, and largely symbolic, and the social 

boundaries between these ethnic groups were almost completely erased,” (Furtado & Trejo, p. 

17).  

Another model was derived from an empirical study by Rockquemore and Brunsma 

(2001), which noted that children of intermarried couples typically categorized themselves as 

having a singular, biracial or protean identity.  By this classification, a biracial person 
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possesses multiple racial identities while protean implies that the individual does not maintain a 

single identity.  Instead, he or she is shifting between racial categories based on situations.  A 

multiethnic society inevitably produces multiple ethnic identities.  With an increasing rate of 

intermarriage, the social boundaries are continuously blurred (Alba & Nee 2003; Lamont & 

Molnar 2002).  For the first time, selecting more than one racial category was permitted in the 

2000 U.S. Census.  Thus, Census 2010 is the first comprehensive accounting of how the 

multiracial population has changed over the period of a decade.  The recent census data showed 

that more than nine million Americans were self-identified as belonging to two or more race 

groups (Cohn, 2011) , 2011.  The multiracial population has increased almost 50% since 2000 

and the number of people of all ages who identified themselves as both white and black soared 

by 134% since 2000 (Saulny, 2011).  

In the current study sample, it was observed that the intermarriage rate was significantly 

higher for the third and beyond generation (41%) than the first (21%) and second generation 

(28%).  This could be explained by the fact that intermarriage may be viewed as an atypical 

behavior in the first and second generations, while in the third and beyond generations, it is 

accepted both as desirable and as a form of status and social mobility (Kourvetaris, 1997).  

Previous evidence suggested that there are two primary forces resulting in 

intermarriage:  cultural forces and structural forces with cultural forces being more important 

than structural forces (Kalmijn & van Tubergen, 2010).   Cultural forces refer to the norms, 

values, and preferences that people have regarding marriage with members of other groups 

and structural forces relate to the opportunities that people have to marry inside or outside the 

group.  Among various cultural elements, religion has been found to play a major role in 
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marital choices (Lehrer, 1998).  This can be observed in this study’s results showing a higher 

acceptance of interethnic marriage than of interfaith marriage among the participants.   

In terms of structural forces, the most important determinants appear to be the size and 

residential segregation of a group (Harris & Ono 2005).  One of the challenges encountered in 

conducting research on the effects of intermarriage is the geographic range and size of the 

sample.  Furtado and Trejo (2012) cautioned that endogamous marriages will be likelier in 

ethnic enclaves, where there will be a high percentage of in-group potential partners, whereas 

ethnic individuals living in less concentrated areas will have less access to other in-group 

members and more exposure to people from different backgrounds.  They observed that 

researchers like Kalmijn and Van Tubergen (2010) have sought to account for this limitation by 

conducting their research over a wider geographic area that includes both urban and suburban 

areas; in the case of Kalmijn and Van Tubergen the target geographical unit is states.  

According to Blau and Schwartz (1984), group size impacts people’s daily opportunities for 

meeting members of their own group and as a result, members of larger groups are more likely 

to marry endogamously as they have more opportunities to meet in-group people.  Regional 

variation also contributes to this process (Lieberson & Waters 1988) where in some states, a 

certain group is represented more strongly than other states.   

 Furtado and Trejo (2012) further noted that gender has been demonstrated in some 

intermarriage studies to be a significant factor in outcomes.  They referenced a study by 

Chiswick and Houseworth (2011, as cited by Furtado & Trejo, 2012, p. 8) that found an 

estimated effect of sex ratio patterns on intermarriage among individuals living in a given 

geographic area and found that age also played a part with husbands generally two years older 

than their wives.  However, Kalmijn and Van Tubergen (2010) did not find support for a sex 

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000021/#b33-dem-47-0459
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000021/#b20-dem-47-0459
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000021/#b36-dem-47-0459
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ratio effect in their own study and Furtado and Trejo suggested that geographic size appears to 

play a more significant role than sex ratios in endogamy patterns, noting that sex ratios are 

likely impacted by aspects related to geographic area, such as employment opportunities.   

The relative number of group members in the state of residence appears to be 

particularly significant; the larger the state group, the more likely it is that a member will marry 

within the group (Kalmijn & van Tubergen 2010).  The Pew Research Center report (Passel, et 

al., 2010) shows that there is a strong regional pattern to intermarriage.  Among all new 

marriages in 2008, 22% in the Western region of the U.S. were interracial or interethnic, 

compared with 13% in both the South and Northeast and 11% in the Midwest.  The 

intermarriage rate among the participants in this study is much lower than reported in some 

previous studies, such as Lorant and Wingenbach (1996) estimation that intermarriage rates in 

Greek America are over 80%.  The current finding provides empirical evidence that structural 

forces may be in play for the current study sample.  New Jersey is an area with one of the 

highest percentages of people of Greek ancestry and it is possible that there is a larger pool of 

potential partners for in-group marriage in comparison to the national sample.  This 

interpretation finds agreement with Alba and Golden (1986) who found similar patterns when 

examining intermarriage among European origin groups in the U.S. as well as with Gilbertson 

et al, (1996) who examined intermarriage among Latinos in New York.  

Our study also examined the attitudes about intermarriage via two statements:  people of 

Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent, and I would be unhappy if my children 

married someone who was not a member of the Greek Orthodox Church.  The results 

demonstrated that the participants were quire open to racial or ethnic intermarriage and the 

further the generation was removed from the first, the more receptive were the subjects.  
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Specifically, 53% of the first generation disagreed that people of Greek descent should marry 

people of Greek descent, while 66% of the second and 71% of the third and beyond generations 

disagreed that people of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent.  However in 

terms of interfaith marriage, the majority of the first generation reported they would be unhappy 

if their children married someone who was not a member of the Greek Orthodox Church.  In 

contrast, the majority of the second and third and beyond generation disagreed with this 

statement and were more open to their children marrying someone who is not a member of the 

Greek Orthodox Church.  Thus, a significant difference in the view of interfaith marriage was 

observed between the first generation and the second, third and beyond generations.  Overall, 

the attitudes of the total population indicated receptivity to both interethnic and interfaith 

marriages according to the response of the majority of the participants who disagreed that 

people of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent (63%), and disagreed that I 

would be unhappy if my children married someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church (58%).  These results coincide with the national survey by Pew Research 

Center showing that more than six-in-ten Americans said that it would be fine with them if a 

family member told them they were going to marry someone from a race/ethnic group other 

than their own  

This research sought to evaluate the impact of intermarriage by comparing the ethnic 

cultural values across the six identified domains between children with both parents of Greek 

descent and children with only one parent of Greek descent.  In most of the six domains the 

intergenerational effect of intermarriage was evident, as children raised in endogamous 

marriages were more likely to maintain Greek cultural values than those raised in exogamous 

marriages.  In particular, the results demonstrated that the children of intermarried couples felt 
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less Greekness – 70% for children of intermarried couples versus 94% for children with both 

Greek parents – in terms of identifying themselves as Greek or Greek America.  The children of 

exogamous marriages also experienced a more advanced Greek language loss; 25% of this 

group rated their Greek language ability as excellent or good, as compared to 75% of the 

children who grew up in a family where both parents were of Greek descent.  In general, the 

children of intermarried couples presented less positive behaviors and attitudes expressing 

Greek ethnicity across all six domains.  The greatest impact was seen in terms of diminishing 

knowledge of the Greek language; this was followed by declining involvement with Greek 

cultural, activities & organization membership, continuing contract with Greece, and Greek 

political activities.  Using language domain as an example, about half of the endogamous 

category of subjects still spoke Greek at least half of the time at home and preferred to speak 

Greek when they were among people who understand Greek.  However, less than 25% of the 

participants in the exogamous cohort responded in the same manner.  Approximately 80% of 

the endogamous cohort agreed with the statement that it is important for their children to speak 

Greek, while only 40% of the exogamous group responded in the same way.  

The two domains that were least affected by intermarriage were the Greek Orthodox 

Church and family cultural orientation and values.  The results were in line with previous 

studies (Waters 1990; Xie & Goyette, 1997) that suggested that intermarriage may reduce 

ethnic identities and prejudice in the long term because the children of mixed marriages are less 

likely to identify themselves with a single group.  The results are also in accordance with 

Davis’ (1991) research showing that high rates of intermarriage make it more difficult to 

delineate the boundaries of ethnic groups, thereby weakening the salience of ethnic definitions 

in society.  In the current study, a significant positive correlation was found between self-

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000021/#b52-dem-47-0459
http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC3000021/#b53-dem-47-0459
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identification (Greek, Greek American, and American) and ethnicity (whether of Greek descent 

or of half Greek descent), suggesting that the children of intermarriage had a stronger tendency 

to categorize themselves as Greek American or American than did the children of endogamous 

marriages.  

 

The Future of Hellenism as a Social, Political, and Religious Entity:  Recommendations  

 The basic characteristics that appear to define ethnicity for the average Greek American 

today have to do more with embracing Greek food and folklore than with developing deep 

understanding of either the Hellenic tradition and its contributions to Western Civilization or 

the significance of the meaning of the structures and beliefs undergirding the Christian faith, 

with a strong emphasis on ceremonies and beliefs of the Greek Orthodox Church.  

 As noted above, a number of the current research findings are in keeping with those 

reported in other studies and it is clear that there is a marked decrease in the preservation of a 

distinct Greek identity that is tied closely to Hellenic tradition, as well as little evidence of 

mechanisms designed to inspire and teach others to do the same.  The results here indicated that 

especially with the second and third generation Greek Americans there is a lack of knowledge 

about or interest in Greek politics and the national issues that pertain to the security and 

viability of Greece as an independent nation.  In contrast, many American Jews report 

supporting organizations that promote the views of the Israeli government in matters of security 

and notable members of the American Jewish leadership have cultivated a close strategic 

alliance between Israel and America built on a commonality of values and strategic interests 

(Bayme, 2008). 
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Based on the findings of this study, five major factors are identified as potentially 

playing a significant role in the preservation of Hellenism among Greek Americans.  These are 

outlined here, along with recommendations for those who may seek to encourage the 

development and maintenance of a distinct Greek American identity. 

 The role of the Greek Orthodox Church.   As an ethno-religious identity, the central 

role of the Greek Orthodox Church in preserving Greek ethnic identity and Hellenic culture in 

the U.S. has been widely recognized.  Hale (1992) stated that, “[w]ith symbols often spanning 

both faith and social cohesion, religion has repeatedly served as a rallying point for the 

preservation of cultural distinctiveness and, in many cases, for revolts against the oppressor,” 

(p. 1).  Kunkelman (1990) argued that ethnicity cannot survive without the Greek Orthodox 

Church, and once people are drawn to the Church, they find ethnic identity.  It is estimated that 

four out of five Greek Americans identify themselves as Greek Orthodox (Demos, 1989).  This 

study found that most of the participants had a strong sense of Orthodox religious identity and 

clearly demonstrated that the attitudes and behaviors of the various generations of Greek 

American Orthodox faithful did not vary significantly.  The Greek Orthodox Church has been 

from its inception in America, not only a place of worship but a social, educational and cultural 

center.  Its parishioners can interact and create a subculture where their children can socialize in 

an environment that will supply them with a multitude of elements and activities for the 

maintenance of their ethno-religious identity. 

 Yet the Orthodox Church is facing several challenges as a result of the ongoing 

assimilation process.  With an increasing rate of intermarriage across generations, a number of 

Greek Americans in non-Orthodox denominations have apparently lost interest in preserving a 

distinct and Hellenic ethnic identity.  Further, many Greek Americans, especially in the 
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younger generations, report no religious affiliation or identify as nominally Orthodox; given the 

salient role of religion in preserving Hellenic culture, this development may threaten the 

survival of a meaningful Greek ethnic identity (Krindatch, 2006, 2008).  Less than half in the 

third and beyond generation cohort in the present study reported that they did not attend, and 

that their children were not currently attending, an afternoon Greek school sponsored by the 

Greek Orthodox Church.  On a related note, a previous national survey showed that 27% of the 

respondents thought greater youth involvement was especially urgent for the continued vitality 

and relevance of the Greek Orthodox Church (Krindatch, 2008).  It would seem that the 

Orthodox Church is in urgent need of attracting younger generations of Greek Americans to 

participate in special seminars expressly created to develop their religious and Hellenic 

perspective and values.  To this end, organizations like GOYA (The Greek Orthodox Youth of 

America) and YAL (Young Adults League) play a fundamental role in cultivating and 

educating the younger generation.  

 The Orthodox Church would also do well to address the subject of interfaith marriages 

and devise efforts to integrate spouses of other faiths.  According to the Interfaith Research 

Project conducted by GOA (Joanides , 2000) non-Orthodox spouses with Americanized 

worldviews often experienced culture shock when they first started attending the Greek 

Orthodox Church.  It generally takes between several months and several years for those not of 

the faith, to gain a deeper understanding of Greek Orthodox cultural and religious customs.   In 

addition, Greek Orthodox Church participants frequently identified themselves as Greek 

Orthodox.  They believed that their religious and ethnic backgrounds were at one, and 

symbiotically enhanced and enriched their life.  However, sometimes these individuals reported 

objections to some of the Greek Orthodox Churches' ethnocentric and nationalistic attitudes.  
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Objectionable attitudes were those that tended to disparage the beliefs and values of non-Greek 

Orthodox partners.  These attitudes were identified as creating challenges and conflicts between 

interfaith couples and the Greek Orthodox Church.  Given this finding, the Greek Orthodox 

Church might consider reorienting itself to provide intermarried-couple-friendly churches by 

making some room to value other cultures and ethnic groups.   

Since the Greek Orthodox Church plays such an important role in the viability of Greek 

America and its assumed role as a robust pillar of ethnic identity, an ongoing and consistent 

teaching of the Orthodox Christian faith and its Holy Sacraments to every generation of Greek 

American – especially the new converts to the Orthodox Faith through intermarriage – may 

help stay or reverse the course of dissolution of Greek ethnic identity.  In this regard, the Greek 

Orthodox Church might heed the words of All Holiness Ecumenical Patriarch Bartholomew 

who noted in an address delivered at the Center for American Progress at Georgetown 

University, that “even though [the Orthodox] faith may be two thousand years old, our thinking 

is not.  True progress is a balance between preserving the essence of a certain way of life and 

changing things that are not essential,” (Bartholomew, 2009, p. 328). 

There are few programs for introducing or converting the spouses of mixed marriage to 

Orthodoxy and to elements of Greek culture (Geokas & Papathanasis, 2000).  Greek American 

parishioners could be encouraged by the church to make a more significant and organized effort 

to share Hellenism with others.  Similarly, non-Greeks could be encouraged to participate in 

some of the Greek organizations, giving them a stake in preserving the Hellenic culture and 

language.  In addition, programs and curricula, particularly those designed for children of 

intermarried couples, might be developed and supported by the Greek Orthodox Church and by 

other Greek organizations. 
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 The Greek Orthodox Church also faces conflicts within its ranks between more 

assimilated Greek Americans who promote American values and the more recent wave of 

Greek immigrants who desire to maintain or expand the Greekness of the Church.  These 

conflicts are not necessarily negative.  In most cases the results have been rather unique insofar 

as maintaining the traditional characteristics of Orthodoxy and its original language (to some 

extent) while conforming to the needs and expectations of the Anglicized Greeks who have 

been mostly influenced by mainstream America. 

With its 540 parishes, 2,000,000 self-identified members, and 440,000 actual adherents 

(Lindner,, 2000), the Greek Orthodox Church is the most valuable and long term asset that 

Hellenism can claim whether it is in the Americas or the Hellenic diaspora at large.  Numerous 

studies have been conducted in Canada (Byers & Tastsoglou, 2008), Australia (King & 

Christou, 2010; Tamis, 2009), and South America (Mashau, 2012) demonstrating the central 

role played by the Greek Orthodox Church in maintaining ethnic identity.  In Australia, Greeks 

formed a culturally and socio-economically robust ethnic community, the second largest after 

the Italians, with an estimated 650,000 faithful of the Greek Orthodox Church (Tamis, 2009). 

The Greek Orthodox Church serves as a hierarchical institution that ensures its longevity and 

efficiency as a provider of pastoral and spiritual care as well as of Greek language education 

and culture in Australia.  

The effects of multiculturalism.  Multiculturalism is a relatively recent social 

phenomenon and although it contains elements of ethnocentrism, its major goal is to 

disseminate the cultural characteristics of a given social group throughout society and make 

those characteristics an accepted part of that society.  The idea of multiculturalism refers to the 

presence of people of diverse racial or ethnic backgrounds within a single polity.  As an 
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ideology, it is a political response that assumes that differences in culture – in the sense of a 

coherent cluster of beliefs, values, habits and observances – accompany this demographic 

diversity (Turner, 1993).  

The original American colonies were formed during the 17th and 18th centuries as 

frontier societies composed of multiple founding populations (Klein 2004).  Throughout its 

history, America has been the land of immigrants – the proverbial Promised Land for many 

who arrived in pursuit of the fabled American Dream.  However, in its early years both as a 

European colony and as an independent nation, the U.S. was characterized by racial and ethnic 

segregation and discrimination.  For over 250 years – from 1607 to 1865 – most non-Whites 

were firmly restricted from the political sphere and this negatively impacted their ability to 

achieve equality in all other spheres.  After the Civil War there was the brief move toward the 

egalitarian idea of Reconstruction, however the actual fact of it furthered and entrenched racial 

injustice, and the experiment ended ignominiously in 1877.   In its wake followed almost a 

century of officially-sanctioned, racial segregation and disenfranchisement, which was nearly 

absolute in the South and Southwest, and present (if to a lesser degree) everywhere else in the 

states (Omi &Winant ,1994 ).  All these measures were diametrically antithetical to the tenets 

of the American Constitution, which in its original 1787 form was not explicit enough to ensure 

rights for all Americans.  The 13th Amendment (1865) banned slavery while the 14th 

Amendment (1868) guaranteed equal rights of citizenship to all Americans, with the special 

intention of protecting the rights of former slaves.  The 15th Amendment (1870) provided that 

voting rights of citizens “shall not be denied or abridged by the U.S. or by any State on account 

of race, color, or previous condition of servitude” (Patrick et al, 2001 ) The concept of 

multiculturalism emerged in the mid-1960’s as a byproduct of the civil rights movement.  

http://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC2882688/#R76
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Patterns of racial inequality have proven to be quite stubborn and persistent and this inequality 

has, over the last century or so affected non-White immigrants as well as White immigrants 

without Northern European roots and not of the Protestant faith.    

In recent years, multiculturalism has gained traction across a number of American 

institutions, and particularly in schools and government agencies (Auster, 2004).  It is quite 

interesting to observe the effects of multiculturalism even among the rank and file of the 

Republican Party which, until President George W. Bush’s “friendly” approach to this 

movement, maintained its distance.  The proponents of multiculturalism have been traditionally 

from the left although today there is a more vocal plea from some of the major players of the 

Republican Party to embrace policies and rhetoric that resonate more with people of color and 

other minorities. Even so, only 2% of the participants in the recent Republican Convention 

were African-American. “This Republican Party base is white, aging and dying off,” David 

Bositis of the Joint Center for Political and Economic Studies told the Washington  Post (Nittle, 

2012) Since the 1960s, scholars and political activists, recognizing that the melting pot concept 

fails to acknowledge that immigrant groups do not, and should not, entirely abandon their 

distinct identities, have largely embraced multiculturalism and diversity.  The American Studies 

curriculum led the shift of attitude from melting pot to the notion of the American mosaic, 

which celebrates the unique cultural heritage of racial and ethnic groups, some of whom seek to 

preserve their native languages and lifestyles (Owen, 2005).  Public expressions of ethnic pride 

from the mid-1960s onward have lent strong support to those advocates of a multicultural 

conception of contemporary America.  

The racial and ethnic composition has been changing radically in recent decades in the 

U.S..  Minority groups of the past and present are destined to become the majorities of the near 
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future.  According to the U.S. Census Bureau (2010) (U.S. Census Bureau, 2012) [, the current 

data indicates that 13.1% of the population is Black or African American, 16.7% is Hispanic or 

Latino and 5.0% is Asian.  Although the U.S. makes no official affirmation of multiculturalism, 

unlike Canada and Australia, multiculturalism has been embraced by many Americans, and has 

been promoted formally by institutions.  Elementary and secondary schools have adopted 

curricula to foster understanding of cultural diversity by exposing students to the customs and 

traditions of racial and ethnic groups (Auster, 2004; Crawford, 1995; Fitouri, 1983).  

Government agencies advocate tolerance for diversity by sponsoring Hispanic and Asian 

American/Pacific Islander heritage weeks.  

The two groups that have mostly excelled in the introduction and promotion of 

multiculturalism in the U.S. are African Americans and Hispanics.  African American identity 

expression has been termed Afrocentrism and there are offshoots such as the Black Athena 

concept.  Hispanics have realized a significant measure of identity expression through their 

strong advocacy for bilingual education.  The U.S.’s Asian population is growing rapidly with a 

recent influx of new immigrants: the Chinese, the Filipinos, the Indians, the Vietnamese and the 

Koreans.  In fact, according to the Pew Research Center (2012) survey, Asians have passed 

Hispanics as the largest group of new (legal) immigrants to the U.S.. In the geographic location 

where this study took place (New Jersey) there is a tremendous (East) Indian presence, 

accompanied by a very colorful cultural profile thanks to the range of languages and specific 

regional differences in this one ethnic bloc  (U.S. Census, 2012).  

Yet, multiculturalism is subject to great societal and political tensions and generates 

considerable debate.  The critics consider multiculturalism as inherently destructive of a unified 

and cohesive national identity (Schlesinger, 1992).  There has been substantial public support 
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for the idea of multiculturalism; Hunter, Davison and Bowman (1996) reported that an 

overwhelming majority (90%) of Americans believe that the U.S. is “the world’s greatest 

melting pot where people from all countries can be united in one nation,” .  A more recent 

survey study, conducted by Rassmussen Reports (2005) revealed that 67% of respondents 

thought that immigrants should “adopt America’s culture, language, and heritage,” while only 

17% believed that they should “maintain the culture of their home country” .  This same report 

found that 79% of the respondents felt that immigrants should be required to learn English 

before they are allowed to become citizens.   

Conflicts become more pronounced when it comes to policy initiatives.  Studies show 

that about half of all Americans believe that too much effort and expense is directed at 

maintaining separate racial and ethnic practices, such as bilingual education (Fonte, 1996).  The 

Pew Research Center (1999) reported that a significant number of people disagreed with the 

idea of promoting multiculturalism in employment programs by prioritizing hiring people from 

diverse ethnic backgrounds and 44% of Americans viewed immigrants as a burden on the 

country in terms of employment, housing, and health care.  As demonstrated in the work of 

Kymlicka (2001) and Modood (2007) much of the conflict over multiculturalism reflects 

partisan perspectives; multiculturalism is very much a political issue.  Despite these 

controversies, Glazer (1997) argued cogently that "willingly or not, we are all multiculturalists 

now,” and he asserted, “the capacity of America to change people, to make them Americans, is 

undiminished.  It is simply being done in different ways, and it is making rather different 

Americans”.  

The inflow of numerous non-White immigrants has given a new direction – political, 

social and, ultimately, economic – to the future of American society.  Over the last few years, 
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various demographic projections from the U.S. Census and independent analysts have provided 

somewhat fluctuating estimates of the date – perhaps 2042 or 2037 or 2050 – at which White 

Americans will become a minority.  This represents a remarkable, almost unimaginable, 

demographic change from America of the early 1960s, when Whites accounted for over 85% of 

the population and seemed likely to remain at that level indefinitely (Unz, 2011).  The figures 

show that in 2042 (US Census Bureau, 2012) , Whites will be outnumbered by Americans who 

identify as Hispanic/Latino, Black, Asian, American Indian, Native Hawaiian and Pacific 

Islander.  It is estimated that the largest growth will occur among Hispanics, expected to reach 

133 million by the year 2050.  “No other country has experienced such rapid racial and ethnic 

change,” said Mark Mather, a demographer with the Population Reference Bureau, a research 

organization in Washington (Roberts, 2008)..  

These dramatic demographic shifts could be regarded as an opportunity for Greek 

America to express and explore its Hellenic identity without fear of being labeled too ethnic. 

On the other hand, this demographic trend affects every new American generation, across racial 

and ethnic lines, insofar as America is arguably becoming more color blind to racial and ethnic 

differences over time.  It is no longer taboo to marry a spouse of a different religion or different 

race.  Consequently, it has been suggested that America will become inevitably more “brown” 

or “beige” in the next two or three decades.  Notably, with today's fast-paced globalization, 

multiculturalism is spreading and the American mosaic continues to expand, which enables 

individuals to have greater access to cultural diversity and offers a plethora of opportunities for 

acceptance of ethnic differences and similarities.  

Multiculturalism is entirely congruent with the efforts of the Greek American 

community to conserve their ethnic culture and to pass it on to their descendants.  In addition, 

http://topics.nytimes.com/top/reference/timestopics/people/r/sam_roberts/index.html?inline=nyt-per
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increasing intermarriage may create new ethnic groups, such as those that are of mixed ethnic 

origins (multiethnics).  Multiculturalism has generated a change in Greek America, and has 

perhaps reinforced elements of Greek American identity as Greek American youths become 

more curious to explore their own culture and language heritage.  However, multiculturalism 

also potentially presents a challenge to ethnic identity maintenance as it produces a new 

generation of multiethnic; for these individuals, the need for maintaining one’s culture and 

identity may significantly diminish.  The America of 2050 will be quite different from the 

America of today as cultural, ethnic and racial characteristics continue to overlap.  

Greek America may benefit from efforts to accentuate its rich cultural elements through 

a variety of community-specific and mainstream level mechanisms.  Greek American festivals 

sponsored by the church, have proven enormously effective modes of outreach, creating 

enthusiastic interest among the non-Greeks who attend and are exposed to traditional Greek 

food and delicacies, Greek music, and performances of Greek dances by the youth 

organizations.  The church festivals are in general the best fundraising events for every Greek 

Orthodox Church and they usually attract mostly non-Greeks.  These festivals are an ideal and 

fun opportunity to introduce the non-Greek public to the gyro, the souvlaki and the kalamatiano 

while also highlighting the central importance of the Orthodox Christian faith to Greek 

American life.   

Programs such as summer language and culture courses, exchange programs for youth 

and college students and continuing education programs for adults should be made more 

available for young Greek Americans as a very effective way to preserve their cultural identity.  

Presumably, Greek heritage can be maintained although the Greek language might be lost.  

Greek Americans can stress the need for a more comprehensive Greek heritage education to be 
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delivered to children of further generations.  The heritage enrichment should go beyond just 

Greek food, Greek music, and dance, which have been more symbolic and not necessarily the 

essence of the rich Greek culture. Greek America has to make a sustained effort to motivate 

further generations to possess a deeper understanding of the rich Greek heritage and strengthen 

their sense of pride of being of Hellenic descent. This “revival” of the Hellenic pride will also 

inspire the future generations to become more interested in their roots and eventually 

demonstrate a sincere desire to learn the Hellenic language. 

Chairs of Hellenic Studies in American universities.  The creation of more Chairs of 

Hellenic Studies in American academia and organized support of existing Chairs could 

encourage more American universities to establish study programs on Modern Greek and Greek 

American studies.  This in turn could be a strong influence on the expansion and dissemination 

of the Hellenic language heritage in the U.S., promoting Hellenism at an intellectual level, 

honoring the contributions of Classical and Contemporary Greece and highlighting the 

contributions of Greek Americans in shaping present day America. 

According to Georgakas (2004), the lack of systematic cultural studies and chairs in 

Greek American Studies in the U.S. has been slowly improving.  Another report (Leontis, 

2007) suggests that Greek American studies have been undergoing steady growth at institutions 

of higher learning in the U.S.  More and more undergraduates in American universities and 

colleges are finding opportunities to study the culture, history and experiences of Greek 

Americans.  More than 20 universities offer Modern Greek programs with at least one full-time 

faculty member and nearly half of these programs offer at least one regularly taught course 

dedicated to the study of Greek Americans.  These programs offer students opportunity to study 

the language, literature, arts, history, politics, economy and society of modern Greece and to 
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explore past and current Hellenic perspectives of Hellenism.   Some programs regularly send 

students out to the surrounding Greek community to interview living Greeks and these Modern 

Greek programs host events covering Greek American topics and featuring Greek Americans 

contributors.  

Academic study programs exploring the history of Greek America are still rather young 

and are not often integrated as part of the standard curricula; additionally, there are a limited 

number of scholarships targeting students who wish to pursue their interests in Modern Greek 

Studies programs.  According to Anagnostu (2005), the scope and significance of Greek 

American Studies are little known among the public and in order to increase awareness it is 

recommended that these programs publicize the accomplishments of academicians who think 

and write about Greek America.  Georgakas (2004) also contended that Modern Greek Studies 

departments have not been producing scholars of Greek America who engage with the 

community to perform the kind of self-scrutiny, data and counsel needed for cultural and ethnic 

identity maintenance.  

As a starting point to fill in the gap between the knowledge available in scholarly 

publications and the Greek American public's desire to know more about itself, Georgakas 

(2005) in his study Toward a Greek American Canon surveyed the most known Greek 

American scholars and provided a highly informed evaluation of the literature on Greek 

America that has been produced over the past century.  This work produced an extensive list of 

bibliographies that can guide general readers and scholars toward more specialized material and 

it articulated support for Greek American Studies programs.  

The Next Generation Initiative (https://www.hellenext.org/) , a non-profit education 

foundation, was founded in 2003 and has conducted various projects to study factors such as 

https://www.hellenext.org/
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intermarriage and assimilation in influencing self-identification among young Greeks in the 

U.S.  For example, ‘The Got Greek’ national student survey (http://gotgreek.hellenext.org/) was 

conducted as the first nationwide, in-depth research study of Greek 

American/Greek/Hellenic college students, using interviews, polls, surveys and student forums 

to help students tell their own stories in 2008.  The survey focused on how students’ Greek 

heritage manifested at home, school and in other facets of their lives, from relationships to 

spirituality to career pursuits.  The survey is ongoing and the findings likely will provide 

concrete information about how the next generation thinks and feels about their Greek heritage 

and will be useful and relevant to the community, Hellenic organizations and Greek American 

researchers (Kostopoulos, 2010).  

Issues of mutual concern and political involvement.   Much of the literature on ethnic 

and racial groups discussed in this paper indicates that those with the strongest and most visible 

presence in mainstream society are those that have taken an active stance in promoting their 

group concerns.  A strong and politically active American Jewish community is a clear 

example.  Among the far reaching effects of the Holocaust, has been an increased and focused 

activism among many American Jews to preserve, protect and promote Jewish ethnic identity 

and a significant number, although not all, of these individuals regard the Jewish religion as a 

critical aspect of this identity.   While the wide array of American Jewish organizations may 

approach these concerns from different vantage points, many consider the security and survival 

of the State of Israel (Bayme, 2008) as a salient aspect of their activism. 

Until the 1970’s American Greeks did not have similar rallying points for an activism 

generated from the preservation of ethnic identity. With the invasion of Cyprus in 1974 by the 

Turks, a galvanizing issue emerged and with it came the discovery by the Hellenic American 

http://gotgreek.hellenext.org/
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greek-American
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greek-American
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greeks
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greece
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community that it had a lot to learn about participation in American politics.  In August, 1974, 

in a move orchestrated by the Greek Foreign Ministry in Athens, the small, yet cohesive and 

politically active Greek Americans associated with the American Hellenic Institute, a coalition 

of Greek American lobbies, and in cooperation with legislators of Greek descent, campaigned 

for an arms embargo against Turkey.  Despite intensive executive administration lobbying 

against the arms embargo, Congress voted for it and it went into effect in February, 1975.  All 

parties concerned with the issue considered the Greek lobby to be the primary force behind the 

success of the legislation (Paul & Paul, 2009).  Soon other issues that engaged the concern and 

interest of the Greek American community emerged (e.g. the Macedonian issue, the Aegean, 

Northern Epirus, the Patriarchate of Constantinople, the Genocide of the Hellenes of Pontos), 

and now Greek groups regularly lobby for foreign aid to Cyprus and have argued that aid to 

Greece should be proportional to U.S. aid to Turkey by a 7:10 ratio (Paul & Paul).  

 The last 30 to 40 years have been years of learning through trial and error.  One signal 

that the Greek American lobby has arrived at a point of full integration with American society 

has been the effectiveness of grass roots of lobbying and the growing number of Greek 

Americans in political office at the state and federal levels.  For example, in the mid-1990s the 

Greek and Armenian American lobbies, humanitarian groups, and key members of Congress 

attempted to restrict aid to Turkey unless Ankara dropped its blockade of humanitarian aid to 

Armenia.  Two other human rights issues were also cited as eroding support for aid to Turkey: 

Turkey’s counterinsurgency campaign against the Kurds, and Ankara’s refusal to recognize the 

Armenian genocide (Paul & Paul, 2009).  However, despite these successes, the evidence 

suggests that the Greek American lobby is still not as powerful as its Cuban and Jewish 

counterparts (Dekmejian & Themelis, 1997).    
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Empowering the Greek American lobby through increased participation is one goal of 

Greek Americans seeking to preserve ethnic identity however there is also an awareness among 

these members of the community that the viability of the lobby depends on attracting younger 

generations to take part in political activities more actively.  The findings of this study indicate 

dramatic decline in the political involvement of third and beyond generations.  For example, 

only 47% of the third and beyond generation agreed with the idea that Greeks living in the U.S. 

should try to influence American foreign policy towards Greece and only 34% of them agreed 

that all else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political 

candidates of non-Greek descent on the basis of their support for Greek national issues.  

Conversely, majorities of both the first and second generation respondents agreed with this 

premise. 

The study also indicated that there has been a dramatic decline in proportion of 

participants who supported the organization, Greek National Interests through donations, fund 

raisers, and public expressions of opinion in the second and the third and beyond generation. In 

particular in the third and beyond generation cohort, only 44% reported that they had supported 

the Greek National Interests through these fund raising activities.  Arguably, the future strength 

of Greek America lies in actively engaged young Greek Americans to take an interest in 

supporting their country of origin.  The current study suggests that further investigation of the 

views of young Greek Americans could provide a more robust understanding of their attitudes 

and behaviors regarding political engagement and whether or how these comport with a 

commitment to ethnic revitalization. 

These study results also demonstrated that the vast majority of the first and second 

generations tried to keep up to date with what is taking place in Greece today.  In contrast, only 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       262 

  

56% of the third and beyond generation did so.  Greek issues not only received decreased 

attention from third and beyond generation Greek Americans, but they have been found to be 

quite absent from American newspapers, magazines and journals that play a crucial role in 

shaping American foreign policy (Gage, 2007).  

Influence through prominent Greek American leaders and executives.  Influential 

Greek American figures from the fields of academia, politics, and business as well as religious 

and cultural organization leaders can contribute significantly to the conservation of Greek 

culture by making financial, social and political contributions that empower the entire Greek 

American community.  Today, numerous Greek American organizations exist, aiming to 

promote and preserve the Hellenic identity of Greek Americans.  Yet, there is also a need of 

sophisticated and sagacious leadership that targets the younger generation in order to arrest 

further erosion of ethnic identity and disengagement from a Hellenic heritage (Geokas & 

Papathanasis, 2000).  The findings of this study show that the level of confidence in the 

leadership of the Greek American community was rather low across the subject cohorts.  Less 

than half of the participants, regardless of their generational grouping, reported that they were 

satisfied or very satisfied with the leadership.  

The distance many of the subjects in this study expressed in regard to the effectiveness 

of Greek leaders echoes findings that Arvanitis (2012) reported in her study of the Greek 

community in Australia.  The researcher cited survey results for the Greek Australian parents 

who, when asked to identify “authentic components” of their identity most frequently identified 

“cultural tradition and history (39%),” followed by “family values and respect towards the 

elderly (28%), religion (18%) and language (14%),” (Arvanitis, p. 251).  Conversely, Greek 

Australian leaders most commonly cited “bicultural identification and Australian citizenship 
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(31%), the Greek language (29%) and the feeling of being Greek (23%)” as the central elements 

of Greek Australian identity.  The difference in the weighting of these core values suggests that 

there was a meaningful difference in how Greek Australian community leaders defined the 

significance of Greekness and the values that were prized by Greek Australian families for 

contributing to identity.  Extrapolating from Arvanitis findings on this front to provide a context 

for considering the current study’s findings, it may be that Greek American leaders are 

perceived as representing values or Greek identity that are not as important to or central to the 

sense of identity expressed by the wider Greek American community.  This is a finding that 

bears further exploration as the best that can be offered at this juncture is speculation as to what 

underlies the relatively low rates of Greek Americans’ satisfaction with Greek American 

leaders. 

One possible explanation is the complex history of Greek American leadership in the 

community.  In the early part of the 20
th

 century, Greek secular organizations played some role 

in the effort to mask or minimize the ethnic differences of their community in an effort to 

combat discrimination, harassment and worse.  Papadoupolos (2010) stated that AHEPA was 

founded by two Greek traveling salesmen who recognized the threat that the Ku Klux Klan 

represented to Greeks living and working in the South.  The stated goal of the young 

organization was to “cultivate genuine Americanism” and “devotion to U.S. political 

institutions,” and the leaders of AHEPA instituted a membership policy requiring that its Greek 

members were American citizens, were racially identified as White, and believe that Jesus was 

the living son of God; “AHEPA thus guaranteed members Whiteness, religiosity, and loyalty in 

trying to achieve acceptance within the American middle class,” (Papadoupolos, 2010, p. 24).  

AHEPA also required that organizational business be conducted in English and encouraged 
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members to employ the English language, rather than Greek, in their daily exchanges with 

those in the wider community.   

The AHEPA directive to supplant Greek in communications with English was troubling 

for a pronounced segment of the Greek American community and spurred the creation in 1923, 

a year after AHEPA’s founding, of the GAPA which professed complete loyalty and agreement 

with American political beliefs, but maintained the importance of maintaining a distinct Greek 

ethnic identity for its members and a critical aspect of this was the maintenance of the Greek 

language and support for the Orthodox faith (Pappaioannou, 1984).  Papadopoulos (2010) 

observed that over the next decade in particular, there was tension between a number of Greek 

secular organizations vying to strike the right balance between American mainstream 

acceptance and maintaining a commitment to Greek values, beliefs and identity.  That some of 

these secular organizations pressed for using English, rather than Greek, in order to realize 

these goals suggests how complex the processes of assimilation truly are as practically realized.  

From a purely theoretical perspective, assimilation occurs when external forces emerging from 

the host society exert pressure (whether through coercive means or more gentle means, such as 

the proverbial winning of hearts and minds) on the ethnic or racial group.  In the case of 

AHEPA in its early years, however, there is evidence that a powerful in-group dynamic 

emerged that actively sought to eradicate apparent differences between ethnic Greek Americans 

and their WASP counterparts.  Certainly, that dynamic was a reflection of host society pressure 

(e.g. the fear engendered by the Ku Klux Klan), but AHEPA arguably hastened the process of 

ethnic dilution by insisting, for instance, on the adoption of the English language among 

members, which was perhaps an overreaction to the actual threat presented.   
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The historical role played by the Greek Orthodox Church in America in counteracting 

identity loss is clarified by the church’s early recognition that some of these secular 

organizational efforts, while well intentioned, represented their own existential threat to the 

preservation of a distinct Greek identity (Saloutos, 1973; Tsimpouki, 2002).  

The establishment of the Greek Orthodox Archdiocese of America was the result 

both of the Greek state’s desire to keep immigrants under its influence and of the 

pressures for Americanization.  The delayed appointment of a bishop for Greek 

churches in America was connected to the xenophobic climate in the United 

States during World War I, and the obstacles that the American government 

started to place in the functioning of immigrant nationalist organizations and 

schools.  The Greek ambassador in Washington, George Roussos, wrote that 

“associations with a national character will not have in the future the necessary 

freedom of action” (IAYE, F.B35.4/1918, 9152, 11.7.1918), stressing that the 

“need to use the church and only the church becomes imperative due to 

assimilationist efforts that are accelerating.  Every means is used to achieve 

the Americanization of strangers, naturalization is facilitated, the authorities and 

even private citizens exert pressures on immigrants whenever this is possible” 

(IAYE, F.B. 45.4/19183964, 24.11.1917).  (Papadoupolos, 2010, p. 27) 

The bolded part of this statement – made here and not original to the quoted article – is 

a reflection of the awareness of the leaders of the nation of Greece, that the Greek Orthodox 

Church was uniquely situated to preserve the Greek identity just as it existed to preserve the 

Greek faith.  This relationship between national, ethnic and religious identity has been traced 

throughout other societies and immigrant populations, especially in terms of language and 
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ethnic culture preservation (Hatoss, 2012).  The traditional structures and values of the Greek 

Orthodox Church not only reflected and reinforced the values of Greek society, but they also 

served to somewhat insulate the church from the assimilation pressures and forces of 

Americanization (Lambriniadis, 2009).  The Church has existed for centuries and it was hardly 

likely to yield much ground to a fast-evolving and very young society and culture, and this 

posture has been maintained over the last century of the Church’s operation in the U.S.  This 

may in part explain the much greater degree of confidence and connectedness expressed by the 

subjects in the current research with the role of the Greek Orthodox Church, as compared to 

their satisfaction with Greek American community and political leaders. 

In view of the current study’s findings of low levels of leadership satisfaction and 

confidence, it would appear that the leadership of Greek America would do well to renew 

efforts to reach out to and better serve the community.  One possibility for outreach is to create 

forums devoted to intellectual discussions about immigration, ethnicity and heritage 

preservation.  As Church leaders work to satisfy the spiritual needs of the Greek Orthodox 

faithful they might also focus on adapting programs to meet the changing needs of younger 

generations of Greek Americans.  Leaders of cultural organizations can play an important role 

in motivating the Greek American community and inspiring the offspring of intermarriages – 

which now constitute the majority of marriages reported by Greek Americans – to embrace 

their Hellenic ethnicity and explore its significance to their lives.  Successful Greek American 

business leaders and high level corporate executives might form alliances to sponsor seminars, 

support mentoring of Greek Americans, and give motivational talks to Greek American 

communities around the country with the intention of reinforcing a sense of Greekness in the 

business sphere. 
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Recently, the Greek America Foundation NIC (National Innovation Conference) took 

place in New York (April 28, 2012) and discussed the marriage of philanthropy and 

entrepreneurism with an eye towards addressing the current financial crisis in Greece.  The 

workshop explored ways for organizations and individual entrepreneurs to support those most 

in need in Greece and to empower Greek private sector businesses and philanthropic agencies.  

The forum provided Greek American business leaders the opportunity to explore new ideas and 

network among like-minded people.  Philanthropreneurism is a word that brings together the 

worlds of philanthropy and entrepreneurism and it is central to the core values of the Greek 

American community, according to Gregory Pappas, founder of the Greek America 

Foundation.  The goal is to not only assist Greece in this trying time, but to inspire Greek 

Americans to maintain and promote the Hellenic cultural heritage.  

Another avenue for outreach is the range of programs available for university students 

to meet with Greek American leaders. The Next Generation Initiative’s Master Classes for 

Young Leaders program is a continuing series of informal seminars and conversations which 

brings undergraduate and graduate students together to meet an array of leaders who speak with 

students about their background and their development as political, industry or community 

leaders.  The Athens Fellowship is an international leadership program offering outstanding 

undergraduate and graduate students of Hellenic heritage studying government, political 

science, international relations, economics, business, journalism and related fields, and 

providing opportunities to meet with leaders on both sides of the Atlantic and attend seminars 

and briefings on a range of issues that focus on Greece from a global perspective.  These 

programs seek to amplify the impact of the Greek American leaders and executives in politics, 

academia, religious and cultural organization and business.  

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Greece
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Government
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_science
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Political_science
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/International_relations
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Economics
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Business
http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Journalism
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 Inspiration through learning about Classical Greek civilization and Greek history.  

Ancient Greece served as the bedrock for the development of western civilization and this 

legacy is notable and still relevant today.  Ancient Greece produced magnificent achievements 

in areas of government, politics, science, philosophy and the arts that continue to impact lives 

the world over.  Greece had the first known democracy and most of the democratic theories 

underpinning American government derive from these ancient Athenian beliefs and practices. 

The first constitution in human history was drafted during the last 10 years of 500 BC in the 

City State of Athens.  Greek ideals and culture significantly influenced the founders of the 

American Republic, men like Thomas Jefferson, James Madison, and James. As Constantelos 

(2002) put it:  “Hellenism became a state of mind, a point of view, a departure from and 

adoption of political and social philosophy to the extent that its ideals and principles became 

components of the American ethos, a common heritage of us all,” (p. 8).  

Historians, political theorists and political scientists interested in classical Greek 

democracy are increasingly capable of leveraging results across disciplinary lines.  As a result, 

the classical Greek experience has more to tell us about the origins and definitions of 

democracy and about the relationship between participatory democracy and formal institutions, 

rhetoric, civil identity, political values, political criticism, war, economy, culture and religion 

(Ober, 2008).  Despite this ongoing influence, the current study results indicated a significant 

decline in the proportion of respondents who study Greek history.  The findings demonstrated 

that about half of the first generation (52%) frequently studied Greek history; however only 

32% of the second generation reported that they did so, while only 10% of the third and beyond 

generation cohort studied Greek history frequently and 22% of them reported that they had 

never studied Greek history.  For those proponents of Greek heritage preservation, these results 
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highlight an increasing urgency to promote Greek history studies among younger generations of 

Greek Americans.  

History helps us to understand change.  It also contributes to our sense of identity, 

providing a record of how families, groups, institutions and whole countries were formed and 

how they have evolved.  For those concerned with preserving Greek identity in the Greek 

American community, it is would seem imperative that greater attention be paid to developing 

structures and strategies for promoting the Greek cultural heritage and encouraging a spirit of 

philhellenism.  Greek culture, art and heritage has enriched the lives of generations of Greeks 

and non-Greeks alike, and promoting philhellenism among the general American public can 

help to raise the profile of the Greek American community and generate greater public interest 

in Greek issues.  

 

Limitations of the study  

The study sample was drawn from within 11 parishes of the Greek Orthodox Church of 

the Metropolis of New Jersey.  It therefore provides only a snapshot of the entire Greek 

American population.  The persons who regularly attended the church may have constituted a 

population with a higher level of ethnic and religious awareness than seen among the wider 

Greek American population.  The 11 parishes are located in suburban areas of New Jersey, 

Pennsylvania and Virginia, and therefore may not wholly represent the Greek Americans living 

in other states or in metropolitan and rural areas.  The sampling area had a relatively 

large Greek population compared to other states, thus Greek heritage could be more diluted in 

areas where less Greek reside.  These potential differences make a generalization of the results 

to the entire U.S. more difficult to present as definitive.   
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The present study used a survey instrument.  Surveys suffer the limitation of forcing 

respondents to select a proscribed response, resulting in a loss of data richness.  Surveys that 

are distributed with time constraints can be also considered problematic (Delva et al, 2002) 

because respondents may feel overburdened and may be less likely to respond thoughtfully and 

authentically to the surveys.  In addition, although the survey provided anonymous responses, it 

did not preclude possibilities of some false answers.  The study’s populace was confined to 

subjects who possessed at least a working command of the English language; no Greek 

language version of the instrument was distributed.  This fact may have excluded some first 

generation parish members from the study population. Another possible limitation is that the 

study employed a cross-sectional design and this may render difficulties in terms of validating 

the findings due to lack of a time dimension.  Therefore, follow-up and/or longitudinal studies 

could be performed to cross-validate or evaluate the findings.  Future longitudinal studies are 

also critical in the sense that acculturation is a state of change (Berry, 2003) and requires data 

collected from multiple time points in order to effectively assess evolving dynamics.  
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Note. The generations in the same frame indicates that no significant difference among generations was observed. 

Figure 15. Diagram of four patterns of intergenerational change in preservation of Greek 

culture 

 

 

Recommendations for Future Study 

The results of this current study suggest that the forces of Americanization, through 

Greek language loss, intermarriage and geographic redistribution from ethnic enclaves to 

dispersed Greek American communities in the exurbs and suburbs of the U.S., have worked 

their influence such that Greek American ethnic identity is diluted and increasingly of a largely 

symbolic nature (Krindatch & Hoge, 2010).  The Greek Orthodox Church remains the single 

most influential institution for Greek Americans.  It therefore represents the likeliest force for 

engendering a strong sense of Greek identity, building on and maintaining this identity, so as to 

preserve it for future generations of Greek Americans.  In order to realize this effect however, it 

may be necessary for the Church to adopt a posture that is more welcoming to non-Greeks as 
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way of both drawing new members and potential converts in to the community, but also to 

ensure that Greek Americans who marry outside of their faith and ethnic group, do not perceive 

their non-Greek spouses and mixed ancestry children as not welcome within the fold 

(Constantelos, 1999; Moskos, 1989).   Greek Americans who report this sense are more likely 

to increasingly distance themselves from the church and, as studies have shown, this in turn can 

negatively impact the experience of Greek ethnic identity.  An effort to practice greater 

outreach to the exogamous families who constitute an outer circle (or perhaps, an “aura”) of the 

Greek diaspora, coupled with efforts directed at Greek cultural and identity preservation – such 

as Greek language programs and Greek culture educational instruction – could prove to be 

useful mechanisms for the church to remain a vital influence in the Greek American community 

and to extend its reach in American society and culture. 

One of the more compelling findings of this current study was that intermarriage had a 

significant impact on the experience of Greek ethnic identity.  The influence of the 

intermarriage effect – especially on the exogamous members of the Greek-American 

community – is worthy of greater analysis.  As the intermarriage rate continues to increase, the 

exogamous members play an important role in the Greek American community at large, and 

particularly in regard to the Greek Orthodox Church.  Studies show that the children of 

intermarried couples become progressively assimilated at a faster rate than do their peers who 

are the products of endogamous marriages (Gans, 1996).  Therefore, exogamous community 

members are major factors contributing to the ethnic development of their children.   

Bonilla-Silva’s (2004) research indicated that intermarried couples tend to maintain the 

power differentials and stratifications of their different cultures, rather than dissolving them.  

This means that not only the attitudes of exogamous members, but also their power levels 
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within the family facilitate the cultural maintenance and/or assimilation as power differentials 

within these marriages and determines whether the participation of ethnic activities of Greek 

spouses are welcomed or discouraged and how these determinations impact the children’s 

identity development.  Future research on exogamous members' demographic characteristics 

and behaviors and attitudes towards Greek culture preservation would provide valuable data 

and provide a better picture of these processes.   

This researcher intends to explore these issues in a future study designed to examine the 

power dynamics within intermarried couples (Greek partners with non-Greek partners) in order 

to assess the impact on support for and acceptance of the Greek spouse’s involvement in the 

Greek American community.  The study will also consider the socialization of the children 

towards an ethnic identity in these marriages.  This research is tentatively anticipated to utilize a 

cross-sectional survey of approximately 100 exogamous members of the Greek Orthodox 

Church in the same sampling area of the Greek Orthodox Church of New Jersey. 

Future studies might also consider a closer look at the political attitudes and behaviors, 

such as the role of ethnicity in the voting determinations of Greek Americans.  Structural 

theories predict that the cues of social identity, particularly ethnicity, exert a strong influence 

upon voting choices and party support (Clark & Lipset, 2001).  The naturalized immigrants 

have tended to lag behind their American-born peers in terms of their rates of participation in 

the electoral process.  Among naturalized immigrants, voter registration rates are much lower 

than the rate for American-born citizens – approximately 61% versus 72% respectively, in the 

November 2008 election (U.S. Census Bureau, CPS, 2008).  

On a related note, a study conducted 40 years ago (Humphrey & Louis, 1973) showed 

that Greek Americans are more conservative than many other ethnic groups, and demonstrated 
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an intergenerational difference in Greek Americans’ political views.  The current study revealed 

an interesting trend of shared political attitudes and involvements in the second and third and 

beyond generations, however a more robust examination of the factors contributing to this trend 

is needed.  The future study planned by this researcher on Greek American political attitudes 

and behaviors will utilize a cross sectional survey of approximately 100 participants. 

A major concern for those concerned with preserving a distinct Greek American ethnic 

identity is how to do so in the face of the demonstrated, dramatic decline in Greek language 

knowledge.  As the rate of intermarriage continues to maintain or increase, this decline is likely 

to intensify.  It is the intention of this researcher to build on the findings of the current study 

and embark on a survey of approximately 30 Greek American leaders of religious and secular 

organizations to explore their impressions and recommendations for addressing the impact of 

Greek language loss.  The findings of this study suggest that the satisfaction level of many 

Greek Americans with the community’s leadership is rather low.  In-depth interviews are 

particularly useful for this type of exploratory study in order to generate detailed information on 

perceptions of group leaders.  These perceptions can be used to form hypotheses and research 

questions to guide further quantitative research investigations.  Ultimately, and ideally, these 

investigations could yield useful information for devising a leadership development strategy 

that could be implemented by advocates of Hellenic culture and identity preservation. 

While the current study focused particularly on Greek America, its structural design for  

exploring mechanisms of cultural preservation across generations has application potential for 

other ethnic groups as well.   As suggested by Berry (1979), an important aspect of sound cross-

cultural investigation is the assurance of comparability based on equivalent concepts and 

measurements across cultures.  Thus, it is essential to use common ethnic dimensions and 
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compare ethnic groups that undergo a similar assimilation and acculturation path in the 

American melting pot.  A previous study (Scott, 2009) showed that Greeks shared similar 

assimilation and acculturation patterns with Italians and Portuguese, as indicated using data 

from Census reports between 1980-2005, the 2006 American community surveys, and the 2006 

Yearbook of Immigration Statistics.  Scott’s (2009) findings suggested that of the three, Italians 

were the most acculturated group, while the Greeks’ level of acculturation was compatible to 

that of the Portuguese.  This finding was expected given the earlier arrival of Italian 

immigrants.  In terms of socioeconomic integration, Greek and Italian Americans had a higher 

percent of college graduates than the general U.S. population, while Portuguese Americans had 

lower educational attainments, which might be explained by the low education levels of the 

more recently arrived immigrant (first) generation.   In keeping with this finding, the 

Portuguese Americans’ median household income was slightly lower than that of Greek and 

Italian Americans.  That study also highlighted that all three ethnic groups were facing the same 

difficulties in maintaining their cultural heritage within the melting pot.  Similar studies have 

shown that many Italian Americans have experienced significant language loss and extensive 

intermarriage with other ethnic groups.  According to the American Community Survey 

Reports (2010), in 1980, Italian was the second-most frequently spoken non-English language 

(after Spanish) but it experienced a net decline of about 800,000 speakers (50% decline).   

 Another comparable group to the Greek Americans is the American Jews.  In a sense, 

both groups are ethno-religious and they both have achieved significant upward mobility in 

American life.  Few studies have looked into the differences and similarities of acculturation 

and assimilation between these two groups.  There is only some preliminary evidence of a 

qualitative study conducted in Halifax, Canada (Byers & Tastsoglou, 2008), which 
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demonstrated that these two ethnic groups are similar in that both had a shared sense of pride 

and uniqueness in their communities and both acknowledged the challenges and risks of loss of 

identity through assimilation, although major differences were found in the experience of 

religiosity between the two groups.  

 This study also might be used as a model to research the Greek immigrant experience in 

other regions of the world, such as Australia, Germany, Canada, Ukraine, United Kingdom, 

Russia, Georgia, and South Africa.  There are roughly 700,000 people of Greek descent 

who live in Australia today, 400,000 people of Greek descent who live in United Kingdom, 

354,500 people of Greek descent who live in Germany, 350,000 people of Greek descent 

who live in Canada, and 97,827 people of Greek descent who live in Russia.  There are an 

estimated 7 million people of Greek descent living outside of Greece according to the Council 

of Overseas Greeks (SAE) (Tziovas,  2009).These large Greek communities outside of Greece 

have a tremendous influence on the politics, institutions and economies of their host societies. 

The Greek diaspora is very active as a lobby defending Greek interests, especially in the USA 

(Kitroeff & Constantinides, 1998; Paul & Paul, 2009).   

The important factors shaping acculturation and assimilation processes discussed in this 

study, such as integration, intermarriage, and loss of the Greek language, have practical 

implications for how the Greek diaspora continues to preserve its valuable Hellenic heritage.  A 

comprehensive study on the acculturation and assimilation of Greeks across different regions of 

the Greek diaspora is merited – one that examines the various factors that shape and influence 

the survival of a distinct Greek ethnic identity in the rapidly evolving global environment.  For 

example, one study showed that Greek Canadians, similar to the Greek Americans surveyed in 

the current study, experienced a steady increase in intermarriage from generation to generation 



The Intergenerational Integration of Immigrants in the American Society                       277 

  

(Chimbos et al, 1999).  However, it is difficult to extrapolate further from this similarity since 

an inherent comparative limitation exists insofar as the pattern of upward mobility for 

immigrants and the nature of multicultural policy in Canada may be meaningfully different than 

it is in the U.S.  At the moment, comparative studies are rare, and this limits researchers’ ability 

to generalize about the findings of assimilation and ethnic identity research across different 

countries and ethnic groups.  

 

Contributions to Knowledge 

This study created a unique primary dataset and therefore made a meaningful 

contribution to the extant empirical literature on the attitudes and behaviors of Greek 

Americans regarding the preservation of Hellenic heritage across generations.  The study 

provided a systematic review of the literature on acculturation and assimilation theories and the 

relationship of this research to studies specific to Greek immigrants and their descendants.  

Based on the empirical research on assimilation, six major cultural domains were identified for 

their potential impact on assimilation and acculturation among Greek Americans.  This study 

also presented a review of key relevant issues such as a brief history of the evolution of Greek 

America, the contributions of classical Greece to the development of Western civilization and 

American democracy, and the contribution of Greek Americans to the scientific, artistic, 

economic and social life of the U.S.   

Much of the existing research on ethnic preservation of minority groups is descriptive.  

The present study used both descriptive and inferential statistics to test the fundamental 

acculturation and assimilation theories in a study sample of 229 self-identified Greek American 

members of the Greek Orthodox Metropolis of New Jersey.  Alternative theoretical conceptions 
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of ethnic group acculturation were considered for their relevance with this population, including 

the symbolic ethnicity and the multicultural models.  The findings suggested that Greek 

Americans did not reflect a pattern of classic straight-line assimilation.   Instead, they embraced 

both their culture of origin and the society of settlement and utilized the best of both worlds.  

A major focus of the research in this field has been the question of to what extent ethnic 

identity is maintained over time when a minority ethnic group comes in contact with a 

dominant majority group (Glazer & Moynihan, 1970; Gordon, 1964).  This subject was 

addressed by identifying four different inter-generational change patterns in the six Greek core 

culture domains and by discussing the factors that may have contributed to difficulties in 

preserving Greek ethnicity.  This is the first detailed and comprehensive study examining six 

domains of cultural values and their relationship to assimilation patterns among Greek 

Americans.  In addition, this study addressed two other fundamental issues in acculturation and 

assimilation process:  language loss and intermarriage.   The study provides evidence for the 

position that Greek heritage can be maintained even as the Greek language may be lost and this 

paper provided recommendations for realizing this continuity through more comprehensive 

Greek heritage education.  The effects of intermarriage on cultural transmission were 

considered across the six culture domains and the results highlighted a need to reach out and 

accept non-Greeks, and to develop programs and/or curricula specifically designed for children 

of intermarried couples, in order to counteract the effects of ethnic identity erosion that appear 

to attend exogamous marriages. 

In this chapter, recommendations for those who seek to preserve a distinct Greek 

identity were offered, based upon the study findings.   Six major factors that may play a 

significant role in reinforcing Hellenic culture and tradition were identified and their potential 
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roles in securing the future of Hellenistic expression in America, across social, political and 

religious spheres  were described.   Finally, recommendations for future research were 

proposed. 

 

Conclusion 

The purpose of this study was to examine the attitudes and behaviors of Greek 

Americans towards conservation and intergenerational transmission of their ethnic culture.  

This research serves as the first comprehensive empirical/quantitative study covering six broad 

domains, which targets members of the Greek Orthodox Church in order to address major gaps 

within the context of cultural preservation among Greek Americans.  The findings indicated 

that Greek Americans are well integrated and assimilated into the American society and they 

also present an interesting and complex picture of Greek America. 

Overall, the domains of the Greek Orthodox Church and Greek cultural activities, 

which are mostly sponsored by the church, showed the lowest degree of ethnic identity decline 

across the generational cohorts.  Family cultural orientation and values and ongoing contact 

with Greece, which is primarily influenced by factors at the individual or family level, had 

weakened noticeably from the first generation to that of the third and beyond generations.  In 

contrast, values such as organizational membership and political activities, which are 

influenced by factors at the community or higher level, had weakened noticeably between the 

first and the second generation.  Finally, the Greek language domain demonstrated progressive 

weakened decline from one generation to the next.  

Despite these declines, Greek Americans have tended to display a strong desire to 

transmit their ancestral homeland’s culture to their children and grandchildren.  In this effort, 
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they have benefited from the ongoing influence of the Greek Orthodox Church, the observance 

of traditional family values, the persistence of ethnic enclaves, and an inflow of post-1965 wave 

immigrants from Greece.  Nevertheless, the available research indicates widespread 

intergenerational Greek language loss, a declining rate of endogamous marriages, the mounting 

influence of assimilation/acculturation pressures on Greek institutions, and the inroads of 

homogenizing, middle class and suburban lifestyles.  Whether Greek Americans can 

successfully maintain their ethnic heritage under these conditions remains to be seen.  It was 

towards furnishing a response to that question and related points of inquiry that the original 

fieldwork component of the current study was dedicated.  

The present study highlighted the potential problem that the Greek language may 

eventually decline to the vanishing point after one or two more generations.  This study 

identified several factors which accelerated the loss of Greek language:  the emphasis on 

English fluency in school language policies; the growing popularity of Spanish-English 

bilingualism; the increasing rates of intermarriage; the trend toward suburbanization and away 

from ethnic community enclaves; the high language distance between Greek and English; the 

fact that the Greek language is no longer inextricably linked with Greek identity as it has been 

in the past; and finally, the fact that Greek language instruction is mostly focused on the very 

young.  

Based on the current study findings and as considered within the context of the existing 

literature, it would appear that the Greek heritage can be maintained even as the Greek language 

might be lost for most Greek Americans.  This can be achieved by emphasizing a more 

comprehensive Greek heritage education be provided to children of future generations.  The 

present study also demonstrated a more progressive loss of Greek ethnicity in exogamous 
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marriages than seen in endogamous marriages.  Efforts to encourage supportive attitudes to 

welcome non-Greeks into the church and the community may well work toward halting this 

erosion of Greek identity.  There was also evidence that traveling to Greece, educating future 

generations through education exchange programs or offering summer courses in Greek culture 

taught in Greek, may be effective means for fostering Greek ethnicity and preventing the 

possibility of complete Greek language loss.  

Finally, this study may provide a model for future research examining other ethnic 

groups undergoing a similar acculturation/assimilation path, such as American Jews, 

Portuguese and Italians as well as other Greeks in the diaspora throughout the world.    

In conclusion, the present study suggested that Greek America had successfully 

maintained cultural heritage in some domains while experiencing more significant decrease of 

ethnic identity in other domains.  There was indicated a long-term assimilation pattern more in 

keeping with multicultural and symbolic ethnicity processes than with classic straight-line 

assimilation theory of complete integration into American society.  As several studies have 

suggested (Georgakas, 1989; Kourvetaris 1994; Scourby,1994), assimilation theory is at the 

crossroads and the findings of the current study has implications for the role that symbolic 

ethnicity may play in the experience of Greek American ethnicity today.  Georgakas and 

Moskos (1991) framed this consideration in terms of the questions “Who are we?” and “Where 

are we going?”  The outcome of this research adds significantly to the existing body of 

knowledge on Greek America’s challenges in preserving a Hellenic identity in America’s 

rapidly evolving multicultural demographics.   
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APPENDIX A 

 

Questionnaire 

Instructions 

Thank you for participating in this survey!   

Your input is extremely important and it will provide us with valuable data that will 

make this study a success.  In order to qualify as a participant in this survey you must: 1) Be at 

least 18 years of age 2) Be a member of a parish or a resident within the jurisdiction of the New 

Jersey Metropolis of the Greek Orthodox Church 3) Have resided in the U.S. for at least one 

year prior to survey completion 4) Be of full or partial Greek ethnic descent, and 5) Have a 

command of the English language sufficient to complete the survey form without assistance. 

If you are unable to respond or do not wish to respond to any item, please feel free to 

skip it and go on to the next item.  In some cases, a particular item may not be relevant to your 

life circumstances or experiences.  These items are prefaced by an “if applicable” designation.   

 

Part A: Study of Participant’s Demographic Background 

 

1. Gender:  

I am:  

a. Male____       

b. Female____ 

 

2. Marital Status:  

I am currently: 
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a. Married____ 

b. Single____ 

c. Divorced_____ 

d. Separated_____ 

 

3. Children (if applicable) 

a. I have children Yes__ No__ 

b. If yes, how many? ___ 

c. Children’s ages ___  ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ ___ 

 

4. Age:  

I am between the ages of:  

a. 18 years old to 25 years old ____ 

b. 26 years old to 35 years old____ 

c. 36 years old to 50 years old____ 

d. 51 years old to 65 years old____ 

e. Over 65 years of age ____ 

Part B: Level of Education: 

5. I have the following Diploma(s): 

a. High School____ 

b. College (Bachelor) _____ 

c. College (Master)_____ 

d. College (Doctoral)_____ 

e. Other______ 
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Part C: Professional & Financial Status  

6. My profession is: 

a. Businessman___ 

b. Professional (Please specify, e.g. Attorney, Doctor, CPA, Engineer, 

etc)_______________ 

c. Academic_______ 

d. Other_________ 

7. My household annual income is: 

a. up to $50,000  

b. up to $75,000  

c. up to $100,000 

d. up to $200,000 

e. over $200,000 

 

8. Generation in America: 

 

8A. I was:  

a. Born in Greece____ 

b. Born in the United States____ 

c. Born in some other country___________ 

d. If you checked A or C then respond: I permanently moved to the United States at age 

_____  
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8B. My father was: 

a. Born in Greece____ 

b. Born in the United States____ 

c. Born in some other country____ 

d. If you checked A or C then respond: He permanently moved to the United States at 

age _____  

 

8C. My mother was: 

a. Born in Greece____ 

b. Born in the United States ____ 

c. Born in some other country____ 

d. If you checked A or C then respond: She permanently moved to the United States at 

age _____  

9. Family Ancestry 

 

9A. My father was (is) of Greek descent: 

a. Yes ____ 

b. No ____ 

 

9B. My mother was (is) of Greek descent: 

a. Yes ____ 

b. No ____ 
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9C. All of my four grandparents were (are) of Greek descent: 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ Explain__________________________________ 

 

9D. (If applicable): My wife’s/husband’s father was (is) of Greek descent: 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

9E. (If applicable): My wife’s/husband’s mother was (is) of Greek descent: 

 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

9F. (If applicable): One or more of my great grandparents were of Greek descent: 

 

a. Yes___ If yes how many ___ 

b. No___ 

 

10. Type of Community Residence 

I would describe the community in which I now live as: 

 

a. Urban____ 

b. Suburban____ 
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c. Rural____ 

 

11. Community Ethnic Composition: 

In the community in which I now live there are 

 

a. Many other people of Greek descent____ 

b. A few people of Greek descent_____ 

c. No people other than my family are of Greek descent____ 

d. I do not know_____ 

 

Part D - Greek Cultural Participation and Cultural Attitudes 

 

Self-Identification 

 

12. Which of the following best describes who you are? 

a. Greek____ 

b. Greek American____ 

c. American____ 

d. Other____ 

 

Greek Language  
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13. Which of the following best describes your current ability to understand and speak 

Greek? 

a. Excellent____ 

b. Good ____ 

c. Fair ____ 

d. Poor ____ 

e. None at all____ 

 

14. When I am at home, I speak Greek: 

a. All or almost all of the time____ 

b. Most of the time____ 

c. About half of the time____ 

d. Rarely____ 

e. Never____ 

 

15. When I am among people who understand Greek, I would prefer to speak Greek: 

 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

c. No strong preference____ 

 

16. Please indicate your level of agreement to the statement. 

It is important that my children are able to understand and speak Greek. 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 
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d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

17. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement 

People of Greek ancestry who live in the United States. should be able to understand 

and speak Greek 

 

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

Part E - Greek Orthodox Church  

 

18. I attend worship services at my church 

a. More than once a week____ 

b. About once a week____ 

c. Less than once a week but more than once a month____ 

d. Once a month or less____ 

 

19. Which of the following best describes your level of involvement in your church? 

a. Very active ____ 

b. Moderately active____ 

c. Occasionally active____ 

d. Not active at all____ 
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20. Most of the people who attend my church are Greeks or Greek Americans 

a. Yes___ 

b. No____ 

 

21. (If applicable) When I was growing up, I attended an afternoon Greek school 

sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

22. (If applicable) One or more of my own children currently attends or has attended an 

afternoon Greek school sponsored by the Greek Orthodox Church 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

23. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

It is important to me that my children participate in the Greek Orthodox Church. 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

24. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

People of Greek ancestry who live in the U.S. should belong to the Greek Orthodox Church 

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree____ 
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c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

25a. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

At least some part of Sunday worship services at a Greek Orthodox Church should be 

conducted in Greek. 

a. Strongly agree ___ 

b. Agree____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

25b.  Understanding of the Orthodox Faith – Please indicate your level of understanding 

the Divine Liturgy and the Holy Sacraments 

a. My understanding is very good___ 

b. My understanding is good___ 

c. My understanding is average___ 

d. My understanding is poor___ 

e. My understanding is non-existent___ 

 

PART F - Family Cultural Orientation and Values 

27. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

In my family, we honor and celebrate Greek heritage.  

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 
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28. I am in frequent contact with family members who do not live in my home 

Yes____ 

No____ 

  

29. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

In my family, the father is expected to have the final say in most important decisions. 

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

30. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

Parents should give more freedom to their sons than to their daughters 

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

31. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

People of Greek descent should marry people of Greek descent 

a. Strongly agree____ 

b. Agree____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

32. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

I would be unhappy if my children married someone who was not a member of the Greek 

Orthodox Church. 

a. Strongly agree ____ 
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b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

33. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

In my family I expect my children to have college education 

a. Strongly agree___ 

b. Agree___ 

c. No opinion___ 

d. Disagree___ 

e. Strongly disagree___ 

 

34. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

In my family I expect my children to take care of their parents when they get older 

a. Strongly agree___ 

b. Agree___ 

c. No opinion___ 

d. Disagree___ 

e. Strongly disagree___ 

 

35. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

In my family I expect my children to live on their own by the time they are 21 years of age 

a. Strongly agree ___ 

b. Agree 

c. No opinion 

d. Disagree 

e. Strongly disagree 

 

Part G - Greek Cultural Activities and Organization Membership 

36. I am a member in one or more “Greek” or “Hellenic” organizations outside of the 

Greek Orthodox Church 
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a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

37. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek 

heritage event, I try to actively participate in it. 

a. Yes ___ 

b. No___ 

 

38. When I know that my parish or another Greek organization is holding a Greek 

heritage event, I try to attend that event. 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

39. I frequently (check the ones that apply) 

a. Read Greek Language Newspaper(s)___ 

b. Listen to Greek Programs on the Radio___ 

c. Watch Greek TV Programs___ 

d. Listen to Greek Music___ 

e. Eat Greek food___ 

 

40. What is your main source of information about the activities of the Greek-American 

Community? 

a. I don’t have any 

b. Newspaper (Hard Copy) 

c. Electronic News (Internet) 

d. Radio 

e. TV 

 

41. I dance Greek Dances 

a. Frequently___ 

b. Sometimes___ 

c. Never___ 
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42. I study Greek History 

a. Frequently___ 

b. Sometimes___ 

c. Never___ 

 

43. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a sense of pride 

 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

44. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

When I attend a Greek heritage event, I often feel a strong bond with other Greeks and Greek 

Americans 

 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

45. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

People of Greek descent should actively support Greek heritage events 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 
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Part H - Continuing Contact with Greece and/or Cyprus 

 

46. I try to keep up to date about what is taking place in Greece today.  

a. Yes___ 

b. No___ 

 

47. I often communicate to relatives or friends who live in Greece or Cyprus 

a. Yes____ 

b. No____ 

 

48. I have traveled to Greece or Cyprus 

a. Frequently____ 

b. A few times or once____ 

c. Never____ 

 

49. Relatives or friends from Greece or Cyprus have visited me in the United States 

a. Frequently____ 

b. A few times or once____ 

c. Never____ 

 

50. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

People of Greek descent should try to visit Greece or Cyprus at least once 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 
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d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

51. (If applicable) Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

People of Greek descent should try to bring their children to Greece or Cyprus or 

encourage them to visit Greece or Cyprus on their own.  

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

Part I - Political Activity  

 

52. I am a member of an organization(s) that promotes a strong relationship between 

Greece or Cyprus and the United States 

Yes____ 

If Yes, please mention some______________ ______________ __________________ 

__________________ ______________ 

No____ 

 

53. Please name one organization (Religious or Secular) that you feel holds a special 

position in the future of Hellenism in America 

________________________ 
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54. I have supported (through donations, fund raisers, public expressions of opinion, 

etc.) the Greek National Interests 

Yes____ 

No____ 

 

55. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

Greeks living in the United States should try to influence American foreign policy 

towards Greece 

 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

56. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement: 

All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political 

candidates who are also of Greek descent. 

 

a. Strongly agree ____ 

b. Agree ____ 

c. No opinion____ 

d. Disagree____ 

e. Strongly disagree____ 

 

57. Please indicate your level of agreement with the statement:   
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All else being equal, American citizens of Greek descent should vote for political 

candidates of non-Greek descent because they support the Greek national issues. 

 

a. I strongly agree___ 

b. I agree___ 

c. No opinion___ 

d. Disagree ___ 

e. I strongly disagree___ 

 

58.  What is your level of confidence for the leadership of the Greek American 

Community? 

 

a. I am extremely unsatisfied with the work done___ 

b. I am unsatisfied with the work done___ 

c. I don’t know, I don’t care___ 

d. I am satisfied with the work done___ 

e.   I am very satisfied with the work done___ 

 

 

Thank you for completing this survey! This survey is part of the requirements for the 

completion of a doctoral dissertation by Peter Stavrianidis – 4 Hunters Crossing Road, 

Somerset, NJ 08873  e-mail: panos007@aol.com or (732) 266-0348 

Fax (732) 873-3352 
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