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ABSTRACT

Diaspora ethnic communities differ in their readisiér mobilization on behalf of homeland
interests. Using three ethnonational groups irlthitged States, each of which has ties to the
Middle East, this paper develops and tests a rauéiilmodel of politicized ethnic identity. The
empirical analysis confirms that individuals diffartheir readiness for mobilization based on

the strength of ties to the ethnic community ared,af such differences, each group varies based
on the contexts of exit and reception at the tifienonigration.
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In an age when diasporas are increasingly recedraz influential actors in transnational
politics (see, e.g., Davis and Moore 1997), whysdme ethnonational communities cohere
tightly around homeland political interests whikbers do not? Despite its importance, the
question has been subject to very little analY/3ikis paper begins to fill the gap by comparing
the level of politicized ethnic identity displaybg three ethnonational groups in the United
States: Arab-American Christians, Arab-American Mas and American Jews. While all three
ethnic communities have a putative stake in Ameridaddle East policy, the study explores
differences within and across the three groupbkerdisposition to make homeland concerns
central to their own political agendahrough survey analysis, it assesses the readifi¢ise
groups to mobilize politically in the United Statas behalf of homeland needs and interests.

In addressing an under-explored question abospdra political involvement, we focus
on mass political behavior rather than interestigrpolitics. Most theories about diaspora
influence on American policy are rooted in assuomngiabout the elite nature of the foreign
policy process. From this perspective, diasporageffectiveness is largely determined by
access to key elites who dominate the policy-makimgaratus. Consequently, the research
emphasizes the role of organization, informatiod atier tangible resources that matter in the
world of “insider” politics (Shain and Barth 20081-2; Smith 2000, ch. 3). While that focus is
certainly appropriate and necessary to understiaod-serm policy changes, the influence of any
diaspora, like interest groups generally (Kollm&98), also rests in large part on a supportive
constituency available for mobilization. This stutlys brings into the discussion of diaspora
influence the heretofore overlooked contributiomo€ro-level diaspora political consciousness.

The paper begins with a discussion of the natndesaurces of politicized ethnic

identity, the disposition of ethnic communitiedastor homeland needs into political



considerations about the host society. We offaeéiminary theory about aspects of the
diaspora experience that may either encouragehdsiirihe development of a political
consciousness devoted to homeland concerns. Afeggacterizing the three cases in terms of the

theory, the hypotheses about group behavior aredesnpirically.

The Sources of Politicized Ethnic Identity: A Preliminary Theory

The concept of politicized ethnic identity refésshe tendency of nominal members of
an ethnonational diaspora to accord priority toltbmeland in their political thinking and
behavior (Sears et al. 2003, Simon and Klanderrgafs)® Individuals exhibit such
consciousness when they “perceive the sociopdliacalscape from the vantage point of the
ethnic group” Lapid (1987, 4). Although it is easyimagine that membership in a diaspora
inevitably generates such a disposition, this dgsdext assumption is wholly unwarranted
(Brubaker 2001, Toloyan 1996). Individuals can dodliffer appreciably in the degree to which
ethnic heritage is central to their self identibgaolitical calculations. For any ethnonational
group, politicized ethnic identity is likely to depd on the individual traits of those within it and
group/collective properties. In the same mannaveaslistinguish statistically between within-
group and between-group variance, we need to exahath personal background factors that
operate differentially on members of the group e@dcollective properties of the group that
may distinguish members of one ethnonational conitypénom another. This paper presents
such a multi-level model.

Constructivist approaches to ethnic identity engiteathe contingent nature of group
attachment (Conzen et al. 1992). In line with ffesition, empirical research has suggested that

collective identity among individuals from a commethnic background is largely a function of



cultural, social and psychological ties to the grokiotler-Berkowitz 2005). In turn, as previous
research has demonstrated, the more individualgipate in culture-forming ethnic
organizations, maintain endogamous social life, @geelop powerful symbolic ties to the ethnic
community, the greater their propensity to gramiticdity to the homeland in their political
calculations (Wald and Williams 2006a, 2006b). Tadel the level of politicized ethnic identity
requires incorporating measures of cultural, sama symbolic ethnic ties.

Yet a purely individualist model of politicizednetic identity overlooks important
considerations. In the classic studies of collecbhehavior by Durkheim and Simmel, groups,
gua groups, undergo certain experiences that teadsthe individual, imparting a collective
consciousness that is widely diffused among indiglanembers. Such collective experiences
may generate a group tendency to put homeland ommeéthe top of the host society’s political
agenda. The development of such politicized etld@ntity depends largely on the contexts of
exit and reception, Portes and Rumbault's (1996ag#hfor the circumstances that attend the
community’s departure from the homeland and thelitimms of the host/destination society to
which the emigrants relocate. With regard to @ki, diaspora literature distinguishes between
immigrants and refugees, treating the former aantaty travelers who are “pulled” by the
attractions of the destination versus those diasporeated by “push” factors that make
continued residence in the homeland dangerousobtematic (Van Hear 1998). The reasons for
exodus are likely to resonate in the behavior efdlaspora community when it reaches the
destination society. At the same time, no mattegtivr migrants consider themselves refugees
or immigrants, conditions in the host society inglegiently affect the likelihood of political
cohesion among diaspora communities. The studyséxcan two such host society forces, the

seniority of the diaspora and its reception bysbeiety of destinatiof.



Although the reason for emigration is in the ef/éhe beholder and subject to complex
and conflicting accounts, most diasporas develogreative that treats departure from the
homeland on a continuum from opportunity-driverexpulsion.This paper assumes that groups
formed by voluntary migration are likely to develop lower levels of politicized ethnic identity
than groups who were pushed out of their homeland. By their very willingness to leave home in
search of better conditions and, in time, to renmaithe new society rather than return, those
who made the decision to travel abroad on their walition exhibit a lower level of homeland
commitment. By contrast, groups that were expeadledtherwise left unwillingly/reluctantly
may pine for the day when they can end their “&blereturning home. While abroad, they
might well see themselves as duty-bound to advdrebomeland’s interests in their temporary
abode. Of course, these broad statements do robirhall cases. People who leave voluntarily
may still pine for the homeland and victims of fedoexpulsions may develop enormous
antipathy to the homelands that didn’t want thermhbabitants. Notwithstanding these nuances,
the broad strokes approach offers a useful fikst tan the phenomenon of politicized ethnic
identity.

Once an ethnonational group arrives in the hasesg the United States in this case,
other processes will operate to stimulate or rettaecddevelopment of politicized ethnic identity.
One factor is time of arrival. At the individualig, consciousness of ethnic identity is typically
highest at time of arrival and erodes over time armss generationsBeyond the individual
effect, time of arrival is also a group properkely to leave a lasting impact on subsequent
immigrants from the group. On arrival, a group’lk¥eays, encompassing traditions, cultural
practices and public behavior, may arouse natigets about the “threat” to national identity.

Time allows the group’s ways become less exotthiaatening to earlier arrivals, enabling



migrants gradually to think of themselves as fullmiers of the national community in the host
society and to be considered as such by thosematie seniority. All other things being equal,
groups that have a long pedigree in the UnitedeState likely to be accepted as legitimate
participants in society while members of newlyazed ethnonational diasporas may well feel
much less secure in their status. On the assumittadrpoliticized ethnic identity reflects at least
in part a sense of otherness, it makes sense itotipatsyroups that arrive en masse earlier in

time will exhibit lower levels of politicized ethnic identity than groups arriving later.

Not all groups find it equally easy to accommodat@merican life, to lose a reputation
for otherness. A durable research tradition lirdeeptivity by the host society to the cultural
compatibility of the ethnic community, its “fit” wh the perceived norms of American society
(Guarnizo et al. 2004, 1217). Groups are moreyikelbe well-received by the host population
if they are white, English speaking, relatively $naad geographically dispersed, and share the
dominant Christian faith of the American peoplee&ly, race and language remain central
divides in the United States and strong factorsithpede the incorporation of non-white and
foreign language groups. Similarly, large, highbrcentrated groups may “stick out,”
generating resentment and resistance from nagélgstents. Religion, though less-commonly
cited as a factor in receptivity, is undoubtedIytwd the package. From its founding, the United
States has been a society with a large Christigaritygand Christian values and understandings
are widely suffused throughout the population, emeong those who seldom enter a house of
worship (Reimer 1995). Accordingly, groups thattake of the Christian tradition are likely to
find fewer obstacles to widespread social acceptand assimilation. On the assumption that
acceptance as part of the national community eag®srassimilation rather than the

maintenance of particularism, we argue tbaiticized ethnic identity is most likely to develop



among groups characterized by non-white status, foreign language usage, large size,
geographical concentration, and non-Christian religion.

This account suggests three factors of the diaspperience likely to affect the degree
of cohesion manifested by ethnic groups—whethaoamleft the homeland as voluntary
migrants or involuntary refugees, when the groujved in the United States, and the cultural
similarity of the group to the native-born popubaiti A comprehensive theory of immigrant
political cohesion requires a much larger set oialdes to take account of institutional
networks, economic conditions in the host sociig,probability of segmented ethnicity, the
role of political opportunity structures, and otli@ctors. The more modest goal of this study is
to delimit and test a set of factors that helpoaat for differences in politicized ethnic identity

across diaspora groups in the contemporary Unitage S

The Cases

The next step involves applying these assumptiotise three ethnonational groups with
putative interest in American Middle East policyrieach community, we examine homeland
conditions at the time of emigration, the time ohal in the United States, and the cultural
similarity between each immigrant cohort and thevegpopulation.

Arab-American Christians exhibit the traits likely to generate the lowest level of
politicized ethnic identity. Speaking in general terms of what is a variegptgullation, the
literature portrays this community as third andrfbwgeneration descendants of voluntary
migrants whose social and demographic traits tatdd receptivity by the host society. Most of
the current Arab Christian population in the Unigtdtes dates from immigrant cohorts that

arrived during the period from the late nineteesghtury to the outbreak of the First World War



and in smaller waves before 1948 (Pulcini 1993, Ptying the era of mass immigration that
preceded World War I, the United States was a piodvéestination for aspiring young people
from the predominantly Christian sectors of what@mday Lebanon and Syfi@Dnce
characterized as victims fleeing religious perseaitcontemporary historiography now
emphasizes the volitional nature of this predomiiya@hristian migrant stream, describing the
attraction of the United States as a locale ofteapportunities for advancement not available in
the home country (Hourani 1992, 4-5; Naff 1992,-B42Scholarly accounts emphasize the
almost complete lack of political identity among tarly migrants who were socially located
among family, clan, region and faith (in ascendinder of abstraction) but without any sense of
membership in a putative Arab nation (Ismael & 1sehi®76, 393; Kayal 1980, 115-18; Naff
1992, 142). Indeed, “Arab” was taken by the eadgeyation of migrants not to represent
themselves but rather to designate the OttomansT thikir oppressors. Ambivalent about
maintaining an Arab identity that “marked them askward, inferior, non-Christian and hostile
to the United States,” they had little incentivgoteserve their old world ethnic heritage (Kayal
1995, 252). Although American culture entertairtheaexotic notions of Arabs as cultural
“others,” historians stress the relatively smoathtation of the early Lebanese-Syrians owing
in part to their small size and geographical disijgg—which rendered them little threat to
dominant groups—and to their Christian religiousnty (Naff 1983, 18; Naff 1992, 141, 150;
Kayal 2002, 93-4). Primarily members of religiotaditions anchored in Eastern Christianity,
most Arab Christians made the transition to Westenfessionalism: Eastern-rite Catholics
moved into the Roman Catholic ambit and the Ortlanften made their way into the

Episcopalian communion (Kayal and Kayal 1975).



Scholarly accounts of this population almost ursa#ly invoke assimilation as the
master frame (Aboud 2000, 659-60). Through interriage to non-Arabs, gradual erosion of
the ethnic church, adoption of anglicized named,lass of Arab fluency, Kayal (1995, 253)
reports, the community was “Americanized to thenpof extinction.” To later Muslim
immigrants, many Christian descendants of the olbds were hopelessly assimilated
(Abraham and Abraham 1983, 3)—dismissed by oneoaityhas “fourth generation, English-
speaking, disassociated, mixed breed AmericansAvab last names” (Kayal 1995, 259-60).
The Syrian-Lebanese in the United States werelladieconnected from political currents in
the Arab world, missing the pan-Arabism that emérngethe 1950s and thereafter, reacting to
developments in the Middle East “primarily as Amsans and only secondarily as Arabs” (Naff
1983, 21). Although their sense of ethnic heritags stimulated by the defeat of the Arab
armies in 1967, the renewed sense of attachmekthecform of “a historical and emotional
affiliation, rather than active participational idgy and involvement with ethnic organizations”
(Kayal 1995, 251-2). A survey of the largely ChastArab community in Springfield, MA
found “a strong latent attachment to the Arab cabséviews that were “somewhat incoherent
and clouded with ambiguity” (Aruri 1969). Descentdeof Palestinian Christians were also
notably ill-informed about Middle East politics wiheurveyed by Barghouti (1989). To the
extent they were politically engaged in an Arabseauhe principal goal of Christian Arabs—
fighting discrimination based on Arab ancestry--waseans to achieve fuller integration in the
United States (Nagel and Staeheli 2005). When meshligein the Arab-American community
came to be defined largely in political terms bthacsupport for the Palestinian cause, many

Christian Arabs were essentially written out of deenmunity (David forthcoming). As



voluntary immigrants, early arrivals, and persaxidy easily assimilated in cultural terms, the
Christian Arabs should exhibit low levels of palized ethnic identity.

By contrast, Arab American Muslims display en masse the qualities likely to generate
high levels of politicized ethnic identity. They are a fairly recently arrived population cstisig
of people who often regard themselves as exilesndnode pronounced social differences with
the host society are likely to inhibit rapid assation. Whereas accounts of the Arab Christians
emphasize their rapid absorption, the story of Avhlslims instead stresses continuing social,
religious and political distinctiveness (Haddad 20015).

Although Muslims were part of the early Arab migva to the United States, most
Muslims did not arrive until after World War |l am¥en more so after the liberalization of
American immigration law in 1965. In the early p&gorld War Il period, most of the Muslim
migrants were part of the intellectual elite of th@b world, fleeing disorder and repression in
the Middle East. Hardly a proletarian diaspora, iners of this group brought with them
advanced educational and occupational skills (M8&4, 24; Suleiman 1994, 46). Later migrant
waves were composed primarily of Muslims displadedng the Arab-Israeli wars and civil
conflicts in Arab states. Unlike the relatively Ipmreception accorded the earlier Arab
Christian immigrants, the post-war Muslim newconfared a political climate that
essentialized Arabs and particularly Muslims asimentalist, patriarchal, extreme, and violent
(Merskin 2004). They were assigned a subordinat@kstatus enforced by “measurable public
policies, mainstream representations, social pattef prejudice, discrimination, and
stereotyping, civic and political exclusion . (Cainkar 2005, 182). Even had their reception

been warmer, the post-war Muslim Arab migrants pbdpwould have defined themselves as
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refugees and Arab nationalists in temporary edtethe prospect of return dimmed, they
continued to frame their situation in exilic langea

Religion powerfully distinguished the Muslim immamnt community of the postwar era
from the Arab Christians who came before them. Aelhis of an “Eastern” religion that was not
well-understood by Americans, Muslims were oftercpe&ved by nativists as outsiders with alien
and threatening ways. As strangers in a strangk lmany Muslims clung to Islam as the
primary means of expressing Arab identity and naamihg contact with the larger Arab world.
The Muslims migrants viewed Arab nationalism irgkey religious terms, developing a
politicized identity driven principally by Middledst concerns (David and Ayouby 2002, 113).
Indeed, they were often derided by more veterai Ammericans for what seemed like an
obsession with “back-home” issues to the virtualesion of other matters (McCloud 2003,
173-4; Khan 2003, 179). While the descendantsebtter Christian migrants valued ethnic ties
as an end in themselves, the more recent and predotty Muslim migrant streams perceived
ethnic cohesion as instrumental means to a pdlgied (David and Ayouby 2002, 132). Despite
their minority status within the Arab-American pdgion, the Muslims constituted “the active
and organized element of Arab nationalism” (EIkht®69, 6) and mosques became important
centers of political education and mobilizationn§d®2005). As refugees, late arrivals to the
United States, and adherents of a Third World i@ligArab-American Muslims should exhibit a
higher level of politicized ethnic identity thanar Christians.

The scant empirical data available for Arab Amemngbears out these general claims.
Suleiman (1992) surveyed of politically-active Aramericans, comparing those of Lebanese-
Syrian descent to others. Consistent with the aibgpainted by historians, the Lebanese were

significantly more likely to be American-born, Cétran, and English-speaking--and much less
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politically engaged by Arab issues. They were Iasbned to cite ethnic concerns for seeking
office, to support ethnically-based political organg, and to feel that Arab Americans had been
excluded from public life or targeted politically Bmerican Zionists. The same gap based on
immigration date was apparent in Sandoval and ¥sikds (1993) national survey of Arab
Americans during the first Gulf War. Convergencéwthe political views of other Americans
was strongly related above all else to the datamfly immigration to the United States,
revealing that the descendants of predominantlysGéun cohorts who arrived before World War
| were indeed less distinctive than the more reqgaedominantly Muslim immigrants.

In terms of the three factors hypothesized to generate politicized ethnic identity,
American Jews stand somewher e between the Arab Christians and Muslims. Jews share with
Muslims a self-image as refugees displaced by wdngheaval as well as a cultural trait,
religious affiliation, which both marks them ofbfn the native population and promotes a sense
of group distinctiveness. Unlike the Muslims butahumore like Christian Arabs, American
Jews arrived in the United States during the grgatof immigration and thus have accumulated
considerable seniority that has allowed their faks/to become familiar to most Americans.

Most Jewish migrants to the United States dutegitnmigration era came from villages
and small towns in the Eastern European Pale ¢ie8wint. Even before the rise of Fascism in
the 1930s, their situation was precarious becabigeuent anti-Semitism in Poland and Russia.
Migration was certainly influenced by the “pull” tfe United States for impoverished shtetl-
dwellers but was more powerfully driven by periodigbreaks of pogroms and institutionalized
discrimination. Although Jews enjoyed a measurewf equality in the United States and faced
a much more benign type of anti-Semitism than éxdll country, Judaism still marked the

community as different in meaningful ways. Isolait@tially from other Americans by their
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unique languages and religious background as wddlyanti-Semitism, the newcomers quickly
replicated their old world communes, establishitiqnie enclaves with tight social networks, a
rich array of institutions, and cultural unity. timeir synagogues, group identity was reinforced
by a theology that promoted “an awareness of Jems'mon ancestry, their existence as a
chosen people, the special sanctity of the laridrakl and of the Temple in Jerusalem, the
divine election of the Davidic dynasty, and the augrof Messianic redemption” (Moore 1981,
389). Conditions in these ghettos fused religiargiment, ethnicity, nationality and culture,
imparting all with a distinctive group cast (Liebm&973, 20). Imbued with this collective
orientation, Jews understood themselves as a tmabr people rather than simply a religion”
(Waxman 1999, 7).

If two of the three factors that promote ethnibesion—refugee status and cultural
differences—encouraged a distinctive Jewish etthesthird, time of arrival, may have mitigated
the effect. Within the span of one generation, Jewsed out of ghettos into suburbs and spread
across the United States. In relatively short grdews lost many Old World traits and became
active players in American life, first as commurotganizers, then as labor activists and party
workers, eventually as candidates, office holdeutture makers, and leaders in business and the
professions. They assimilated so rapidly in faat tommunity activists soon worried about the
dangers to Jewish continuity posed by high interiage rates, low levels of connection to the
(Israeli) homeland, the loss of Yiddish and Hebramd other indicators of declining
distinctiveness. Before concluding that successrigimed Jewish cohesion, however, it is
important to consider countervailing forces thatidtaneously stimulated group awareness-- the
Holocaust and the establishment of the state aélsn 1948. The trauma associated with

genocide and concern for the security of Israekegnently became central to the political
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culture of American Judaism (Woocher 1988&Ye anticipate that members of the Jewish
community will outpace Christian Arabs in levelspafiiticized ethnic identity.

Based on group experiences, then, we should fiadJews and Muslims are likely to
exhibit higher levels of politicized ethnic idegtihan Christian Arabs. The model is not clear
about which of these two groups will have the hgihevel. Jews and Muslims score equally
highly on two precursors of ethnic consciousnesgeei expulsion from the homeland and a
less receptive host society culture—while Musliasfairly recent arrivals, have an additional
impetus to politicized ethnic identity. Howeverethreater seniority of American Jews, a factor
that normally diminishes collective behavior, mig¥ell be offset by the trauma of the Holocaust
and pride in the creation of the state of Israélc@urse, it is important to remember that ethnic
affiliation is just one of the factors likely tofilnence the centrality accorded to homeland
political interests. Variations among individuats #ikely to matter considerably as well. Our

concern is whether group membership matters whecontol for the other predictors.

Data and Measures

The data for this study were derived from the “GrdtPolls” conducted by Zogby
International. An omnibus survey of the adult p@pioin was in the field from December 14,
1999 through February 7, 2000. The survey yield&@l rewish respondents and 501 Arabs.
Respondents were contacted by telephone from tgbyimternational headquarters in Utica,
New York. The resulting data were weighted slighmyyregion, age and gender to more closely
approximate the resident Jewish and Arab populatidithe United Stat€sThe survey of Jews

was conducted in cooperation with tdew Jersey Jewish News.
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The dependent variable, politicized ethnic idgntias created from four items that
scaled appropriately (Cronbach’s alpha = 0.75):
Which of the following statements best describesitiportance of the Arab-Israeli conflict to
you personally?

1. It is the single most important issue for me

2. It is among the top three most important isgaeme.

3. It is among the top five most important issu@sne.

4. It is not among the top five most important estor me.

In the next national elections, how important whik candidates’ positions on the Arab-Israeli
conflict be in your voting decision — very importasomewhat important, or not important?

Which of the following statements best describesitfportance of U.S. support for Israel to you
personally?

1. It is the single most important issue for me.

2. It is among the top three most important isgaeme.

3. It is among the top five most important issu@sne.

4. It is not among the top five most important estor me.
Have you ever “written a letter, made a telephalk or done anything else to express your
views on the Arab-Israeli conflict directly to avgwnment official, newspaper, or magazine?
(Yes/No)
These items assess directly the salience of thel®lidast conflict as a political issue, a factor in
presidential vote choice, and a source of actioreeipely what we mean by politicized ethnic
identity. The literature on issue salience makeardhat respondents will only act on such
orientations when the issue has personal meanimgdm (Lavine et al. 1996), making the
framing of these questions especially appropriate.

Previous analysis suggests that individuals widaoh community will differ on this
variable according to the strength of their culltusacial and psychological/symbolic ties to the
ethnonational group (Wald and Williams, 2006a, 2§06The principal source of cultural

socialization, religious institutions, is represshin the equation by the frequency of attendance

at worship services. The surveys are amply suppliddindicators of the social domain of
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ethnic attachment: ethnic composition of the neaghbod, the maintenance of ethnic friendship
networks, the use of a foreign language, and statedtion of visiting the homeland in the next
year. These measures of integration are codedteathigher values are assigned to more
frequent and intense interaction with fellow mensbafrthe ethnonational community. The
model will also include generation of one’s famitythe United States and a measure of
economic resources, both of which typically indegimilation rather than ethnic integration
(Zsembik and Beeghley 1996), and should thus betivedy related to politicized ethnic
identity'° The final variable under the heading of sociatdexis age. Although there is some
debate about whether age enhances or retards attembment, the findings from earlier studies
suggest that age is a positive influence. Thedastain, symbolic/psychological ethnic
attachment, involves the purely cognitive tie (ifyalinking the individual to the group. In the
model, this construct is operationalized by a cositpaneasure based on questions about pride
in ethnic heritage, centrality of ethnic heritaggersonal identity, and emotional tie to the
homeland. The alpha of 0.61, lower than we woulkhareferred, is high enough to warrant a
composite scale.

The model includes three other control varialdReEcognizing a strong research tradition
linking the experience of discrimination to the dpment of politicized consciousness, the
model has a dummy variable for respondents regpparsonal experience of ethnic
discrimination. Some scholars have speculatedniesit might be more attuned to international
affairs than women and there is a dummy variahlenfales to capture any such effect. The final
control is a response to the symbolic politicsitrad that emphasizes the power of group affect
in jJudgments about contentious public issues (Setaas1980). To prove that attentiveness to the

Arab-Israeli conflict is not driven solely by persd allegiances to one side or the other, the
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model also includes a measure of group affect.vEn@able assigns the highest value to
respondents who sympathize primarily with their gyvaup (rather than to both groups equally,
neither group, or the other group) in the Arab-d$ireonflict.

The ethnic dummies that will gauge group effectstased on screening questions.
Respondents were asked to identify the ethnic lddatlbest applied to them. The analysis
includes persons who identified themselves as ‘Sk@&r “Arab American” in the screening
guestion. Arabs were subdivided by religion withugstion that asked them to select one
affiliation. Respondents who identified as Cathd@including Maronite and Melkite), Orthodox,
or Protestant are represented by the Christian dyreaving self-identified Muslims as the

other category for Arab Americans.

Analysis

Before undertaking multivariate analysis, it igmntant to confirm that the three groups
differ as hypothesized on the predictors of palied ethnic consciousness. In compositional
terms, the three groups are distinctive as predlicyethe scholarly literature (see Table 1
below). Consistent with their status as the mastmenewcomers and relatively least assimilated
of the three groups, Arab Muslims are much morelyikhan Jews and Arab Christians to be
younger, first-generation Americans, to speak aifpr language at home, to exhibit lower levels
of economic integration and to manifest high lexalsthnic pride. Although the differences
aren’t always large, Arab Christians show signassiimilation:* Compared to the other two
groups, they are older (suggesting both lower ates and attrition of ethnic identity among
the young), less likely to live in ethnic neighbodas or maintain ethnic friendships, and least

likely to report discrimination based on ethnicitfythe data set contained information about the
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religion of the spouse, that indicator would no lokodemonstrate very high rates of out-marriage
as well (Kulczyki and Lobo 2002). Jews are moregnated than the other two groups based on
length of residence and level of education. On sean@bles, such as age, foreign language use,
friendship patterns, and ethnic pride, they arsea@o or virtually indistinguishable from Arab
Christians while they match Arab Muslims only iteadency to live in ethnic neighborhoods
and to sympathize with their “side” in the Arabasli conflict. These results generally conform
to the assimilation paradigm (as would marriagégpas if such data were available in the
study). Yet in another sense Jews exhibited this tvha classic outsider group—an appreciably
greater tendency to report a personal experiendesofimination and to identify with their
coreligionists in the ongoing Middle East conflidssimilation aside, American Jews remain
notably wary about their status in the United Stated connected via sympathy to the homeland,
factors likely to contribute to high levels of gatized ethnic identity.
TABLE 1 ABOUT HERE

Bivariate analysis also validated expectationsiboe determinants of politicized ethnic
identity (analysis not shown). Using the tau-betaelation statistic, politicized ethnic identity |
significantly related in the anticipated directimnage, generation in the United States, ethnic
pride, economic integration, ethnic residencenfitghip and travel patterns, discrimination,
religious attendance, Middle East affect, and fprdanguage use. Only one variable, education,
fails to correlate significantly with politicizedhic identity and there is just one
counterintuitive finding, the tendency for malepesdents to report significantly lower rates of
Middle East salience.

Do the three groups differ as forecast in terfith@ir politicized ethnic identity? They

do indeed. The groups line up on the dependerdblarivith Arab Christians at the bottom
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(mean = 3.29), Arab Muslims at the top (5.20) amdslin the middle with an average of 3.82
(all differences significant at p < .01). Whetheede differences are simply the result of
individual variation or also reflect group membeypsper se can only be determined by modeling
politicized ethnic identity as a function both bé&tindividual traits that have been used in prior
research (cultural exposure, social interactiod, @gychological commitment) and of nominal
group membership. Testing this conjecture requmakivariate multilevel analysis of

politicized ethnic identity. The effect of group mieership will be determined by dummy
variable analysis. The size and significance ofetonational dummy coefficients tell us
whether the groups differ in politicized ethnicmtiey net of individual differences known to
influence the dependent variable. This ethnonatidnamy operates as a proxy to represent the
contexts of exit and reception.

Table 2 below presents ordered probit analyseth (wbust standard errors) of
politicized ethnic identity. The first model inclesl dummy variables for Jews and Christian
Arabs. This equation enables us to determine iSJavd Christian Arabs are more or less
politicized in terms of ethnic identity than Musliirabs, the omitted category. The second
equation with Muslim and Jewish dummies revealsthdreChristian Arabs differ from Jews in
politicized ethnic identity. Because twelve of ftmen predictors are significantly related to the
dependent variable in the simple bivariate analysesuse one-tailed tests of significance to
evaluate the multivariate models. In practice, thékes very little difference to the conclusions.

TABLE 2 ABOUT HERE

We start with the individual-level factors hyposieed to promote high levels of

politicized ethnic identity. As a rule, the perfante of individual-level variables largely

conformed to previous research finditg#\s expected, the measure of cognitive ethnicigres
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a large, significant and positive influence on dependent variable. In fact, judging by the
effects coefficient (Long 1997), the level of ethpride exerts twice the impact on politicized
ethnic identity of any other single variable in thedel. Several of the measures associated with
the social dimension of ethnicity also enhancepibidical priority respondents assign to
homeland interests. Age, closeness to the immigrgmerience, living in an ethnic
neighborhood, speaking a foreign language andngsihe homeland are all conducive to high
levels of politicized ethnic identity. Attendanderaligious services, which taps the domain of
cultural ethnic attachment, also promotes the sedieof the Arab-Israeli conflict to diaspora
members. Of the control variables, experiencingrdignation based on ethnicity and
sympathizing with one’s own people in the MiddlesElaoth enhance politicized ethnic identity
to a significant degree.

Above and beyond the influence of these compasititactors, does membership in the
three ethnonational groups influence politicizdthet identity? That question is answered by the
coefficients for the ethnic dummy variables. Witnmpositional differences controlled, Christian
Arabs are much less politically focused on the Alszheli conflict than either Muslim or Jewish
respondents. The literature emphasizing the lagobfical engagement with this issue among
Arab Christians appears very much on target. Becthesy shared outsider status in some
respects, we were uncertain whether Jews or Mustais would have higher levels of
politicized ethnic identity. Before controlling faompositional differences, Muslims registered
significantly higher scores than Jews. But acc@ydanequation 1, this difference erodes once
individual differences are taken into account.ne multivariate analysis, Jews score lower than
Muslims on the dependent variable but the diffeesrare small and statistically insignificant.

Figure 1 below graphs the predicted distributiopaifticized ethnic identity for respondents
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who differed from each other only by ethnic groupmbership. Visual inspection confirms the
distinctiveness of Christian Arabs, who lag behimel other two ethnonational groups, and the
close tracking of scores for Jews and Muslim Arabs.

FIGURE 1 ABOUT HERE

Discussion

This paper was animated by curiosity about maseebdsferences in politicized ethnic
identity, a quality likely to influence the effeatiness of diaspora mobilization in foreign affairs.
In comparing three ethnonational diasporas witlaipeg interest in the Middle East, we
anticipated that political concern for the homelavalild respond both the individual-level
differences among members of all the groups ampidop membership per se. Net of the
compositional differences established in previasearch, we hypothesized that groups would
differ from one another based on their unique cdstef emigration and reception.

Individual differences aside, the multivariate lggs confirms that the groups differ in
the political salience they accord the Middle Bagheir host country political calculations.
Specifically, Arab-American Christians are apprbtydess likely than either Arab-American
Muslims or American Jews to assign political pitipto the Middle East conflict. Based on their
voluntary exit from the homeland, relative senipoit the United States and conditions of
reception in the host society, this pattern isrehticonsistent with expectations.

The case of Jews and Arab Muslims is less cleace@ompositional differences are
controlled, the two groups are indistinguishableatiticized ethnic identification. This
convergence is puzzling because the two grouperditi significantly on many factors linked to

collective political consciousness--length of reside in the United States, age, education,
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foreign language use, travel patterns, ethnic @séips, ethnic pride and so on. As a rule, Jews
are appreciably closer on these measures to Arabti@ahs than the Muslims with whom they
share high levels of politicized ethnic identificait.

However, two traits both unite American Jews amdbAAmerican Muslims and
differentiate them clearly from Arab-American Chiass—religion and refugee status. Judaism
and Islam are religious “others” in the United 8sata country where more than three-fourths of
the population (and 95% of those who volunteeligiois affiliation) still identify with
Christianity (Kosmin 2001). In terms of generatpaliticized ethnic identification, this common
status appears to outweigh the notable differebe@seen Jews and Muslims and distances
them from the Christians with whom they share spuoigically relevant traits. It is reinforced
by the tendency of members of both groups to cengltemselves refugees with strong personal
ties to the homeland.

Religion is likely to play such a large role besaut is an important signifier of cultural
difference. Individuals who share the dominanigieh of the host society have access to social
integration by virtue of their embrace of a sodiatam whereas outsiders are segregated in
niche environments and likely to develop some d®abbut their membership in the national
community™® Unlike most white Christians, who experience iielig fellowship in non-ethnic
congregations, Jews and Muslims are more likelphabit a religious space that reinforces
ethnic consciousned&Given the documented power of congregations tegge common
political consciousness (Wald et al. 1988, Jamd&bP0he religious environment of Jews and
Muslims further encourages the development of reentarian outlooks’ By describing
religion in this manner, we certainly should noedgok the constitutional framework that

renders religion formally irrelevant to Americaizénship and the social reality that even
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religious outsiders enjoy an astonishing degrescoéptability in social practice. Yet simply
knowing that one is part of a religious minoriteses to sensitize individuals to the ethnic
homeland and to promote homeland concerns whepati@snembers participate in political life
in the host country.

Part of the apparent tension between Americagioeis pluralism and the maintenance
of ethnonational cohesion may also owe to the pattithe data available for analysis.
Respondents were classified as Arab Christiand) AMaslims or Jews if they selected such
terms when prompted by survey interviewers. In@etsp where ethnicity and religion are
increasingly matters of volition rather than astoip, people with Arab or Jewish heritage may
not identify as such because they live their I little cognizance of or connection to the
ethnic community. That is the very nature of ethatteachment in the post-modern era. Hence
respondents who select the labels are by defintilimg to associate themselves with these
communities and should therefore be somewhat mep®sked than those with no ethnic
engagement to factor ethnic concerns into polifisdgyments. This does not mean our
substantive interpretation has to be abandonegdRegnts willing to identify themselves as
Arabs and Christians stand out from the two otleenrmunities in the study by a lower level of
politicized ethnic identity. Nonetheless, the diffieces we observed may be somewhat sharper
because the study omitted persons of ethnonatimrahge who disclaimed such identity in the
screening process.

As noted above, this paper does not develop d@Hetry of diaspora influence; it only
identifies some promising lines of inquiry to helpderstand why ethnonational communities
differ in their readiness to promote homeland iegés in the society of destination. No doubt,

comparative diaspora influence in policy-making@l®gs on factors such as group size,
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economic resources, organizational density, leagepiality, networks of influence, population
distribution, access to elites and other traits mamly cited to explain power disparities from
one group to another. But it also matters that sdimgporas enjoy stronger political support
among their “natural” constituencies than others,mimed to activate latent mass loyalties on
short notice, and thus have the capacity more aully effectively to mobilize on behalf of
homeland interests. With more case studies thatpacate perspectives from mass political
behavior, it will be possible to gain additionakghiase on the problem of diaspora participation

in American public life.
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Tablel

Comparison of Three Ethnonational Groups on Sededieasures

Arab
Christian
Percent 1 & 2" generation American 59.1
Percent college graduate 48.9

Percent live in predominantly ethnic neighborhoods 2.8

Percent only ethnic friends outside work/school 6.4
Percent use other language than English at home 3 21.
Percent experienced ethnic discrimination in US 438.
Percent favor own group in Middle East conflict 50.
Mean age 52.3
Mean economic resources (4-8) 7.16
Mean ethnic pride (standard scale) -0.07
Mean politicized ethnic identity (0-9) 3.29

Maximum N (362)

Arab
Muslim

90.8
44.0
15.7
14.0
56.0
40.7
59.7
42.8
6.47
1.07
5.20

(109)

Jewish
324
60.6
13.1
9.5
5.6
59.2
66.3
48.4
7.21
-0.14
.83

(589)



Independent Variable

Cognitive Ties
Ethnic Pride

Social Ties

Age

Generation in US
Economic Resources
Education

Ethnic Neighborhood
Ethnic Friendships
Foreign Language
Middle East Visit

Cultural Ties
Religious Attendance

Controls

Male
Discrimination
Middle East Affect

Group Member ship

Christian (with Muslim omitted)
Jewish (with Muslim omitted)
Muslim (with Christian omitted)

30

Table2
Results of Ordered Probit Analysis of Politicizethiic Identity
(N =782)

Robust Standard Effects
Coefficient Error Z P>|z|* Goent
1621762 .0200675 8.08 0.00.11688583
.0100504 .0024972 4.02 0.000 .a823
-.1133161 044192  62.9.010 .03545595
-.0305365 .0481252 63-0.0.526 .00954683
.0614441 .0538979 1.14 540.2.01452224
1488121 .0784758 .901 0.058 .02310067
1282377 1558089 820. 0.410 .01005373
.3180966 1473126 2.08031 .02505754
.2894389 1636838  71..70.077 .02283119
.0997537 .0394883.53 0.012 .03099277
.0150484 .0831651 0.18 0.858117535
.2213899 .0807053 2.70.006 .01728252
.3180966 1473126 2.16.031 .03813844
-.5979802 15878 -3.78 0.000 .04681404
-.1397032 .1669815-0.84 0.403 .01088139
.6075254 162810 3.73 0.000 .04773607
4530483 107850 4.20 0.000 .03528698

Jewish (with Christian omitted)

Wald chf(15)
Prob > chf

249.15
0.0000

Log pseudo-likelihood = -1581.5095

Pseudo R = 0.0801

*To calculate the one-tailed significance levemply divide the table entry by 2.
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Figurel

Predicted PEI Scores for Respondents with Averdgadtteristics by Ethnonational Group
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Notes

'Shain and Barth (2003) classify diaspora membec®@es passive (also called rear-guard or
occasional recruits in Shain 1999, 96) or silezxtpgnizing the variability in homeland salience
across communities but not attempting to account.ftn the other major theoretical statement
about diasporas as foreign policy actors, She#@08) recognizes that diaspora membership
depends on individual decisions about ethnic idgbtit does not identify nor assess the
determinants of such choices. The sole empiricalysto classify immigrants in terms of
homeland connections, Guarnizo’s et al's (2003yeynof Colombians, Salvadoreans and
Dominicans in the United States, focused on dim@grant participation in home country politics
rather than political action on behalf of the hoamel in the United States.

*Homeland” may refer to a specific geographicakaiem which the individual claims descent
or to a place that engenders a sense of obligatidrallegiance from individuals who may never
have set foot in it.

3politicized ethnic identity may be directed to “overe” or “over there” issues. In practice, as
shown by Tarrow’s (2005) work on “rooted cosmooig” and Nagel and Staeheli’'s (2004)
study of Arab diaspora activists in the United &apersons with a strong sense of politicized
ethnic identity are likely to address both kindssses.

“*Shain and Barth (2003, 463-4) identify two addiéibhost society qualities that may affect
diaspora effectiveness, the importance of the $msety’s foreign policy to the homeland and
the openness of homeland foreign policy to domesticence. With a case study of groups in
the United States, these factors are assumed atots

®Consistent with folk wisdom, Gans (1997) noted #ssimilation more often follows a bumpy
than a straight line as members of the third gdimeranative-born grandchildren of immigrants,
often embrace group particularities that the pragetivo generations tried to shed in
establishing their American credentials. Nonethglédba and Nee (2003) have documented the
gradual erosion of ethnic consciousness over tima@manner consistent with the classic
formulations of the concept.

®Using the Public Use Micro Sample of the U.S. Cerfsu 1980 and 1990, Kulczycki and Lobo
(2001) found that roughly 60% of Americans with Bi@ncestry (approximately 1 million) were
of Syrian and Lebanese descent and that two-thorttsree- fourths of the Lebanese-Syrians
were born in the United States. Haddad (1994, G8)es that 90% of the Arabs who arrived in
the United States up to the 1950s were Christifins.U.S. Census does not collect data about
religious affiliation but this estimate is widelgported in the scholarly literature.

’As a measure of the attrition in Eastern Christjar®rfalea (1988, 318) estimated that the six
largest Eastern Rite Christian traditions had teas 300,000 members out of a predominantly
Christian population estimated at 1 million.
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#Two other factors also mattered. Unlike Arab Amanis who were divided by national,
religious, ethnic and other cleavages, AmericansJeere relatively homogeneous in these
terms. Moreover, as Goldscheider (1986) has demaiad{ upward social mobility did not
diminish Jewish cohesion because Jews moved erenmeghe same occupations, suburbs,
schools, and other environments, reinforcing aesefsollective identity.

°As the survey was conducted during the period leettoe second intifada and the outbreak of
war on the Lebanese and Gaza fronts, it represemsgthing of a “normal” time. Subsequent
events may have rendered the Arab-Israeli confliate politically salient to the three ethnic
communities but it is not clear that military actiwould change the determinants of politicized
ethnic identity.

%The income question had unacceptably high levetsis$ing data and the survey did not ask
about occupation. The economic resources scalbga®.63) was based on possession of a
credit card, savings account, stocks and/or bants a retirement fund. This is probably closer
to a measure of economic integration with Amerisaciety than the typical income or status
items in most surveys.

1A higher proportion of Arab-American Christians wéairly recent immigrants than the
literature would have suggested, possibly reflectire immigration of Lebanese Christians
during the 1975-1990 civil war in that country &hd continuing exodus of Palestinian
Christians from the West Bank. Nonetheless, Arahdiilns still had appreciably longer family
histories in the United States than Arab Muslims.

2The two models were identical except for the idgrif the omitted ethnic group. The
coefficients for the individual-level predictors kevirtually identical across equations and we
use the first model for all coefficients except floe last two ethnic dummies.

13Although there is no evidence in the data to supipdt’s quite likely that this dynamic
operates more fully for religious groups that reBlenthe dominant population in terms of race.
African-American Christians and Latinos probablydfithemselves less welcome than white
Anglos despite common religious heritage.

“This argument should not be overstated. Arab Araasare less numerous among Muslims
than either South Asians or African Americans aray tmerefore be minorities in mosques.
Some Jews, particularly people in mixed marriagesthe so-called “Messianic” Jews, may
attend congregations where they are a religiousmntyn It's also true that some Christian
confessions, such as Greek Orthodox or Latino Biartés, remain as ethnically homogenous as
the old ethnic parishes of the American Catholigrch. Nonetheless, the general statement still
holds.

>Because of the low level of mosque attachment @pAMuslims, the effect is primarily
registered among Jews.



