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CHAPTER 1 
INTRODUCTION 

As in other developed countries, the immigrant population in the United States has grown 

rapidly in recent years (Messina & Lahav, 2006; U.S. Census, 2010).  According to the U.S. 

Census Bureau (2010), the percent of the foreign-born citizens in the total population has almost 

tripled since the 1960s -- rising from five to thirteen percent.  Growth of the U.S. immigrant 

population is expected to continue, especially if the U.S. Congress approves long awaited 

immigration reform (Plumer, 2013).   

After naturalization, immigrants acquire the right to vote and many join the U.S. political 

and civic processes (Wang, 2013). Consequently, an increasingly heterogeneous U.S. population 

creates the need to understand how immigrants socialize politically because “the inclusion and 

participation of everyone in social and political institutions” are the main principles of 

multicultural democracy (Jaggar, 1999; Young, 1989, p. 251). Political socialization is the 

process of acquiring norms, attitudes, and behaviors prevalent in a given political system (Atkin 

& Gantz, 1978; Erikson & Tedin, 2011; Sigel, 1965). Previous research indicates that political 

socialization patterns can differ between the general population and immigrants, including their 

children (Humphries, Muller, & Schiller, 2013; Cho, 1999). Also, studies show that the process 

of political socialization might vary among different groups of immigrants (Cho, Gimpel, & 

Dyck, 2006). 

Purpose of the Study 

While the majority of current research focuses on larger immigrant groups from Latin 

America and Asia, this study looks at immigrants from ex-Soviet countries, a less visible 

segment of the foreign-born population. In this manuscript the term ex-Soviet immigrants refers 

to immigrants from any of the 15 former USSR republics: Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, 
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Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Georgia, Armenia, Kazakhstan, Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, 

Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Azerbaijan.  

The purpose of this dissertation, utilizing a mixed-method approach, is to fill a gap in 

knowledge concerning the political socialization patterns of ex-Soviet immigrants’ and how 

media consumption contributes to this process. Specifically, this study examines the ways in 

which these immigrants learn about the U.S. political system and acquire political loyalties. Plus, 

the following research investigates how immigrants’ ethnic identity and previous political 

experiences in their home countries influence their political socialization in the United States.  

Need for the Study 

Although they are not the nation’s largest immigrant group, immigrants from ex-Soviet 

countries constitute a significant share of the U.S. population.  Their community grew 

considerably after the collapse of the USSR in 1991, when ex-Soviet citizens acquired the 

freedom to leave their countries without restraints. According to the U.S. Department of 

Homeland Security (n.d.), during the last two decades nearly one million immigrants from ex-

Soviet countries received legal permanent resident status in the United States. Comparatively, 

during all 70 years of Soviet rule, only 130,000 people were able to leave the country and move 

to the United States (U.S. Department of Homeland Security, n.d.). Currently, Russian is the 

eighth most widely used minority language in the U.S. after Spanish, Chinese, Vietnamese, 

Tagalog, French, Korean, and German (U.S. Census, 2009).  

As a result of increased immigration, Russian-speaking communities are booming in 

many large U.S. cities. Along with historic settlements in New York, Chicago, and Los Angeles 

(Gold, 2007), Russian-speaking neighborhoods also flourish in Pennsylvania, New Jersey, 

Texas, (Austin, 2004; Bernstein, 2002; Ginsberg, 2002), Washington, and Florida (U.S. Census, 

2009-11). As their numbers grow, Russian-speaking communities tend to start their own media 
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outlets (Bernstein, 2002; Morley, 2004; Murphy, 2002) and businesses, and are even represented 

by their own leaders in local politics (“Biography,” n.d.). Moreover, because a sizable portion of 

ex-Soviet immigrants live in swing states such as Florida, Pennsylvania, and Ohio, their votes 

may be decisive in the outcome of future Presidential elections (Young, 2012).    

However, in contrast to other groups of foreign nationals, limited research is available on 

ex-Soviet immigrants in the United States (Flaherty et al., 1988; Gold, 2007; Goldenberg & 

Saxe, 1996; Nesteruk & Marks, 2009; Robila, 2007). The scarce scholarship that does exist 

mostly dates back to the 1990s and early 2000s (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996; Kliger, 2004). As a 

result, there is no current information available on the political preferences and voting patterns of 

these immigrants. Also, no investigations have been made regarding generational differences 

between older immigrants, who grew up under communism, and younger Russians, who had 

limited or no experience with the Soviet system. Additionally, there is a need to explore specific 

variations in political socialization of immigrants from different parts of the former Soviet 

republics: Although the immigrants from these now independent states often share a common 

Russian (Soviet) identity, they still may have additional, country-specific characteristics, which 

this paper will discuss later in detail.   

Information on political and media preferences of ex-Soviet immigrants can be 

invaluable to policy-makers (Robila, 2007), journalists (Young, 2012), and non-governmental 

organizations who study or work with immigrants from ex-Soviet Union states. For instance, 

Young (2012), a Ria Novosti journalist, stated that due to the lack of research on Russian 

immigrants, she was forced to rely on anecdotal evidence when reporting on Russian 

immigrants’ political preferences during the 2012 elections. 
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Timing of the Study 

It is important to note that the data collection phase of this dissertation coincided with 

anti-government protests in Ukraine. In November 2013, Ukrainian President Victor 

Yanukovych reversed Ukraine’s political course by choosing closer relations with Russia over 

association with the European Union (“Why is Ukraine,” 2014).  Protesting Yanukovych’s 

decision, thousands of Ukrainians occupied the central square of the country’s capital, Kiev. 

Following the police beating of student protesters, the introduction of “severe new anti-protest 

laws, and the abduction and beating of opposition activists” further fueled the protests, which 

brought up to 800,000 demonstrators to the streets of Kiev (“Ukraine crisis,” 2014; “Why is 

Ukraine,” 2014, para. 6). The climax of the three month standoff happened in late February 2014 

when, over the course of two days, nearly 90 protestors were killed by snipers in military 

uniforms (“Ukraine crisis,” 2014). The next day President Yanukovych negotiated an agreement 

with the Ukrainian political opposition and fled the country (“Ukraine crisis,” 2014).   

The aforementioned events could have potentially affected both the survey and in-depth 

interview findings. This possibility will be further explored in the Discussion and Limitation 

sections of this study. But for now it also is important to stress that the survey and all but one in-

depth interview were conducted before the Russian-Ukrainian crisis, which escalated with 

Russia’s military occupation of the Ukrainian Crimea peninsula and annexation of this territory. 

Therefore, this study is unique because it captures ex-Soviet immigrants’ media and political 

preferences before these dramatic events, which eroded Ukrainian-Russian relations and 

intensified the tensions between Russia and the United States (Lister, 2014).   

Ex-Soviet Immigrants: Rationales for Studying as a Group 

Immigrants from the former USSR do not just share a common communist history. They 

also often belong to the Christian Orthodox Church and speak the Russian language (Gold, 
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2007). Similarities in “tastes and cultural outlooks” continue to bind this group of people into a 

larger community that is united by ex-Soviet identity (Gold, 2007, p. 590).These immigrants’ 

cultural, historic, and language commonalities serve as a solid rationale for assembling them in 

one group for this study (Maydell-Stevens, Masggoret, & Ward, 2007).  

However, it is worth noting that Russian may not be the first language of immigrants 

from some former Soviet Union countries, though the knowledge of it is almost universal among 

ex-Soviet immigrants. During the Soviet rule, communist leaders pursued the “policy of 

Russification, which involved the training and indoctrination of various non-Russian groups into 

Russian language, culture, and identity” (Gold, 2007, p.580). Even those immigrants “who were 

not ethnically Russian” were likely to be “oriented toward Russian-speaking environments” in 

their past (Gold, 2007, p. 580) because Russian language was encouraged in nearly all spheres of 

life, including education (Saunders, 2006).  

Ex-Soviet Immigrants: Inter-Group Differences 

As noted, the ex-Soviet immigrant community is not quite homogeneous. Despite historic 

and cultural similarities, immigrants from different parts of the former USSR vary in terms of 

educational levels, income, occupation, and English proficiency (U.S. Census, n.d.). Thus, it is 

possible that some groups of ex-Soviet immigrants also differ in terms of media habits and 

political behavior.  For instance, support for the Republican Party increases in proportion to 

income levels, while lower income individuals are more likely to vote Democratic (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2011).  

Additionally, historic events may have an influence on the political attitudes and behavior 

of these immigrants. For instance, some former Soviet republics joined the USSR much later 

than others: while Belarus and Eastern Ukraine were occupied by Soviets in the early 1920s, 

Latvia, Lithuania, and Estonia remained free until 1940. After the breakdown of the USSR, the 
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Baltic countries made a successful transition from communist states to well-functioning 

democracies, with membership in NATO and European Union. Yet, Ukraine and Moldova are 

only partly free countries, while Russia, Belarus, and the countries of Central Asia are 

authoritarian regimes (Freedom House, n.d.). 

Previous research indicates that experience with communism is negatively associated 

with levels of “social capital, trust and civil society development” (Roland, 2012, para. 6). 

According to Ofer, a professor from Hebrew University of Jerusalem, people who grew up under 

authoritarian regime are likely to express higher levels of “cynicism and a lower sense of civic 

morality” (Roland, 2012, para. 3). Thus, based on countries of origin, it also is reasonable to 

expect differences in immigrants’ trust levels of the U.S. government and politicians. 

Russian (Ex-Soviet) Immigrants in the U.S.: History of Settlement  

The following section will provide background information on the history of Russian and 

other ex-Soviet immigrants’ in the United States.  It is important to note that, due to changes in 

state borders and the “meaning of Russian identity,” immigrants “from the same region may or 

may not be listed as being from the former Soviet Union or Russia” in the U.S. records (Gold, 

2007, p. 579).  Therefore, in an effort to understand the larger picture, the following brief 

overview provides facts about the U.S. immigration and adjustment patterns of Russian and 

related ethnic groups. 

Early Settlers: 17-18
th

 Century 

Russian immigrants came to the United States in several waves. The first settlers arrived 

in what is now the U.S. West Coast in the seventeen hundreds by crossing the Bering Strait and 

establishing the fur trade between Asia and North America (Gold, 2007). Later, in 1784, the first 

permanent outpost was established on one of Alaska’s islands (Gold, 2007). Russians kept 
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moving southward and founded several dozen settlements, including one in Northern California 

(Gold, 2007).  

Mass Migration: 1870-1919 

The next wave of Russian immigration came almost a century later between the 1870 and 

the 1920s (Yamane, 2011), and it was primarily directed toward America’s East Coast. Due to 

World War I, the Russian Revolution, and other “economic, political, and religious reasons” 

(Yamane, 2011, p. 4), more than three million people left the Russian Empire (U.S. Department 

of Homeland Security, n.d.). It is worth noting that not all immigrants from the former Russian 

Empire were ethnic Russians. A considerable number of them were Ukrainians, Byelorussians, 

Latvians, or Jews (Gold, 2007).  

The majority of these immigrants were former agricultural workers (Gold, 2007). After 

their arrival to the United States many of these uneducated immigrants mined coal, and staffed 

the railroad, textile and food factories in urban centers across America (Gold, 2007; Hrycak, 

2008). Others, working in agriculture, founded colonies in the Northeast and Midwest (Gold, 

2007). For example, Veidemanis (1962) described the life of Latvian immigrants in “heavily 

forested and undeveloped” areas of Wisconsin where they had to “live as pioneers, clearing trees, 

tree stumps, and stones to secure farm land” (p. 252). The cultural life of these immigrants was, 

for the most part, centered on the church (Hrycak, 2008; Veidemanis, 1962).  

Immigration in 1920-50s 

The rise of the Soviet Union in 1923 and the implementation of more restrictionist 

immigration policies in the United States (Messina & Lahav, 2006) reduced the flow of the 

Russian immigrants.  Notably, the Soviet Union restricted citizens from leaving its republics. 

Even traveling was a rare privilege because the Soviet government feared its citizens would see 

that the quality of life was superior in the Western countries (Morrison & Zabusky, 1980).  
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Only 65,000 Russian immigrants were able to escape the Soviet Union and enter the U.S. 

between 1920 and the 1950s (U.S. Department of Homeland security, n.d.). The majority of 

these immigrants were either members of the Russian elite who disagreed with communism or 

displaced persons sent by fascists to work in Germany (Gold, 2007) and Austria.  

Generally, immigrants during this period were more educated than those from the 

previous waves (Hrycak, 2008; Markus & Wolowyna, 1994). Many ethnic Ukrainians, Latvians, 

and Lithuanians also happened to be nationally conscious with a strong desire to preserve their 

ethnic culture, traditions, and language (Hrycak, 2008; Pakstiene & Pakstys, 2003; Veidemanis, 

1962). For example, by 1922, the Ukrainian-American community already had 200 patriotic 

organizations and another 200 churches (Hrycak, 2008). Similarly, Latvian immigrants launched 

Lutheran congregations and a “veterans’ organization, [and] youth and adult theater groups” 

(Veidemanis, 1962, p. 254).  

Members of Ukrainian, Latvian, and Lithuanian diasporas strived to help their homelands 

(Markus & Wolowyna, 1994; Pakstiene & Pakstys, 2003; Veidemanis, 1962). Moreover, they 

actively participated in elections by voting for the “candidates who reflect the strongest anti-

Soviet position” and petitioning Congress to “maintain a strong anti-Communist stand” 

(Veidemanis, 1962, p. 255; Pakstiene & Pakstys, 2003). Until the early 1990s, ethnic Ukrainians, 

Latvians, and Lithuanians were unconditional supporters of the U.S. Republican Party due to its 

“staunch anti-communist platform” (Fink, 1997, p. 14).  

Immigration in 1960-80s 

Russian immigrants arriving to the United States from the 1960s to 1980s mostly arrived 

as refugees (Gold, 2007).  In the 1970s, the Soviet government tried to improve relations with 

the West by permitting some citizens of Jewish and Armenian origin to leave the country 

(Flaherty et al., 1988; Gold, 2007; Morrison & Zabusky, 1980). Discrimination against Jews in 
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the Soviet Union was on the rise (Morrison & Zabusky; 1980). Jews were perceived as “class 

enemies” and faced discrimination in education and work (Flaherty et al., 1988; Gold, 2007).   

The Russian immigrants who came to the U.S. during this period were even more skilled 

and educated than their predecessors (Gold, 2007). As Morrison and Zabusky (1980) noted, even 

upper-middle class Soviet immigrants, who owned apartments (a real luxury in the USSR), were 

surprised to learn that what was considered extravagant and privileged in the Soviet Union was 

not perceived as being so in the United States. During an interview for a book about immigrants, 

Sofia Rabinovich, a former USSR citizen who left the country in 1974, kept repeating the word 

“rich” when describing the American lifestyle. She stated, “People here are rich. They don’t 

understand that they are rich. The houses, how they live, the comfort, the things that they have, a 

lot of clothes…” (Morrison & Zabusky; 1980, p. 439). Quality clothing, vehicles, and furniture 

were scarce commodities in the USSR. Few Russians were able to obtain such “luxuries” in the 

Soviet “black” market using their personal connections.  

After their arrival to the United States, even Russian immigrants with college degrees 

experienced downward mobility (Gold, 2007). To survive, even engineers washed dishes and 

film directors collected garbage (Morrison & Zabusky, 1980). Ex-Soviet citizens were often 

forced to conceal their ethnic identities during the Cold War — especially during “Red scares,” 

when “public displays of Russian heritage became taboo” (Gold, 2007, p. 583). In a book about 

immigrants, Morrison and Zabusky (1980) profiled Yuri Sinelnikov, who immigrated to the U.S. 

in 1976. Sinelnikov could not find a job and he believed Americans simply feared his Soviet 

background (Morrison & Zabusky, 1980). As Sinelnikov put it, “They are afraid of Russian 

people. I don’t know – maybe spies, maybe politics, I don’t know exactly” (Morrison & 

Zabusky; 1980, p. 445). However, in time, Soviet refugees were able to find “positions matching 
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their skills, often in research, publishing, and security-related pursuits” (Gold, 2007, p. 582). 

With the unfolding of the “space race,” Russian-speaking immigrants were in-demand because 

they taught Americans the Soviet Union’s culture and its state of affairs (Gold, 2007). 

By the early 1980s, the immigrant flow from the Soviet Union again slowed significantly 

(Flaherty et al, 1988). In 1979 the USSR entered the Afghanistan war and its relations with the 

United States suddenly deteriorated (Flaherty et al., 1988). Yet, the international community 

continued to express “concern about the plight of Soviet Jews” (Flaherty et al., 1988, p. 590). In 

a 1980s effort to improve the country’s tainted human rights record, and in accordance with the 

era of “glasnost,” the Soviet Union once again opened the exit doors for Jewish emigrants 

(Flaherty et al., 1988). Overall, 60,000 Russian immigrants relocated to the United States during 

the ’60s, ’70s, and ’80s (U.S. Department of Homeland security, n.d.).  

Immigration after the Breakup of the Soviet Union: 1990s- 2009 

The immigration of Soviet Jews to the United States intensified after the collapse of the 

USSR (Gold, 2007). Many of them arrived in “family units -- two adults, children, and elderly 

parents” (Rhor, 2000, para. 24). According to the U.S. Department of the Homeland Security 

(n.d.), a total of 600,000 ex-Soviet immigrants received legal permanent residence in the United 

States between 1990 and 2009. 

Interestingly, many Russian-speaking immigrants of this last wave succeeded financially 

(Gold, 2007). However, this does not apply to Russian-speaking refugees whose unemployment 

rates were generally higher than refugees from other ethnic groups (Gold, 2007). One possible 

reason is that educated Russian-speaking immigrants were less willing to take entry-level 

positions right after entering the United States in hopes of finding better jobs in the future (Gold, 

2007). Also, some of these immigrants were older, with health problems and a poor command of 

the English language (Gold, 2007). Such individuals experienced downward mobility, earning 
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low-wages and relying on food stamps and refugee benefits (Haughney, 2000) even though many 

previously belonged to the Soviet elite and worked as medical school professors, economists, 

and even high ranking  government officials (Haughney, 2000). Haughney (2000) quoted Alla 

Volodarskiy, a 63-year-old economist, who could not even find a job in a grocery store due to 

her limited English proficiency: “We like America," but "we are very sorry we came [to the 

United States] late” (para. 30).  

Interestingly, Russian Jews that came to the United States in this last wave predominately 

supported the Republican Party at first, in contrast to American Jews who traditionally vote 

Democratic (Gold, 2007). However, after welfare reform in the 1990s, which cut some 

immigrant benefits, many ex-Soviet immigrants switched to the Democratic camp (Gold, 2007).  

Immigration during 2010-12 

Immigration from ex-Soviet Union countries to the United States still continues today, 

although the rate is significantly lower than in the 1990s and 2010s. In the last three years, 

approximately 26,000 immigrants from ex-Soviet countries received legal permanent residence 

in the United States (Department of the Homeland Security, n.d.). According to Ludmila Isurin, a 

professor from the Ohio State University, a majority of these recent immigrants came to the U.S. 

in order to obtain education or to work (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.).  

Immigrants from this last wave are different from their predecessors as they lived in the 

era of globalized media and market economy. As Gary Shteyngart, the New York best-selling 

novelist of Russian origin, mentioned in his interview, recent Russian immigrants “now have an 

easier time [adjusting in the United States], in part because the middle class in Moscow lives a 

life that's “different than here but not different” (Wolfe, 2014, para. 10). He mentioned that “after 

all, “an iPad here is an iPad there.” (Wolfe, 2014, para. 10).  
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Demographic Characteristics of Ex-Soviet Immigrants 

The next section provides the most current demographic data on Russian immigrants 

(U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011).  This information, obtained from 2009-2011 American 

Community Survey, serves as a good illustration of the inter-group similarities and differences 

discussed earlier in the manuscript. Notably, the U.S. Census Bureau website provides statistics 

only on immigrants from nine former Soviet Union republics and the USSR. The data on 

immigrants from Estonia, Georgia, Turkmenistan, Kyrgyzstan, Tajikistan, and Azerbaijan are not 

readily available. It is possible that number of immigrants from these countries is relatively 

small.  

Table 1-1 provides information on the number of immigrants from each of the nine ex-

Soviet Union countries (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Russians and Ukrainians are the two 

largest ethnic groups, combining to represent nearly 70% of all ex-Soviet immigrants (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2009-2011). The shares of Armenians and Belarusians, the third and fourth 

largest ethnic groups, are 8% and 5% respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Such 

findings are not surprising since Russia and Ukraine are the two most populous countries of the 

former Soviet Union and, along with Belarus, contained historically large Jewish populations.  

Table 1-1 also sheds light on the time of arrival of ex-Soviet immigrants to the United 

States. As previously indicated, the majority of these immigrants came to the U.S. after the end 

of the Cold War (Gold, 2007), with the only exception being Latvians and Lithuanians (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Also noted earlier, citizens of these two Baltic states faced 

communism twenty years later than residents of the other Soviet countries. Therefore, until the 

1940s, Latvians and Lithuanians were able to freely leave their homelands. As a result, more 

than half of Latvians and a third of Lithuanians came to the U.S. before the collapse of the Soviet 

Union (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Immigrants from Baltic countries and from other ex-
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USSR countries, generally show high levels of naturalization (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). 

With nearly two-thirds having already obtained American citizenship, their rate of naturalization 

is nearly 20% higher than other U.S. foreign-born immigrants (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011).  

Table 1-2 provides data concerning the areas of settlement of ex-Soviet immigrants (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Approximately three quarters of ex-USSR immigrants reside in 11 

U.S. states: New York, California, Washington, Illinois, New Jersey, Pennsylvania,   Florida, 

Massachusetts, Texas, Maryland, and Oregon (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Notably, New 

York and California have the largest population of ex-Soviet Union immigrants, with 219,000 

and 214,000 ex-Soviet residents respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011).  Washington and 

Illinois are respectively home to 64,234 and 61,493 such immigrants, while 42,671 live in 

Pennsylvania (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). 

In terms of age, ex-Soviet immigrants tend to be older than U.S. native born, with a 

median age of 40.3 to 43.2 years for Armenians, Belarusians, Russian, and Ukrainians (Table 1-

3; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Lithuanians and Latvians have the highest median age of 

45.5 and 64 years respectively (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). As other researchers have 

found, 2009-2011 Census data indicated that Latvians and Lithuanians are the two groups with 

the best command of English (Robila, 2007). Only 27% and 35.5%, respectively, speak English 

“less than very well” (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Yet, roughly half of Armenians, 

Belarusians, Moldovans, Russians, and Ukrainians have low English proficiency (U.S. Census 

Bureau, 2009-2011). Such differences in language skills might be explained by variations in the 

settlement patterns of the immigrants. As mentioned, a sizable proportion of Latvians and 

Lithuanians came to the United States before the collapse of the Soviet Union, while the majority 

of other ex-Soviet immigrants arrived after 1990.  
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As documented in past research, ex-Soviet immigrants continue to reach high levels of 

educational attainment in the U.S. (Gold, 2007). Nearly half of the ex-Soviet immigrants have 

earned a bachelor’s degree or higher (Table 1-3; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Ex-Soviet 

immigrants surpass both U.S. native and foreign born citizens in their level of education (U.S. 

Census Bureau, 2009-2011). In comparison, according to the U.S. Census Bureau (2009-2011), 

only 29% of native-born citizens and 27% of foreign-born citizens have college degrees. 

 In-line with Gold’s (2007) findings, federal data also suggests that, due to higher levels 

of education, immigrants from ex-Soviet countries “experience rapid economic mobility” (p. 

585). With the exception of Kazakhs, Uzbeks, and Armenians, immigrants from the former 

Soviet republics, are more likely than native-born Americans to work in management, business, 

science, and arts occupations (Table 1-4; U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). It is not apparent 

from the literature the reasons behind the lower occupational mobility of immigrants from 

Central Asia and Caucasus since most have similar levels of educational attainment to other ex-

Soviet immigrants. 

Finally, immigrants from Latvia, Russia, and the former USSR have higher median 

family income than both U.S. foreign and native born citizens (Table 1-5; U.S. Census Bureau, 

2009-2011). Person-based statistics (per capita income) reveal similar trends, with immigrants 

from Belarus, Latvia, Lithuania, Russia, Ukraine, and the former USSR earning more than 

native- and foreign-born American citizens (U.S. Census Bureau, 2009-2011). Conversely, 

poverty rates are highest among Moldavians, Uzbeks, and Armenians (U.S. Census Bureau, 

2009-2011). 

Russian Ethnic Media in the United States 

Russian immigrants, like most other ethnic groups, have a variety of ethnic media 

available to them. According to New America Media, there are 50 newspapers, magazines, TV, 
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radio, and online media outlets targeting this demographic group (Table 1-6; Dmytrochenko, 

2013; NAM, n.d.). The geography of these media resembles the settlement patterns of the 

immigrants — with 44% of the media outlets based in New York and 30% located in California 

(Dmytrochenko, 2013; NAM, n.d.).  

Almost two-thirds of these media are print, while TV, radio, and online outlets constitute 

14%, 8% and 4% respectively (Dmytrochenko, 2013; NAM, n.d.). The majority of Russian 

newspapers are weeklies, and they were founded in the last twenty years during the last wave of 

Russian immigration to the U.S. (Tables 1-7 and 1-8; Dmytrochenko, 2013; NAM, n.d.).  

Ex-Soviet Immigrants: Cultural and Social Orientations 

Whereas demographic data are widely available on Russian immigrants, the scholarship 

on the cultural and social outlook of this group is limited. According to Goldenberg and Saxe 

(1996), Russian immigrants tend to hold much stronger pro-choice views than average 

Americans. Moreover, Russians were found to be less tolerant toward gender equality, racial, 

and LGBT issues, which the researchers attributed to “the old, socialized, accustomed 

evaluations” immigrants acquired in the USSR (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996, p. 430). According to 

the authors, at time of the study Russia had “the highest abortion rate in the world” Goldenberg 

& Saxe, 1996, p. 423). At the same time, homosexuality was persecuted and there was no 

feminist movement and no labor or equal rights laws (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996). Meanwhile, 

since “there was no […] conventional way of thinking about Blacks in the former USSR,” 

Russian immigrants adopted a more extreme version of the racial attitudes prevalent in the 

American society (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996, p. 431). The authors provided an alternative 

explanation. It is possible that the immigrants’ views were no different from those of average 

Americans and Russians had not yet mastered the skill to express their views “in socially 

acceptable – politically correct – ways” (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996, p. 431). Interestingly, time 



 

31 

spent in the United States seems to soften some of the Russian immigrants’ stances (Goldenberg 

& Saxe, 1996). One sixth became more tolerable toward the idea of female equality and one third 

became more favorable toward LGBT people (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996). However, almost no 

one changed their pro-choice views (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996).   

While Goldenberg’s and Saxe’s (1996) analysis focused on the differences between 

native born Americans and Russian immigrants in the United States, Naumov and Puffer’s 

(2000) study compared American and Russian business cultures according to Hofstede’s five 

cultural dimensions. Naumov and Puffer (2000) found that Russian business culture was 

moderate in individualism compared with the highly individualistic American culture. This may 

mean that Russians are more likely to seek group affiliation (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001).  

For their part, Americans are more likely to act independently and be “more loosely tied to other 

persons and groups” and to pursue their own interests first (Ward et al., 2001, p. 13). Differences 

in this dimension may explain Gold’s (2007, p. 588) assumption that Russian-speaking 

immigrants perceive Americans as “lacking in passion and warmth.”  

 Moreover, Russians scored higher than Americans in paternalism and uncertainty 

avoidance (Naumov & Puffer, 2000). In this context, “paternalism” means that Russians expect 

the state or their family to provide greater protection for the youngest or more vulnerable groups 

of society (Naumov & Puffer, 2000).  Uncertainty avoidance is associated with a high desire for 

job security and high compliance with existing rules (Hofstede, 1983). Additionally, according to 

Naumov and Puffer (2000), Russians and Americans were similarly moderate in 

masculinity/femininity and power distance dimensions --  the former attribute is often related to 

social roles between men and women, while the latter is related to the distribution of power in a 

society (Naumov & Puffer, 2000).  
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Contribution to the Field 

This study will shed light on the political socialization patterns of ex-Soviet immigrants -

- an ethnic group largely ignored by academics. Nearly two thirds of these immigrants underwent 

the process of naturalization, so they are eligible voters (U.S. Census, 2009-2011). Yet, little is 

known about how these immigrants obtain information about U.S. politics and the role of 

mainstream, ethnic, and international media in the process. Plus, no studies have examined the 

effect of the communist legacy on these immigrants’ political preferences and voting patterns.  

In addition to providing current and comprehensive information on immigrants from ex-

Soviet countries, this study also contributes to the general framework of literature on ethnic 

groups in the United States.  

These findings also are unique and important because the majority of political 

socialization studies are devoted to Asian- and Latin American immigrants, who are part of 

America’s two largest immigrant groups (Black, Niemi, & Powell, 1987; Cain, Kiewiet, & 

Uhlaner, 1991; Gidengil, 2009; Hill & Moreno, 1996; Uhlaner & Garcia, 1998; Wong, 2000). 

So, the time is right for a study that tests whether past research regarding other immigrants’ 

political socialization patterns holds true for immigrants from ex-Soviet countries. Furthermore, 

this study seeks to find out whether significant differences exist in the socialization processes of 

immigrants with American college educations versus those who attended college in their 

countries of origin (Cho, 1999). Finally, the following research explores whether differences 

exist in the political socialization patterns of immigrants from ex-Soviet countries after they 

married native-born Americans versus those who married immigrants of the same ethnicity 

(Jeffres, 1999).  
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Table 1-1.  Immigration statistics on ex-Soviet immigrants  
Country of 
origin 

Number of 
residents in U.S. 

Number of 
citizens in U.S. 

Entered 2000 or 
later 

Entered 1990 to 
1999 

Entered before 
1990 

Armenia 84,187 51,753 33% 41% 26% 
Belarus 57,818 38,585 35% 50% 15% 
Kazahstan 23,295 12,393 62% 36% 3% 
Latvia 23,552 17,608 21% 25% 54% 
Lituania 35,470 21,631 39% 27% 34% 
Moldova 35,216 17,927 52% 40% 9% 
Russia 390,352 266,269 37% 46% 18% 
Ukraine 325,884 211,518 33% 47% 20% 
USSR* 39,842 30,805 18% 52% 30% 
Uzbekistan 48,171 23,783 54% 40% 6% 
Total 1,063,787 692,272       

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 
* Note, even 20 years after the dissolution of the USSR, the U.S. Census Bureau still divided immigrants into 
categories that included the former USSR. The nationality classifications in this table are based on the American 
government's official categories. 
 
Table 1-2.  Ex-Soviet immigrants’ geography of settlement in the United States  
Country of 
birth/ U.S. 
residence CA FL IL MD MA NJ NY PA TX WA 
Ukraine 53,002 12,840 21,376 6,254 10,383 18,175 90,308 18,634 5,002 31,079 
Russia 60,419 17,527 17,286 9,348 19,413 20,993 72,120 15,666 15,322 19,625 
Armenia 70,989 584 841 338 2,024 695 2,564 684 156 639 
Belarus 8,672 1,482 4,227 2,088 2,477 3,230 15,783 2,849 770 3,210 
Uzbekistan 4,701 1,155 1,959 1,426 987 1,165 21,446 1,256 1,193 1,644 
Lituania 3,214 2,757 11,736 496 1,415 1,628 3,230 750 300 538 
Moldova 6,932 1,065 1,437 451 1,393 1,414 5,810 882 617 4,425 
Latvia 2,967 1,688 1,832 944 786 1,484 3,632 1,012 482 1,250 
Kazahstan 3,299 849 799 979 682 952 3,633 938 1,144 1,824 
Total 214,195 39,947 61,493 22,324 39,560 49,736 218,526 42,671 24,986 64,234 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimate 
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Table 1-3.  Age, English proficiency, and education levels among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Country of origin/ 
Demographics Median age/years 

Speak English less 
than "very well" 

High school 
graduate or higher 

Bachelor's degree 
or higher 

Armenia 40.7 55% 91% 40% 
Belarus 40.3 54% 92% 54% 
Kazahstan 28.8 44% 95% 52% 
Latvia 64 27% 93% 51% 
Lituania 45.5 35.5% 93% 50% 
Moldova 34.3 52% 89% 46% 
Russia 40.3 44% 93% 59% 
Ukraine 43.2 55% 90% 48% 
USSR 50.6 47% 96% 71% 
Uzbekistan 35.8 62% 87% 46% 
U.S. native-born 35.9 2% 89% 29% 
U.S. foreign-born 41.5 52% 68% 27% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 
 
Table 1-4.  Ex-Soviet immigrants in the workforce 

Country of 
origin/Occupation 

Management, 
business, 
science, and 
arts 
occupations 

Service 
occupations 

Sales and 
office 
occupations 

Natural 
resources, 
construction, 
and 
maintenance 

Production, 
transportation, 
and material 
moving 

Armenia 36% 18% 27% 6% 14% 
Belarus 47% 15% 18% 10% 11% 
Kazahstan 34% 22% 21% 13% 10% 
Latvia 50% 18% 20% 4% 9% 
Lituania 39% 23% 17% 8% 13% 
Moldova 40% 22% 15% 10% 13% 
Russia 50% 50% 18% 5% 9% 
Ukraine 41% 21% 16% 10% 12% 
USSR 64% 11% 15% 4% 7% 
Uzbekistan 32% 26% 16% 6% 20% 
U.S. native-born 37% 17% 26% 8% 11% 
U.S. foreign-born 29% 25% 18% 13% 15% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 
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Table 1-5.  Income and poverty rates among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Country of origin/Income 
Median family income 
(dollars) Per capita income Poverty (all people) 

Armenia 49,517 25,859 19% 
Belarus 64,494 33,339 16% 
Kazahstan 46,900  18,958  17% 
Latvia 65,972  36,965  12% 
Lituania  62,813  35,267  9% 
Moldova 49,336 26,344 24% 
Russia 70,656 31,158 14% 
Ukraine 58,114 29,740 18% 
USSR 88,619 47,363 12% 
Uzbekistan 44,476 23,478 22% 
U.S. native born 64,842 26,971 15% 
All U.S. foreign-born 51,169 28,418 19% 

Source: U.S. Census Bureau. 2009-2011 American Community Survey 3-Year Estimates 

Table 1-6.  Russian ethnic media organizations by U.S. state. 
Media/ 
Geography 

Newspapers 
(60%) 

Magazines 
(14%) 

Electronic  
(4%) 

Television 
(14%) 

Radio  
(8%) Total 

NY/NJ 16 53% 2 29% 1 50% 2 29% 1 25% 22 44% 
CA 9 30% 1 14%     4 57% 1 25% 15 30% 
IL 1 3%             1 25% 2 4% 
MD/VA     1 14% 1 50%     1 25% 3 6% 
PA 1 3% 2 29%             3 6% 
MN  1 3%                 1 2% 
TX 1 3%                 1 2% 
MA 1 3%                 1 2% 
GA     1 14%             1 2% 
MI             1 14%     1 2% 
Total 30   7   2   7   4   50 100% 

Source: NAM & Dmytrochenko, 2013 
 
Table 1-7.  Russian print media circulation in the United States 

Circulation/Type of media Newspapers 
 
Magazines 

10,000 or less 12 40% 2 29% 
between 10,001 and 20,000 6 20% 2 29% 
between 20,001 and 50,000 6 20% 1 14% 
more than 50,000 1 3% 2 29% 
Not specified 5 17% 0   

Source: NAM & Dmytrochenko, 2013 
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Table 1-8.  Russian print media’s time of origin in the United States 
Year founded/Type of media Newspapers Magazines 
1910-1979 3 10% 0 0 
1980-2000 20 67% 2 29% 
2001 and later     4 57% 
Not specified 7 23% 1 14% 

Source: NAM & Dmytrochenko, 2013 
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CHAPTER 2 
LITERATURE REVIEW 

The following chapter outlines the related processes of acculturation and political 

socialization, and the next section uses Social Cognitive and Social Identity theories to set the 

theoretical foundation for the research herein. 

Psychological Aspects of Acculturation and Adaptation 

For immigrants, acculturation is practically unavoidable. The definition of the term 

“acculturation” varies depending on the field of study. Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits (1936) 

described acculturation as a phenomenon that happens “when groups of individuals having 

different cultures come into continuous first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the 

original cultural pattern of either or both groups” (p. 149). Such contact can be stressful and 

uncomfortable for immigrants, producing culture shock (Ward et al., 2001). Yet, with time, “ties 

to the old home attenuate and are replaced with substantive as well as symbolic attachments to a 

new people and their state” (Waldinger, 2007, p. 139).  

Psychologists predict that similarities between cultures of origin and destination can have 

a positive effect on the adaptation of immigrants (Berry, 1997). Also, it is generally believed that 

younger and more educated immigrants have a better chance for smooth adjustment in a new 

society (Berry, 1997). Yet, home country education can be a problematic measure because 

college diplomas and previous job experience are often not recognized by the destination country 

and “departure status” is therefore frequently higher than one’s “entry status”” (Berry, 1997, p. 

22; as cited in Cumming, Lee, & Oreopoulos, 1989). 

According to Berry (1997), acculturation can follow several possible scenarios.  

“Assimilation” is a strategy whereby immigrants deny their cultural identities and immerse 

themselves in a new culture by dissolving their previous selves into the proverbial melting pot 
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(Berry, 1997). In contrast, “separation” is a term used to refer to scenarios in which immigrants 

hew closely to their original cultures and avoid contact with representatives of the new society 

(Berry, 1997). A third strategy, “marginalization,” presupposes denial of the original cultural 

identity while expressing “little interest in having relations with others (often for reasons of 

exclusion or discrimination)” (Berry, 1997, p. 9).  

Finally, in the fourth potential scenario of “integration” individuals seek the best of both 

worlds -- they retain “some degree of cultural integrity” while also becoming “an integral part of 

the larger social network” (Berry, 1997, p. 9). According to Berry (1997), integration can occur 

only when individuals “freely” choose this strategy and the new society accepts multiculturalism 

(as cited in Berry, 1991). Integration is usually the most successful strategy out of the four in that 

it results in more successful adaptation and better well-being (Berry, 1997; Phinnye, Horenczyk, 

Liebkind, & Vedder., 2001). Yet, immigrants may experience one or more of the aforementioned 

scenarios before successfully integrating into a host country’s culture (Berry, 1997; as cited in 

Kim, 1988).  

In contrast to Berry (1997), Kim (2008) looks at acculturation from an intercultural 

perspective. Kim (2008) defined acculturation as “the acquisition of the new cultural practices in 

wide-ranging areas including the learning of a new language” (p. 363). In Kim’s (2008) 

interpretation, acculturation is not an automatic process. Instead an individual has “a degree of 

freedom or control, based on his or her predispositions, pre-existing needs and interests” (Kim, 

2008, p. 363). Along with the process of acculturation, immigrants experience “deculturation or 

unlearning of at least some of the old cultural elements […], at least in the sense that new 

responses are adopted in situations that previously would have evoked old ones” (Kim, 2008, p. 

363). According to Kim (2008), “this interplay of acculturation and deculturation underlies the 
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psychological evolution individuals undergo – from changes in “surface” areas such as 

outwardly expressive behaviors such as choices of music, food, and dress, to deeper-level 

changes in social role-related behaviors and fundamental values” (p. 363).  

Acculturation is closely linked with other socialization processes of immigrants. Previous 

studies indicate that immigrants with “high level[s] of acculturative stress [tend to] withdraw 

from mainstream civic engagement” (Seo & Moon, 2013, p. 258). Also, it was found that less 

acculturated youth, even from subsequent generations of immigrants, tend to be less satisfied 

with their country of residence and hold more loyalty to the political systems of their parents’ 

and grandparents’ homelands (Alva, 1985).  

Political Socialization 

Scholars understand political socialization to be the process of learning and absorbing the 

norms and values of a given political system (Erikson & Tedin, 2011; Sigel, 1965). Political 

socialization often involves both deliberate and incidental (unconscious) learning and usually 

starts early in life (Easton & Hess, 1962; Sigel, 1965).  

According to Easton and Hess (1962, p. 236), a child’s “formative years” occur between 

“ages three and thirteen.” By preschool, American children are already aware of the existence of 

public and religious figures, though almost one-third still has trouble distinguishing “President” 

from “God” (Erikson & Tedin, 2011; Moore, Lare, & Wagner, 1985). By the age of seven, 

children already identify as “American” and by middle school they start to understand and 

employ terms such as “politics” and “politician” (Easton & Hess, 1962).  

Scholars conclude that by “mid-adolescence, the individual is in many ways politically 

beginning to resemble an adult” (Erikson & Tedin, 2011, p. 128). By the mid-20s, a person’s 

political values and attachments start to crystallize (Erikson & Tedin, 2011). Plus, as people 

mature, they are more likely to be affiliated with a political party than independent, and older 
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citizens vote more frequently, especially in lower-level elections, than young people (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2011). It is worth noting that political socialization is a life-long process (Kononova, 

Alhabash, & Cropp, 2011) that does not terminate at any particular age.  

Since this study includes immigrants from ex-Soviet countries of all ages, with varying 

settlement histories in the United States, the following section presents an overview of the key 

socializing agents present in the literature. Furthermore, this manuscript outlines the specific 

differences in political socialization of foreign-born citizens.   

Agents of Political Socialization 

Previous research has indicated a number of political socialization agents -- family, 

school, social groups (Green, Palmquist, & Schickler, 2002; Sigel, 1965), peers (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2011), personal experiences, political events (Fiorina, 1981), and media (Atkin & Gantz, 

1981; Conway, Wyckoff, Feldbaum, & Ahern, 1981). 

The Family 

Early political socialization studies saw family as the “first and foremost” socializing 

agent (Sigel, 1965, p.4), affecting “party identification, knowledge, participation, and efficacy” 

(Atkin & Gantz, 1978, p. 184). Longitudinal studies from the University of Michigan serve as 

major empirical evidence of this premise. Jennings and Niemi (1968) found that in 59% of cases 

children “inherit” their parents’ partisanship. Interestingly, this trend of partisanship transmission 

was evident among several different cohorts, including children of the 1960s protest generation 

and the 1990’s Generation X members (Jennings, Stoker, & Bowes, 2009).  

Moreover, even though political views tend to be secondary in the choice of a marriage 

partner, scholars found that only 7% of couples were married to someone from the opposing 

party while 44% of couples shared party affiliation (Niemi, Hedges, & Jennings, 1977). Even 

more, surprising findings emerged when scholars compared the voting behavior of spouses 
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whose fathers had the same party identification (Niemi et al., 1977). Niemi et al. (1977, p. 141) 

revealed that “correlations between husbands’ and wives’ votes were 0.8 and 0.91 for 

Democratic and Republican fathers, respectively” (Niemi et al., 1977, p. 141). 

 Studies also suggest that with time couples become even more similar, with wives more 

likely to conform to the political views of their husbands than vice versa (Jennings & Stoker, 

2001). Such premises have not yet been tested in immigrant families.  

Schools and Institutions of Higher Education  

Educational institutions serve as another central hub of political socialization (Cho, 1999; 

Humphries et al., 2013). In schools children learn about patriotism, obedience, American values, 

and “political participation skills” (Erikson & Tedin, 2011, p. 136). For immigrant children, “the 

schools remain the primary locus of Americanization and specifically of civic engagement” 

(Stepick & Stepick, 2002, p. 250). Past research also shows that “the academic rigor of the 

courses taken in high school has a greater positive estimated effect on the likelihood of 

registration and party identification” of students coming from immigrant families (Humphries et 

al., 2013, p. 1261).  

Other research has shown that those who attend college usually experience a “liberalizing 

effect,” becoming more liberal, in particular on social issues (Erikson & Tedin, 2011, p. 140). 

Erikson and Tedin (2011) hypothesized that this happens for several reasons, including 

“increased awareness” as students gain political knowledge and generally use more media; 

“enlightenment,” because college students are taught to “think analytically and critically” and are 

more likely to question societal stereotypes; and due to “indoctrination” because college students 

are potentially influenced by their professors, who generally hold more liberal views than the 

general population (p. 141). The literature, however, lacks “hard” evidence confirming such 

“indoctrination” (Erikson & Tedin, 2011).  
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Also, there is no empirical research exploring the effects of American college education 

on political preferences of immigrant adults. Kononova et al.’s (2011) study of political 

socialization among international students found in their sample that about 66% of participants 

identified as Democrats, nearly 11% supported Republicans and 19% considered themselves 

independents. The scholars, however, did not explore the reasons behind such overwhelming 

support for Democrats.  

The Peers 

According to Tedin (1980), even though parents have the larger influence on their off-

spring, peers play a vital role in an individual’s political socialization. Yet, the research in this 

field is scarce and, as Erikson and Tedin (2011) pointed out, the extent of peer influence is still 

debatable. Some scholars believe peers to be secondary to parents in influence (Tedin, 1980), 

while others see peers as “the most important of all socialization agencies by adolescence” 

(Harvey, 1972, p. 601).  

Social Groups 

Attachment to certain social groups also might predetermine “how many Americans look 

at their political world,” what issues they find important, and what views they hold (Conover, 

1984, p. 782). Conover (1984) found that women, African Americans, and those identifying with 

the business community “appear to be most distinctive in their political perspectives” (p. 777). 

For example, since the beginning of this century, the Democratic Party has 10 percent more 

female supporters than male backers (Erikson & Tedin, 2011). Meanwhile, during each election 

between 1992 and 2008, between 83 to 95% African-Americans gave their votes for the 

Democratic Presidential candidate (Washington, 2013). However, “socioeconomic class has been 

the principal factor dividing people into Republicans and Democrats,” with higher income voters 
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supporting Republicans and lower income voters supporting Democrats (Erikson & Tedin, 2011, 

p. 197).  

Self-categorization is not limited to gender, race, and class identities. For instance, due to 

life-cycle effects, young people generally tend to hold more liberal views, and they become more 

conservative as they get older (Erikson & Tedin, 2011). Moreover, scholars have looked at 

geographic differences, claiming that those who live in the South are generally more 

conservative and people in the West and East are more liberal (Erikson & Tedin, 2011).  

Political Events/Personal Experiences 

Meanwhile, Fiorina (1981) emphasized the influence of “retrospective evaluations” on 

the choice of partisanship. The author’s retrospective voting model takes into account the 

parent’s party identification as well as evaluations of party performance, in particular, whether it 

meets voters’ expectations (Fiorina, 1981). These assessments continue throughout life, so party 

preferences “may wax and wane” (Fiorina, 1981, p. 90). 

For instance, for some baby boomers, the 1969 Vietnam lottery draft was an influential 

event that predetermined political views and party identification (Erikson & Stoker, 2010). In 

particular, those “holding low lottery numbers [and who were more likely to be drafted] became 

more anti-war, more liberal, and more Democratic in their voting compared to those with high 

numbers” (Erikson & Stoker, 2010, p. 1).  

The Role of Media in Political Socialization 

Prior to the 1970s, media were not regarded as an influential political socialization agent 

(Atkin & Gantz, 1981). In fact, media were often seen as secondary in their influence, compared 

to family, schools, and peers (Chaffee, Ward, & Tipton, 1970).  

However, during the 1968 election in Wisconsin, Chaffee et al. (1970, pp. 658) 

conducted a series of surveys finding that “high media use during the campaign predicts high 



 

44 

knowledge […] after the campaign.” High school students’ survey responses also revealed that 

youth mainly based their opinions on media reports, “rat[ing] the media as more influential than 

parents, teachers or peers” (Chaffee et al., 1970, pp. 659).  Puzzled by their findings, Chaffee et 

al. (1970) concluded: “Since it is so clearly contrary to the prevailing “reinforcement” and “two-

step” generalizations about mass media effects, it is certainly worthy of more controlled 

investigation” (Chaffee et al., 1970, p. 659). Analogous studies, conducted in New York, New 

Hampshire, and other U.S. states further confirmed that mass media is not only an important 

factor in political socialization; it is possibly the most crucial in terms of political learning 

(Conway, Wyckoff, Feldbaum, & Ahern, 1981; Kraus, 1973; Niemi & Sobieszek, 1977).  

The next phase of media socialization studies looked at how each medium contributes to 

the process of political socialization (Atkin & Gantz, 1978; Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997; 

Garramone & Atkin, 1986). Atkin and Gantz (1978, p. 195) found that television news viewing 

translates to greater political interest and knowledge among children. Garramone and Atkin 

(1986, p. 85) revealed that TV news consumption is an adequate “predictor of current events 

knowledge” among adolescents, while newspaper readership predicts both current and 

fundamental knowledge of events similarly well. Also, while newspapers were more likely to 

facilitate political participation, broadcast news made a stronger contribution to interpersonal 

discussions (Garramone & Atkin, 1986). Chaffee and Kanihan (1997) suggested that television is 

a better medium for “uninformed individuals,” including adolescents and immigrants, while 

newspapers best serve those who seek in-depth information (Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997). 

Moreover, television, according to Chaffee and Kanihan (1997), provides image-related 

information about candidates, while newspapers focus on differences in parties’ policy positions.  
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Current studies suggest that digital media, including social networks can also contribute 

to the political socialization of young adults (Andersson, 2010; Lee, Shah, & McLeod, 2013).  

Andersson (2010) found that “political conversation – their political acting – in social media 

could be a new form of political communication with its own unique characteristics, creating 

conditions for young people’s political socialization” (Andersson, 2010, p. 1).  

Finally, recent research has shown that, through media, people receive cues from the elite 

on policy issues and attitudes toward different social groups and “adopt the position of their 

preferred party or candidate as their own” (Lenz, 2009, p. 834). The findings of Kiousis, 

McDevitt, and Wu (2005) also suggest that “news attention and issue salience” result in “greater 

opinion strength” and “strengthening of political ideology” among adolescents (p. 769).  

The Media and Immigrant Political Socialization  

A number of studies also looked at how American mainstream media contribute to the 

process of immigrants’ political learning in the United States. Chaffee and Kanihan (1997) called 

television a “key “bridging” medium” (p. 426), emphasizing the unique and significant role that 

media play in immigrants’ socialization. Martinelli and Chaffee (1995) tested immigrants’ 

political knowledge and found that nearly “one-fourth of the variance in issue knowledge is 

attributable to mass media sources” (p. 26). According to Chaffee and Kanihan (1997), even 

though both TV news and newspapers “made approximately equal contributions to political 

enlightenment of immigrants overall” (p. 426), TV news was especially vital for immigrants who 

spoke English less than very well (Chaffee et a., 1990; Martinelli & Chaffee, 1995). 

Scholars also have found that usage of English-language media was associated with 

higher levels of acculturation and civic engagement in American society (Hwang & He, 1999; 

Seo & Moon, 2013). Kononova et al.’s (2011, pp. 311-312) study of international students 

revealed that newspaper readership and television news consumption “positively affect[ed] the 
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level of political socialization.” Students who consumed American TV and print media tended to 

express greater levels of internal efficacy or a “feeling of being capable of changing political 

processes” in the United States (Kononova et al., 2011, p. 309). Lastly, the authors found that 

newspaper readership positively influenced the students’ desire to participate in American 

political processes (Kononova et al., 2011).  However, no evidence was found confirming the 

contribution of the Internet to the students’ political socialization (Kononova et al., 2011). 

Ethnic media and political socialization 

Ethnic media can serve immigrants as unique sources of information about the United 

States (Hwang & He, 1999). Scholars use the term “ethnic” to identify media aimed at specific 

cultural, racial, or ethnic groups (Johnson, 2010). Ethnic media can teach newcomers about the 

laws and rights of the host country (Matsaganis et al., 2011). The Pew Project for Excellence in 

Journalism (2009, para. 4) found that during the 2008 Presidential elections, Hispanic and 

African-American newspapers “devoted more than twice the space” to information about voting 

procedures and rules than mainstream media. Moreover, Lin, Song, and Ball-Rokeach (2010), 

analyzing Asian and Latino press in greater Los Angeles, found that political news stories 

constituted five percent of the overall U.S. coverage and roughly one-third of transnational 

stories that mentioned both host and home countries. Therefore, just like the U.S. mainstream 

media, ethnic media can further facilitate immigrants’ political learning and socialization. Yet, 

previous research has suggested that ethnic media use also can slow the process of immigrants’ 

acculturation (Hwang & He, 1999). In their study of Korean immigrants, Seo and Moon (2013) 

found that immigrants who used more ethnic media experienced higher levels of acculturative 

stress. Moreover, the consumption of ethnic media “held them [immigrants] back from engaging 

in the civic activities related to mainstream U.S. society” (Seo & Moon , 2013, p. 246). 
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The international media 

American mainstream and ethnic media are not the only outlets available to immigrants. 

Immigrants can learn about American political events and especially presidential campaigns 

through international media. With the advent of satellites and the Internet, media are no longer 

limited by the nation-states’ borders (Johnson, 2010), which means that immigrants, even after 

moving to a different continent, can still access news and entertainment programs from their 

countries of origin. Such programming is likely to contain news about American political and 

economic events, especially during election season. Wu’s (2000) study on foreign news in 38 

countries revealed that the United States was the most covered nation in the world -- receiving 

“18% of the entire world’s media space” (p. 121). The connection between international media 

and immigrant political socialization needs further investigation. On the one hand the usage of 

home country television and newspapers may further hinder the immigrants’ acculturation, 

however, it can also contribute to the general knowledge about U.S. political events. After 

analyzing the media habits of international students, Kononova et al. (2011) found “no evidence 

that the use of home country media hindered [their] political socialization” (p. 313). The authors, 

however, did not examine whether usage of home country media contributed to students’ U.S. 

political knowledge gains. 

Immigrants’ Specific Aspects of Political Socialization 

In addition to a traditional set of agents, the process of immigrants’ political socialization 

is also affected by other variables that will be further discussed in the text.  

Political transferability 

Contrary to the native-born, immigrants bring with them pre-existing political knowledge 

and socialization experiences from their countries of origin (Black, 1987). Studies involving 

Canadian immigrants confirmed the notion of political transferability (Black, 1987; Black, 
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Niemi, & Powell, 1987). Those who were interested and participated in their home country’s 

politics were also more likely to express higher interest in Canadian politics and to be partisan 

(Black, 1987; Black, Niemi, & Powell, 1987).  Political transferability occurred among both 

British immigrants, who were socialized in democracy, and non-British immigrants, with limited 

or no democratic experiences (Black, 1987).  

Bueker (2005) reached less optimistic results while examining the U.S. turnout rates of 

immigrants from democratic and non-democratic countries. According to Bueker’s study (2005), 

“immigrants from nondemocratic societies are generally less likely to vote than are others, but 

immigrants from democracies are not necessarily more likely to vote” (p. 126). Bueker (2005, 

pp. 126-127) concluded that “previous experience does matter, but it is actually the absence of 

previous democratic experience that best predicts formal political (in)activity.” 

Age, time spent in the United States and learning among immigrants 

In order to explore the effects of age on political socialization, Black et al. (1987) 

examined whether older immigrants were more resistant to political learning and were less 

successful in acquiring knowledge about the new political system. The study did not find such 

evidence (Black et al., 1987). Like native-born citizens, older immigrants were more likely to be 

involved in politics (Black et al., 1987). The authors concluded that political participation, 

partisanship, and interest in politics seemed to increase with age (Black et al., 1987). Following 

research also found that older and partisan immigrants were more likely to vote in elections (Pei-

te Lien, 1994). 

Wong (2000) analyzed data on Latino and Asian immigrants and found that time spent in 

the host country, and not the immigrants’ physical age, was a better predictor of partisanship 

acquisition and was associated with citizenship status, better English language skills, and higher 
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media use. Interestingly, for Cubans only, the better predictor of partisanship acquisition was age 

rather than time spent in the U.S. (Wong, 2000).  

Gender differences in immigrants’ socialization 

Prior research also revealed some gender differences in political socialization of 

immigrants (Jones-Correa, 1998). It is generally believed that female immigrants are more likely 

to experience upward socio-economic mobility, while men experience downward mobility 

(Jones-Correa, 1998). According to Jones-Correa (1998), in order to maintain their status within 

the Hispanic community, many men participated in immigrants’ organizations that promoted 

changes within their home countries. However, women were “more likely to shift their 

orientation toward the United States” (p. 335). Through their children female immigrants were 

forced to “come into contact with a wide range of [U.S.] public institutions, giving them a 

broader experience with governmental structures than immigrant men have” (Jones-Correa, 

1998, p. 340). Moreover, “immigrant women were more aware than immigrant men of social 

welfare programs available to them” (Jones-Correa, 1998, p. 339).  

The role of ethnicity in political identification and attitudes of immigrants 

Pei-te Lien (1994) and Cain, Kiewiet, and Uhlander (1991) examined how various ethnic 

groups differ in their party affiliation and political behaviors. Cain et al. (1991) found that 

Hispanics tended to lean towards the Democratic Party and this tendency increased with time 

spent in the United States (Cain et al., 1991). Cain et al. (1991) explained the phenomenon 

through minority group status and economic advancement hypotheses, stating that the 

Democratic party portrays an image in support of lower income people, minorities, and “other 

disadvantaged groups” (p. 394). Similarly, Pei-te Lien (1994) found that the “sense of being 

discriminated and prejudiced against” increased the likelihood of Mexican Americans going to 

the polls (p. 248).  
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De la Garza, Falcon, and Garcia (1996) examined the effects of ethnic consciousness on 

Mexican Americans’ views about patriotism and economic individualism. They understood 

economic individualism to mean “the belief that individuals are responsible for providing their 

basic needs” (Garza, Falcon, & Garcia, 1996, p. 341). The term ethnic consciousness was 

operationally defined by asking whether a participant considered him or herself as “white, black 

or something else” (Garza, Falcon, & Garcia, 1996, p. 341). Those who identified as “something 

else” were asked to be more specific (Garza, Falcon, & Garcia, 1996, p. 341).In cases when the 

participants “referred to Spanish or Latin-American origin labels or to brown colors,” they were 

coded as highly ethnically conscious, while the rest of the sample as low ethnically conscious 

(Garza, Falcon, & Garcia, 1996, p. 341). Interestingly, after controlling for demographic 

variables, the authors found “at all levels of acculturation, Mexican-Americans are no less likely 

and often more likely to endorse values of individualism and patriotism than are Anglos” (Garza, 

Falcon, & Garcia, 1996, p. 335). 

Also, no statistically significant relationship was found between the independent variable, 

ethnic consciousness, and each of the two dependent variables, patriotism and economic 

individualism (Garza, Falcon, & Garcia, 1996). The results of this study, however, should be 

looked at with caution since the authors confused the terms “race” and “ethnic identity,” when 

they operationalized the term “ethnic consciousness.” One can be racially white and still have a 

strong Latino identity. These are not mutually exclusive categories. As in the case of ex-Soviet 

immigrants, a mostly white population holds a wide range of ethnic identities.   

Furthermore, the literature on Asian immigrants suggests that they are more likely to 

identify with the Republican Party than Hispanics (Cain et al., 1991). Cain et al. (1991) 

suggested that this happens due to generally higher income-levels of Asian immigrants and 
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possibly their prior experiences with communism. Similarly, the majority of first generation 

Cuban immigrants tend to lean toward the Republican Party, while only 48.5% of U.S. born 

Cubans exhibited the same trend (Hill & Moreno, 1996; Uhlaner & Garcia, 1998).  

There is no consistent evidence on ex-Soviet immigrants. Some researchers claim that 

Russian Jews tend “to hold conservative political views and often join the Republican Party” 

(Gold, 2007, p. 589) and others state that this group of immigrants is predominately independent 

with a lean toward the Democratic Party (Kliger, 2004). Data on ex-Soviet non-Jewish 

immigrants is not readily available.  

Isurin’s (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.) explanation may shed light on such 

conflicting views. The Ohio State University professor believes in the existence of two distinct 

groups of ex-Soviet immigrants (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). Representatives of the 

first group are less assimilated. They keep strong ties with their ethnic community, adhere to 

traditional Russian cultural practices, and often reside in Russian ethnic enclaves (“Russian 

diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). These immigrants are more conservative in their political views and 

vote for the Republican Party (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). New York ex-Soviet 

immigrants, who were featured in a recent New York Times article (Berger, 2012), nearly fit this 

description perfectly.  These immigrants, who reside in ethnic enclaves in Brooklyn, are avid 

supporters of the Republican Party (Berger, 2012). In the 2008 Presidential election Republican 

Senator John McCain won 55% of votes in these ethnic neighborhoods while Senator Barack 

Obama earned two thirds of New Yorkers votes (Berger, 2012). According to Berger (2012), the 

immigrants favor the Republican Party for their stances on Israel, taxes, rhetoric against big 

government, and “business-stifling programs that soured their lives in the Soviet Union” (para. 
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5). However, even Berger (2012) mentioned that ex-Soviet immigrants are not a homogenous 

group.  

According to Isurin, the second group of ex-Soviet immigrants consist of more 

acculturated ethnics (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). Many of these immigrants are 

proficient in English, have successful careers, and “live their “American dream” in an American 

city,” outside of ethnic enclaves (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d., para. 16-17). The second 

group of the immigrants tend be more liberal in their views than their less assimilated 

counterparts (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). 

The role of church in political socialization of immigrants 

Religious institutions and groups also play an important role in political socialization of 

newcomers. According to Ebaugh and Chafetz (2000), houses of worship often offer English 

language classes, assist immigrants in their preparation for the U.S. naturalization test (as cited in 

Cadge and Ecklund, 2007), engage in voting registration initiatives, and even endorse political 

candidates (Foley & Hoge, 2007; Foner & Alba, 2008). Yet, the influence of such political 

endorsements vary among different ethnic and racial groups in the United States (Brown, 2010).  

While African-Americans and Hispanics are likely to vote for candidates endorsed by their 

clergy, this is not the case with Caucasians and Afro-Carribeans (Brown, 2010).  

Brown (2010) also found that participation in political discussions with fellow 

congregation members was positively associated with political and community activism among 

all the four ethnic and racial groups. In addition, a study conducted by Lien (2004) revealed that 

voting turnout was higher among religiously active Asian Americans than their nonreligious 

counterparts. 
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Theoretical Framework 

The theoretical pillars of Social Cognitive Theory and Social Identity Theory support the 

research that follows. Social Cognitive Theory examines how new behaviors are spread and 

acquired and the role of social networks and psychosocial factors in this process (Bandura, 

2001a). Social identity theory assumes that “social identity is the cognitive mechanism which 

makes group behavior possible” (Turner, 1982, p. 21). The next part of the manuscript provides a 

more detailed overview of both theoretic frameworks.  

Social Cognitive Theory 

The Social Cognitive Theory is useful for studying the process of political socialization 

of the immigrants because it presupposes both active and passive learning of cues (Bandura, 

2001a). Social Cognitive Theory takes into consideration environmental factors as well as 

cognitive aspects of human functioning (Bandura, 2001a). Plus, the theory assumes that new 

behavioral and societal cues are processed through a complicated system of already existing set 

of models, forming new cognitive structures “that serve as guides for judgment and action” 

(Bandura, 2001a, p. 267).  Therefore, the extensive framework of Social Cognitive Theory can 

serve as a valuable mechanism for studying the influence of the immigrants’ previous political 

experiences on their political socialization in the host country. Social Cognitive Theory also 

recognizes the extensive role of mass media in the vicarious learning of new “ways of thinking 

and behaving,” including in the global and transnational context (Bandura, 2001a, p. 271; 

Bandura, 2002).  

Bandura (2001) encouraged the examination of “electronic acculturation” and its effect 

on people’s lives, and he even used the process of political socialization as one of the examples 

of vicarious learning through mass media, emphasizing that children acquire “some of their 

beliefs about the realities of political life […] through vicarious rather than direct experience” 



 

54 

(Bandura, 2006, p. 29). Nevertheless, Bandura never denied the influence of people’s immediate 

environment on the acquisition of the new behaviors (Bandura, 2001a). Instead, Bandura (2001a) 

concluded that, “Depending on their quality and coexistence of other determinants, media 

influences may be subordinate to, equal to, or outweigh nonmedia influences” (p. 284).  

Social Cognitive Theory: a brief historic overview 

Social Cognitive Theory is rooted in Social Learning Theory or the idea of “learning 

through observation,” which Miller and Dollard suggested in 1941 (Baran & Davis, 2009, p. 

183). Miller and Dollard (1941) placed importance on “4 factors [that] are essential to learning: 

drives, cues, responses, and rewards” (p. 1). According to the authors, people tend to learn faster 

when they imitate acts they have previously seen in their environments and when they are 

encouraged to imitate what they have seen (Baran & Davis, 2009; Miller & Dollard, 1941).  

Bandura, Ross, and Ross (1963) raised concerns over this premise. Bandura suggested 

that the origins of such behavioral reinforcements are hard to identify and imitative behavior can 

occur even without behavioral stimuli (Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963; Bandura, 1969). Bandura, 

Ross, and Ross (1963) proved this assertion with their famous Bobo-doll experiment. The results 

of the study showed that, compared with a control group, children were more aggressive while 

playing with toys after they watched videos depicting aggressive behaviors (Bandura, Ross, & 

Ross, 1963). Generally, imitation of this aggressive behavior happened without reinforcement 

(Bandura, Ross, & Ross, 1963). Yet, in the control and the experimental groups, the researcher 

intentionally “mildly frustrated” the children by withdrawing the initial set of toys (Bandura, 

Ross, & Ross, 1963).  

Bandura (1969) emphasized that the process of learning social norms is complex. In fact, 

people acquire new patterns of behavior from multiple environmental and societal cues, not just 

one source (Bandura, 1969). Moreover, this process is driven by constant interaction between 
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environmental and human cognitive processes (Bandura, 1971). The latter plays an important 

role in what people choose to observe, the emotions they experience in a given moment, and how 

they interpret new events and behaviors (Bandura, 1971). Bandura (1971) criticized earlier works 

for not mentioning this “two-way” interaction between cognitive and environmental processes. 

Instead he theorized that each of them affect human behavior independently (Bandura, 1971). 

Bandura (1971) defined cognitive events as “imaginary, […] representations of activities in 

verbal and other symbols, and […] thought processes” (p. 35).  

In 1986, Bandura elaborated on the Social Learning Theory, changing its title to Social 

Cognitive Theory to emphasize the importance of “cognitive processes” in the diffusion, 

acquisition, and practicing of learned behaviors (Salkind, 2008). These theoretical developments 

were facilitated by the changing media landscape and the growth of the television industry 

(Salkind, 2008).  

“Triadic reciprocal causation” of Social Cognitive Theory 

Bandura (1971, 1989, 2001a) elaborated on his earlier ideas regarding the 

interdependency between the environment, personal traits, and behaviors, calling this 

phenomenon “triadic reciprocal causation.” The three determinants of Social Cognitive theory 

are personal, behavioral, and environmental, and they constantly interact and affect “each other 

bidirectionally” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 266). Therefore, internal factors (biology and cognition) can 

affect behavior and behavior can shape these internal factors (Clark, 2007). The second premise 

of Social Cognitive theory is that environmental events influence people’s decisions and 

behaviors and these external events “are partly shaped by people’s actions” (Bandura, 1989, p. 

1182). Additionally, Bandura (1989) believed that internal factors “may influence environmental 

events/reactions and environmental events may influence internal dispositions” (Bandura, 1989; 
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Clark, 2007, p. 2). Put another way, people do not just change their environments, environments 

also change people (Bandura, 1989). 

These theoretical premises can be also applied to studying immigrants. For instance, 

empirical analysis revealed that immigrants from different countries vary in voting behavior, 

even when controlling for age, gender, education, and other variables (Bueker, 2005). Therefore, 

immigrants’ personal traits and previous experiences, in particular, affect adoption of new 

political behavior. Moreover, even though immigrants need to comply with the existing norms 

and laws of their host country, they possess an ability to change the political environment by 

organizing protests, casting votes for a certain candidate, promoting their cause, or even running 

for offices themselves. Previous research also exemplified the role of diaspora organizations in 

affecting U.S. foreign policy in relation to immigrant countries of origin (Fink, 1997). Therefore, 

immigrants change their new environment through their behavior while simultaneously being 

affected by that environment.   

Human agency in Social Cognitive Theory 

Social Cognitive Theory sees people as “agents of experiences rather than simply 

undergoers of experiences” (Bandura, 2001b, p. 4). Bandura (2001b) defined the term ‘agent’ as 

someone who acts or behaves intentionally. There three types of human agency in this theoretical 

framework are personal, proxy, and collective (Bandura, 2001b).  

According to Bandura (2001b), humans use their personal cognitive skills to achieve 

many desired outcomes, however, “people do not have direct control over the social conditions 

and institutional practices that affect their everyday lives” (p. 13). So, they need to use “proxy 

agency,” a mediator, to accomplish their goals (Bandura, 2001b). Political representation is one 

of the examples of “proxy agency” (Bandura, 2001b). For example, only some people possess 

the necessary education and experience to represent the interests of their district and party in 



 

57 

Congress. Thus, people delegate this responsibility to those who they believe can act the most 

effectively on their behalf (Bandura, 2001b). A Congressman in this case is an example of proxy 

agency.  

Yet, when people are bound by a common goal such as protesting against new legislative 

initiatives for example, they are forced to “work in coordination with others to secure what they 

cannot accomplish on their own” (Bandura, 2001b, p. 13). This is the situation when collective 

agency is utilized. According to Bandura (2001b), the three types of human agency do not negate 

each other, rather there is constant interplay among them. 

Observational learning and vicarious reinforcement 

Observational learning is another vital facet of Social Cognitive Theory (Baran & Davis, 

2009). People would never be able to pass their language, cultural, social and political traditions 

from generation to generation “if they had to be shaped tediously in each new member by 

response consequences without the benefit of models to exemplify the cultural patterns” 

(Bandura, 2001a, p. 270). The existing models in people’s immediate environments enabled 

them to “expand their knowledge and skills” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 270). This process further 

intensified with the introduction of mass media and technological advancements such as the 

invention of communication satellites (Bandura, 2001a) and the Internet. Models of behavior and 

thinking are now transmitted to millions of people worldwide (Bandura, 2001a). People gain 

these vicarious experiences from reading newspapers, listening to radio, or watching TV, and in 

this way surpass “the bounds of their immediate environment” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 271). 

Electronic acculturation now shapes “much of the [people’s] social construction of reality” 

(Bandura, 2001a, p. 271).  For this reason, immigrants may possess some knowledge of the 

American political system even before leaving their home country because news concerning 

American elections and other political developments are widely disseminated. In fact, as 
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mentioned earlier, the United States gets the most salience in foreign news worldwide (Wu, 

2000).  

According to Bandura (2001a), four sub-functions drive observational learning. The first 

sub-function is attention (Bandura 2001a). People choose what to observe and “what 

information” to take away from numerous models in their environment (Bandura, 2001a). The 

choice of observation depends both on people’s “cognitive skills,” “preconceptions” and external 

factors such as “salience, attractiveness, and functional value of the modeled activities 

themselves” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 272). The second sub-function is retention (Bandura, 2001a). 

When humans receive new information or observe new patterns of behavior, they convert this 

new knowledge into rules and memory codes (Bandura, 2001a). As a result, when people need to 

recall such information, they simply reconstruct it (Bandura, 2001a). The third sub-function 

involves production when “symbolic conceptions are translated into appropriate courses of 

action” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 272). A person with a larger repertoire of skills and models has less 

difficulty incorporating new information “to produce new behavior patterns” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 

274). Finally, the last sub-function includes “motivational processes” (Bandura, 2001a). 

According to Bandura (2001a), not all learned behaviors are reproduced. Three motivating 

factors are driving this process: “direct, vicarious, and self-produced” (p. 274). People tend to 

repeat the learned behavior if they see the direct reward or the successes of “others who are 

similar to themselves,” or if the new behavior is “self-satisfying” and “give[s] them a sense of 

worth” (Bandura, 2001a, p. 274). Negative behavioral outcomes such as punishment also serve 

as a disincentive to engage in the observed behaviors (Bandura, 2001a).  

Self-efficacy, media use, and politics 

Self-efficacy is another fundamental concept of Social Cognitive Theory. Bandura (1989, 

p. 1175) defined self-efficacy as “people’s beliefs about their capabilities to exercise control over 
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events that affect their lives.” People with a high level of self-efficacy are confident in their 

ability to execute certain behaviors (Bandura, 1989). In fact, a person’s expectation of success 

can “provide positive guides for performance” (Bandura, 1989, p. 1176). Those with low sense 

of efficacy program themselves for “failure,” weakening the outcomes of their behavior 

(Bandura, 1989). As a result, highly efficacious people often outperform those with low sense of 

efficacy (Bandura, 1989).  

The concept of self-efficacy has received significant attention in political science and 

communication studies (Bandura, 2006; Craig, 1979; Pollock, 1983; Vecchione & Caprara, 

2009). According to Bandura (2006), political self-efficacy is the idea of influencing “social 

change through political activity” (p. 29). Craig (1979) differentiated between internal and 

external efficacy, and he sought to empirically establish their distinctiveness. Craig (1979) 

understood the term internal efficacy to mean “the degree to which an individual perceives 

access, or participatory channels, as being open to him” and his or her competence to use such 

channels (p. 229). External efficacy is defined as “the degree to which an individual perceives 

his political actions as being (potentially) successful” (Craig, 1979, p. 229). Craig (1979) found 

that both types of efficacy were positively correlated with community involvement, which he 

used as a “surrogate measure for political participation” (pp. 233-234).   

Similarly, Pollock (1983) revealed that people with high-levels of internal and external 

efficacy participated in the widest array of political activities, including voting, campaigning 

(e.g. donating money or working for one of the campaigns), contacting officials or media, and 

communal engagement (e.g. membership in a voluntary organization). Respondents with low 

levels of both internal and external efficacy stayed away from the political process (Pollock, 

1983). Pollock (1983) also looked at different combinations of high and low external and internal 



 

60 

efficacy. He found that people with low internal and high external efficacy were more likely to 

engage in voting and campaigning (Pollock, 1983). People with high internal and low external 

efficacy participated mainly in campaigning and contacting but not voting (Pollock, 1983). 

Interestingly, of the four groups, the latter group was the only one to approve of protest actions 

(Pollock, 1983). This premise is consistent with Bandura’s (2006) assumptions that  in countries 

where the government is perceived as “trustworthy”  and people are confident in their ability to 

“achieve desired changes through their collective voice,” citizens choose to engage in 

“conventional forms of political activities” (Bandura, 2006, p. 29). Yet, in countries where trust 

in government is low, politically efficacious individuals favor “confrontive and coercive tactics” 

(Bandura, 2006, p. 29). 

The influences of internal and external efficacy on political behavior also were tested in 

immigrant studies (Klandermans, Van der Toorn, & Van Stekelenburg, 2008; Pantoja, 2005). 

This research (Klandermans, Van der Toorn, & Van Stekelenburg, 2008; Pantoja, 2005) revealed 

trends similar to those observed in studies involving the general population (Craig, 1979; 

Pollock, 1983; Vecchione & Caprara, 2009). The studies also reported a positive relationship 

between mass media use, interest in politics, political efficacy, and voting (Pantoja, 2005; 

Pinkleton, Weintraub, & Fortman, 1998, p. 42; Tewksbury, Hals, & Bibart, 2008).  

Social Identity Theory 

Social Identity Theory served as a second theoretical framework for this study. Kim 

(2013), citing the old saying, “Birds of a feather flock together,” described the concept of self-

identification as one of “the basic human instincts,” which forces people “to indentify and 

associate with an in-group, be it a tribe, a race, a nation, or a culture” (p.3). Such self-

identification can be especially salient in intergroup interactions since people might behave not 

as an individual but as members of their social group or category (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).  
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Proposed in the early 1970s by Tajfel and his colleagues, Social Identity Theory is still 

“one of the most influential” frameworks for studying “group processes and intergroup relations” 

(Hornsey, 2008, p. 204). Tajfel (1974) defined social identity as “knowledge of […] 

membership” (p. 69) in a group and the associated sense of belonging and emotional attachment. 

The scholar emphasized that people attempt to simplify their reality by grouping others “in a 

manner which is meaningful [to them]” (Taijfel, 1974, p. 69). Social categorization enables 

humans to draw a line between “one’s own and other groups” or “us and them” (Tajfel, 1974, p. 

72). Segmentation often happens on the basis of social “cohesiveness,” such as gender, 

race/ethnicity, class or religion, and presupposes interdependence and the existence of “positive 

emotional bonds” among its members (Turner, 1982, p. 16). As group members, people might 

share beliefs, attitudes, values, and norms (Hogg & Reid, 2006; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) which 

are shaped and altered through interpersonal interactions and media (Hogg & Reid, 2006).  

People attempt to “achieve or to maintain positive social identity” (Tajfel & Turner, 

1986, p. 16). This is done through constant comparison of one’s own group with out-groups 

(Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The positive identity is confirmed when the in-group is believed to 

possess positive attributes that maximally set it apart from an out-group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). 

The concept of distinctiveness is crucial in this context because “we are motivated to identify 

with social groups with which we feel kinship and to separate from groups of which we do not 

feel a part and from which we strive to remain detached through a manifestation of 

distinctiveness” (Padilla & Perez, 2003, p. 43).  When an individual cannot sustain positive 

social identity, several choices are available (Tajfel, 1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). He or she can 

take action to make the group “more positively distinct,” adjust perception of the group 
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characteristics, or leave the in-group and find another with more favorable attributes (Tajfel, 

1974; Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 16).  

Another aspect of Social Identity theory is the existence of “in-group bias – that is, the 

tendency to favor the in-group over the out-group in evaluations and behavior” (Tajfel & Turner, 

1986, p. 13). In other words, people are apt to engage in “collective self-glorification and 

denigration of other groups” (Kim, 2008, p. 361). Such prejudicial and often discriminative 

practices help individuals “to achieve a positive social identity” (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 19). 

Tajfel and Turner (1986) described experiments in which the subjects were asked to distribute 

money among anonymous strangers. People in one group hypothetically belonged to the same 

group as the participants while the others did not (Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Unsurprisingly, the 

subjects allocated more money to the in-group members than to out-group members (Tajfel & 

Turner, 1986). 

For this reason, Social Identity Theory is often used to study discriminatory and 

prejudicial behaviors in the context of conflict, crisis, or other social contexts (Hogg & Reid, 

2006). Plus, it can be useful in explaining immigrant acculturation patterns, shedding light on 

how “newcomers form perceptions regarding expectations that members of the dominant group 

have of them” (Padilla & Perez, 2003, p. 50). According to Padilla and Perez (2003), such 

“perceptions are likely to affect the process of redefining their identity and whether and to what 

extent they choose acculturation and membership in the host culture” (p. 50). 

Moreover, Social Identity Theory can be a valuable framework for studying immigrants 

because it takes into account the newcomers’ common ethnic roots, cultures, and previous 

experiences, emphasizing “the idea that individuals’ social cognitions are socially construed 

depending on their group or collective frames of reference” (Padilla & Perez, 2003, p. 43). In 
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addition the theory presupposes the simultaneous existence of multiple social identities that are 

flexible and adaptable (Hogg, Terry, & White, 1995; Padilla & Perez, 2003). Therefore, 

according to the framework, immigrants are able to preserve their membership in groups related 

to their “heritage culture” as well as acquire new identities in the host cultures (Padilla & Perez, 

2003).  

Partisanship as a type of social identity 

Consequently, it is possible that immigrants, after their arrival to the new country, 

predominately see themselves in relation to larger social groups: Ex-Soviet (immigrants) as in-

group vs. all other Americans as out-group. However, as newcomers familiarize themselves with 

the host culture, they refine their existing identities or acquire new ones, including those of a 

political nature.  These assumptions are in line with Wong’s (2000) findings regarding the 

existing positive relationship between time spent in the host country and partisanship acquisition. 

Therefore, the longer immigrants live in the United States the more likely they are to identify 

with one of the parties (Wong, 2000). 

Party identification can serve as a source of group identification, like race, ethnicity, and 

religion (Greene, 1999; 2004). Just as they do with any other social group, individuals 

experience a sense of belonging and emotional attachment to their favored parties (Greene, 1999; 

2004). Democratic and Republican parties “represent real and meaningful groups that any person 

could potentially readily identify with in a way not true for political independents” (Greene, 

2004, p. 143).Greene (1999; 2004) proved this notion empirically in two studies involving both 

college students and a random sample of Ohio residents.  

In an effort to demonstrate evidence of in-group favoritism as described by Tajfel and 

Turner (1986) , Greene (2004) used the ANES survey tool called “feeling thermometer,” which 

measures overall party favorability on a scale from 1 (“very cold or unfavorable feeling”) to 100 
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(“very warm or favorable feeling).” As expected, results showed that the participants tended to 

favor their own party over the rival party (Greene, 2004). However, a similar test which 

attempted to prove “out-group derogation” and involved evaluations of the respondent’s 

opposing party, did not produce statistically significant results (Greene, 2004, p. 145). As a 

result, Greene concluded that “in the case of political parties, it appears that intergroup 

differentiation is caused essentially by in-group favoritism, the heightened preference for one’s 

own party” (Greene, 2004, p. 148). Another interesting discovery came from the study Greene 

(1999) conducted five years earlier. He found that “strong partisans demonstrated significantly 

more intergroup differentiation than did weak partisans and partisan leaners” (Greene, 1999, p. 

399). Greene (2004) also found a relationship between partisan identity and participation in 

political activities, including voting.  

Nationality, ethnic identity and civic engagement 

As previously discussed, nationality and ethnicity are possible sources of self-

categorization that can drive certain political and community behaviors. For instance, previous 

research indicates that country of origin can serve as one of the predictors of immigrants’ voting 

in elections (Bueker, 2005). 

Meanwhile, studies on ethnic identity revealed that immigrants with strong ethnic identity 

are more likely to use ethnic media and participate in the life of their ethnic communities (Seo & 

Moon, 2013). However, in contrast to the expectations of Seo and Moon (2013), active 

engagement in ethnic activities was not “positively associated with civic engagement for 

mainstream society” (p. 262). In fact, according to Seo and Moon (2013), “if a slightly more 

liberal standard of statistical significance is applied, it could be argued that this study found a 

negative relationship between coethnic civic engagement and general civic engagement” (p. 

262). In other words, participation in ethnic community life might hold back immigrants’ pace of 
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acculturation (Seo & Moon, 2013). This latter finding reveals another important feature of 

identities -- they may strengthen one another through competition (Stryker & Burke, 2000).  

Points of Connection 

As discussed, Social Cognitive and Social Identity theories provide a valuable framework 

for studying political socialization processes among immigrants. Both theories examine 

individuals’ past experiences, including group attachments and actions, in order to predict future 

behaviors. These bonds are not limited to cultural norms and values, but also include shared 

memories of the landmark events, which can vary depending on generation.  

Moreover, Social Cognitive and Social Identity theories complement each other in 

studying immigrants’ political socialization. Social Cognitive theory looks at how personal traits, 

previous behaviors, and environmental cues (Bandura, 2001a) affect immigrants’ learning of the 

news societal values, and how the latter affects the adoption of the new political behaviors. The 

learning and acceptance of new societal norms may reshape immigrants’ identities and foster the 

rise of the new loyalties, including to the institutions of the host country. This is where Social 

Identity Theory comes into play. It examines how these new and old identities co-exist and the 

way they affect immigrants’ political integration into the new society. 

Research Hypothesis and Questions  

This study proposes the following hypotheses. First, ex-Soviet immigrants will be more 

likely to identify as conservatives and support the Republican Party in the United States 

due to higher-income levels and previous experience with communism (Cain et al., 1991; Hill & 

Moreno, 1996; Uhlaner & Garcia, 1998). 

Party identification will be examined here through the lens of Social Identity Theory as a 

type of collective identity (Greene, 1999, 2004). Moreover, this study will explore the influence 

of the demographic variables and U.S. education (Conover, 1984; Erikson & Tedin, 2011) on the 
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political preferences of the immigrants. Therefore this study predicted and investigated the 

following: 

 H1: Ex-Soviet immigrants lean more towards the Republican than the Democratic Party.  

 R1: What is the effect of age, gender, and income on immigrants’ party identification? 

 H2: Ex-Soviet immigrants are more likely to identify as conservatives than liberals. 

 R2: What is the effect of age, gender, income, and U.S. college education on immigrants’ 
ideological views? 

Additionally, in line with the premises of the Social Cognitive Theory, a set of research 

questions attempted to investigate the influence of the environmental factors (U.S. education and 

interpersonal communication) on immigrants’ political socialization. Earlier, Cho (1999) 

suggested that “education is itself a socializing process” (p. 1152), while Erikson and Tedin 

(2011) pointed to the “liberalizing effect” of college education. Moreover, no studies have yet 

tested the role of family (Jennings & Stoker, 2001; Niemi et al., 1977) and inter-ethnic marriages 

on immigrant political socialization.  Significant differences can be expected since, as Jeffres 

(1999) pointed out, “ethnics become integrated into society at the primary level when they marry 

a non-ethnic spouse, do not live in an ethnic neighborhood, and have few ethnic friends” (p. 207; 

as cited in Gordon, 1964). Consequently, the next research questions asked: 

 R3: Are there any significant differences in the political socialization of immigrants 
educated in the U.S. and in their home countries? 

 R4: How is the political socialization process different among immigrants who are 
married to foreign- and U.S. native-born individuals? 

Additionally, in order to further test the foundations of the Social Cognitive Theory, this 

study looked at the effects of American and social media on learning and acquisition of the new 

political values and behaviors. Thus, this study tested whether previous findings regarding the 

existence of a positive relationship between political socialization and newspaper readership, TV 
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consumption, and overall media use (Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997; Kononova et al., 2011) holds 

true for ex-Soviet immigrants. Moreover, this dissertation further explored the effects of radio, 

magazines, Internet news sites, and Internet blogs on political socialization. The Internet news 

variable was added to this study even though it did not make significant contributions in the 

Kononova et al. (2011) design. Finally, this study also tested Andersson’s (2010) assumption 

about the positive effects of social media on political socialization. Immigrants media habits 

were captured by two variables: media attention and media use. Such an approach, according to 

Strömbäck and Shehata (2010), increases reliability of findings. The latter decision will be 

discussed further in this text.   

The models tested in this study also controlled for immigrants’ length of residence, age, 

gender, and education (i.e. the presence of the bachelor’s degree and U.S. schooling) because 

previous studies found that those variables significantly affected immigrants’ political 

socialization (Black et al., 1987; Cho, 1999; Jones-Correa, 1998; Pei-te Lien, 1994; Wong, 

2000). Also, the variable “citizenship” was added to this study’s models to account for the 

differences between naturalized and non-naturalized immigrants. Therefore, building on 

Kononova et al. (2011) findings, this study predicted the following: 

 H3a: Overall American political media use is a positive predictor of ex-Soviet 
immigrants’ political socialization. 

 H3b: Attention to political news in American media is a positive predictor of ex-Soviet 
immigrants’ political socialization. 

 H3c: Attention to political news on/in American TV, radio, newspapers, magazines, 
Internet news sites, and blogs will serve as positive predictors of ex-Soviet immigrants’ 
political socialization. 

 H4: Social media use is a positive predictor of ex-Soviet immigrants’ political 
socialization. 
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Additionally, a separate set of hypotheses tested the assumptions of the Social Identity 

Theory by exploring the strength of relationships among the political socialization variables and 

ethnic identity and ethnic and mainstream media use (Jeffres, 2000; Seo & Moon, 2013). 

Previous research indicates the existence of a positive relationship between ethnic 

identity and ethnic media use (Jeffres, 2000; Seo & Moon, 2013) and between U.S. media use 

and U.S. civic engagement (Seo & Moon, 2013) and political knowledge (Chaffee & Kanihan, 

1997). Also, past studies revealed that ethnic media are possibly slowing down both the process 

of immigrants’ acculturation and U.S. civic engagement (Hwang & He, 1999; Seo & Moon, 

2013). The models for these hypotheses will take into account age, gender, length of residence, 

the education levels of the immigrants, whether they have an American education (Black et al., 

1987; Cho, 1999; Erikson & Tedin, 2011; Pei-te Lien, 1994; Wong, 2000), and U.S. citizenship. 

Building on previous research of Seo and Moon (2013) this study expected the following: 

 H5a: A positive relationship will exist between Russian (Ukrainian and etc) identity and 
Russian (Ukrainian and etc) ethnic and home country media use. 

 H5b: A negative relationship will exist between ethnic and home country media use and 
U.S. political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants.  

 H5c: A positive relationship will exist between ethnic media use and co-ethnic civic 
engagement 

Moreover, following the suggestion of Kononova et al. (2011) and McLeod and Shah 

(2009), this study also explored the effects of ethnic and American identities on political 

socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants.  

 R5. How do ex-Soviet immigrants’ ethnic and American identities affect their political 
socialization in the United States?  

Likewise, this study attempted to answer a number of research questions testing the 

contribution of different types of media, media platforms, and interpersonal discussions in 
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political socialization of immigrants (Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997; Garramone & Atkin, 1986; 

Kononova et al., 2011; McLeod & Shah, 2009; Seo & Moon, 2013): 

 R6: What media do ex-Soviet immigrants use to obtain U.S. political information?  

 R7: How does interpersonal communication affect the political socialization of ex-Soviet 
immigrants? 
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CHAPTER 3 
METHOD 

This study utilized a pragmatic worldview, an approach focused on “actions, situations, 

and consequences rather than antecedent of conditions” (Creswell, 2009, p. 10). This approach is 

relatively flexible and “is not committed to any one system of philosophy and reality” (Creswell, 

2009, p. 10). It opens a larger array of possibilities for researchers because they are not limited in 

their choice of methods and techniques (Creswell, 2009). According to this approach, scholars 

are free to use any method or combination of methods to best achieve their scientific goals 

(Creswell, 2009). Pragmatism, the methodology serving as a basis for this study, welcomes a 

mixed method approach (Creswell, 2009; Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004). 

Mixed Methods: The Best of Two Worlds? 

Mixed-method approach, also known as “triangulation,” “multimethod,” “convergence,” 

“integrated,” and “combined,” is a relatively newer and “less well known” methodology 

(Creswell, 2009, p. 14; Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). It allows for the combination of both 

quantitative and qualitative methods, under the assumption that the complexity of the social 

science problem requires usage of several research methods because none of them utilized 

separately can provide adequate results (Creswell, 2009). Mixed-method enthusiasts 

acknowledge that “all methods have limitations,” though “biases inherent in any single method 

could be neutralize[d] or cancel the biases of other methods” (Creswell, 2009, p. 14). Thus, a 

mixed-method approach allows researchers to employ the best practices of both qualitative and 

quantitative worlds in one study, increasing the strengths and minimizing the weaknesses of each 

(Johnson & Onwuegbuzie, 2004).  

Quantitative methodology relies on “standardized data collection” and a deductive 

approach, providing greater opportunities for prediction and hypothesis testing (Johnson & 
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Onwuegbuzie,  2004, p. 18; Creswell, 2009). In contrast, qualitative methodology permits 

researchers to explore and study issues in-depth (Creswell, 2007). If both methods provide the 

same results, the researcher can be more certain in his/her assumptions. However, when results 

contradict, the researcher has to “modify interpretations and conclusions accordingly” (Johnson 

& Onwuegbuzie, 2004, p. 19).  

Sequential Explanatory Strategy 

Researchers utilizing mixed-methods approach must decide when to employ quantitative 

and qualitative designs, how much weight each of the segments have, and how to combine and 

analyze the data sources (Creswell, 2009). The approach chosen for this study is known as 

Sequential Explanatory Strategy (Creswell, 2009).  

The first stage of Sequential Explanatory Strategy included gathering and examining 

quantitative data (Creswell, 2009). The insights obtained from this phase were used to construct 

questions for the second, qualitative stage (Creswell, 2009). The qualitative phase was primarily 

used to elucidate quantitative findings (Creswell, 2009). In other words, the quantitative method 

was prioritized because the researcher sought to compare quantitative data on ex-Soviet 

immigrants with existing findings regarding other ethnic groups. The benefits of Sequential 

Explanatory Strategy include a clear-cut design, which eases the interpretation and presentation 

of the results from both stages of the study (Creswell, 2009).  

Timing, Structure, and Sampling 

The researcher completed the data collection phase in six months, during the period from 

November, 2013 to April, 2014. The research project included two sequential stages: online 

survey and semi-structured in-depth interviews.  

The sample consisted of only first-generation immigrants born in the following countries: 

Russia, Ukraine, Belarus, Moldova, Latvia, Lithuania, Estonia, Georgia, Armenia, Kazakhstan, 
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Tajikistan, Kyrgyzstan, Turkmenistan, Uzbekistan, and Azerbaijan.  Both U.S. citizens and non-

citizens were invited to participate in this study, as long as they had spent at least five years in 

the United States. The five year threshold was chosen to ensure that each immigrant was exposed 

to at least one presidential and several Congressional election campaigns (i.e. times when media 

coverage of politics tended to be the highest). The rationale, logic, sampling, and implementation 

of both quantitative and qualitative research segments are outlined in the next several pages.  

Survey Procedures 

A survey approach was used for this study because this technique is well-suited to 

capture attitudes, preferences, and trends existing in the population in a time-efficient manner 

(Alreck & Settle, 2004; Creswell, 2009; Wimmer & Dominick, 2006). Moreover, it is a 

relatively flexible and versatile technique that enables researchers to track and even predict 

people’s behaviors (Alreck & Settle, 2004). The survey’s standardized, numeric data can be 

analyzed using descriptive analysis or statistics (Creswell, 2009), and the surveys’ results can be 

used for both testing hypothesis and answering research questions.  

Convenience Sample 

This study employed online-survey because it is capable of accessing dispersed 

populations such as ex-Soviet immigrants. A convenience sampling approach was employed 

because there was no adequate sampling frame available for the population of ex-Soviet 

immigrants.  

One of the main advantages of convenience samples is their accessibility (Wimmer & 

Dominick, 2006). Additionally, the proponents of such studies claim that “if a phenomenon, 

characteristic, or trait does exist, then it should exist in any sample” (Wimmer & Dominick, 

2006, p. 91). For instance, Greene (1999), studying partisanship in the context of social identity 

theory used a convenience sample of college students and received “strikingly similar” results 
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once he compared his data to 1996 NES data. Those who criticize this sampling method point 

out that it is subject to issues with external validity and determining the size of sampling error 

(Wimmer & Dominick, 2006).  

In order to obtain a convenience sample for this study, the researcher contacted selected 

Russian (Ukrainian)-immigrant churches, clubs, groups, and other organizations via email, 

Facebook, and listserves (e.g. Russian Florida, etc.). Furthermore, the snowballing technique was 

utilized. Those who completed the survey were asked to forward the online questionnaire to 

other ex-Soviet immigrants. The survey was hosted on the Qualtrics website and was available in 

both English and Russian languages.  

The survey was translated from English into Russian by the researcher, a native Russian 

language speaker. In order to ensure the accuracy of the translation, a different native speaker 

translated the Russian language version of the survey into English and compared to the original 

English language version. No major disagreements were found as a result of the translation.  

Sample Characteristics  

A total of 290 respondents completed this survey between November, 2013 and February, 

2014. Unfinished questionnaires were deleted from the dataset and not included in the analysis. 

The majority of the survey participants were from Russia (37%) and Ukraine (36%). The 

remainder came from Belarus (8%), Moldova (4%), and Latvia (3%), while 12% came from 

other ex-Soviet Union countries. In terms of ethnicity, 36% identified as Russian, 24% 

Ukrainian, 21% Jewish, 5% Belarusian, 3% Armenian, etc.  

The respondents’ median age was 36 years (15% were in their twenties, 45% in their 

thirties, 20% in their forties, 12% were in their 50s, and 7% were 60 and older). Female (73%) 

outnumbered male participants (27%) in the sample. Among the respondents, 64% were married; 

16.5% widowed, divorced, or separated; and 20% never were married. Among these participants, 
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4% had income less than $12,000; 22% between $12,001 and $52,000; and 74% $52,001 or 

more.  

In terms of education, 14% did not have a college degree, 37% completed college, 33% 

had a master’s degree, and 15.5% possessed doctorate or professional degrees. Also, 61% of the 

survey participants studied in U.S. high schools or colleges.  

The immigrants surveyed for this study primarily resided in Florida (24%), California 

(14.5%), Minnesota (10%), Georgia (6.6%), New York (6%), Massachusetts (5%), Michigan 

(4%), and Illinois (4%). More than 80% of them were already American citizens. Approximately 

90% of the respondents arrived between 1990 and 2008, while a slightly more than 10% in 1980s 

and earlier years.  

The researcher replaced missing data for age variable (2.8%) using multiple imputation 

technique in SPSS. Multiple imputation method allowed to take into account another 

independent variable -- time spent in the United States and to ensure that time spent in the U.S. 

did not exceed the physical age of a participant. Missing data points for categorical variable 

income (2.5%) were replaced by the most common value ($52,001 or more) for this variable.  

Measurement 

The participants in this study were asked to answer a variety of questions to assess their 

political ideology, the strength of their ethnic and American identities, attitudes toward American 

parties and political system in general, political efficacy, political interest, non-electoral 

behaviors, previous voting record in elections, and media attention and use. Moreover, a battery 

of demographic questions inquired about participants’ country of origin, gender, ethnicity, age, 

length of residence in the United States, immigration status (resident/citizen), family status, and 

income. 



 

75 

Variables 

Replicating the Kononova et al. (2011) design with some changes, political socialization 

was represented by a number of variables: political interest, political efficacy, trust in 

government, partisanship, ideological self-placement, non-electoral political participation, and 

traditional political participation (for citizens by looking at their: a) voter registration and past 

voting in presidential elections; and for non-citizens by examining their: b) intention to become a 

citizen, register to vote, and take part in 2016 elections. 

Political interest  

The item was rated on a four-point scale (M=3.1, SD= 0.85). The participants were asked 

a standard ANES (American National Election Studies) question: “In general, how interested are 

you in American politics and public affairs (ANES, 2010a)?” 

Party ID  

Party identification was measured by asking participants “Generally speaking, do you 

think of yourself as a Republican, a Democrat, an Independent, or what (ANES, 2010a)?” A 

follow-up question was asked to clarify partisanship intensity.   

Partisanship  

Immigrants who identified as Democrats, Republicans, and supporters of other parties in 

the previous question were coded as partisan and the rest were coded as non-partisan.   

Political ideology  

Political ideology, or “core political values” (Erikson & Tedin, p. 72), was assessed by 

asking participants to place themselves on ANES 7-point scale: “extremely liberal, liberal, 

slightly liberal, moderate (middle of the road), slightly conservative, conservative, and extremely 

conservative” (ANES, 2010a).  
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Possession of ideological views  

Immigrants who identified as extremely liberal, liberal, slightly liberal, slightly 

conservative, conservative, and extremely conservative were coded as ideological, while 

moderates were coded as non-ideological persons.   

Traditional political participation for citizens  

Traditional political participation was measured by several variables: current voting 

registration and voting in 2012 Presidential elections (ANES, 2010a).   

Future political participation for non-citizens  

This scale was borrowed from Kononova et al. (2011). Those holding visa or green cards 

were asked whether they would like to become U.S. citizens in the future and, if so, whether they 

would like to register to vote or vote in 2016 elections. 

Non-electoral political participation  

The scale was derived from ANES (ANES, 2010a). Both citizens and non-citizens were 

asked about their participation in a variety of political activities in the last 12 months: 

“attend[ing] a political protest or rally;” “contact[ing] a government official;” “volunteer[ing] or 

work[ing] for a presidential campaign or another political candidate issue, or cause;” “work[ing] 

with others in your community to solve a problem;” “serv[ing] on a community board;” “written 

a “letter to the editor;” and “comment[ing] about politics on a message board or Internet site.” 

Moreover, only those who identified as citizens or green card holders (residents) were also asked 

whether they have given money to a presidential campaign or to another political candidate. An 

index of these activities was created and used in the study. Cronbach’s alpha for citizens and 

green card holders (N=275) was 0.707. A decision was made to include only data for citizens and 

green card holders in the analysis. Small sample size (N=15) of visa holders was not sufficient to 

conduct multivariate statistical tests.  
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Political efficacy and trust in government  

Another battery of ANES questions measured political efficacy (M=4.7, SD=1.79), the 

belief in an individual’s ability to influence a country’s politics (ANES, 2010b; Tan, 1981). The 

respondents were asked the next questions: a) “how much can someone like you affect what the 

government does” and b) “how much do government officials care what someone like you 

thinks?” Pearson correlation test revealed a moderate positive relationship between these two 

measures (r = 0.599, p < 0.01).  

Trust in government was measured by asking the ANES question (M=2.57, SD=0.78): 

How often does the federal government do what most Americans want it to do (ANES, 2010b)? 

The participants chose from “always,” “most of the time,” “about half the time,” “once in a 

while,” and “never.”  

Ethnic/American Identities  

Scales from Klandermans et al. (2008) were used to determine the strength of the 

participants’ ethnic (M= 7.16, SD = 1.93) and American (M=7.3, SD = 1.95) identities. The 

respondents were asked whether they feel connected to Americans and wanted to be seen as 

Americans. Another battery of questions also asked whether the participants felt connected to 

their ethnic community (Russian/Ukrainian and etc) and whether they liked to be seen as 

members of their ethnic community (Russian/Ukrainian and etc). Each question was measured 

on a five-point Likert scale, ranging from strongly agree to strongly disagree. Then two separate 

indexes for ethnic and American identities were created. Pearson’s correlation test demonstrated 

a moderately strong relationship between the two American identity measures (r = 0.672, p < 

0.01) and the two ethnic identity measures (r = 0.562, p < 0.01).  
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Co-ethnic civic engagement  

Following the guidelines established by Seo and Moon (2013, p. 256), this study asked 

whether respondents volunteered or “had donated money to each of three kinds of […ethnic-

related] organizations in the United States:” (a) Ethnic “churches or religious organizations,” (b) 

Ethnic “nonprofit organizations” such as the local Russian American Association or the like, or 

(c) Ethnic “American-related political organizations.” The survey participants’ responses were 

summed up in an index (M=0.81, SD=1.18). Cronbach’s alpha for this scale was 0.63. 

Interpersonal communication  

This variable was measured using the ANES question: “How often does the subject of 

politics come up in each of the following (ANES, 2010a)?” The participants were asked to 

choose from the following options: “at work,” “at your church or place of worship,” “in 

conversations with friends,” “in conversations with family,” “in discussions on an Internet 

message board or blog.”  

Media use (American/ethnic/home country/social) 

Following the Seo and Moon (2013) design, this study asked how often respondents used 

American (M=4.34, SD=0.97), home country (M=3.08, SD=1.12), and ethnic media (M=2.04, 

SD=1.11). In this study, the term "American media" constituted mainstream, English-language 

media produced in the United States. The term "home country media" was defined as media from 

immigrants’ countries of origin. Meanwhile, the term “ethnic media” was defined as media 

produced in the United States and targeted to an immigrant audience. Additionally, the 

participants were questioned about their social media use (M=4.17, SD=1). Media use was 

measured on a five-point scale, ranging from “1” (never) to “5” (all the time). 
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Attention to news about American politics (in American media) 

Previous research indicated that the inclusion of two variables, media exposure and 

attention to political news, can provide more reliable results because respondents are likely to 

underestimate the first variable and overestimate the latter (Strömbäck & Shehata, 2010). The 

American media attention scale was constructed using measures from Strömbäck and Shehata’s 

(2010) and Painter’s (2011) manuscripts. The respondents were asked to indicate how much 

attention they pay to news about U.S. politics using radio (M=2.83, SD=1.43), print newspapers 

(M=2.54, SD=1.26), magazines (M=2.5, SD=1.24), TV (M=3.2, SD=1.35), Internet news sites 

(M=4.00, SD=1.1), and Internet blogs (M=3, SD=1.39). The response options ranged from “1” 

(none) to “5” (a great deal). The answers were summarized in an index -- attention to American 

politics in American media (M=18, SD=4.9). Cronbach’s alpha for overall attention to politics in 

American media was 0.69.  

Control variables  

The survey respondents were asked to provide additional information regarding: gender, 

age, marital status (including whether a spouse was born in the U.S.), and income. Income 

choices included: 1 -- “below $12,000” (poverty level), 2 – “between $12,001 and 52,000” (i.e. 

the medium household income), and 3 – “$52,001 or higher” (i.e. higher than average household 

income). Other questions sought information regarding the immigrants’ states of residence, 

ethnicity, and education levels.  Education categories included 1-- “bachelor’s degree or higher,” 

and 0 -- “less than bachelor degree.” Plus, the survey asked respondents whether they were 

educated in the United States. U.S. education variable was coded as 1 – “education obtained in 

the United States” and 0 – “education obtained overseas, including in immigrants’ home 

countries.” Moreover, the survey asked about the year the participants moved to the United 

States and their immigration status.  
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In-depth Interviews 

The second stage of the study employed semi-structured in-depth interviews. The 

interviews were conducted at the end of the collection and analysis of the survey data. The 

respondents were allowed to participate in both stages of the study: survey and in-depth 

interviews.  

Creswell (2007) suggested using qualitative techniques when “a problem or issue needs 

to be explored” (p. 39) and there is a necessity for a “complex, detailed understanding” of it (p. 

40). The technique allows the participants to speak out in “the language of everyday life” and not 

in the researcher’s terms (Pauly, 1991, p. 6). As a result, scholars are able to capture “the shadow 

side or unusual angles” of the studied issues (Creswell, 2007, p. 46). The qualitative techniques 

allow the researchers to understand “meaning that the participants hold about the problem or 

issue” (Creswell, 2007, p. 39).  

As mentioned, this study sought to investigate how ex-Soviet immigrants perceive the 

American political system, why they choose to affiliate with a certain party, what makes them 

think that one party is better than the other, and how different types of media and interpersonal 

communication help them in the process of political socialization. In order to explore the 

strengths of immigrants’ ethnic and American identities, they were asked whether they observe 

ethnic and American holidays (traditions), and to what extent they participate in ethnic 

community life and maintain relationships with their co-ethnics.  

Number of interviews. The participants were recruited through the same channels as the 

survey respondents. All, but two received a $25 gift card as a compensation for their time. The 

first two respondents were interviewed before the researcher obtained a grant from the 

University of Florida College of Journalism and Communications, which helped to fund the 

second part of the study.  
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All interviews were held via Skype and ranged from 50 to 90 minutes. The interviews 

were conducted until the researcher reached saturation or “the point at which no new information 

or themes are observed in data” (Guest, Bunce, & Johnson, 2006, p. 59) and “no new surprises or 

insights are forthcoming” (Gaskell, 2000, p. 43).  

Among the 14 respondents interviewed for this study there were eight women and six 

men, between the ages 26 and 66. They immigrated to the United States from Russia, Ukraine, 

Estonia, Uzbekistan, and Belarus between 1988 and 2008. However, one former Belarusian 

citizen spent the first 10 years in Israel before moving to the United States. The respondents 

identified as ethnic Russians, Ukrainians, Jews, and Tatars. Some had double Russian-Jewish 

identities. Eleven of the fourteen interviewees had already obtained American citizenship. Only 

three still had green cards.  

The participants also varied in terms of education and occupations. Nine of them had at 

least some American college education, four possessed only college diplomas from their home 

countries, and one person never attended any institution of higher education. In terms of 

occupations, the immigrants worked as catering professionals, office-managers, translators, IT 

specialists, accountants, journalists, publishers, and lawyers. The sample included a retired 

theater director and two stay-at-home moms, one of whom was still in college. As for geography, 

four respondents resided in California, three in Florida, two in Georgia, and one each lived in 

New York, New Jersey, Maryland, Texas, and Washington, D.C.  

Data Analysis and Validation  

Following guidelines and examples set forth by Creswell (2009), this study analyzes and 

presents the results of quantitative and qualitative stages separately. Each section of findings 

contains: a segment that discusses the results of multiple and logistic regressions, followed by a 

section with qualitative findings.  
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Notably, each multiple linear regression model in this study was checked for 

multicollinearity. Severe multicollinearity can decrease the strengths of the relationships between 

individual independent and dependent variables (Hair, Black, Babin, & Anderson, 2010). None 

of the variance inflation factors (VIF) in this study exceed the score of two, thus indicating a low 

(acceptable) degree of multicollinearity between the variables (Hair et al., 2010). Moreover, to 

more accurately interpret the results of logistic regression tests the researcher examined model 

chi-square statistic to assess whether the model was statistically significant. At the same time, 

Hosmer and Lemeshow test of goodness-of-fit was used to examine how well the model fitted 

the data.  

Analysis of the combined qualitative and quantitative results is presented in the 

Discussion section, where the researcher outlined “the quantitative results and the complexities 

that surfaced from the qualitative results” (Creswell, 2009, p. 221). Moreover, the researcher 

discussed the overall findings in the context of both theories: Social Cognitive Theory and Social 

Identity Theory. Finally, triangulation was used to validate this study’s quantitative and 

qualitative data (Creswell, 2009).  
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CHAPTER 4 
RESULTS 

Political Views and Attachments of the Ex-Soviet Immigrants 

 Survey Findings 

This section examines the party identification and ideological views of ex-Soviet 

immigrants in the United States. In addition to identifying the share of Democrats, Republicans, 

independents, and supporters of other parties among the immigrants, the researcher also looked 

at the influence of demographic variables on the immigrants’ party identification and worldview.   

Party identification of ex-Soviet immigrants 

Hypothesis 1 predicted that ex-Soviet immigrants would support the Republican Party 

more than the Democratic Party. To test this hypothesis, the researcher asked whether the 

immigrants considered themselves Democrats, Republicans, independents, supporters of other 

parties, or if they had no political preferences. Nearly 16% identified as Republicans, 39% 

considered themselves to be Democrats, approximately 27% indentified as independent, 4.5% 

supported other parties, and nearly 14% had no political preferences (Table 4-1). Contrary to the 

expectations, there were twice as many Democrats than Republicans in this sample. Also, more 

than 40% immigrants had no party identification.  

Next the researcher examined whether immigrants who supported other parties, were 

independents, or had no political preferences (N=131) leaned closer to Democrats or 

Republicans. The participants were asked a close-ended question regarding whether they felt 

closer to Democrats or Republicans. Again, the majority of respondents (55.7%) felt closer to the 

Democratic than to the Republican (44.3%) Party (Table 4-2). 

As a result, Hypothesis 1 was not supported. The majority of ex-Soviet immigrants 

identified or felt closer connection with Democrats.  
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The Influence of Demographic Variables on Party ID among Ex-Soviet Immigrants 

Research Question 1 asked about the demographic variables, affecting ex-Soviet 

immigrants’ party identification. Building on the previous literature, the scholar examined 

whether age, gender, and income (Erikson & Tedin, 2011), significantly affected the political 

affiliation of ex-Soviet immigrants. Only respondents, who primarily identified as Democrats 

and Republicans, were selected for this analysis (N=159). Among these partisans, 71% called 

themselves Democrats and 29% Republicans.  

Logistic regression tests were conducted, with partisanship (1-Democrat, 0-Republican), 

serving as the dichotomous dependent variable, and age, gender (1-male, 0-female), and income 

(1- $52,001 or more, 0- $52,000 or less) as independent variables.  

Two variables: age and income reached statistical significance in this model (Table 4-3). 

Those, who identified as Democrats were generally younger and earned less than Republicans. 

For every year of increase in age, the odds of being a Democrat decreased by 4% (compared to 

the odds of being Republican), when gender and income were held constant. Similarly, the odds 

of being a Democrat were lower by 80.9% among immigrants with higher than average 

household income than among those with lower than average household income, when gender 

and age were held constant.   

Ideological views of ex-Soviet immigrants  

Hypothesis 2 stated that ex-Soviet immigrants would support conservative more than 

liberal ideology, but the analysis revealed the opposite trend (Table 4-4).  

Nearly 45% of the respondents identified as at least slightly liberal and nearly 29% as at 

least slightly conservative, while nearly 27% considered themselves moderate or middle of the 

road. Therefore, Hypothesis 2 was not confirmed.  
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The influence of demographic variables on ideological views of ex-Soviet immigrants 

Research Question 2 examined the effects of demographic variables on the ideological 

views of the immigrants. Logistic regression tests were conducted for the sample of the 

immigrants, who identified as at least liberal or conservative (N=212), while moderates were 

excluded from the analysis. The first model explored the effect of demographic (independent) 

variables (age, gender, and income) on the dependent variable -- ideological views (1-liberal, 0-

conservative). Meanwhile, the second, expanded model tested Erikson and Tedin’s (2011) 

assumption about the “liberalizing effects” of American education, by including an additional 

predictor, U.S. college education variable (1-yes, 0-no) to the model.   

Age was the only statistically significant variable in the first model (Table 4-5). Younger 

immigrants tended to be more liberal than their older counterparts. For every year of increase in 

age, the odds of being liberal decreased by 4.1%, when other variables were held constant. 

However, when the U.S. college education variable was added to the model, the variable age did 

not retain its statistical significance (Table 4-6). In fact, only the U.S. college education variable 

reached significance in the second model. The odds of respondents being liberal were 180.6% 

higher among respondents with U.S. college education than among those without it.   

Qualitative Findings 

Fourteen in-depth interviews were conducted and analyzed to better understand the 

reasons behind ex-Soviet immigrants’ support of the two main American political parties. To 

varying degrees among the interviewees, six identified more closely with Democrats, while eight 

primarily described themselves as Republicans. Besides sharing their perceptions of the two 

primary U.S. parties, interview participants were questioned about their views on the issues 

relating to women and gay rights, gun control, taxes, national defense, and the United States’ 

role in international politics.  
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The Democratic respondents were most concerned with health care, social issues, and 

economic inequities. Each of these response categories will be discussed in greater depth later in 

this section. But, for now, it is instructive to share the interviewees’ initial responses. For 

example, the response of a male interviewee from California encapsulated all of the most 

common reasons the participants associated with the Democrats and not with the opposing 

Republican Party. As he put it, “The gun control, gay rights, the tax reduction, and everything 

that they [Republicans] have been doing lately is just bad. They seem to be shooting themselves 

in the foot.” Another female immigrant from Washington, DC favored Democrats for creating 

growth opportunities for the middle class and introducing the federal Affordable Care Act (also 

known as “Obamacare”): 

Obamacare is a good law. They probably could do some things differently. […] But 
overall, even now, they have already made changes. I have many friends, who just 
received an immense help from it. 

And a third individual stated that, Democrats “are more dynamic and open.” By being 

“open” this male Floridian meant that the Democratic Party is more favorable toward 

immigrants. As he put it, “Republicans in general, they can roughly say that [immigrants] 

flooded [the country]. You hear less such rhetoric from Democrats.” 

Meanwhile, those who identified with the Republican Party were more unified in their 

responses. The majority of participants supported the party for what they described as its stance 

against the redistribution of wealth. The interviewees felt that the Republican Party represented 

people like them who want to “work and live well.” Half of the Republican immigrants 

associated the Democratic Party with socialism, and they said something along the lines of: “We 

already lived under socialism” and saw its dreadful consequences.  

Other reasons for supporting the Republican Party included its stances toward free 

enterprise, small government, and Christian values. The following quote was typical: 
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Especially looking at the Obama presidency, somehow the way things that have 
been working lately makes it very similar to the Russian situation, where I grew up. 
The distribution of wealth, the payment of taxes, and on my personal experience I 
have learned that my husband’s taxes went up so high lately. […] Looking at this, I 
imagine that for me the Democratic Party is more for the distribution of wealth and 
helping people that are in need.”(Female 1, FL) 

Next, the participants were asked about their positions on a variety of social and 

economic issues. Interestingly, despite the fact that the Democratic Party is more likely to 

support abortion than the Republican establishment, all but three immigrants possessed strong 

pro-choice views. Thus, religion, rather than political parties, provided the dividing line on that 

social issue. The following quotes exemplify opposing views regarding abortion: 

I have seen a lot of interesting views, especially religious groups here in the United 
States. And when I came here it kinda shocked me. I did not know that there are 
still groups out there that do view it as a murder. For me if it is rape or consensual 
relationship and a woman ends up pregnant, I personally support abortions (Female 
1, FL). 

It is says in the Bible that God gave life to a man and God can take it away. I think 
that abortions should not be a prerogative of men’s choice (Male 1, TX).  

Surprisingly, the majority of the participants wanted LGBT couples to have the same 

legal benefits (e.g pensions, inheritance, hospital visits) as their heterosexual counterparts. Yet, 

some Democrats and Republicans called for limits on marriage rights (e.g. civil unions rather 

than full marriages). Those who were not comfortable with the full extension of heterosexual 

“marriage” rights suggested referring to same-sex unions as “partnerships.” It’s worth noting, 

however, that the three most religious interviewees thought that homosexuality is an illness and a 

sin. The range of the immigrants’ opinions on gay rights is presented in the next several quotes: 

I consider that marriage should be between a man and a woman. I think it is not 
right to equate both [gay and heterosexual marriage]. And what happened now, this 
is a full equation of marriages. I think New Jersey did it in the right way. These 
same-sex couples have all the necessary civil rights. These rights are protected. 
Therefore, they are provided with all necessary legal protection. All of this is 
possible and normal, but [a gay marriage] should not be equated … with the 
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marriage between a man and a woman, which you can say is from God and which 
is more natural (Male 1, NJ). 

I know that gays and everything like that — this was not God’s plan. Therefore, 
God did not come up with two Adams and two Eves. Or two Eves for Adam. And 
all these talks that [homosexuals] had chemical imbalances before they were born 
and so on, I do not believe this (Female 1, CA).  

Moreover, ex-Soviet immigrants generally held positive views on gun ownership. All but 

four respondents supported the Second Amendment. Yet, roughly one-third of those who favored 

gun rights also advocated stricter gun-control laws with more stringent background checks and 

limits on “what types of weapons people can have.” The next several quotes represent a range of 

views on gun ownership: 

 I really like the idea of gun ownership. I think that owning a gun is a privilege that 
citizens of this country have. This is a way to protect yourself, because we see what 
is going on streets [and] in houses (Male 1, TX). 

[It] should not be easy to get a gun, [it] should not be easy to get a rifle. Rifles, I am 
not as concerned with because they cannot really be concealed. But even for 
hunting, you want to make sure that you are selling a rifle to a mentally stable 
person (Male 1, CA). 

I am generally against it [gun ownership]. Let’s say, I came from a country where it 
is not allowed to have a gun. I think it is a little strange that people have this right, 
[and they] can easily carry a gun (Female 1, Washington, D.C.) 

When asked what issue they often talk about with Russian-speaking friends, health care 

was an especially common subject, but there was no consensus view for either side. Several 

Republicans and Democrats supported the federal Affordable Care Act, two were against the 

legislation, and more than a few still tried to learn about the initiative. One Republican 

interviewee stated that she changed her views on the law after it allowed her husband to enroll in 

an insurance plan when other companies had rejected him because of a pre-existing condition:  

At the beginning I was against it. I was thinking that those are huge sums of money 
that every person should pay for insurance and what if there is no money. We were 
all against Obamacare for some reason, even though we really need it. My husband 
needs it and it will really save us even (Female 1, GA). 
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Yet, no issue caused more clear-cut party divisions than taxes. The majority of 

Democrats supported “higher taxes on higher income brackets” because higher wage earners 

“would not be able to make the money without the help, the work of everybody in the lower 

income brackets.” One female Democrat complained that “percentage wise” she “pay[s] more in 

taxes than venture capitalists in Silicon Valley.” In contrast, Republicans felt the government 

should not levy higher taxes on successful individuals: 

I do not think that it is right thing to do to take more money from the wealthy in a 
form of taxes and give it to poor. The poor will not become richer. If you don’t 
stimulate them, do not push them to look for a job, to study, to somehow move 
ahead, to come out of their slums and warehouses and start to live better, then you 
will be always putting them on the dole and helping all the time (Male 1, GA). 

Finally, there was no clear division along party lines regarding whether the United States 

should intervene in the conflicts outside its borders. Depending on the individual, Democrats and 

Republicans justified one or both operations in Afghanistan and Iraq. For example, the range of 

responses included: 

I think that such a country as the United States should have a very strong and 
advanced army. Likely, the best in the world. I think that terrorists in Afghanistan, 
Iraq, and Somalia, or anywhere else, should be eradicated. Because the 9/11 attack 
on New York and Pentagon was enough.” (Male1, GA).  

In general I do not want the United States to initiate wars in different parts of the 
world. But on other side I understand well that this helps to move forward, stand up 
to other countries, I mean being a kind of leader on the world stage.” (Male 1, FL) 

Respondents also felt that the United States should help its allies as well as “some nations 

to get rid of a tyrant and in this sense war.” Another group, consisting of Democrats and 

Republicans, held very strong non-interventionist views, which were typified by the statement:  

“Each country should restore order by itself, and America should not pay with lives of its 

soldiers and spent its budget” on campaigns outside of the U.S. borders.  
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Political Socialization of Immigrants, Educated in the U.S. and Abroad 

Survey Findings  

Research Question 3 examined differences and similarities in the political socialization of 

immigrants educated in the United States versus those educated abroad. For this purpose, a 

number of multiple linear and logistic regression tests were conducted to examine the influence 

of U.S. education on political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. U.S. education served as 

independent variable, while political socialization was represented by 10 dependent variables 

(Kononova et al., 2011). Each model controlled for age, gender, education, time spent in the 

United States, and citizenship. The “U.S. education” variable measured whether immigrants 

received any formal education in the United States, while the binary variable “education” 

assessed whether the respondents had a bachelor’s degree or higher from oversees and the United 

States academic institutions.  

A positive and statistically significant relationship was found only between U.S. 

education and interest in politics (B=0.264, p < 0.05), when controlling for age, gender, 

education, time spent in the U.S., and citizenship (Table 4-7). Immigrants educated in the United 

States scored 0.264 higher on interest in politics than immigrants without such education. No 

statistically significant relationships were found between U.S. education and other political 

socialization variables (Tables 4-7, 4-8, 4-9, 4-10, 4-11, 4-12, and 4-13).  

Qualitative findings 

In-depth interview analysis showed that American high school and college education 

played one of the biggest roles in the political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. When the 

participants were asked about whom or what helped them the most in learning about the U.S. 

political system, eight of the nine immigrants educated in the United States cited their American 

high schools and colleges. The latter eight immigrants took some version of political science or 



 

91 

government classes, while pursuing their education in the United States. The next several quotes 

were typical:  

Actually, in the 9th grade one of my classes was Social Studies, [it covered the] 
American government, and it was the most interesting class I have taken. […] I was 
fascinated by the way everything is set up, the checks and balances. I love the way 
the constitution is written, and it is just […] the best system so far (Male 1, CA). 

I probably learned here while being in college. I took political science and 
macroeconomics. I was lucky to have very good professors whose lectures were 
very interesting and they gave many additional articles to read … [The professors] 
interested me and explained fully, what, how and why [politics] happens here 
(Female 2, FL). 

It is not surprising then that the only U.S.-educated immigrant, who stated she had not 

learned about American political system in college, never took a politics-related course. 

Moreover, alumni of American political science and social studies courses consistently stated 

that they were motivated to follow politics and vote. A male Californian said, “I was excited to 

register to vote […] I was even excited about the prospects of the jury duty, and apparently I am 

the only one [to be excited by jury duty].” 

The interviewees, who had not attended American schools, stated that they learned about 

the American political system through the news, the Internet, and the American citizenship 

exam: “Actually, you know, the preparation to the citizenship exam helps a lot. Because those 

questions are about the political system. They are very easy, but they stay in your memory” 

(Male 1, NJ). 

Political Socialization among Immigrants Married to Native Born Americans 

 Survey Findings  

Research Question 4 examined differences and similarities in political socialization of 

immigrants married to American and foreign-born spouses. Only married, divorced, separated, or 

widowed participants were included in this analysis (N=243). Marriage (current or former) to an 



 

92 

American (1--yes, 0--no) served as an independent variable. At the same time political 

socialization was represented by 10 dependent variables. The researcher ran separate multiple 

regression tests for each of the political socialization variables. Each model also controlled for 

age, gender, education, U.S. education, time spent in the U.S., and citizenship.  

The results of multiple linear and logistic regression tests found no evidence that 

marriage to an American significantly affected immigrants’ political socialization in the United 

States (Tables 4-14, 4-15, 4-16, 4-17, and 4-18).  No statistically significant relationship was 

found between marriage to an American and the next of the political socialization variables: 

interest in politics, political efficacy, trust in government, non-electoral political participation, 

partisanship, presence of ideological views, voting registration, and voting in 2012 presidential 

elections, when controlling for age, gender, education, U.S. education, time spent in the U.S., 

and citizenship. Notably, the small sample size of 42 respondents was not sufficient for running 

regression models for non-citizen.  

Qualitative findings 

The qualitative interviews bolstered the quantitative findings. Two of the three ex-Soviet 

immigrants married to Americans confirmed that their husbands helped them in learning about 

the American political system. For instance, a female from California recalled her American 

spouse explaining the intricacies of American politics and voting. “The first time I was voting, 

we went together. He showed to me how to do it. And we actually quite often had discussions 

about local propositions and things like that. He had a very specific interest in politics because he 

belonged to the local teachers’ union.”  

Those who were married to other ex-Soviet immigrants also relied on their spouses for 

help understanding American politics. One female Floridian stated that her husband “is more into 
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politics and more interested in it. So, if I am interested in specific questions, he really likes to 

explain, to talk. He is a real fan of [American politics].”  

Thus, it appears that gender plays an important role in political socialization of 

immigrants from former Soviet states. Five out of seven married female immigrants recalled 

seeking political advice from their husbands. But just one married male immigrant, interviewed 

for this study, said that conversations with his wife helped him to better understand the American 

political system.  

Another interesting detail emerged in conversation with female immigrants in their 30s. 

This group of immigrants often complained about a lack of time to follow politics. In addition to 

being heavily invested in pursuing education, building careers, they were taking care of their 

young children. A quote from a Florida mother of a toddler aptly summed up the feelings of the 

other female interviewees close to her age. “If something very big happens — the elections or 

something local – [then] yes, I will get more interested in politics. But if nothing serious is going 

on, I wouldn’t start following it on purpose.” 

Political Socialization and American Media 

 Survey Findings 

Next, a series of multiple linear and logistic regression tests were conducted to explore 

the relationships between each of the American media (independent) variables (overall American 

media use, overall attention to politics in American media, and attention to politics on American 

TV, radio, newspapers, magazines, Internet news sites, and blogs), and each of the 10 dependent 

variables, representing political socialization (interest in politics, efficacy, trust in government, 

non-electoral political participation, partisanship (1-yes, 0-no), presence of ideological views (1- 

yes, 0-no), current voting registration (1-yes, 0-no), voting in 2012 elections (1-yes, 0-no), and 

intention to register and vote in 2016 elections(1-yes, 0-no). Each model also controlled for age, 
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gender (1-male, 0-female), education (1-bachelor degree or higher, 0 – less than a bachelor 

degree), U.S. education (1-yes, 0 –no), citizenship (1-yes, 0-no), and time spent in the United 

States.  

American media use and political socialization. 

Hypothesis 3a predicted that there would be a positive relationship between overall 

American media use and the political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. In line with the 

prediction, multiple regression tests revealed a positive and statistically significant relationship 

between overall American media use and interest in politics (B=0.242, p < 0.01), when other 

variables were held constant. For every unit of increase in American media use there was an 

increase of 0.242 in interest in politics (Table 4-19).  

Logistic regression tests showed a positive and statistically significant relationship 

between overall American media use and voting in 2012 presidential elections, when controlling 

for age, gender, education, U.S. education, time spent in the U.S., and citizenship. The odds of 

voting in 2012 presidential elections increased by 50.7% for every unit of increase in American 

media use (Table 4-23). Meanwhile, no statistically significant relationship existed between 

American media use and the next dependent variables: partisanship, presence of ideological 

views, voting registration, future voting registration, and future voting in 2016 elections (Tables 

4-20, 4-21, 4-22, 4-24, and 4-25).  

Hypothesis 3a was confirmed by two factors representing political socialization. A 

positive and statistically significant relationship existed between overall American media use and 

two out of 10 dependent variables:  interest in politics and voting in 2012 presidential elections. 

Immigrants who consumed more American media tended to be more interested in politics and 

more likely to have voted in the 2012 presidential elections.  
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The influence of the attention to American political news in American media on political 

socialization 

Hypothesis 3b stated that the overall attention to politics in American media would serve 

as a positive predictor of ex-Soviet immigrants’ political socialization. To test this hypothesis, 

the researcher created an index of overall attention to U.S. politics in American media by 

combining scores for attention to political news from American TV, radio, newspapers, 

magazines, Internet news sites, and blogs.  

The results of multiple linear regression tests revealed a positive and statistically 

significant relationship between attention to political news in American media and interest in 

American politics (B= 0.072, p < 0.01), political efficacy (B= 0.097, p < 0.01), and non-electoral 

political participation (B=0.055, p < 0.01), when other variables were held constant (Table 4-26). 

For every unit of increase in attention there was a 0.072 increase in interest in American politics, 

0.097 increase in the level of political efficacy, and 0.055 increase in the level of non-electoral 

political participation among citizens and residents.  

Furthermore, the results of logistic regression revealed that there was a positive and 

statistically significant relationship between attention to politics on American media and 

partisanship, when other variables were held constant. The odds of being partisan increased by 

8.8% for every unit of increase in attention (Table 4-27). However, this finding should be 

interpreted with caution. Although the overall logistic regression model was statistically 

significant, Hosmer and Lemeshow test of goodness-of-fit revealed that the model poorly fit the 

data. Moreover, the relationship between attention to American politics on American media and 

presence of ideological view reached statistical significance, but the overall model did not (Table 

4-28).  
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Yet, a positive and statistically significant relationship was found between attention to 

political news in American media and two dependent measures: current voting registration and 

voting in 2012 presidential elections, after controlling for age, gender, education, U.S. education, 

and time spent in the U.S (Tables 4-29 and 4-30). The odds of having a current voting 

registration increased by 13.5% for every unit of increase in attention. Similarly, the odds of 

voting in 2012 increased by 19.6% for every unit of increase in attention. Yet, no statistically 

significant relationship was found between the attention to American politics in American media 

and future voting registration and voting in 2016 elections (Tables 4-31 and 4-32).  

Therefore, a positive and statistically significant relationship existed between overall 

attention to politics in American media and six out of 10 dependent measures. The immigrants, 

who paid more attention to U.S. political news in American media, were more interested in 

American politics, demonstrated higher levels of politically efficacy, and were more engaged in 

non-electoral political activities. Also the odds of such immigrants being partisan, registering to 

vote, and voting in 2012 presidential elections were significantly higher among those who paid 

more attention to political news in American media than among those who did not. 

Consequently, Hypothesis 3b was confirmed by six factors representing political socialization.  

The influence of attention to American politics on American television, radio, newspapers, 

magazines, television, Internet sites, and blogs on political socialization  

Hypothesis 3c stated that the attention to American political coverage from American 

radio, newspapers, magazines, television, internet news sites, and blogs will serve as a positive 

predictor of ex-Soviet immigrants’ political socialization. In order to test this hypothesis, the 

researcher ran a series of multiple linear and logistic regression tests. Each political socialization 

(dependent) variable was regressed on six independent variables pertaining to media attention. 
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Also, every model controlled for age, gender, education, U.S. education, time spent in the U.S., 

and citizenship.  

The results of the multiple regression tests (Table 4-33) revealed a positive and 

statistically significant relationship between paying attention to political news on American 

Internet sites and interest in politics (B=0.296, p <0.01) and political efficacy (B=0.330, p 

<0.01). Also attention to American politics on American magazines was positively related with 

non-electoral participation (B=0.232, p <0.05). Attention to American politics on television was 

negatively related with non-electoral political participation (B=-0.291, p <0.01). Plus, attention 

to politics on American blogs was positively associated with interest in politics (B=0.109, p 

<0.05) and non-electoral political participation (B=0.251, p<0.01).  

The results of logistic regression tests revealed a positive and statistically significant 

relationship between paying attention to politics on American television and partisanship, when 

other variables were held constant (Table 4-34). The odds of being partisan increased by 36.5% 

for every unit of increase in attention to politics on American television. Attention to politics on 

radio was positively associated with voting in 2012 presidential elections (Table 4-37). The odds 

of voting in 2012 presidential elections increased by more than 44.5% for every unit of increase 

in attention to politics on radio. Similarly, a relationship between attention to politics on Internet 

news sites and voting in 2012 presidential elections was positive and statistically significant 

(Table 4-37). The odds of voting in the 2012 presidential elections increased by 49.4% for every 

unit of increase in attention to politics on Internet news sites. Meanwhile, no statistically 

significant relationship existed between paying attention to politics on these six types of media 

and two dependent variables -- presence of ideological views and current voting registration 

(Tables 4-35 and 4-36). Lastly, because of the small sample size of a group of non-permanent 
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residents (N=56), the researcher was unable to run logistic regression tests for dependent 

variables -- future voting registration and future voting in 2016 presidential elections.  

In the end, Hypothesis 3c was partially supported. While attention to politics on radio, 

magazines, Internet news sites and blogs positively predicted American political socialization, 

the direction of the relationship between attention to politics on American TV and non-electoral 

political participation was negative, which was the opposite of the expected outcome.     

Qualitative Findings 

Qualitative data confirmed that the American news media played an important role in 

political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. When the interviewees were asked about who or 

what helped them the most in learning about the American political system, nearly half named 

the news media (across all platforms) — alone or in combination with American education. The 

next quotes embody typical responses of the interviewees:  

Television, the Internet and radio helped me the most to understand [American 
politics] […] In 2008, I went to vote for the first time here and before this time I 
wanted to listen and watch [the news]. Then, I wanted to vote, to influence 
something. (Male 1, GA). 

We had a teacher who … taught more than the English language […] Our first 
lesson, we did not know anything. He asked, ‘Do you know who is a mayor of New 
York?’ Who knew? We had only arrived two days ago. Then, he explained it was 
Rudi Giuliani, and it was all very interesting. [We learned more] when we listened 
to the radio and TV [news]. (Female 1, NY). 

Television and radio were especially crucial news sources for immigrants arriving in the 

country in the early 1990s, but after the popularization of the Internet the respondents reported 

that they cut down on TV due to a lack of time and the platform’s high cost. Nonetheless, radio 

remained a regular source of news and information, especially for interviewees with busy 

schedules and long commutes to work. Nine of the 14 interviewees who listen to radio stated that 
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they did so regularly, while half of the interviewees watched some form of television news. The 

following quotes were typical among those who favored radio over TV: 

I started to listen to National Public Radio in 2002 […] I can tell that this radio 
helped me the most because their programs […] have a relatively unbiased view. 
They are more on the Democratic side, but they still try to provide different points 
of view. (Female 1,Washington, DC).  

If I am in the car driving for [a] meeting, I will listen to the [radio], but I don’t read 
anything during the day [because] I try to do work during the day. (Female 1, FL) 

The in-depth interviews demonstrated that among all media, the Internet seemed to be the 

most important medium for immigrants from the former USSR. All but one interviewee regularly 

used American Internet sites for political news.  While some directly access their favorite news 

websites, others browse for stories via news aggregator websites such as Yahoo! and Google. 

Also, nearly all of the interviewees stated that they occasionally visit news links posted by their 

friends via social media websites such as Facebook: “At work the TV is on in the background, 

and I always search information that I need for work. But I still access Yahoo! News and see the 

latest updates. If something grabs me, I read” (Male 1, FL).  

The immigrants’ educational levels were commensurate with their consumption of 

American news, their interest in American politics, and their participation in the political system. 

Conversely, those who spent less time consuming American news reported that they were not as 

interested in American politics, they trusted U.S. officials less, and they possessed significantly 

lower levels of political efficacy. For instance, a younger male immigrant from Maryland, who 

scarcely read, watched, or listened to any American media, believed that the government 

conspires to hide all its vital information from the public: “I think that everything is actually 

hidden, that it is not the way it is in real life. Maybe it is not correct, but I feel that many facts 

and things are hidden from public.” 
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Political Socialization and Social Media 

 Survey Findings 

Hypothesis 4 predicted that a positive and statistically significant relationship would exist 

between social media use and ex-Soviet immigrants’ political socialization. Social media use 

served as an independent variable, and 10 dependent variables represented the political 

socialization construct. One dependent variable at a time was regressed on the independent 

variable social media use. Each model controlled for age, gender, education, U.S. education, time 

spent in the U.S., and citizenship.  

The results of multiple regression tests (Table 4-38) showed a positive and statistically 

significant relationship between social media use and each of the dependent variables: interest in 

politics (B = 0.118, p < 0.05) and non-electoral political participation (B=0.334, p < 0.01), when 

other variables were held constant. More avid social media users expressed higher interest in 

politics and they were more likely to participate in a larger array of non-electoral political 

activities. Although, the relationship between social media use and political efficacy reached 

statistical significance, the overall model did not.  

Next, a series of logistic regression tests were performed. No statistically significant 

relationship was found between social media use and partisanship, the presence of ideological 

views, current voting registration, voting in 2012 presidential election, future voting registration 

and voting among non-citizens (Tables 4-39, 4-40, 4-41, 4-42, 4-43, and 4-44).  

Hypothesis 4 was confirmed by two factors measuring political socialization. Immigrants 

who used social media to a greater extent also were more interested in politics and were more 

engaged in non-electoral political activities than the lighter social media users.  
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Qualitative Findings 

All but two of the 14 interviewees used social media. The immigrants reported that they 

use the social media networks as an additional news source regarding the United States and their 

home countries:  

Actually, my Facebook newsfeed is a big source of information for me because 
people post links there all the time. I always pay attention to the links of a certain 
group of people. I open an article that they shared. Facebook is certainly a source of 
news for me when somebody writes something or posts a link. It is a relatively 
serious source, a good one (Male 1, NJ). 

I guess I have a lot of liberal friends, so then [they post] lots of links to stories 
about political corruption, and how they are in bed with corporations and court 
rulings […] Also, [they post] lots of pro-gay marriage news from various states 
(Female 2, CA). 

Besides Facebook, the immigrants also reported using Twitter, Google Groups, and 

several Russian social media networks such as Odnoklassniki and VKontakte. It seemed that 

social media users were generally more politically efficacious than non users of such platforms. 

A third of the social media users interviewed for this study thought that they can affect political 

change by posting their views on issues and debating with their friends via social media. A male 

from one of the Southwestern states captured the power of social media to spread news and 

information in communicating with his fellow Church congregants and friends. 

For example, we have one of the largest social networks in the Russian language 
[…] This is my Russian zone of influence. We also have a large subscription to 
Google Groups, which is for spiritual work. These are tens of thousands of people. 
And my opinion reaches these tens of thousands people. When I am worried about 
a particular political event, I just address my readers and say here please pray for 
this or another situation. The word ‘prayer’ is very neutral – pray for the situation. 
But I am telling my opinion, which remains in their subconscious. 

Nonetheless, not all immigrants liked to comment on or share political stories via 

Facebook. One interviewee, for example, feared the consequences of such behavior for his 
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career. As in Soviet times, the respondent preferred to have no political discussions outside of his 

own kitchen:  

I don’t make comments because I do not know who will be checking this later. I 
believe that this always remains there and then I do not know, for example, if my 
director is for one party or another or [there is a risk] if you start to look at another 
job and they check your Facebook account, and there it will say what you think 
about one or another issue and they might not like it. That’s why I keep [my 
opinions] to myself and make comments only at the kitchen (Male 1, GA).    

Ethnic Identity, Ethnic Media, Ethnic Engagement, and Political Socialization of 

Immigrants 

 Survey Findings 

Hypothesis 5a stated that a positive relationship would exist between ethnic identity and 

ethnic and home country media use among ex-Soviet immigrants. A simple linear regression test 

was used in order to explore the nature of the relationship between ethnic identity and overall 

home country and ethnic media use (Table 4-45). A positive and statistically significant 

relationship was found between ethnic identity and each of the two dependent variables -- home 

country media use (B=0.156, p < 0.01) and ethnic media use (B=0.198, p < 0.01). Hypothesis 5a 

was supported (Table 4-45). A positive and statistically significant relationship existed between 

ethnic identity and home country and ethnic media use.  

Next, a series of multiple linear regression tests were conducted to examine whether the 

relationship between ethnic identity and home/ethnic media use remained statistically significant 

even with the addition of control variables. Each model controlled for age, gender, education, 

and time spent in the United States.  

A positive and statistically significant relationship remained between ethnic identity and 

home country media use (B=0.172, p < 0.01), while controlling for age, gender, education, and 

time spent in the United States (Table 4-46). Similarly, the relationship between ethnic identity 
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and ethnic media use (B=0.211, p < 0.01) also was positive and statistically significant, when 

other variables were held constant (Table 4-46).  

Ethnic and home country media use and political socialization 

Hypothesis 5b stated that there would be a negative relationship between ethnic/home 

country media use and the political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. A series of multiple 

linear and logistic regression tests were conducted to examine the nature of the relationship 

between ethnic media use (independent variable) and 10 political socialization variables 

(dependent variables). Similar tests were conducted for the home country media use variable and 

10 political socialization variables. Each model also controlled for age, gender, education, U.S. 

education, time spent in the United States, and citizenship.  

No statistically significant relationships were found between the home country media use 

variable and the political socialization measures (Tables 4-47, 4-48, 4-49, 4-50, 4-51, 4-52, and 

4-53). Similarly, no statistically significant relationships were found between ethnic media use 

and the ten political socialization variables (Tables 4-54, 4-55, 4-56, 4-57, 4-58, 4-59, and 4-60).  

Hypothesis 5b cannot be confirmed. There is not enough evidence to suggest that home 

country and ethnic media use slowed down the process of political socialization of the 

immigrants.  

Ethnic media use and co-ethnic civic engagement 

Hypothesis 5c predicted that there would be a positive and statistically significant 

relationship between ethnic media use and co-ethnic civic engagement. In order to test this 

hypothesis, first a simple linear regression test was conducted between the ethnic media use 

(independent) and co-ethnic civic engagement (dependent) variables. A positive and statistically 

significant relationship was found (B= 0.423, p < 0.01). For every unit of increase in ethnic 

media use, there was a 0.423 increase in ethnic engagement (Table 4-61). The relationship 
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between the variables (B= 0.394, p < 0.01) remained statistically significant even when the 

control variables -- age, gender, and time spent in the U.S. were added to the model. In addition, 

the variable age (B= 0.014, p < 0.05) reached statistical significance. For every year of increase 

in age, there was a 0.014 increase in co-ethnic civic engagement, when controlling for ethnic 

media use, gender, and time spent in the U.S. Hypothesis 5c was supported.  

Ethnic/American identities and political socialization of the immigrants 

Research Question 5 examined the effects of ethnic and American identities on the 

political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. A series of multiple linear and logistic regression 

tests were conducted between both identity (independent) variables and each of the 10 political 

socialization (dependent) variables, while controlling for age, gender, education, U.S. education, 

time spent in the United States, and citizenship status.  

The results of the multiple linear regression analysis revealed a positive and statistically 

significant relationship between American identity and interest in politics (B=0.098, p <0.01), 

political efficacy (B=0.261, p<0.01), and trust in government (B=0.052, p <0.05), when other 

variables were held constant. For every unit of increase in the strength of American identity there 

was a 0.098 increase in interest in politics, 0.261 in political efficacy, and 0.052 in trust in 

government (Table 4-62).  

Meanwhile, the ethnic identity variable was positively associated with political efficacy 

(B=0.121, p<0.05) and non-electoral political participation (B=0.097, p <0.05) when other 

variables were held constant (Table 4-62). For every unit of increase in the strengths of ethnic 

identity, there was a 0.121 increase in political efficacy and 0.097 increase in non-electoral 

political participation.  

A series of logistic regression tests did not reveal any statistically significant relationships 

between American/ethnic identities and four dependent variables -- partisanship, presence of 
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ideological views, current voting registration, and voting in 2012 elections (Tables 4-63, 4-64, 4-

65, and 4-66).  

Qualitative Findings 

The in-depth interview participants varied in terms of the strength of their ethnic 

identities. In the first group of immigrants, seven seemed to actively seek and/or enjoyed the 

company of their compatriots. Also, among these interviewees, those who had children exerted 

great effort to teach their offspring the language and customs of their home country. The next 

statement is from an interviewee, who was very proud that both of her daughters are “not 

foreigners in their families like majority of Russian children [in the United States]”: 

Both [daughters] speak brilliant Russian, both can write and read. When I brought 
them here, the youngest was in the first grade and the oldest in 7th. They can read 
and write and know proverbs and sayings, and they know Russian food (Female 1, 
NY). 

A second group of interviewees consisted of five individuals who possessed multiple 

ethnic identities because they simultaneously were attached to Russian, Jewish, or Russian and 

Lithuanian cultures. For example, an immigrant, who considered herself “culturally Jewish” and 

belonged to a Jewish community center, also celebrated all the major Russian holidays and 

periodically went to a “banya” (a Russian sauna) with friends. She said: “We […] have a Russian 

banya in [our city]. So, we go there for real Russian activity” (Female 2, CA).  

A third group of immigrants (a family of two) limited their interactions with people of the 

same ethnicity. As one of the interviewees noted, she and her husband “came here to live in 

America, and communicate with different people, not only Russians.” This family also did not 

encourage their children to learn their ancestral language because they believed that their 

daughter would be better off having and conversing solely with American friends:  

[Our daughter], did not communicate much with Russians. I don’t regret at all that 
she does not have Russian friends. She has several Russian girlfriends in school. 
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Two girls from Russia. They are in swim team together. But none of them even 
says that they are Russian. In any case, they are Americans. They grew up here 
(Female 2, FL). 

While none of the interviewees tried to conceal their ethnic identities, some stated that 

such behavior is relatively common among ex-Soviet immigrants. A Russian immigrant from 

New Jersey stated, “Considering the state of our country and how some of our compatriots 

behave abroad, and here as well, I know many people who try to hide that they are Russian.” A 

Georgia resident explained that a third of her fellow Russian friends do not want to be identified 

as Russian-speakers:  

They are writing on Facebook something, like oh, I do not speak Russian [… ] and 
I am teasing: Don’t you speak Russian at all? But then their friends will write 
something to him or her: “Oh, you should hear how he curses. He speaks Russian 
very well!” (Female 1, GA). 

Despite the varying strength of their ethnic identities, nearly all the immigrants of the 

former USSR adhered to two cultural practices. First, they all preferred to make and eat Russian 

food at home. Some immigrants had continued to regularly cook ethnic food even after 20 years 

living in the United States. As a Texas resident put it: “We never eat sawdust and wrinkled 

sandwiches.” Others were proud their children do not consume American fast food. “My 

children have lived here for 20 years. None of them have been to McDonalds. They even don’t 

know how it tastes” (Female 1, NY). That strong appreciation for the ethnic food also was 

present among immigrants with multiple ethnic identities. For example, a Jewish woman, who 

grew up in Russia, stated she and her friends always consume a traditional “Russian” dinner 

during the Burning Man festival in the Nevada desert. They love to transport frozen borsch, a 

popular Russian beet soup, which they heat up and eat in “the middle of the dusty desert.” 

The second tradition that nearly all immigrants observed “religiously” was the New 

Year’s Day celebration. Contrary to the United States, where holidays such as Christmas and 
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Thanksgiving take center stage, New Year’s Day is the main holiday in many of the former 

USSR countries. It is a time when families serve a full table of traditional delicacies and decorate 

a Christmas tree. As one interviewee put it:  

I celebrate New Year’s just like it is celebrated in Russia -- with a tree and a big 
party and lots of food. That is one of my favorite holidays [… ] I think I will 
celebrate it always until I die (Female 2, CA). 

Another female interviewee from California added: 

We have a conflict over the Christmas tree at home. Because for us it is New Year, 
but my children who grew up as Jewish kids say that this is a Christian holiday […] 
For me the tree, is New Year’s, not Christmas. That’s why we have the tree, but 
after Christmas, so not to have a conflict with my children. I just explain that in my 
childhood we had tree at New Year’s. We never celebrated Christmas. You can call 
it Hanukkah, but for me tree is a New Years (Female 3, CA) 

In addition to ethnic observances all but two immigrants also celebrated American 

holidays. The two individuals, who abstained from such celebrations, did not have their own 

families and as one of them put it, “holidays ha[d] no special meaning” for her (Female 1, 

Washington, DC). Among the immigrants who observed American holidays, roughly half tried 

to adhere to U.S. traditions (e.g. serving a turkey and other festive meals for Thanksgiving and 

Christmas). The other half served traditional Russian dishes in addition to American meals: “[We 

have] turkey and cranberry sauce, but everything else – salads, are our own, very Russian” (Male 

1, FL).  

Another dilemma that immigrants faced was deciding when they should exchange 

Christmas gifts. In many Russian and Ukrainian families presents are given during New Year’s 

or Eastern Orthodox Christmas (January 7) celebrations. The next solution was typical:  

At the beginning I was wondering when Santa Claus should come and leave 
presents under the tree.  [According to Russian traditions] he should come on 
[December] 31st, but because all children are getting presents on 25th, I decided 
why should my own children wait for another week? So I let them have them [on 
the 25th]. But later Russian Santa Claus just brings them [Russian] candy. (Female 
1, GA). 
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Ethnic identity and ethnic/home country media 

Somewhat surprisingly, when it came to this study’s other area of interest, the interviews 

revealed that a strong ethnic identity did not appear to influence whether the immigrants used 

ethnic media. For one, not every respondent had access to ethnic media such as newspapers and 

radio broadcasts, which were only available in larger cities. Additionally, the consensus among 

those interviewed was that ethnic media, which are produced in America and marketed for 

immigrants from the former Soviet countries, is of little value because of its sub-standard quality. 

The following criticisms were common: 

We call [ethnic newspapers produced in America] copy-paste journalism. These are 
reprints from something we already saw and some cheesy cultural [stories]. For 
example, we have a newspaper in Houston, which is called [name removed]. So I 
looked through an issue. In this issue there were 32 pages and I found only one 
original story about a theater performance [...]. Everything else was copied and 
pasted from the Internet (Male 1, TX).  

There are some local newspapers in the grocery store that I can pick out, but for the 
most part it is a bunch of junk. There is no value in that particular [kind of ethnic 
media]. Those newspapers are more for advertisements purposes and whatever else 
is in there to just fill in the space in between advertisements. I don’t read that 
(Female 1, FL).  

Nevertheless, the immigrants do occasionally skim ethnic newspapers. They look for 

Russian jokes, retail advertisements or announcements about up-in-coming Russian bands. For 

example, one participant used locally produced ethnic media to find a Russian-speaking lawyer 

and a doctor for a friend, who did not speak English well. The only ethnic media outlet that 

mostly received positive feedback was a New York-based radio station. For one interviewee, 

who was less fluent in English, such ethnic media served as an invaluable source of American 

news:  

We have a radio [station] in New York, which is called Davidson radio. And it is 
objective enough. And it can be interesting sometimes. Not everything, but some 
things […] First of all, they cover all the American news, which I understand better 
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in Russian than in English. Second, people who work there are very professional. It 
is interesting. This is good radio (Female 1, NY). 

Home country media 

Contrary to ethnic media, home country media generally were more popular among the 

immigrants, who viewed such media outlets as modern, sleekly designed, original sources of 

well-written, well-produced “Hollywood quality” content. Due to the timing of this study’s 

interviews (during the 2014 Ukrainian Euromaidan protests), it is hard to say whether the 

frequency of home country media usage was driven by these political events or the strength of 

immigrants’ ethnic identities. Even immigrants who tried to limit their interactions with others of 

the same ethnicity extensively used home-country media: 

I am not interested in weather. Because my parents will tell me about the weather. 
But [I am interested] in what is happening, who was replaced by who, and who is 
going where in demonstrations. It is just interesting. I feel that it is all happening 
and it is very vital and truthful [when news come from home country media] 
(Female 2, FL). 

It is worth noting that the immigrants’ home media sources sometimes included outlets 

from more than one country. While the majority of the Russian-Americans interviewed could 

only read the news in Russian, six interviewees (Ukrainians, Uzbeks and Lithuanians) knew at 

least one other ethnic language and often consumed and compared media from Russia and their 

home countries. For the convenience of accessing the content, most immigrants used the Internet. 

The interviewees valued their home countries’ media for providing information that includes a 

non-American perspective and first-hand accounts about the events in their native countries and 

abroad. The interviewees stated: 

[Home media are] important because I get a more full and diverse picture in my 
head. It is more full and multi-dimensional than I would have had by listening and 
reading only American news sources (Male 1, FL).” 

I understand everything [in home-country news]. Russian language is still the most 
familiar in the world. This is a language, where you understand everything: humor, 
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niceties, baritones, and nuances. In English I understand only the [general] 
direction [of the news report including] where, what, why, and how much (Female, 
1, NY). 

Yet, immigrants did not necessarily default to trusting their home countries’ news 

sources. Interviewees reported that they often rechecked the same story in multiple media 

outlets. “It is hard for me to believe what I am reading, so I like to compare and see how things 

are described in different sources,” said a female Floridian. Although home country media were 

not the main source of American political news for the respondents, the interviewees stated they 

still paid attention to foreign coverage of the United States. In that vein, this study’s participants 

perceived substantive differences between how oppositional media (in Ukraine and Russia) 

covered American stories and pro-Kremlin media organizations’ coverage of the same stories. In 

other words, some respondents felt that the United States was often portrayed negatively in 

Russian-state controlled media:  

[There is a critique] of every American initiative on political arena, though the big 
discussion is not on health care reform because they are not interested in it. They 
are interested in what America does in terms of global politics and since Russia is 
more of a global player in political arena than Ukraine, and [Russia] plays its game 
and America [plays] its game, there is always a conflict of interests and there’s very 
different coverage of the political situation as a result (Male 1, FL). 

Despite the perceptions of this study’s interviewees regarding the biases in Russian 

media, one of the participants was concerned that other ex-Soviet immigrants might not realize 

they are consuming Russian news with a pro-Kremlin slant. As this immigrant put it, many of his 

ethnic community’s local members represent an “anti-American fifth column in the United 

States.” 

Ethnic engagement 

The interviews revealed that the extent to which immigrants engaged in ethnic 

community activities in the United States was strongly related to the strength of their ethnic 
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identities. For example, one immigrant, who felt strong attachment to the Russian culture and 

was very proud of her ethnic roots, also perceived herself as “a Russian cultural ambassador.” 

She promoted Russian traditions by making presentations in her children’s schools. “I go to my 

daughter’s school and the day care of my son. I am telling them about and showing them Russian 

toys … So, I am trying to promote [Russian culture] as much as I can.” Another U.S. immigrant 

from Russia with a strong attachment to her community tried “to participate in every Russian get 

together” in her American community, including picnics and business networking groups. This 

participant also ran a Facebook group for Russian mothers in her area. 

Yet, often it was difficult to determine whether the strength of the immigrants’ ethnic 

identities was the only explanation for their higher levels of community involvement. Some of 

the more engaged respondents often held jobs related to their ethnic communities or countries of 

origin. For example, they served as publishers, translators, and lawyers. One interviewee 

provided a case in point. He stated that it is not important to him to preserve his ethnic traditions 

or celebrate his home country’s holidays, but he does both because of his professional interests. 

As he added, “I only participate [in ethnic celebrations] because I need to keep in touch with 

people.” Thus, it is unclear whether those interviewed participate in their local ethnic 

communities out of necessity, a genuine desire to do so, or some mix. Interestingly, the less 

ethnically engaged immigrants interviewed for this study also held careers outside of their ethnic 

communities.  

In the end, this study’s quantitative and qualitative results also are inconclusive regarding 

whether the extent to which an individual consumes ethnic media leads him or her to become 

more ethnically engaged in America. As mentioned, generally speaking, the interviewees 

avoided ethnic media, while they avidly followed their home country media. Also, as discussed, 
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this study coincided with massive Ukrainian protests, therefore, the results regarding these topics 

could have been skewed if the immigrants were more closely monitoring the news. 

Ethnic/home country media and political socialization 

The in-depth interviews also did not provide any evidence that immigrants with higher 

levels of ethnic or home-country media usage were less socialized into the American political 

system. In fact, the opposite trend was present in most cases. As will be covered more in this 

study’s Discussion section, immigrants who consumed more media from their countries of origin 

also followed the main political events in the United States more closely, and they used 

American news outlets to do so. When compared with immigrants who did not consume home 

media, those who did so reported that they were, in general, more interested in American politics 

and they had higher levels of political efficacy. At the same time, those who consumed less home 

media content were not as interested in either American or home country news, they were less 

politically efficacious, held lower levels of trust toward the U.S. government, and commonly 

complained about being “ignorant” about the political processes in the country.  

Sources of Political Information 

Research Question 6 asked about the sources of political information of ex-Soviet 

immigrants. Table 4-67 demonstrates the level of attention that immigrants pay to political news 

on mainstream, ethnic, home country, and social media platforms. As the table illustrates, the 

immigrants pay the most attention to American political news on American Internet sites, 

Facebook, American television, home country Internet news sites, American blogs, radio, and 

newspapers. At the same time the immigrants pay the least attention to American political news 

appearing in ethnic media and through less popular American social networks.   
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The Role of Interpersonal Communication 

Survey Findings 

Research Question 7 examined the role of interpersonal communication in political 

socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. The respondents were asked whether they hear or talk 

about politics with friends, family, at work, in church, and Internet forums.  Table 4-68 reveals 

the mean scores for each of these activities. Ex-Soviet immigrants tend to hear/talk the most 

about politics with friends, family and on Internet forums respectively, but they are less likely to 

hear or discuss politics at work or church.  

Next, a series of multiple linear regression tests were conducted. Each of the eight 

political socialization (dependent) variables was regressed on five interpersonal communication 

(independent) variables. Every model also controlled for age, gender, education, U.S. education, 

time spent in the U.S., and citizenship. The dependent variables: future voting registration and 

voting were excluded from the analysis as the small sample size of non-residents (N=56) 

prevented the researcher from conducting the logistic regression tests.  

The results of multiple linear regressions tests demonstrated a positive and statistically 

significant relationship between hearing/talking about politics with friends and interest in politics 

(B= 0.362, p < 0.01), and non-electoral political participation (B=0.431, p<0.01) when other 

variables were held constant (Table 4-69).   

Additionally, a positive and statistically significant relationship existed (Table 4-69) 

between hearing/talking with family about politics and interest in politics (B=0.147, p<0.05). 

Moreover, a positive and statistically significant relationship existed between hearing/talking 

about politics at work and trust in government (B=0.114, p < 0.05). Additionally, a positive and 

statistically significant relationship existed between hearing/talking about politics in church and 

non-electoral political participation (B=0.248, p <0.01). Finally, a positive and statistically 
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significant relationship existed between hearing/talking about politics on Internet forums and 

non-electoral political participation (B=0.186, p<0.01), when other variables were held constant 

(Table 4-69).  

The results of logistic regression tests revealed a positive and statistically significant 

relationship between hearing and talking about politics with family and voting in 2012 

presidential elections, when other variables were held constant (Table 4-73). The odds of voting 

in the 2012 presidential elections increased by 70.2% for every unit of increase in talking/hearing 

about politics in conversations with family. No other statistically significant relationships were 

found between interpersonal communication variables and partisanship, ideology, and current 

voting registration (Tables 4-70, 4-71, and 4-72).  

Furthermore, the researcher added media variables to the models to test whether the 

relationships between interpersonal communication and political socialization variables remain 

statistically significant. The relationships between hearing/talking about politics with friends and 

interest in politics (B = 0.285, p < 0.01) and non-electoral political participation (B= 0.371, p < 

0.05), remained statistically significant (Table 4-74), when other variables were held constant. 

Also a positive and statistically significant relationship remained between the variables 

hearing/talking about politics in church and non-electoral political participation (B = 0.265, p < 

0.01) when other variables were held constant. Moreover, a positive and statistically significant 

relationship remained between hearing/talking about politics at work and trust in the U.S. 

government (B = 0.115, p < 0.05) after other variables were held constant. 

Meanwhile, no statistically significant relationship existed between interpersonal 

communication variables and partisanship, the presence of ideological views, current voting 
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registration, and voting in 2012 presidential elections variables (Tables 4-75, 4-76, 4-77, and 4-

78).  

Qualitative Findings 

The in-depth interviews painted a portrait of political socialization as a multi-faceted 

process. For example, the immigrants who discussed politics with their friends, family and 

colleagues were more politically socialized in the United States, but such communication was 

not a primary factor in this process. Generally speaking, this study’s respondents stated that their 

education had the most influence on their political acculturation. Those without an American 

education reported that media consumption was especially critical for their political socialization. 

At the same time, the immigrants reported that interpersonal communication played less of a role 

in their political socialization, but it still had an effect.  

The experiences of the immigrants who joined their relatives in the United States were 

somewhat different from those who arrived alone in America. For example, one of this study’s 

participants recalled her brother, a mathematician who had been in America for three years, 

explaining the basics of the U.S. politics to her after she arrived. However, immigrants who 

arrived to the United States at the same time as their relatives said that it took some of them six 

or more years of living in America (i.e. the time it took them to settle, master English, and obtain 

a modicum of job stability) before they felt comfortable discussing their adopted country’s 

politics. As one immigrant stated, “There were some discussions [of American politics] at home, 

but not really until citizenship came which was many years later [… ] We were too busy making 

a living.” (Male 1, CA) 

Outside of family members, immigrants’ discussions with friends were not the most 

influential part of the political socialization process, but those interviewed did state that friends 

played a small role in helping them learn about American politics. One interview joked that, 
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“When we meet, we talk about politics and medicine, and everyone is a ‘specialist’ [in those 

fields].” (Female 1, NY) Another immigrant stated: 

Certain topics […] I wouldn’t really discuss, [such as the] American-Israeli 
relationship, with any of my Russian friends. […] I hold different opinions on that, 
and it leads to disruption at party. But gay rights I do discuss with my Russian 
friends. But you know I have very liberal friends for the most part. (Female 2, CA) 

To reiterate the overall findings of the interviews, this study’s participants reported that 

receiving an education in U.S. schools and consuming American media played the biggest roles 

in their political socialization, but friends and family members also played a small role in helping 

immigrants to socialize into American political system. 

At work, immigrants felt that political discussions were inappropriate. Many either 

avoided such conversations or discussed only the topics upon which everyone agreed. As one 

interviewee put it, she hesitates to talk about politics in the workplace because she believes it is 

not a culturally appropriate topic to discuss in the job setting: “I think here nobody talks about 

politics at work. At least not at the companies I went through. People try to avoid this topic” 

(Female 3, CA). Another interviewee reiterated that politics only come up at work when there is 

widespread agreement. “Sometimes we talk. In general they all believe that for us, medical 

professionals, Obamacare is the most important. This is the most important topic that we discuss 

and nobody supports it, this Obamacare” (Male 1, GA). Finally, discussions of politics in houses 

of worship were a non-issue for the qualitative phase of this study because the majority of the 

immigrants interviewed were secular or atheists.  
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Table 4-1.  Party preferences of ex-Soviet immigrants  
 Party ID  Frequency % 
Democrat 113 39 
Republican 46 15.9 
Independent 78 26.9 
Another party 13 4.5 
No preference 40 13.8 
Total 290 100 

Question text: Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a... 
 
Table 4-2.  Party identification among non-partisans when they are asked a forced choice 

question 
 Party ID (forced choice) Frequency % 
Democratic Party 73 55.7 
Republican Party 58 44.3 
Total 131 100 

Question text: Do you think of yourself as closer to the...    
 
Table 4-3.  The influence of demographic variables on political affiliation of ex-Soviet 

immigrants  

   
 

 
(95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower      Upper 

Age -.040* .017 5.478 .960 .928 .993 
Gender 0.331 .436 .576 1.392 .592 3.272 
Income -1.655** .590 7.857 .191 .060 .608 
Constant 3.814** .983 15.070 45.347   
Model x²  14.8, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 3 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.127 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 73.6 

 
 

 
  

N 159 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p< 0.01 
 
Table 4-4.  Ideological views of ex-Soviet immigrants  

 
Frequency % 

Extremely liberal 16 5.5 
Liberal 87 30 
Slightly liberal 26 9 
Liberal ideology (total)   44.5 
Moderate, middle of the road 78 26.9 
Slightly conservative 46 15.9 
Conservative 33 11.4 
Extremely conservative 4 1.4 
Conservative ideology (total)   28.7 
Total 290 100 

Question text: In general, do you think of yourself as… 
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Table 4-5.  The influence of demographic variables on ideological views of ex-Soviet 
immigrants  

  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 

B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Age -.042** .013 10.256 .959 .935 .984 
Gender -.197 .325 .366 .821 .434 1.554 
Income -.020 .330 .004 .980 .514 1.870 
Constant 2.172** .606 12.830 8.772   
Model x²  11.2,  p < 0.05  

  df 3 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.07 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 61.8 

 
 

 
  

N 212 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-6.  The influence of demographic variables and U.S. college education on ideological 

views of ex-Soviet immigrants  
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 

B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Age -.023 .014 2.596 .977 .950 1.005 
Gender -.161 .335 .231 .851 .441 1.642 
Income -.266 .347 .590 .766 .389 1.512 
U.S. college  1.032** .334 9.563 2.806 1.459 5.397 
Constant 1.031 .711 2.103 2.803   
Model x²  21, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 4 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.128 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 65.6 

 
 

 
  

N 212 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-7.  Interest in politics, efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political 
participation of ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United States and abroad 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among citizens and 
residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant 2.380** 4.261** 2.597** .731 
Age -.002 -.016 -.008 -.027** 
Gender .288** .315 .190 .444* 
Education .010 .481 .372** .367 
U.S. education .264* .103 -.010 .177 
Time in U.S. .022* .021 -.005 .060** 
Citizenship .244 .180 -.001 -.134 
Total R² 0.124 0.033 0.054 0.113 
F 6.7,  p < 0.01 1.6, p > 0.05 2.7, p < 0.05 5.7,  p < 0.01 
df 6, 283 6, 283 6, 283 6, 268 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-8.  Partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United States and abroad 

Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Age -.034* .014 5.461 .967 .940 .995 

Gender -.047 .277 .029 .954 .554 1.643 
Education .366 .371 .976 1.443 .697 2.984 
U.S. education -.428 .307 1.946 .652 .357 1.189 
Time in U.S. .065** .021 9.607 1.068 1.024 1.113 
Citizenship -.750 .346 4.696 .472 .240 .931 
Constant 1.159 .628 3.413 3.188   
Model x²  13.9, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.063 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 65.9 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-9.  Presence of ideological views among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United 
States and abroad 

Ideological views 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age -.001 .015 .007 .999 .969 1.029 

Gender -.145 .296 .240 .865 .484 1.546 
Education .524 .386 1.846 1.689 .793 3.597 
U.S. education -.293 .333 .775 .746 .388 1.433 
Time in U.S. .000 .021 .000 1.000 .959 1.042 
Citizenship -.115 .371 .097 .891 .431 1.843 
Constant .921 .669 1.897 2.513   
Model x²  2.6, p > 0.05 

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.013 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-10.  Current voting registration among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United 

States and abroad 

 
 Current voting registration   

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age .011 .025 .181 1.011 .962 1.062 
Gender -.392 .461 .724 .676 .274 1.667 
Education 1.215* .531 5.230 3.371 1.190 9.553 
U.S. education -.061 .526 .014 .941 .336 2.636 
Time in U.S. .122** .043 7.887 1.129 1.037 1.229 
Constant -1.435 1.013 2.008 .238   
Model x²  20.9, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 5 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.156 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 87.2 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-11.  Voting in 2012 presidential elections among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the 
United States and abroad 

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age .033 .018 3.224 1.034 .997 1.072 
Gender .071 .342 .043 1.073 .550 2.097 
Education .156 .453 .118 1.169 .481 2.840 
U.S. education .061 .387 .025 1.063 .498 2.269 
Time in U.S. .068** .026 6.786 1.071 1.017 1.127 
Constant -2.008* .788 6.490 .134   
Model x²  22.7, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 5 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.128 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 71.8 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-12.  Future voting registration among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United 

States and abroad 
Future voting registration 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower  Upper 

Age .141 .130 1.169 1.151 .892 1.487 
Gender .218 .911 .057 1.243 .209 7.405 
Education -.881 1.325 .442 .414 .031 5.563 
U.S. education 1.108 1.088 1.036 3.027 .359 25.532 
Time in U.S. -.061 .136 .201 .941 .720 1.229 
Constant -2.052 3.528 .338 .128   
Model x²  2.5, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 5 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.084 

 
 

 
  

Percentage 
classified correctly 87.5 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-13.  Future voting among ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United States and abroad 
Future voting 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age .097 .098 .989 1.102 .910 1.334 
Gender -.019 .799 .001 .981 .205 4.695 
Education .397 1.068 .138 1.487 .183 12.063 
U.S. education -.021 .964 .000 .979 .148 6.476 
Time in U.S. -.023 .115 .041 .977 .780 1.223 
Constant -1.724 2.792 .381 .178   
Model x²  2.4, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 5 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.072 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-14.  Interest in politics, efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political 

participation among ex-Soviet immigrants married to native- (and foreign) born 
Americans.  

Independent 
variables 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
 B  B  B  B 

Constant 2.376** 4.431** 2.746** -.153 
Age .002 -.012 -.008 -.008 
Gender .279* .200 .144 .463* 
Education -.171 .427 .252 .479 
U.S. education .334** .241 -.047 .228 
Time in U.S. .019* .011 -.005 .054** 
Citizenship .261 .076 .004 -.311 
American spouse -.085 -.263 .069 .224 
Total R²  0.132 0.028 0.04 0.118 
F 4.9,  p < 0.01 

 
 0.9,  p > 0.05 1.3, p > 0.05 4.1, p < 0.01 

df 7, 225 7, 225 7, 225 7, 217 
N 233 233 233 225 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-15.  Partisanship acquisition among ex-Soviet immigrants married to native- (and 
foreign) born Americans.  

Partisanship 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age -.044** .017 7.042 .957 .926 .989 
Gender -.022 .336 .004 .978 .507 1.889 
Education .478 .446 1.152 1.614 .674 3.865 
U.S. education -.573 .338 2.869 .564 .291 1.094 
Time in U.S. .073** .023 9.640 1.076 1.027 1.126 
Citizenship -.964* .425 5.144 .381 .166 .877 
American spouse -.090 .310 .085 .914 .498 1.678 

Constant 1.743* .778 5.024 5.715   
Model x²  17.1, p < 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.096 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 67.8 

 
 

 
  

N 233 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-16.  Presence of ideological views among ex-Soviet immigrants married to native- (and 

foreign) born Americans.  

Ideological views 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 
 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Age -.007 .018 .165 .993 .959 1.028 
Gender .016 .369 .002 1.016 .492 2.096 
Education .580 .474 1.498 1.785 .706 4.517 
U.S. education -.462 .371 1.545 .630 .304 1.305 
Time in U.S. .019 .024 .622 1.019 .972 1.068 
Citizenship -.646 .480 1.805 .524 .204 1.345 
American spouse .225 .346 .424 1.252 .636 2.467 
Constant 1.296 .845 2.351 3.655   
Model x²  4.7, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.029 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 75.1 

 
 

 
  

N 233 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-17.  Current voting registration among ex-Soviet immigrants married to native- (and 
foreign) born Americans.  

Current voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Age .007 .029 .056 1.007 .951 1.066 
Gender -.325 .576 .318 .723 .234 2.233 
Education 1.659* .648 6.551 5.254 1.475 18.716 
U.S. education -.528 .597 .782 .590 .183 1.901 
Time in U.S. .121* .049 6.153 1.128 1.026 1.242 
American spouse .344 .509 .455 1.410 .520 3.825 
Constant -1.539 1.256 1.502 .215   
Model x²  18, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.166 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 87 

 
 

 
  

N 192 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-18.  Voting in 2012 elections among ex-Soviet immigrants married to native- (and 

foreign) born Americans.  
Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Age .023 .021 1.223 1.023 .982 1.066 
Gender .507 .433 1.372 1.661 .711 3.881 
Education .110 .546 .040 1.116 .382 3.255 
U.S. education -.126 .412 .093 .882 .393 1.979 
Time in U.S. .049 .028 3.112 1.050 .995 1.108 
American spouse .299 .357 .702 1.348 .670 2.712 
Constant -1.236 .936 1.744 .291   
Model x²  12.3,  p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.088 

 
 

 
  

Percentage 
classified correctly 69.3 

 
 

 
  

N 192 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-19.  The effects of American media use on interest in politics, efficacy, trust in 
government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant 1.358** 3.584** 2.654** .335 
American media use .242** .161 -.014 .091 
Age .002 -.013 -.008 -.026* 
Gender .284** .313 .190 .437* 
Education .015 .484 .372** .369 
U.S. education .200 .060 -.006 .152 
Time in U.S. .014 .016 -.005 .057** 
Citizenship .214 .161 .001 -.136 
Total R² 0.190 0.040 0.054 0.116 
F 9.5, p < 0.01 1.7, p > 0.05 2.3, p < 0.05 5, p < 0.01 
df 7, 282 7, 282 7, 282 7, 267 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-20.  The effects of American media use on partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants  

Partisanship 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American media use .108 .135 .647 1.114 .856 1.451 
Age -.032* .015 4.696 .969 .941 .997 
Gender -.048 .277 .030 .953 .553 1.641 
Education .366 .370 .978 1.443 .698 2.982 
U.S. education -.454 .308 2.168 .635 .347 1.162 
Time in U.S. .061** .022 8.102 1.063 1.019 1.109 
Citizenship -.764* .347 4.845 .466 .236 .920 
Constant .704 .843 .697 2.021   
Model x²  14.6, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.066 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 64.5 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-21.  The effects of American media use on presence of ideological views among ex-
Soviet immigrants  

Ideological views 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American media use .121 .144 .702 1.128 .851 1.497 
Age .001 .016 .003 1.001 .971 1.032 
Gender -.148 .297 .248 .863 .482 1.543 
Education .529 .386 1.872 1.697 .796 3.618 
U.S. education -.327 .336 .946 .721 .374 1.393 
Time in U.S. -.004 .022 .041 .996 .955 1.039 
Citizenship -.130 .372 .122 .878 .424 1.820 
Constant .415 .900 .213 1.515   
Model x²  3.3, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.017 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-22.  The effects of American media use on current voting registration among ex-Soviet 

immigrants  

Current voting registration 

 

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American media use .245 .200 1.504 1.277 .864 1.889 
Age .018 .026 .469 1.018 .967 1.071 
Gender -.420 .464 .816 .657 .265 1.633 
Education 1.208* .532 5.153 3.346 1.179 9.495 
U.S. education -.078 .523 .022 .925 .332 2.577 
Time in U.S. .112* .044 6.384 1.118 1.025 1.219 
Constant -2.570 1.382 3.458 .077   
Model x²  22.4, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.166 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 86.8 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-23.  The effects of American media use on voting in 2012 elections among ex-Soviet 
immigrants  

Voting in 2012 presidential elections  

  
  95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American media use .410* .166 6.095 1.507 1.088 2.086 
Age .045* .019 5.219 1.046 1.006 1.086 
Gender .056 .347 .026 1.058 .536 2.086 
Education .126 .461 .075 1.134 .460 2.799 
U.S. education .002 .392 .000 1.002 .464 2.161 
Time in U.S. .054* .026 4.124 1.055 1.002 1.111 
Constant -3.914** 1.136 11.872 .020   
Model x²  29, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.162 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified 
correctly 72.2 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-24.  The effects of American media use on future voting registration among ex-Soviet 

immigrants (non-citizens) 
Future voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
American media use -.773 .601 1.652 .462 .142 1.501 
Age .133 .134 .978 1.142 .878 1.486 
Gender .139 .948 .021 1.149 .179 7.359 
Education -.664 1.382 .231 .515 .034 7.730 
U.S. education 1.385 1.152 1.447 3.996 .418 38.203 
Time in U.S. -.047 .145 .105 .954 .719 1.267 
Constant 1.128 4.405 .066 3.089   
Model x²  4.7, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.153 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.5 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-25.  The effects of American media use on future voting among ex-Soviet immigrants 
(non-citizens) 

Future voting 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
American media use -.474 .471 1.013 .622 .247 1.568 
Age .090 .095 .888 1.094 .908 1.317 
Gender -.071 .821 .007 .932 .186 4.661 
Education .491 1.078 .207 1.634 .197 13.524 
U.S. education .139 .969 .021 1.149 .172 7.675 
Time in U.S. -.005 .118 .002 .995 .789 1.254 
Constant .203 3.336 .004 1.225   
Model x²  3.6, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.105 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 57 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-26.  The effect of attention to political news in American media on interest in politics, 

efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-
Soviet immigrants  

 

Interest in 
politics  Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

Constant 1.179** 2.636** 2.406** -.184 
Attention in 
American media .072** .097** .011 .055** 
Age .002 -.011 -.007 -.025* 
Gender .354** .404 .201 .478* 
Education .003 .471 .371** .363 
U.S. education .160 .038 -.026 .090 
Time in U.S. .011 -.006 -.007 .051** 
Citizens .232 .164 .003 -.144 
Total R² 0.280 0.097 0.059 0.140 
F 15.6, p < 0.01 4.3, p < 0.01 2.5, p < 0.05 6.2, p< 0.01 
df 7, 282 7, 282 7, 282 7, 267 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-27.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on partisanship among 
ex-Soviet immigrants  

Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Attention in American 
media .085** .028 9.369 1.088 1.031 1.149 
Age -.030* .015 4.215 .970 .943 .999 
Gender .026 .283 .009 1.026 .590 1.786 
Education .367 .374 .964 1.444 .694 3.004 
U.S. education -.557 .314 3.157 .573 .310 1.059 
Time in U.S. .054* .022 6.261 1.055 1.012 1.101 
Citizens -.793* .352 5.061 .452 .227 .903 
Constant -.215 .774 .077 .807   
Model x²  23.8, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.106 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 64.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-28.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on presence of 

ideological views among ex-Soviet immigrants  
Ideological views 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Attention in American 
media .063* .030 4.515 1.065 1.005 1.129 
Age .002 .016 .020 1.002 .972 1.033 
Gender -.092 .300 .093 .912 .507 1.643 
Education .526 .390 1.825 1.693 .789 3.632 
U.S. education -.386 .339 1.299 .679 .350 1.321 
Time in U.S. -.010 .022 .215 .990 .949 1.033 
Citizens -.128 .375 .117 .880 .422 1.833 
Constant -.114 .830 .019 .892   
Model x²  7.3, p > 0.05 
df 7 
Nagelkerke R² 0.036 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.4 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-29.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on current voting 
registration among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Current voting registration 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Attention in American 
media .127** .048 7.061 1.135 1.034 1.246 
Age .022 .026 .752 1.023 .972 1.076 
Gender -.370 .471 .616 .691 .274 1.740 
Education 1.299* .538 5.837 3.667 1.278 10.521 
U.S. education -.191 .531 .129 .826 .292 2.342 
Time in U.S. .105* .044 5.621 1.110 1.018 1.211 
Constant -3.770 1.367 7.603 .023   
Model x²  28.7, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.210 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.2 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-30.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on voting in 2012 

elections among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

   
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Attention in American 
media .179** .037 22.941 1.196 1.112 1.288 
Age .049* .020 6.210 1.051 1.011 1.092 
Gender .136 .362 .141 1.145 .563 2.329 
Education .190 .471 .162 1.209 .480 3.045 
U.S. education -.156 .410 .144 .856 .383 1.912 
Time in U.S. .049 .028 3.011 1.050 .994 1.109 
Constant -5.374** 1.124 22.877 .005   
Model x²  50.2, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.268 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 70.9 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-31.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on future voting 
registration among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Future voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Attention in American 
media .216 .131 2.707 1.241 .960 1.605 
Age .147 .115 1.635 1.159 .925 1.452 
Gender .882 1.043 .715 2.415 .313 18.656 
Education -1.405 1.382 1.034 .245 .016 3.681 

U.S. education 1.050 1.080 .944 2.856 .344 23.734 

Time in U.S. -.064 .133 .231 .938 .724 1.217 

Constant -5.409 3.808 2.018 .004   
Model x²  6.2, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.197 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 89.3 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-32.  The effects of attention to political news in American media on future voting in 

2016 elections among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 
 Future voting   

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Attention in American 
media .109 .094 1.335 1.115 .927 1.341 
Age .101 .095 1.127 1.106 .918 1.332 
Gender .283 .860 .108 1.327 .246 7.162 
Education .099 1.104 .008 1.104 .127 9.610 
U.S. education -.010 .965 .000 .990 .149 6.554 
Time in U.S. -.035 .117 .092 .965 .768 1.213 
Constant -3.379 3.079 1.205 .034   
Model x²  3.9, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.114 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-33.  The effects of radio, newspapers, magazines, TV, Internet news sites, and blogs on 
interest in politics, efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political 
participation among ex-Soviet immigrants  

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

(Constant) .603* 2.157** 2.479** -.182 
American radio -.004 .066 .018 -.033 
American newspapers .015 .132 -.006 .023 
American magazines .049 .036 .041 .232* 
American television -.002 .010 .013 -.291** 
American Internet 
news sites .296** .330** -.004 .180 
American blogs .109** .033 .005 .251** 
Age .009 -.005 -.008 -.019 
Gender  .286** .346 .204 .381 
Education -.041 .407 .371** .264 
U.S. education  .183 -.031 -.030 -.042 
Time in U.S. .007 -.005 -.007 .041** 
Citizenship .288* .191 .-005 -.068** 
Total R² 0.371 0.112 0.059 0.246 
F 13.6, p < 0.01 2.9,  p < 0.01 1.5, p>0.05 7.1, p< 0.01 
df 12, 277 12, 277 12, 293 12, 262 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-34.  The effects of radio, newspapers, magazines, TV, Internet news sites, and blogs on 
partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants  

Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

   B  S.E.  Wald  Exp(B)  Lower Upper 
American radio .034 .095 .126 1.034 .859 1.245 
American newspapers .169 .134 1.578 1.184 .910 1.541 
American magazines .012 .138 .007 1.012 .772 1.326 
American television .311** .107 8.504 1.365 1.107 1.682 
American Internet sites -.085 .143 .356 .918 .693 1.216 
American blogs .048 .106 .208 1.050 .853 1.292 
Age -.034* .015 4.974 .966 .938 .996 
Gender .141 .291 .236 1.152 .651 2.037 
Education .503 .384 1.712 1.653 .779 3.510 
U.S. education -.537 .321 2.805 .584 .312 1.096 
Time in U.S. .059** .022 7.140 1.061 1.016 1.108 
Citizenship -.842* .360 5.464 .431 .213 .873 
Constant -.069 .857 .007 .933   
Model x²  30.1, p < 0.05  

 
  

df 12 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.133 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 66.6 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 

134 

Table 4-35.  The effects of radio, newspapers, magazines, TV, Internet news sites, and blogs on 
presence of ideological views among ex-Soviet immigrants  

Ideological views 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
American radio .024 .103 .053 1.024 .837 1.252 
American newspapers .020 .143 .020 1.021 .770 1.352 
American magazines .101 .150 .447 1.106 .824 1.485 
American television -.086 .118 .534 .918 .728 1.156 
American Internet sites .228 .153 2.235 1.256 .932 1.694 
American blogs .114 .115 .980 1.121 .894 1.405 
Age .008 .016 .222 1.008 .976 1.041 
Gender -.170 .308 .305 .844 .461 1.543 
Education .459 .401 1.308 1.582 .721 3.474 
U.S. education -.422 .350 1.452 .656 .330 1.302 
Time in U.S. -.014 .022 .413 .986 .944 1.030 
Citizenship -.085 .380 .050 .919 .436 1.936 
Constant -.390 .902 .187 .677   
Model x²  10.4, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 12 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.051 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.4 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-36.  The effects of radio, newspapers, magazines, TV, Internet news sites, and blogs on 
voting registration among ex-Soviet immigrants  

Current voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .108 .157 .474 1.114 .819 1.516 

American newspapers .458 .249 3.402 1.582 .972 2.574 

American magazines .007 .241 .001 1.007 .628 1.615 

American television -.080 .198 .164 .923 .626 1.360 

American Internet sites .379 .229 2.739 1.461 .933 2.288 

American blogs -.079 .183 .187 .924 .646 1.322 
Age .032 .027 1.377 1.032 .979 1.089 
Gender -.529 .491 1.162 .589 .225 1.542 
Education 1.147* .562 4.170 3.148 1.047 9.465 
U.S. education -.222 .554 .161 .801 .270 2.372 
Time in U.S. .107* .045 5.664 1.113 1.019 1.215 
Constant -4.139** 1.454 8.102 .016   
Model x²  33, p < 0.01     
df 11      
Nagelkerke R² 0.239      
Percentage classified  
correctly 86.8      
N 234      
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-37.  The effects of radio, newspapers, magazines, TV, Internet news sites, and blogs on 
voting in 2012 presidential elections among ex-Soviet immigrants  

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .368** .122 9.129 1.445 1.138 1.835 

American newspapers .322 .175 3.386 1.381 .979 1.946 

American magazines -.080 .183 .191 .923 .645 1.321 

American television -.042 .151 .076 .959 .713 1.291 

American Internet sites .402* .185 4.728 1.494 1.040 2.146 

American blogs .191 .133 2.057 1.211 .932 1.573 
Age .062** .022 8.053 1.063 1.019 1.110 
Gender -.019 .373 .003 .981 .473 2.037 
Education .057 .498 .013 .944 .356 2.508 
U.S. education -.150 .425 .125 .860 .374 1.980 
Time in U.S. .048 .028 2.827 1.049 .992 1.109 
Constant -6.041** 1.240 23.751 .002   
Model x²  57.9, p <0.01     
df 11      
Nagelkerke R² 0.304      
Percentage classified  
correctly 72.6      
N 234      
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-38.  The effects of social media use on interest in politics, efficacy, trust in government, 

and non-electoral political participation among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political participation 
among citizens and residents  

 
B B B B 

Constant 1.753** 3.177** 2.616** -1.073 
Social media use  .118*  .215* -.004 .334** 
Age .001  -.011 -.008 -.020* 
Gender  .324**  .380 .189 .537** 
Education   .026   .510 .372* .404 
U.S. education .286*  .143 -.011 .221 
Time in U.S. .020** .018 -.005 .055** 
Citizenship .269* .225 -.002 -.020 
Total R² 0.142 0.047 0.054 0.154 
F 6.7, p < 0.01. 2, p > 0.05 2.3, p < 0.05 7, p < 0.01 
df 7, 282 7, 282 7, 282 7,267 
N 290 290 290 291 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-39.  The effects of social media use on partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants 
Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
 Social media use .129 .125 1.076 1.138 .891 1.454 
Age -.031* .015 4.391 .970 .942 .998 
Gender -.007 .280 .001 .993 .573 1.720 
Education .384 .372 1.070 1.469 .709 3.042 
U.S. education -.403 .307 1.721 .668 .366 1.220 
Time in U.S. .063** .021 9.028 1.065 1.022 1.110 
Citizenship -.723* .347 4.333 .485 .246 .959 
Constant .473 .910 .270 1.604   
Model x²  15, p < 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.068 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 63.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-40.  The effects of social media use on presence of ideological views among ex-Soviet 

immigrants 
Ideological views 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) 95% C.I. for EXP(B) 
 Social media use .041 .136 .089 1.042 .797 1.361 
Age .000 .016 .000 1.000 .969 1.031 
Gender -.133 .299 .197 .875 .487 1.574 
Education .530 .386 1.880 1.699 .797 3.622 
U.S. education -.286 .334 .734 .751 .391 1.445 
Time in the U.S. -.001 .021 .002 .999 .959 1.041 
Citizenship -.106 .372 .081 .899 .434 1.864 
Constant .704 .990 .505 2.021   
Model x²  2.7, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.014 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-41.  The effects of social media use on current voting registration among ex-Soviet 
immigrants 

 
 Current voting registration   

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
 Social media use .257 .188 1.880 1.294 .895 1.869 
Age .016 .026 .389 1.016 .966 1.069 
Gender -.291 .471 .383 .747 .297 1.880 
Education 1.274* .535 5.670 3.576 1.253 10.209 
U.S. education -.029 .527 .003 .972 .346 2.729 
Time in U.S. .117** .044 7.088 1.124 1.031 1.225 
Constant -2.700 1.382 3.816 .067   
Model x²  22.8, p < 0.01   
df 6 

 
 

 
  

Nagelkerke R² 0.169 
 

 
 

  
Percentage classified  
correctly 87.2 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-42.  The effects of social media use on voting in 2012 presidential election among ex-

Soviet immigrants 

 

  Voting in 2012 presidential 
elections 

  

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
 Social media use .099 .146 .461 1.104 .830 1.469 
Age .036 .019 3.559 1.036 .999 1.075 
Gender .111 .347 .102 1.117 .566 2.206 
Education .164 .452 .132 1.178 .486 2.860 
U.S. education .075 .388 .038 1.078 .504 2.305 
Time in U.S. .066* .026 6.199 1.068 1.014 1.125 
Constant -2.500* 1.075 5.412 .082   
Model x²  23.2, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.131 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 71.4 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-43.  The effects of social media use on future voting registration among ex-Soviet 
immigrants 

Future voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Social media use -.635 .716 .785 .530 .130 2.157 
Age .147 .130 1.288 1.158 .899 1.493 
Gender .280 .926 .092 1.324 .216 8.129 
Education -1.224 1.385 .782 .294 .019 4.437 
U.S. education 1.140 1.117 1.042 3.127 .350 27.893 
Time in U.S. -.069 .139 .244 .933 .710 1.227 
Constant .918 4.711 .038 2.504   
Model x²  3.5, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.114 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.5 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-44.  The effects of social media use on future voting in 2016 elections among ex-Soviet 

immigrants 
Future voting 

 
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Social media use -.160 .500 .103 .852 .319 2.271 
Age .096 .097 .972 1.101 .910 1.332 
Gender -.012 .801 .000 .988 .206 4.748 
Education .311 1.101 .080 1.364 .158 11.815 
U.S. education -.042 .971 .002 .959 .143 6.425 
Time in U.S. -.022 .116 .037 .978 .780 1.227 
Constant -.922 3.719 .061 .398   
Model x²  2.5, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.075 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
 

 
 
 
 



 

140 

Table 4-45.  Results of linear regression tests between ethnic identity and home country/ethnic 
media use  

  Home country media use Ethnic media use 
Constant 1.965** 0.618** 
Ethnic identity  .156** .198** 
Total R² 0.054 0.119 
F 16.5, p < 0.01 39, p < 0.01 
df 1, 288 1, 288 
N 290 290 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-46.  Results of multiple linear regression test between ethnic identity and home 

country/ethnic media use  

 
Home country media use Ethnic media use 

Constant 1.871** -.156 
Ethnic identity .172** .211** 
Age .021** .014* 
Gender .509** .033 
Education -.174 -.119 
Time in U.S. -.049** .014 
Total R² 0.158 0.159 
F 10.6, p < 0.01 10.8, p < 0.01 
df 5, 284 5, 284 
N 290 290 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-47.  The effects of home country media use on interest in politics, efficacy, trust in 
government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political participation 
among citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant 2.467 3.976** 2.683** .311 
Home country 
media use -.027 .088 -.027 .122 
Age -.001 -.018 -.007 -.030** 
Gender .301** .275 .202 .397 
Education .001 .512 .363** .418 
U.S. education .269* .088 -.005 .155 
Time in U.S. .021** .025 -.006 .0676** 
Citizenship .244 .180 .001 -.122 
Total R² 0.125 0.037 0.056 0.122 
F 5.8, p < 0.01 1.5, p > 0.05 2.4, p < 0.05 5.3,  p < 0.01 
df 7, 282 7, 282 7, 282 7,  267 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-48.  The effects of home country media use on partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

     B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Home country media 
use -.015 .100 .024 .985 .810 1.197 
Age -.034* .015 5.259 .967 .940 .995 
Gender -.041 .281 .021 .960 .554 1.665 
Education .361 .373 .938 1.435 .691 2.977 
U.S. education -.425 .307 1.911 .654 .358 1.194 
Time in U.S. .065** .022 8.783 1.067 1.022 1.113 
Citizenship -.750* .346 4.690 .472 .240 .931 
Constant 1.209 .707 2.925 3.351   
Model x²  14, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.063 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 66.2 

 
 

 
  

N 306 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-49.  The effects of home country media use on presence of ideological views among ex-
Soviet immigrants 

Ideological views 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

    B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Home country media 
use -.045 .109 .170 .956 .772 1.184 
Age .000 .015 .001 1.000 .970 1.030 
Gender -.126 .300 .177 .882 .490 1.587 
Education .509 .388 1.725 1.664 .778 3.556 
U.S. education -.286 .333 .735 .751 .391 1.444 
Time in U.S. -.003 .022 .014 .997 .956 1.041 
Citizenship -.114 .371 .095 .892 .431 1.844 
Constant 1.068 .760 1.979 2.911   
Model x²  2.8, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 7 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.014 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-50.  The effects of home country media use on current voting registration among ex-

Soviet immigrants 
Current voting registration 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Home country media 
use .084 .166 .254 1.087 .785 1.507 
Age .009 .025 .133 1.009 .961 1.060 
Gender -.421 .465 .818 .657 .264 1.634 
Education 1.257* .539 5.438 3.513 1.222 10.100 
U.S. education -.089 .530 .029 .914 .324 2.584 
Time in U.S. .128** .045 7.970 1.137 1.040 1.242 
Constant -1.753 1.197 2.144 .173   
Model x²  21.2, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.158 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 86.3 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-51.  The effects of home country media use on voting in 2012 presidential election 
among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
Home country media 
use -.086 .121 .512 .917 .724 1.162 
Age .035 .019 3.512 1.035 .998 1.074 
Gender .099 .345 .082 1.104 .562 2.169 
Education .111 .458 .059 1.117 .455 2.741 
U.S. education .088 .388 .052 1.092 .510 2.338 
Time in U.S. .062* .027 5.244 1.064 1.009 1.123 
Constant -1.697 .896 3.583 .183   
Model x²  23.2, p < 0.01  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.131 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 71.4 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-52.  The effects of home country media use on future voting registration among ex-

Soviet immigrants 
Future voting registration 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Home country media 
use .116 .360 .103 1.123 .555 2.273 
Age .138 .134 1.069 1.148 .883 1.493 
Gender .079 1.013 .006 1.082 .149 7.882 
Education -.900 1.332 .457 .407 .030 5.531 
U.s. education 1.113 1.086 1.051 3.044 .362 25.583 
Time in U.S. -.065 .137 .224 .937 .716 1.226 
Constant -2.225 3.641 .373 .108   
Model x²  2.6, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.087 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.5 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-53.  The effects of home-country media use on future voting in 2016 elections among 
ex-Soviet immigrants 

Future voting 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Home country media 
use -.154 .316 .236 .857 .461 1.594 
Age .103 .097 1.134 1.108 .917 1.340 
Gender .136 .853 .025 1.145 .215 6.098 
Education .434 1.071 .164 1.543 .189 12.601 
U.s. education -.025 .973 .001 .975 .145 6.563 
Time in U.S. -.020 .115 .031 .980 .781 1.229 
Constant -1.535 2.785 .304 .215   
Model x²  2.6, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.079 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-54.  The effects of ethnic media use on American Internet news sites on interest in 

politics, efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political participation among 
ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  

Trust in 
government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among citizens 
and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant 2.457** 4.083** 2.552** .509 
Ethnic media use -.050 .116 .029 .148 
Age -.001 -.017 -.008 -.029** 
Gender .288** .318 .191 .447* 
Education -.005 .515 .381* .416 
U.S. education .268* .094 -.012 .152 
Time in U.S. .023** .020 -.005 .058** 
Citizenship .254* .157 .007 -.167 
Total R² 0.128 0.038 0.055 0.124 
F 5.9, p < 0.01 1.6,  p > 0.05 2.4,  p < 0.05 5.4, p < 0.01 
df 7,  282 7,  282 7,  282 7, 267 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-55.  The effects of ethnic media use on partisanship among ex-Soviet immigrants 
Partisanship 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 

Ethnic media use .176 .115 2.329 1.193 .951 1.495 
Age -.036* .015 6.002 .965 .938 .993 
Gender -.044 .279 .025 .957 .554 1.652 
Education .421 .374 1.265 1.523 .732 3.172 
U.S. education -.447 .308 2.110 .639 .350 1.169 
Time in U.S. .064** .021 9.157 1.066 1.023 1.111 
Citizenship -.798* .350 5.203 .450 .227 .894 
Constant .900 .655 1.886 2.460   
Model x²  16.3, p < 0.05   
df 7 

 
 

 
  

Nagelkerke R² 0.074 
 

 
 

  
Percentage classified  
correctly 66.2 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-56.  The effects of ethnic media use on presence of ideological views among ex-Soviet 

immigrants 
Ideological views 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 

Ethnic media use -.027 .122 .050 .973 .767 1.235 
Age -.001 .015 .004 .999 .969 1.030 
Gender -.146 .296 .243 .864 .483 1.544 
Education .516 .387 1.771 1.675 .784 3.579 
U.S. education -.290 .333 .760 .748 .390 1.437 
Time in U.S. .000 .021 .000 1.000 .960 1.042 
Citizenship -.110 .371 .087 .896 .433 1.856 
Constant .962 .693 1.930 2.618   
Model x²  2.7, p > 0.05 

 
  

df 7 
Nagelkerke R² 0.013 
Percentage classified  
correctly 73.1 
N 290 
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-57.  The effects of ethnic media use on current voting registration among ex-Soviet 
immigrants 

Current voting registration 
  

 
 

  
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 

Ethnic media use -.094 .181 .271 .910 .639 1.297 
Age .011 .025 .204 1.011 .963 1.062 
Gender -.389 .461 .714 .677 .275 1.672 
Education 1.193* .533 5.012 3.298 1.160 9.376 
U.S. education -.054 .524 .011 .947 .339 2.645 
Time in U.S. .122** .043 7.945 1.130 1.038 1.231 
Constant -1.262 1.062 1.412 .283   
Model x²  21.2, p < 0.01 

 
  

df 6  
  

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.158  

  
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 86.8  

  
  

N 234  
  

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-58.  The effects of ethnic media use on voting in 2012 presidential election among ex-

Soviet immigrants 
Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 
Ethnic media use .051 .137 .139 1.052 .805 1.376 
Age .033 .018 3.100 1.033 .996 1.071 
Gender .068 .342 .039 1.070 .547 2.091 
Education .170 .454 .140 1.185 .486 2.889 
U.S. education .054 .388 .020 1.056 .493 2.260 
Time in U.S. .068** .026 6.747 1.071 1.017 1.127 
Constant -2.098* .827 6.431 .123   
Model x²  22.8, p < 0.01   
df 6 

 
 

 
  

Nagelkerke R² 0.129 
 

 
 

  
Percentage classified  
correctly 71.4 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
 
 
 



 

147 

Table 4-59.  The effects of ethnic media use on future voting registration among ex-Soviet 
immigrants 

Future voting registration 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 

Ethnic media use .043 .420 .011 1.044 .458 2.380 
Age .144 .133 1.162 1.155 .889 1.500 
Gender .226 .914 .061 1.254 .209 7.526 
Education -.881 1.328 .440 .414 .031 5.595 
U.S. education 1.150 1.165 .975 3.159 .322 30.968 
Time in U.S. -.066 .143 .210 .936 .707 1.240 
Constant -2.198 3.799 .335 .111   
Model x²  2.6, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.084 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.5 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-60.  The effects of ethnic media use on future voting in 2016 elections among ex-Soviet 

immigrants 
Future voting 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp (B) Lower Upper 

Ethnic media use -.360 .356 1.024 .698 .347 1.401 
Age .086 .088 .956 1.089 .918 1.293 
Gender -.087 .812 .012 .916 .187 4.497 
Education .312 1.041 .090 1.367 .178 10.510 
U.S. education -.331 .963 .118 .718 .109 4.743 
Time in U.S. .007 .114 .004 1.007 .805 1.260 
Constant -.737 2.801 .069 .479   
Model x²  3.4, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 6 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.100 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 83.9 

 
 

 
  

N 56 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-61.  The effects of ethnic media on co-ethnic engagement among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 
Co-ethnic engagement  Co-ethnic engagement 

Constant -.056 -.846** 
Ethnic media use .423** .394** 
Age 

 
.014* 

Gender 
 

.235 
Time in U.S. 

 
.012 

Total R² 0.159 0.203 
F 54.5, p < 0.01 18.2, p < 0.01 
df 1, 288 4, 285 
N 290 290 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-62.  The effects of the strengths of ethnic/American identities on interest in politics, 

efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-
Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  Trust in government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant 1.917** 1.675* 2.131** -.122 
American identity .098** .261** .052* .006 
Ethnic identity -.014 .121* .018 .097* 
Age .001 -.009 -.006 -.025* 
Gender dummy .269* .311 .187* .471* 
Education  -.100 .312 .334* .445 
US education  .321** .201 .012 .140 
Time spent in US .016* .004 -.009 .059** 
Citizen dummy .207 .075 -.022 -.147 
Total R² 0.172 0.115 0.07 0.126 
F 7.3, p < 0.01 4.6, p < 0.01 2.7, p < 0.05 4.8, p < 0.01 
df 8, 281 8, 281 8, 281 8, 266 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-63.  The effects of the strengths of ethnic/American identities on partisanship among ex-
Soviet immigrants 

Partisanship 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 
American identity .112 .067 2.804 1.118 .981 1.274 
Ethnic identity .036 .066 .307 1.037 .912 1.179 
Age -.031* .015 4.644 .969 .942 .997 
Gender -.046 .280 .027 .955 .552 1.652 
Education .280 .381 .541 1.324 .627 2.793 
U.S. education -.381 .310 1.515 .683 .372 1.253 
Time in U.S. .058** .021 7.395 1.060 1.016 1.105 
Citizenship -.797* .349 5.234 .451 .228 .892 
Constant .193 .951 .041 1.213   
Model x²  16.9, p  < 0.05  

 
  

df 8 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.076 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 62.8 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-64.  The effects of the strengths of ethnic/American identities on presence of ideological 

views among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

 Ideological views   
  

  
 

 
95% C.I. for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American identity .092 .071 1.693 1.097 .954 1.260 
Ethnic identity -.011 .072 .024 .989 .859 1.139 
Age .000 .015 .000 1.000 .970 1.031 
Gender -.165 .298 .307 .848 .473 1.521 
Education .421 .396 1.126 1.523 .700 3.312 
U.S. education -.240 .335 .510 .787 .408 1.519 
Time in U.S. -.006 .021 .081 .994 .953 1.037 
Citizenship -.141 .371 .144 .868 .420 1.798 
Constant .465 1.023 .206 1.592   
Model x²  4.4, p > 0.05  

 
  

df 8 
 

 
 

  
Nagelkerke R² 0.022 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-65.  The effects of the strengths of ethnic/American identities on current voting 
registration among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Current voting registration 

 

 

 

95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American identity -.165 .100 2.763 .848 .697 1.030 

Ethnic identity .012 .111 .011 1.012 .814 1.257 
Age -.012 .025 .222 .988 .940 1.039 
Gender .419 .466 .811 1.521 .610 3.789 
Education -1.007 .566 3.165 .365 .121 1.108 
U.S. education -.066 .537 .015 .936 .327 2.679 
Time in U.S. -.106** .044 5.876 .899 .826 .980 
Constant 2.222 1.574 1.995 9.230   
Model x²  23.7, p < 0.01     

df 7      

Nagelkerke R² 0.176      
Percentage 
classified  
correctly 86.3  

 

 

  

N 234      
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
 
Table 4-66.  The effects of the strengths of ethnic/American identities on voting in 2012 

presidential elections among ex-Soviet immigrants  
Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

  
  

 
 

95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American identity -.027 .090 .091 .973 .816 1.161 

Ethnic identity .023 .086 .072 1.023 .865 1.210 
Age -.032 .021 2.208 .969 .930 1.010 
Gender -.114 .387 .087 .892 .417 1.906 
Education .043 .546 .006 1.044 .358 3.042 
U.S. education -.189 .446 .179 .828 .345 1.985 
Time in U.S. -.039 .028 1.971 .961 .910 1.016 
Constant 1.055 1.335 .624 2.871   
Model x²  24.3, p < 0.01     
df 7      
Nagelkerke R² 0.13      
Percentage classified  
correctly 68.7      
N 249      

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-67.  The most popular sources of American political news for ex-Soviet immigrants 
 Mean Std. Deviation 
American Internet sites 4.0177 1.10468 
Attention on Facebook 3.29 1.374 
American TV 3.1986 1.36410 
Home Internet news sites 3.1099 1.30914 
American blogs 3.0071 1.38880 
American radio 2.8191 1.43144 
American newspapers 2.5532 1.25659 
Home blogs 2.5496 1.35484 
American magazines 2.5035 1.24348 
Home TV 2.2801 1.37189 
Ethnic Internet sites 2.1986 1.33243 
Ethnic blogs 1.9716 1.23958 
Home radio 1.7801 1.19663 
Ethnic TV 1.7730 1.20124 
Ethnic newspapers 1.6844 .98188 
Home newspapers 1.6667 1.01355 
Odnoklassniki 1.61 1.130 
Home magazines 1.5674 .94176 
Ethnic magazines 1.5567 .96485 
Ethnic radio 1.4787 .97362 
V Kontakte 1.43 .919 
Twitter 1.40 .896 
Instagram 1.32 .880 
Reddit 1.17 .600 
Tumblr 1.11 .498 
N = 282*   
Minimum – 1, Maximum – 5 
*Prior to the analysis the researcher removed eight invalid values for ethnic and home country media platforms 
 
Table 4-68.  Mean score for interpersonal communication  
  Mean Std Dev. 
Hear/talk     
With friends  4.1034  .76447 
With family  4.0793  .85886 
On forums  3.8828  1.12538 
At work  3.4793  .99892 
In church  1.8690  1.18090 
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Table 4-69.  The effects of interpersonal communication on interest in politics, efficacy, trust in 
government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  Trust in government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant .152 2.601** 2.108** -2.323** 
Hear/talk at work .042 .074 .114* -.134 
Hear/talk at church -.007 .006 -.027 .248** 
Hear/talk with friends .362** .324 .010 .431** 
Hear/talk with family .147* .169 .059 .196 
Hear/talk on 
forums/blogs .067 -.086 -.011 .186* 
Age -.004 -.020 -.009 -.030** 
Gender dummy .267** .307 .172 .509** 
Education dummy .114 .576 .407* .528* 
Us education dummy .106 -.071 -.072 .019 
Time spent in US .013 .015 -.006 .043** 
Citizen dummy .235* .147 -.028 -.048 
Total R² 0.336 0.070 0.082 0.260 
F 12.8, p < 0.01 1.9, p < 0.05 2.3, p < 0.05 8.4, p < 0.01 
df 11, 278 11, 278 11, 278 11, 263 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-70.  The effects of interpersonal communication on partisanship among ex-Soviet 
immigrants 

 

 Partisanship   
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Hear/talk at work .102 .136 .562 1.107 .848 1.445 
Hear/talk at church -.166 .107 2.411 .847 .686 1.045 
Hear/talk with friends .057 .211 .072 1.058 .700 1.601 
Hear/talk with family .125 .175 .509 1.133 .804 1.595 
Hear/talk on 
forums/blogs .031 .119 .070 1.032 .817 1.303 
Age -.035* .015 5.366 .966 .938 .995 
Gender -.076 .287 .070 .927 .529 1.626 
Education .403 .378 1.135 1.496 .713 3.140 
U.S. education -.530 .320 2.755 .588 .314 1.101 
Time in U.S. .065* .022 8.887 1.067 1.022 1.113 
Citizenship -.770* .351 4.801 .463 .233 .922 
Constant .353 .956 .136 1.423   
Model x² 18.2, p > 0.05   
df 11   
Nagelkerke R² 0.082 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 64.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-71.  The effects of interpersonal communication on presence of ideological views among 
ex-Soviet immigrants 

Ideological views 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Hear/talk at work -.286 .161 3.141 .751 .548 1.031 
Hear/talk at church -.124 .115 1.163 .883 .705 1.107 
Hear/talk with friends .383 .233 2.699 1.466 .929 2.315 
Hear/talk with family -.048 .195 .059 .954 .650 1.398 
Hear/talk on forums/blogs .159 .126 1.611 1.173 .917 1.500 
Age .002 .016 .009 1.002 .971 1.033 
Gender -.166 .309 .288 .847 .462 1.553 
Education .518 .398 1.700 1.679 .770 3.660 
U.S. education -.306 .348 .774 .736 .373 1.456 
Time in U.S. -.004 .022 .039 .996 .954 1.039 
Citizenship -.028 .381 .006 .972 .461 2.051 
Constant .103 1.030 .010 1.108   
Model x² 12.2, p > 0.05   
df 11   
Nagelkerke R² 0.06 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 73.1 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-72.  The effects of interpersonal communication on current voting registration among 
ex-Soviet immigrants 

Current voting registration 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Hear/talk at work .105 .233 .204 1.111 .703 1.756 

Hear/talk at church -.151 .178 .713 .860 .606 1.220 

Hear/talk with friends .022 .352 .004 1.022 .513 2.037 

Hear/talk with family .446 .277 2.590 1.562 .907 2.690 

Hear/talk on forums/blogs .075 .193 .152 1.078 .739 1.572 
Age .008 .026 .098 1.008 .958 1.060 
Gender -.430 .481 .799 .650 .253 1.671 
Education 1.355* .551 6.056 3.877 1.318 11.410 
U.S. education -.300 .556 .291 .741 .249 2.202 
Time in U.S. .121* .045 7.052 1.128 1.032 1.233 
Constant -3.500* 1.479 5.601 .030   
Model x²  26.6,  p < 0.01     
df 10     
Nagelkerke R² 0.196      
Percentage classified  
correctly 85.9      
N 234      
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-73.  The effects of interpersonal communication on voting in 2012 presidential elections 
among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 

 
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP(B) 

  B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

Hear/talk at work .053 .174 .092 1.054 .750 1.481 

Hear/talk at church -.114 .129 .782 .892 .693 1.149 

Hear/talk with friends .139 .266 .275 1.150 .683 1.936 

Hear/talk with family .532* .224 5.663 1.702 1.098 2.638 
Hear/talk on 
forums/blogs .186 .142 1.723 1.205 .912 1.590 
Age .033 .019 2.848 1.033 .995 1.073 
Gender .055 .359 .024 1.057 .522 2.138 
Education .318 .471 .456 1.374 .546 3.456 
U.S. education -.223 .427 .273 .800 .347 1.847 
Time in U.S. .063* .028 5.079 1.065 1.008 1.124 
Constant -5.265 1.333 15.592 .005   
Model x²  37.6, p < 0.01     
df 10 
Nagelkerke R² 0.206      
Percentage classified  
correctly 71.4      
N 234      
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-74.  The effects of interpersonal communication and media on interest in politics, 
efficacy, trust in government, and non-electoral political participation among ex-
Soviet immigrants 

 

Interest in 
politics Efficacy  Trust in government 

Non-electoral political 
participation among 
citizens and residents 

 
B B B B 

Constant -.537 1.648 2.102** -2.130** 
American radio -.029 .038 -.008 -.048 
American newspapers .002 .116 -.015 .038 
American magazines .062 .046 .046 .253** 
American television .008 .005 .013 -.295** 
American Internet news 
sites .227** .300* -.018 .061 
American blogs .078* .024 -.001 .197** 
Hear/talk at work .047 .050 .115* -.130 
Hear/talk at church -.010 .010 -.027 .265** 
Hear/talk with friends .285** .229 .014 .371** 
Hear/talk with family .069 .034 .058 .201 
Hear/talk on 
forums/blogs .043 -.085 -.007 .128 
Age .005 -.009 -.010 -.026** 
Gender  .266** .323 .187 .481* 
Education  .059 .470 .419* .433 
Us education  .080 -.120 -.087 -.173 
Time spent in us .004 .004 -.008 .031* 
Citizenship .278** .176 -.024 -.019 
Total R² 0.465 0.123 0.086 0.357 
F 13.9, p < 0.01 2.2, p < 0.01 1.5, p > 0.05 8.4, p < 0.01 
df 17, 272 17, 272 17, 272 17, 257 
N 290 290 290 275 

*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-75.  The effects of interpersonal communication and media on partisanship among ex-
Soviet immigrants 

Partisanship 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .026 .100 .070 1.027 .844 1.250 
American newspapers .164 .135 1.481 1.179 .905 1.536 
American magazines .007 .139 .002 1.007 .767 1.321 
American television .339** .109 9.719 1.404 1.134 1.738 
American Internet news 
sites -.129 .151 .725 .879 .654 1.183 
American blogs .048 .109 .196 1.049 .848 1.299 
Hear/talk at work .067 .144 .217 1.069 .807 1.417 
Hear/talk at church -.200 .111 3.227 .819 .658 1.018 
Hear/talk with friends .015 .221 .005 1.015 .658 1.565 
Hear/talk with family .070 .187 .140 1.072 .744 1.547 
Hear/talk on 
forums/blogs .099 .126 .612 1.104 .862 1.414 
Age -.035* .016 4.761 .966 .937 .996 
Gender .115 .300 .146 1.122 .623 2.020 
Education .531 .393 1.823 1.700 .787 3.672 
U.S. education -.582 .332 3.069 .559 .291 1.072 
Time in U.S. .060** .023 7.156 1.062 1.016 1.110 
Citizenship -.842* .363 5.389 .431 .212 .877 
Constant -.531 1.057 .252 .588   
Model x² 34.4,  p < 0.01   
df 17   
Nagelkerke R² 0.151 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 66.2 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-76.  The effects of interpersonal communication and media on presence of ideological 
views among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Ideology 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .100 .110 .838 1.106 .892 1.370 
American newspapers .034 .147 .055 1.035 .777 1.380 
American magazines .087 .152 .327 1.091 .810 1.470 
American television -.061 .121 .250 .941 .742 1.194 
American Internet news 
sites .192 .162 1.405 1.212 .882 1.665 
American blogs .102 .119 .739 1.108 .877 1.399 
Hear/talk at work -.334 .171 3.828 .716 .513 1.001 
Hear/talk at church -.124 .118 1.107 .884 .702 1.113 
Hear/talk with friends .321 .239 1.799 1.379 .862 2.204 
Hear/talk with family -.164 .207 .627 .849 .565 1.274 
Hear/talk on forums/blogs .148 .132 1.258 1.160 .895 1.502 
Age .010 .017 .351 1.010 .977 1.045 
Gender -.203 .321 .398 .816 .435 1.533 
Education .386 .415 .863 1.471 .652 3.318 
U.S. education -.356 .363 .960 .701 .344 1.428 
Time in U.S. -.013 .023 .342 .987 .944 1.032 
Citizenship -.016 .389 .002 .984 .459 2.109 
Constant -.445 1.112 .160 .641   
Model x² 19, p > 0.05   
df 17   
Nagelkerke R² 0.092 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 74.8 

 
 

 
  

N 290 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-77.  The effects of interpersonal communication and media on current voting registration 
among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Current voting registration 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .061 .171 .128 1.063 .761 1.486 
American newspapers .462 .253 3.321 1.587 .966 2.608 
American magazines -.002 .241 .000 .998 .622 1.601 
American television -.057 .202 .079 .945 .636 1.403 
American Internet news 
sites .309 .242 1.630 1.362 .848 2.188 
American blogs -.072 .184 .153 .931 .649 1.334 
Hear/talk at work .000 .264 .000 1.000 .596 1.677 
Hear/talk at church -.140 .183 .587 .869 .608 1.243 
Hear/talk with friends -.097 .381 .064 .908 .430 1.916 
Hear/talk with family .337 .313 1.158 1.401 .758 2.589 
Hear/talk on forums/blogs .100 .209 .227 1.105 .733 1.665 
Age .031 .028 1.204 1.032 .976 1.091 
Gender -.508 .512 .988 .601 .221 1.639 
Education 1.206 .583 4.286 3.342 1.066 10.471 
U.S. education -.276 .586 .222 .759 .241 2.392 
Time in U.S. .111* .047 5.656 1.118 1.020 1.225 
Constant -4.959** 1.704 8.471 .007   
Model x² 35.3, p < 0.01   
df 16   
Nagelkerke R² 0.254 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 87.2 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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Table 4-78.  The effects of interpersonal communication and media on voting in 2012 
presidential elections among ex-Soviet immigrants 

Voting in 2012 presidential elections 
  

  
 

 
95% C.I.for EXP (B) 

 
B S.E. Wald Exp(B) Lower Upper 

American radio .369* .129 8.187 1.446 1.123 1.863 
American newspapers .328 .177 3.425 1.389 .981 1.966 
American magazines -.057 .180 .099 .945 .663 1.345 
American television -.028 .156 .033 .972 .715 1.321 
American Internet news sites .305 .193 2.485 1.356 .929 1.980 
American blogs .185 .136 1.852 1.203 .922 1.569 
Hear/talk at work -.097 .197 .244 .907 .617 1.335 
Hear/talk at church -.104 .140 .549 .901 .685 1.186 
Hear/talk with friends .045 .293 .024 1.046 .589 1.857 
Hear/talk with family .300 .235 1.627 1.350 .851 2.140 
Hear/talk on forums/blogs .262 .160 2.693 1.299 .950 1.776 
Age .064** .023 8.047 1.066 1.020 1.114 
Gender -.024 .391 .004 .976 .454 2.101 
Education .027 .517 .003 1.027 .373 2.828 
U.S. education -.206 .459 .203 .813 .331 1.998 
Time in U.S. .046 .029 2.482 1.047 .989 1.109 
Constant -7.718** 1.603 23.190 .000   
Model x² 64.5, p < 0.01   
df 16   
Nagelkerke R² 0.335 

 
 

 
  

Percentage classified  
correctly 75.6 

 
 

 
  

N 234 
 

 
 

  
*p < 0.05, **p < 0.01 
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CHAPTER 5 

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS 

As discussed in the previous chapters, this study focused on the first generation of 

immigrants from former Soviet Union countries. The majority of these individuals arrived in the 

United States between the late 1980s and 2010, and they have already been enfranchised into the 

U.S. political system. Given the high levels of naturalization among ex-Soviet immigrants, this 

study aimed to examine that ethnic group’s political preferences and ideological views. Previous 

findings are inconsistent regarding ex-Soviet immigrants’ political preferences and ideological 

views. In fact, three contradictory opinions appear in past literature. One source suggested that 

ex-Soviet immigrants are more likely to support the Republican Party (Gold, 2007). A second 

study stated that these individuals were independents with stronger preference for Democrats 

(Kliger, 2004). Finally, a third scholar asserted that several distinct groups of ex-Soviets exist, 

including two groups — one that is less assimilated and likely to live ethnic enclaves and vote 

Republican, and a second group composed of more socially and economically integrated ethnic 

individuals, who vote Democratic (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). 

This study’s findings are more in line with the aforementioned conclusions of Kliger 

(2004) and Isurin (“Russian diaspora in the U.S.,” n.d.). However, because this dissertation 

involved an anonymous online survey, it was difficult to tell whether any of the participants lived 

in such ethnic neighborhoods. The survey respondents in this study were overwhelmingly 

Democratic. Nearly 40% of them supported Democrats, roughly 27% identified as independent, 

and nearly 16% were Republicans. Similarly, roughly half of the immigrants identified 

themselves as at least slightly liberal, nearly one-third were at least slightly conservative, and 
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more than a quarter stated that they were moderates. The summary of the quantitative findings is 

presented in Table 5-1. 

Insight relating to partisanship and ideological views also emerged through the analysis 

of demographic variables. In line with the economic advancement hypothesis (and similar to 

findings among native-born Americans), ex-Soviet immigrants with higher earnings were more 

likely to identify with the Republican Party and lower income individuals with the Democratic 

Party (Cain et al., 1991; Erikson & Tedin, 2011).  

Also, the quantitative data demonstrated that older immigrants tended to favor 

Republicans and younger immigrants, Democrats. However, this study’s findings regarding 

ideological views were more mixed. As stated, the first statistical model confirmed that older ex-

Soviet immigrants, similar to Americans of the same age, were more likely to support 

conservative ideology (Erikson & Tedin, 2011). However, this relationship did not remain 

statistically significant when the variable for U.S. college education was added to the model. 

Thus, with the exception of the latter finding, it seems that the same groups of variables 

predicted the political affiliation and ideology for both ex-Soviet immigrants and native-born 

Americans. In other words, socioeconomic status is a key variable separating Democrats from 

Republicans, while age is a key variable separating liberals from conservatives (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2011).  

Yet, there might be an additional explanation for the effects of age on party identification 

and ideological views. Older ex-Soviet immigrants were initially socialized in the communist 

system in their home countries. As previous research indicated, former experience with 

communism is likely to lead to support for the Republican Party in the United States -- 

particularly among Asian and Cuban immigrants (Cain et al., 1991; Hill & Moreno, 1996).  
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Lastly, this study’s qualitative phase revealed that, over the last 20 years, the views of ex-

Soviet immigrants remained increasingly pro-choice (Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996).  Also the 

immigrants became considerably more tolerable toward gay rights issues than 20 years ago 

(Goldenberg & Saxe, 1996). As discussed, the majority of those interviewed supported the idea 

of civil unions among LGBT couples. Immigrants from the former USSR also were generally in 

favor of gun ownership. However, unlike those two social issues, the ex-Soviet immigrants were 

far more divided regarding the economic policies of the Democratic and Republican parties. As 

noted, Republican immigrants were strongly against the redistribution of wealth, while 

Democratic immigrants supported higher taxes on higher wage earners and argued for socialized 

medicine and education.  

Additionally, in line with Greene’s (1999, 2004) finding that party affiliation is a type of 

group identity, this research found that Democratic immigrants identified with their party on a 

number of levels. More specifically, the Democrats believed that their party is more favorable 

toward immigrants, middle class, and women. Likewise, supporters of the Republican Party 

perceived it as a party of hard-working people, just like them. Notably, Republicans in their 30s, 

40s, and 60s often stated that they previously lived under socialism in their home countries and 

do not want to relive that experience.   

Implications for Social Cognitive Theory 

This study is the first known study to utilize Social Cognitive theory as a framework to 

understand immigrants’ political socialization. Through the lens of Social Cognitive Theory, the 

researcher examined the effects of media, U.S. education, and interpersonal communication on 

various facets of the immigrants’ political socialization, including their interest in politics; 

political efficacy; partisanship acquisition; non-electoral participation; and voting. This study 

found that in line with the Social Cognitive Theory mass media and social networks facilitate the 
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learning of new political values and behaviors (Bandura, 2001a). However, the influence of each 

medium on these processes varies greatly. In addition, this study revealed that nonmedia factors, 

such as interpersonal communication, make an important contribution to the political 

socialization of immigrants. Each of these findings is discussed more in this section.  

American Education and Immigrants’ Political Socialization 

Previous research suggested that both U.S. high schools and colleges are at the epicenter 

of immigrants’ political socialization experiences (Cho, 1999). There, immigrants learn a variety 

of behavioral models, including the basis of civic and political participation (Erikson & Tedin, 

2011; Stepick & Stepick, 2001). Unlike previous research, this study tests whether immigrants 

with U.S. high school and/or college degrees are better integrated into the American political 

system than are individuals who were schooled in their home countries and did not have 

exposure to the aforementioned behavioral models in their educational institutions.  

Surprisingly, the quantitative analysis showed that U.S. education only modestly 

contributed to the political socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. Individuals educated in the 

United States were more interested in American politics than immigrants with foreign degree, 

but no other differences emerged in this study. The qualitative data shed more light on these 

findings. As discussed, ex-Soviet immigrants educated in the United States certainly felt that 

their American schools helped them to learn about the U.S. political system. However, this 

knowledge of American politics was possibly an initial advantage that lessened over time. 

Immigrants without an American education were still able to learn about U.S. politics through 

other sources such as media and interpersonal communication. Therefore, it is possible that 

immigrants without U.S. degrees integrated more slowly into the American political system.  

Yet, over time, they potentially caught up with the immigrants schooled in the United States. 
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This study also tested the premise that American college graduates are likely to hold 

more liberal views than individuals without such education (Erikson & Tedin, 2011). The survey 

data strongly confirmed this assumption. Even after controlling for variables such as age, gender, 

and income, the relationship between U.S. college education and liberal ideology remained 

statistically significant. This finding further supports Erikson and Tedin’s (2011) assumption 

about the “liberalizing effect” of the U.S. college education.  

Impact of American Media on Political Socialization  

Bandura (2001a) encouraged scholars to study “electronic acculturation,” defined as the 

transmission of models of thinking and behaviors through mass media. Similar to previous 

research (Chaffee & Kanihan, 1997; Hwang & He, 1999; Kononova et al., 2011; Seo & Moon, 

2013), this study found that that American media play a significant role in the political 

socialization of immigrants. The qualitative phase of the study revealed that immigrants 

attributed much of their initial knowledge of the U.S. political system to what they learned from 

American media.  The media’s acculturating power (Bandura, 2001a) was especially prominent 

among respondents without U.S. high school or college degrees. The latter group did not attend 

American social and political science classes, so they mainly relied on the media for learning 

cues about new American political “values, styles of thinking, and behavior patterns” (Bandura, 

2001a, p. 271).  

The survey analysis also confirmed the earlier findings of Pinkleton et al. (1998) by 

demonstrating a link between American media use and the adoption of new political behaviors. 

As discussed, heavy users of American media were more interested in American politics and 

demonstrated a higher likelihood of voting in the 2012 presidential elections.  

Additionally, this study empirically tested the assumptions of Social Cognitive Theory by 

examining the relationship between the “attentional” and the “behavioral production processes” 
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of observational learning (Bandura 2001a, p. 272). This study’s results indicate that a combined 

measure of attention to U.S. political news in American media predicted a larger array of 

political behaviors than the media use measure. Immigrants who paid the most attention to U.S. 

news in American media were more likely to express interest in politics, express higher levels of 

political efficacy, participate in non-electoral political activities, display partisanship, have 

current voting registration, and vote in the 2012 presidential elections. The analysis did not 

include the assessment of immigrants’ motivational processes because it was not possible to 

measure them in a non-experimental design. 

Although media exposure in general contributed to higher levels of political socialization, 

platform-specific differences exist. For example, immigrants who were more attentive to U.S. 

political news on American Internet news sites engaged in the largest number of political 

socialization behaviors. They were more interested in politics, displayed higher levels of political 

efficacy, and were more likely to vote in 2012 presidential elections than those respondents who 

paid less attention to politics on Internet news sites. However, the relationships between the 

independent variable in this case (i.e. paying attention to politics on Internet news sites) and a 

dependent variable (i.e. voting in the 2012 presidential elections) did not remain statistically 

significant when interpersonal communication variables were added to the model. It is possible 

that a larger sample size would be needed to test these relationships.  

Another conclusion of this study was that blogs predicted two political socialization 

measures -- interest in politics and non-electoral political participation. Meanwhile, the effects of 

traditional media variables -- television, radio, newspapers, and magazines -- on political 

socialization were less prominent in comparison to online media. With the exception for TV, 

each of the aforementioned variables predicted only one political socialization measure. 
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Specifically, attention to politics on the radio positively predicted voting in 2012 presidential 

elections. Attention to politics in magazines was associated with higher levels of non-electoral 

political participation, while the immigrants who were more attentive to U.S. political news on 

American television also were more likely to display partisanship. At the same time, a negative 

relationship existed between attention to politics on TV and non-electoral political participation.  

Deeper insight was found through the analysis of regression coefficients associated with 

media variables. Once again, attention to politics on Internet news sites was the strongest 

predictor of immigrants’ political socialization.  The individuals who paid more attention to 

politics on Internet news websites demonstrated much higher interest in politics and were more 

likely to have voted in 2012 presidential elections than the immigrants who closely followed 

political news on blogs and radio. Furthermore, immigrants who paid more attention to politics 

on American blogs were more engaged in non-electoral politics than those who followed 

political news through magazines.  

As mentioned, the direction of the relationships between media (radio, newspapers, 

magazines, Internet news sites, and blogs) and the aforementioned political socialization 

variables were positive and in line with the previous research. Yet, surprisingly, a negative 

relationship existed between attention to politics on television and non-electoral participation. 

That finding seemed counterintuitive at first, but some clues to this puzzle can be found in 

Putnam’s (1995) famous hypothesis regarding television’s negative influence on civic 

engagement. Putnam (1995) believed that television consumes much of people’s leisure time, 

which could be spent on civic activities outside of home. The scholar also believed that there 

could be personality differences between newspaper and TV consumers, and those who watch 

more television might be more likely to be “homebodies” (Putnam, 1995). Norris (1996) 
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disagreed with Putnam (1995). Norris (1996) argued that not all kinds of television programming 

suppress civic participation. In fact, she found that TV news and public affairs content were 

positively associated with different forms of civic and political participation, while a negative 

relationship existed between the political participation variables and the total number of hours 

individuals spend viewing television (Norris, 1996). It should be noted that this study did not 

measure the overall time spent viewing television, thus it is hard to rule out a spurious 

relationship between attention to politics on television and non-electoral political participation. 

 It is possible that, generally speaking, the people who paid more attention to politics on 

TV also spent more time watching television and, therefore, they did not have time to engage in 

non-electoral political activities to the same extent as lighter TV viewers (Putnam, 1995). Of 

course, it also is possible that different media platforms do, indeed, attract different types of 

audiences with varying levels of civic engagement (Putnam, 1995). 

Impact of Social Media on Political Socialization 

This study confirmed that “electronic acculturation” also happens via social media. The 

research herein suggests that Facebook, Twitter, and other social media platforms make a 

positive contribution to the political socialization of not only young American adults (Andersson, 

2010), but also immigrants. Analysis of the survey data indicated that more frequent social media 

users also were more interested in politics and were more likely to engage in non-electoral 

political behaviors. The qualitative phase of the study provided similar results. The immigrants 

saw social media as an important source of political information and non-electoral influence. The 

in-depth interview participants engaged in a variety of political behaviors on Facebook. They 

checked their friends’ posts and links, participated in debates, and some even tried to disseminate 

their own political views and influence their followers.  
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Therefore, this study suggests that social media is an important media outlet for 

observational learning. Immigrants observe the political actions of their friends via Facebook and 

similar websites. They appear to retain new behavioral models, and they even potentially 

replicate their friends’ political behaviors. 

Moreover, social media play the role of a political news aggregator by providing access 

to a variety of mass media stories and videos posted by immigrants’ friends on social media 

websites such as Facebook and Twitter. Consequently, social media serve as another distribution 

channel that reinforces the socializing effects of mass media and offers a platform for political 

engagement. 

Impact of Interpersonal Communication on Political Socialization 

Lastly, this study looked at the contribution of interpersonal communication to the 

political socialization of immigrants. It must be noted that, unlike native born Americans 

(Jennings, Stoker, & Bowers, 2009), immigrants do not experience the phenomenon of 

partisanship transmission. In fact, those who immigrated to the United States with their parents 

or spouses learned about the American political system and values simultaneously with their 

family members. While staying busy with mastering a new language and finding employment, 

some immigrants recalled that American politics were not discussed in family settings until they 

obtained citizenship and financial stability. Therefore, for some immigrants, families were — at 

least initially — not an important agent of political socialization. Meanwhile, the influence of 

peers varied depending on the degree to which they were integrated with mainstream society.  

Yet, as time progressed, the frequency of political discussions with family and friends 

increased. The impact of such conversations on political socialization is especially salient in 

quantitative data. A strong relationship was found between political discussions with family 

members and voting in 2012 presidential elections. However, this relationship did not remain 
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statistically significant when media variables were added to the model. Interestingly, in line with 

the previous research it was found that political discussions in churches positively affected 

immigrants’ non-electoral political participation (Brown, 2010). A rather surprising finding 

emerged in regard to political discussions at work, which were associated with higher trust in 

government.  

The strong influences of interpersonal communication variables remained even when the 

researcher controlled for media variables. As discussed, conversations with friends had a 

stronger impact than nearly any kind of mass media on interest in politics. Also conversations 

with friends and in church had more of an effect on non-electoral political participation than 

mass media variables. It is possible that interpersonal networks reinforce the effect by which 

individuals are indirectly influenced by mass media through opinion leaders (Bandura, 2001a). 

Yet, the researcher cannot rule out the possibility that differences in question wording also may 

affected the results. As stated, the researcher inquired about the amount of attention immigrants 

paid to politics on radio, TV, and other platforms to measure the media variables. Meanwhile, 

interpersonal communication was measured by a question inquiring about the frequency of 

political discussions.  

This study also did not find any quantitative or qualitative evidence that marriage to a 

native-born American had a positive effect on the political socialization of immigrants. It is 

possible that the claim, that immigrants achieve “primary level” integration after marriage to a 

native-born citizen (Jeffres, 1999, as cited in Gordon, 1964), cannot be expanded to a political 

context. Yet, an interesting discovery was made during the investigation of this premise. Nearly 

all female immigrants, with both foreign- and native-born husbands, periodically asked their 
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spouses for political advice, but not vice versa. Notably, these women also felt that they had 

lower interest in politics than their husbands, who cared more about politics.   

This study’s quantitative results also confirmed this observation. Men from ex-Soviet 

countries were significantly more interested in politics and were more engaged in non-electoral 

political activities than women. These results contradict Jones-Correa’s (1998) assumption 

regarding Hispanic female immigrants, who, according to the author, were more likely to 

integrate politically in the United States than Hispanic men. Jones-Correa (1998) believed that 

female immigrants were less engaged in home country politics and tended to interact more often 

with various public agencies through their children. Such differences in findings between ex-

Soviet immigrants and Hispanic immigrants can potentially be attributed to differences within 

the respective ex-Soviet and Hispanic communities in the United States. For instance, 

immigrants from the former USSR do not have as strong ethnic political organizations as 

Hispanic immigrants. Therefore, men from ex-Soviet states are not necessarily more engaged in 

home country politics than females from this region. Jones-Correa’s (1998) findings also should 

be analyzed with caution because his sample did not have many “typical” Hispanic immigrants. 

More than 80% of Jones-Correa’s (1998) interviewees belonged to various types of organizations 

such as cultural and political groups.  

According to this study, the experiences of ex-Soviet immigrants seemed to be more in-

line with those of the general U.S. population (Verba, Burns, &  Schlozman, 1997). In their 

earlier research, Verba, Burns, and Schozman (1997, p. 1051) found that American “women are 

less politically interested, informed, and efficacious than men,” and these differences could not 

be attributed to education alone. When it comes to ex-Soviet immigrants, such findings could 

potentially be explained by traditional gender roles in families. Women from former USSR 
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countries are responsible for full-time jobs as well as the “lion’s share of the household tasks,” 

while men have more spare time (Kerig, Alyoshina, & Volovich, 1993, p. 401). As a result, 

women have less time for personal interests, including politics.  

Implications for Social Identity Theory 

The second part of this study examined how immigrants’ ethnic identities influence their 

ethnic/home country media usage and their co-ethnic engagement. Moreover, this paper 

examined the influence of both ethnic and American identities on immigrants’ political 

socialization in the United States. Social Identity Theory was chosen for this analysis because 

this theoretical lens provides a way to examine the influence of immigrants’ emotional 

attachments and identifications with one or more groups of individuals (Tajfel, 1974) on their 

views and actions in the host society. As will be discussed more in the moment, this study’s 

findings challenge the results of the previous research regarding the negative effects of ethnic 

media on immigrants’ integration in the United States (Hwang & He, 1999; Seo & Moon, 2013).  

Similar to previous research involving Korean immigrants (Seo & Moon, 2013), this 

study uncovered a weak (but positive and statistically significant) relationship between ethnic 

identity and ethnic media use among ex-Soviet immigrants. A positive association also existed 

between ethnic identity and home country media use. Immigrants with more pronounced ethnic 

identities used ethnic and home country media more frequently than those with weak identities. 

Additionally, the qualitative phase of the study revealed an interesting finding in regard to ethnic 

and home country media use among ex-Soviet immigrants. This group of individuals used ethnic 

media outlets only episodically because, as they stated in their interviews for this study, they 

view such media as substandard offerings that do not provide much value beyond advertisements 

and jokes. This study’s participants consistently stated that the Russian-language ethnic/U.S.-

based media mostly did not offer any of the original, culturally relevant, local information that 
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previous research has suggested such media provide (Lin & Son, 2006). Home country media 

were the primary source for news about the immigrants’ countries of origin. Thus, future 

research could potentially build on and clarify the aforementioned findings by search for 

spurious variables (such as the quality of ethnic media and their availability) that might moderate 

the relationship between the ethnic identity and ethnic media use variables.  

For its part, this research, built on the scholarly work of Seo and Moon (2013), 

reexamined the relationship between ethnic media use and co-ethnic civic engagement. In the 

end, a positive and statistically significant relationship was found between these two variables. 

Yet, it is worth noting that it is possible that ethnic media use and co-ethnic civic engagement are 

mutually reinforcing, and that is a notion that dovetails with the conclusions of Matsaganis et al. 

(2011) regarding similar ethnic identity and ethnic media variables.   

As revealed during this study’s in-depth interviews, ethnic organizations and ethnic 

grocery stores were the primary distribution centers of ethnic press. Thus, the immigrants who 

engaged in ethnic activities also were more likely to have access to such media and to use them 

more often than those who did not participate in their ethnic communities. In other words, further 

research should be conducted to test this claim.  

Finally, following the guidelines of Kononova et al. (2011) and McLeod and Shah 

(2009), this paper tested the influence of ethnic and American identities on the political 

socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants. This study did not find any evidence that stronger ethnic 

identities or frequent ethnic (and home country) media use prevented immigrants from 

integration into the U.S. political system. In fact, contrary to findings of Seo and Moon (2013), 

this study revealed that immigrants with stronger ethnic identities were more likely to participate 
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in non-electoral political activities in the United States than immigrants with weaker identities 

and those who used ethnic media less frequently.  

 Interestingly, strong ethnic identity also was associated with higher political efficacy in 

relation to the host country. This study’s results also suggest that the immigrants with more 

pronounced American identities were considerably more interested in politics, they had higher 

levels of political efficacy, and they were more trusting of the U.S. government than immigrants 

with weaker American identities. Those findings fall in line with the researcher’s expectations 

because political socialization can be viewed as part of a general process of acculturation, similar 

to learning language and cultural cues (Kim, 2008).  

Yet, the findings regarding the influence of ethnic identities on political socialization 

were unexpected. There might be several explanations for those results. First, the timing of this 

study coincided with the aforementioned, massive antigovernment protests in Ukraine. Thus, 

Ukrainian immigrants, who constituted a considerable part of this research sample, were more 

likely to attend rallies in the United States to support Ukrainian protesters and their aspirations 

for their country to align more closely with the West. Moreover, this study’s participants also 

may have been more likely to contact U.S. politicians to ask for intervention in the Ukrainian 

conflict. Plus, it is possible that the discrepancies in findings emerged from different 

measurements of non-electoral participation. Seo and Moon (2013) measured civic engagement 

only by accounting for immigrants’ community service and donations to U.S. non-profit 

organizations, churches, and political organizations, but this study looked at a larger number of 

activities, including participation in protests and contacting a member of Congress.  

Finally, it is worth noting that this study’s results reinforce the belief that immigrants are 

able to maintain and easily switch between multiple identities (Stepick & Stepick, 2001). In other 
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words, an immigrant’s attachment to the Russian culture and the state do not necessarily 

contradict their identification with the American people and U.S. institutions. The current 

multicultural environment further facilitates this trend as immigrants (and their children) are no 

longer expected to abandon their ethnic identities and fully blend with American society (Stepick 

& Stepick, 2001).  

Practical Implications 

This study’s first major take away is that immigrants from ex-Soviet countries are not 

homogeneously Republican. On the contrary, nearly 40% identified as Democrats and 25% more 

leaned toward the Democratic Party, while the numbers of the Republican Party supporters’ and 

leaners’ were 16% and 20% respectively. Thus, those in the Democratic Party looking for any 

advantage they can find in future elections would do well to expand their party’s outreach to ex-

Soviet countries’ immigrants. 

The second practical finding of this dissertation is that ex-Soviet immigrants are very 

similar to the U.S. native-born in many political characteristics and behaviors. Income and age 

are the most crucial factors affecting the party identification of ex-Soviet immigrants. As with 

native-born U.S. citizens, ex-Soviet immigrants with higher earnings tend to support 

Republicans, while this study’s less affluent participants tend to support Democrats (Erikson & 

Tedin, 2011). Plus, older, ex-Soviet immigrants were more likely to support Republicans, while 

those who were younger favored Democrats.  

Given this study’s additional finding that the immigrants from former Soviet countries 

favor following politics via political news websites, social media, and the radio, politicians and 

political organizations would benefit if they conducted outreach via those platforms. Of course, 

the Internet provides interested parties with an opportunity to precisely target the immigrants. 

Politicians and political organizations, for example, can reach the immigrants by Facebook ads, 
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which allow targeting populations that speak a specific language and live in a chosen zip code 

area (“Targeting,” n.d.). The interested parties also may connect with the immigrants directly by 

posting a message on their Facebook groups and pages. Nearly each U.S. region and big city has 

such groups, which are used for information exchanges and coordination of community events. 

Given that this study found that interpersonal communication had a strong affect on the political 

socialization of ex-Soviet immigrants, political candidates and organizations also should 

consider attending immigrants’ off-line gatherings. 

At the same time, politicians should think twice before approaching immigrants from ex-

Soviet countries via ethnic media. The immigrants seemed to only rarely use this type of media 

due to their perception of its substandard quality and their belief that such media were unable to 

provide objective and timely content. However, the quality of ethnic media might vary from state 

to state. For example, in the qualitative phase of the study the researcher did not interview any 

immigrants from Chicago, a traditional hub of Eastern European immigrants. Thus, this study’s 

findings in regard to ethnic media should not be generalized to this ethnic media market.  

Limitations 

This exploratory study primarily relied on a convenience sample, so caution is necessary 

if generalizing these results and interpretations to the overall population of ex-Soviet immigrants 

in the United States. The snowballing sample technique used in this dissertation could have 

potentially excluded immigrants, who were not a part of the survey and the in-depth interview 

participants’ social circles (Hanneman & Riddle, 2005). Also, because this survey was conducted 

online, the researcher cannot be completely sure that all the survey respondents fit the study’s 

criteria.  

Moreover, it also is vital to note that the qualitative phase of this study included several 

high-status professionals who, due to the nature of their work, were more interested in American 
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politics and media than other interviewees. Thus, their including could have potentially 

influenced this study’s results. Also, two of the in-depth interview participants in this study were 

a married couple. The decision was made to include both members of this family because they 

each had unique political socialization experiences and differing media habits. 

As discussed, this study’s results could have been influenced by the mass anti-

government protests in Ukraine from November 2013 to February 2014. These events could 

potentially have boosted ethnic identity and the non-electoral political engagement of the 

Ukrainian immigrants surveyed in this study. During these months, Ukrainian-Americans held 

multiple rallies in support of the protestors’ demands and integration between Ukraine and the 

European Union (Figel, 2013). As mentioned, it is possible that these events motivated those 

particular respondents to contact the U.S. State Department and Congressmen to request 

intervention in the Ukrainian conflict.  

Future Research 

Future studies should explore in greater depth the ethnic and country specific differences 

among ex-Soviet immigrants. Russian and Ukrainian immigrants dominated this sample due to 

the researcher’s inability to reach additional immigrants from other ex-Soviet states. It is possible 

that ethnic differences can become even more prominent in light of the recent Ukrainian-Russian 

conflict, which occurred after the data collection phase of this study. The reaction of the two 

major American parties toward the Russian occupation of the Ukrainian Crimean peninsula and 

the dispute over the fate of Eastern Ukraine can potentially re-align Ukrainian and Russian 

immigrants’ political preferences in the United States.  

That was the case in 1991 when President George H.W. Bush hesitated to recognize 

Ukrainian independence and, as a result, his party lost the support of the Eastern European 

community among the Pennsylvania electorate (Fink, 1997). Finally, future studies also should 
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identify and control whether immigrants lived in ethnic enclaves or multicultural, American 

neighborhoods. For example, a significant contribution to the body of scholarly work regarding 

ex-Soviet immigrants might be made via in-depth inquiries into the political views and 

preferences of those living in the ethnic enclaves like Brighton Beach, New York and “Little 

Russia” areas in such states as Florida and California.   
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Table 5-1.  Summary of the quantitative findings 
Hypothesis Results 
H1: Ex-Soviet immigrants lean more towards the 
Republican than the Democratic Party.  Not supported  

H2: Ex-Soviet immigrants are more likely to identify as 
conservatives than liberals. Not supported  

H3a: Overall American political media use is a positive 
predictor of ex-Soviet immigrants’ political socialization. Supported 

H3b: Attention to political news in American media is a 
positive predictor of ex-Soviet immigrants’ political 
socialization. 

Supported 

H3c: Attention to political news on/in American TV, radio, 
newspapers, magazines, Internet news sites, and blogs will 
serve as positive predictors of ex-Soviet immigrants’ 
political socialization. 

Partially supported 

H4: Social media use is a positive predictor of ex-Soviet 
immigrants’ political socialization. Supported 

H5a: A positive relationship will exist between Russian 
(Ukrainian and etc) identity and Russian (Ukrainian and etc) 
ethnic and home country media use. 

Supported 

H5b: A negative relationship will exist between ethnic and 
home country media use and U.S. political socialization of 
ex-Soviet immigrants. 

Not supported 

H5c: A positive relationship will exist between ethnic media 
use and co-ethnic civic engagement Supported 
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APPENDIX A 

SURVEY QUESTIONNAIRE  

Please select a language in which you will be the most comfortable answering the survey 
questions. 

 
Пожалуйста выберете язык на котором Вам будет наиболее комфортно отвечать на 

вопросы опросника:  
 

 English 
 Russian 

Informed consent 

 
Thank you very much for agreeing to participate in this study, conducted by a University 

of Florida researcher. The purpose of the study is to examine immigrants’ political attitudes and 
media use. 

Your participation is completely voluntary and if you choose not to complete the survey, 
it will not affect you in any way. You do not have to answer any questions you do not wish to 
answer. There are no right or wrong answers, only your valuable opinion.  If you do complete the 
survey, the information you provide will be kept confidential to the extent provided by law. 
There are no direct benefits or compensation to you for participating in this study. Questions or 
concerns about your rights as a research participant rights also may be directed to the IRB office, 
University of Florida, Box 112250, Gainesville, FL 32611; (352) 392-0433.  
The results of the survey will be included in a doctoral dissertation, academic conference papers, 
and publications. The survey should take approximately 10 to 15 minutes to complete. 
Participation in this survey should not create any physical, psychological or economic risks. If 
you have questions about the study, please contact Dr. David Ostroff at  dostroff@jou.ufl.edu or 
Nataliya Dmytrochenko at natatv777@ufl.edu. 
 
I have read the information above and understand my options 
 

 Agree 
 Disagree 

  
Screening questions (ANES, 2010a) 
 

1. Where were you born?   
 Armenia 
 Azerbaijan 
 Belarus 
 Estonia 
 Georgia 
 Kazakhstan 
 Kyrgyzstan  
 Latvia 

mailto:jmorris@jou.ufl.edu
mailto:natatv777@ufl.edu
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 Lithuania 
 Moldova 
 Russia 
 Tajikistan 
 Turkmenistan 
 Ukraine 
 Uzbekistan 
 Other  

 
2. In what year did you move to the United States? 
 Choose from the list 

 
3. Are you a citizen of the United States?  
 Yes  
 No 

 
4. In what year did you become a U.S. Citizen?  
 Please enter the full year when you became a citizen, for example 1952 or 2000.     

 
5. Do you hold a green card?    
 Yes  
 No  

Interest in politics (ANES, 2010a) 

 

6. In general, how interested are you in American politics and public affairs?      
 Very interested  
 Somewhat interested  
 Slightly interested 
 Not at all interested  

 
7. We’re interested in different ways people hear about or talk about politics. How often 

does the subject of politics come up in each of the following situations (a lot, some, 
hardly ever, never, does not apply)? 

 At work  
 At your church or place or worship  
 In conversations with friends  
 In conversations with family  
 In conversations on an Internet forum or blog 

 
Traditional political participation among citizens (ANES, 2010a) 

 

8. Are you currently registered to vote in the U.S.?    
 Yes, I am registered to vote (go to Q7b) 
 No, I am not registered to vote (go to Q7a) 
 Not sure  (go to Q7a) 
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9. Have you ever been registered to vote in the U.S.?    
 Yes (go to Q7b) 
 No (go to Q8) 
 Not sure (go to Q8) 

 
10. In talking to people about elections, we often find that a lot of people were not able to 

vote because they weren't registered, they were sick, or they just didn't have time.  Did 
you happen to vote in the 2012 U.S. Presidential election?    

 Yes 1 (go to Q7c) 
 No (go to Q8) 

 
11. Which candidate did you vote for in the 2012 U.S. Presidential election?    
 Barack Obama (Democrat)  
 Mitt Romney (Republican)  
 Another candidate, please specify: 
 Choose not to identify candidate 
  

Future political participation (Kononova et al., 2011) 

 

12. In the future, would you like to become a U.S. citizen? 
 Yes (go to Q7*a) 
 No 
 Not sure 

 
13. If you were to be a U.S. citizen, would you register to vote?  
 Yes 
 No 
 Not sure 

 
14. If you were to be a U.S. citizen, would you vote in the November 2016 Presidential 

Elections? 
 Yes 
 No 
 Not sure 

 

Party ID (ANES, 2010a) 

 

15. Generally speaking, do you think of yourself as a... 
 Republican  (go to Q8a) 
 Democrat  (go to Q8b) 
 Independent (go to Q8c) 
 Another party, please specify: (go to Q8c) 
 No preference  (go to Q8c) 
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16. Would you call yourself a... 
 Strong Republican  
 Not very strong Republican  

 
17. Would you call yourself a... 
 Strong Democrat  
 Not very strong Democrat  

 
18. Do you think of yourself as closer to the...    
 Republican Party  
 Democratic Party  

 
Ideological self-placement (ANES, 2010a) 

 

19. In general, do you think of yourself as… 
 Extremely liberal  
 Liberal  
 Slightly liberal  
 Moderate, middle of the road  
 Slightly conservative  
 Conservative 
 Extremely conservative 

 
Non-electoral participation (ANES, 2010a) 

 

20. People may also be involved in civic and political activities. In the past 12 months, have 
you…  (Choose all that apply) 

 Attended a political protest or rally  
 Contacted a government official  
 Volunteered or worked for a Presidential  
 campaign  
 Volunteered or worked for another political  
 candidate, issue, or cause  
 Given money to a Presidential campaign (only for citizens and green card holders) 
 Given money to another political candidate,  
 issue, or cause (only for citizens and green card holders) 
 Worked with others in your community to  
 solve a problem  
 Served on a community board  
 Written a “letter to the editor”  
 Commented about politics on a message  
 board or Internet site  
 Held a publicly elected office (only for citizens) 
 None of these  
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Political efficacy (ANES, 2010b) 

 

21. How much do American government officials care what people like you think?  
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount 
 A little 
 Not at all 

 
22. How much can people like you affect what the American government does?   
 A great deal  
 A lot 
 A moderate amount 
 A little 
 Not at all 

 
Trust in government (ANES, 2010b) 

 
23. How often does the federal government do what most Americans want it to do?  
 Always   
 Most of the time  
 About half the time 
 Once in a while 
 Never 

 
American media use (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

24. How often do you use English-language (American) media in the United States? 
 Never 
 Rarely 
 Sometimes 
 Often 
 All the time 

 
American media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

25. Different people use different sources to get information about politics. Listed below are 
several English-language media from which people may gather political information. 
Please indicate how much attention do you pay to news about U.S. politics on each of 
these media below (none, little, somewhat, much, and great deal)?  

 Radio (American, English language)  
 Paper newspapers  (American, English language)  
 Magazines (American, English language)  



 

186 

 Television (American, English language) 
 Internet news sites (American, English language)  
 Internet blogs (American, English language) 

 
Ethnic/American identity (Klandermans et al.) 

 

26. I feel connected to Americans 
 Strongly Agree  
 Agree  
 Undecided 
 Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree 

 
27. I like to be seen as an American 
 Strongly Agree  
 Agree  
 Undecided 
 Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree 

 
28. I feel connected to my ethnic community (Russian, Ukrainian, Byelorussian, Armenian, 

or representative of other nation of the former Soviet Union) 
 Strongly Agree  
 Agree  
 Undecided 
 Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree 

 
29. I like to be seen as a member of my ethnic community (Russian, Ukrainian, or  

representative of other nation of the former Soviet Union) 
 Strongly Agree  
 Agree  
 Undecided 
 Disagree 
 Strongly Disagree 

 
Co-ethnic engagement (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

30. Have you volunteered or donated money to any of the following organizations in the 
United States: (Select all that apply) 

 Russian (Ukrainian, Armenian, or other ethnic) churches or religious organizations 
 Russian (Ukrainian, Armenian, or other ethnic) nonprofit organizations such as the local  
 Russian American Association or the like 
 Russian American political organizations 
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Home country media (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

31. Some immigrants, even after they move to the United States, continue to use media from 
their home countries. How often do you use media from your country of origin in the 
United States? 

 Never 
 Rarely 
 Sometimes 
 Often 
 All the time 

 
Home country media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

32. Please indicate how much attention do you pay to news about U.S. politics on each of 
these media below (none, little, somewhat, much, and great deal)?  

 Radio (from your country of origin)  
 Paper newspapers (from your country of origin)  
 Magazines (from your country of origin)  
 Television  (from your country of origin)  
 Internet news sites (from your country of origin)  
 Internet blogs (from your country of origin) 

 

Ethnic media (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

33. Some of you might have already discovered ethnic (diaspora) media in the United States.  
Such media are aimed at immigrants and might come in variety of languages (Russian, 
Ukrainian, English, etc). How often do you use ethnic/diaspora media in the United 
States. 

 Never 
 Rarely 
 Sometimes 
 Often 
 All the time 

 

Ethnic media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

34. Please indicate how much attention do you pay to news about U.S. politics on each of 
these media below (none, little, somewhat, much, and great deal)? 

 Radio (diaspora/ethnic)  
 Paper newspapers (diaspora/ethnic)  
 Magazines (diaspora/ethnic)  
 Television  (diaspora/ethnic)  
 Internet news sites (diaspora/ethnic)  
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 Internet blogs (diaspora/ethnic) 
 

Social media use (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

35. Lastly, we would like to ask you about your social media habits. How often do you use 
social media (e.g. Facebook, Twitter, Odnoklassniki, etc)? 

 Never 
 Rarely 
 Sometimes 
 Often 
 All the time 

 
Social media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 
36. Please indicate how much attention do you pay to news about U.S. politics on each of 

these social media below (none, little, somewhat, much, and great deal)? 
 Facebook  
 Twitter  
 Reddit  
 Tumblr  
 Instagram  
 Odnoklassniki  
 V Kontakte 

 
Demographics (ANES, 2010b) 

 

37. What state do you live in? (Select from the list) 
 

38. Are you male or female? 
 Male 
 Female 

 
39. What year were you born? 

 
40. What is the highest degree or level of school you have completed? 
 Some high school or less  
 High school diploma (go to Q 41) 
 Some college (go to Q42) 
 Associate's degree (go to Q41 and Q42) 
 Bachelor's degree (go to Q42) 
 Some graduate school (go to Q42) 
 Master's degree or equivalent (go to Q42) 
 Doctorate, law or medical degree or equivalent (go to Q42) 
 Not sure/Not applicable 

 



 

189 

41. Did you complete your high school education in the United States? 
 Yes 
 No 

 
42. Did you complete your college or higher degree in the United States? 
 Yes 
 No 

 
43. What is your marital status? 
 Married (go to question 44) 
 Widowed (go to question 44) 
 Divorced (go to question 45) 
 Separated (go to question 45) 
 Never married 

 
44. Was your husband/wife born in the United States? 
 Yes 
 No 

 
45. Was your ex-husband/wife born in the United States? 
 Yes 
 No 

 
46. Which of the following best describes your ethnic background?   
 Armenian 
 Azerbaijani 
 Belarusian 
 Georgian 
 Estonian 
 Jewish 
 Kazakh 
 Latvian 
 Lithuanian 
 Moldavian 
 Russian 
 Tajik 
 Ukrainian 
 Uzbek 
 Other (please specify) 

 
47. What was your total household income in the past 12 months ….   
 Less than $12,000 
 $12,001 to $52,000 
 $52,001 or more 

 



 

190 

 
 
 

Информированное согласие (Russian) 

 
Спасибо большое за то, что Вы согласились участвовать в этом исследовании, которым 
руководит ученый из Университета Флориды. Цель этого исследования -- больше узнать о 
политических взглядах иммигрантов и о их медиа предпочтениях. 
Участие в этом исследовании полностью добровольное и если Вы решите не отвечать на 
вопросы опросника, это не будет иметь никаких для Вас последствий. Вы не обязаны 
отвечать на вопросы, на которые Вы не хотите отвечать. Здесь нет правильных или 
неправильных ответов, только Ваше ценное мнение. Если Вы ответите на вопросы 
опросника, информация, которую Вы предоставите будет держаться в секрете согласно 
мерам, предусмотренным законом. Этот проект не предусматривает компенсации или 
других прямых выгод за участие в нем. По вопросам относительно Ваших прав как 
участника исследования, вы можете обрашаться в офис IRB, Университета Флориды, а/я 
112250, Геинсвиль, Флорида 32611; (352) 392-0433. 
Результаты исследования станут базой для докторской диссертации, научных работ, 
которые будут представлены на академических конференциях, и публикаций. Чтобы 
ответить на вопросы опросника, Вам понадобится 10-15 минут. Участие в этом опросе не 
должно создать никаких физических, психологическиз или экономических рисков. Если у 
Вас возникнут вопросы по поводу этого исследования, пожалуйста обращайтесь к 
Доктору Девиду Острову dostroff@jou.ufl.edu или Наталье Дмитроченко 
natatv777@ufl.edu. 
 
Я прочитал информацию выше и имею представление о моих правах   
 

 Согласен/Согласна 
 Не согласен/Не согласна 

 
Screening questions (ANES, 2010a) 

 
1. В какой стране Вы родились?   
 Армения 
 Азербайджан 
 Беларусь 
 Эстония 
 Казахстан 
 Латвия 
 Литва 
 Молдова 
 Россия 
 Таджикистан 
 Украина 
 Узбекистан 
 Другая страна 

mailto:dostroff@jou.ufl.edu
mailto:natatv777@ufl.edu
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2. В каком году Вы переехали в США? 
 

3. Вы гражданин/ка США?    
 Да (go to question 4) 
 Нет (go to question 5) 

 
4. В каком году Вы получили гражданство?  
 Пожалуйста укажите год в котором Вы получили гражданство, например, 1952 или 

2000 
 

5. У Вас есть грин-карта?    
 Да  
 Нет 

 
Interest in politics (ANES, 2010a) 

 

6. В целом, насколько Вы интересуетесь американской политикой и 
государственными делами?      

 Очень интересуюсь  
 В какой-то степени  
 Немного интересуюсь  
 Не интересуюсь совсем  

 
7. Нам интересно узнать о разных ситуациях в которых люди слышат или говорят о 

политике.  Как часто тема политики возникает в каждой из следующих ситуаций 
(часто, иногда, почти никогда, никогда, не относится ко мне)? 

 На работе  
 В церкве или другом религиозном учреждении 
 В разговорах с друзьями 
 В разговорах с семьей  
 В разговорах на Интернет форумах или блогах  

 
Traditional political participation among citizens (ANES, 2010a) 

 

8. В данный момент, зарегистрированы ли Вы для голосования в США?  
 Да, у меня есть регистрация  (go to Q10) 
 Нет, у меня нет регистрации (go to Q9) 
 Не уверен/а (go to Q9) 

 
9. У Вас когда-нибудь была регистрирация для голосования в США?  
 Да (go to Q10) 
 Нет (go to Q11) 
 Не уверен/а (go to Q10) 
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10. Разговаривая с людьми о выборах, мы часто слышим, что многие не имели 

возможности проголосовать, потому что у них не было регистрации, они были 
больны, или у них просто не было времени. Проголосовали ли Вы в 2012 
Президенстских выборах в США? 

 Да (go to Q11) 
 Нет (go to Q12) 

 
11. За какого кандидата Вы проголосовали на 2012 Американских Президентских 

выборах?    
 Барак Обама (Демократ)  
 Митт Ромни (Республиканец)  
 Другой кандитат, пожалуйста укажите его/ее фамилию 
 Предпочитаю не называть имя кандитата 

 
Future political participation (Kononova et al., 2011) 

 

12. В будущем Вы хотели бы стать гражданином (гражданкой) Америки? 
 Да (go to Q13) 
 Нет (go to Q15) 
 Не уверен/а (go to Q15) 

 
13. Если бы Вы были гражданином (гражданкой) США, зарегистрировались ли бы Вы 

для голосования?  
 Да (go to Q14) 
 Нет (go to Q15) 
 Не уверен/а (go to Q15) 

 
14. Если бы Вы были гражданином (гражданкой) США, проголосовали  бы Вы на 

ноябрских 2016 Президентских выборах в США? 
 Да 
 Нет 
 Не уверен/а 

 
Party ID (ANES, 2010a) 

 
15. В целом, Вы себя считаете... 
 Республиканцем (go to Q16) 
 Демократом (go to Q17) 
 Независимым (go to Q18) 
 Приверженцем другой партии (пожалуйста укажите какой) (go to Q18) 
 Нет предпочтений (go to Q18) 

 
16. Вы себя считаете... 
 Сильным приверженцем Республиканцев  
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 Не очень сильным приверженцем Республиканцев  
 

17. Вы себя считаете... 
 Сильным приверженцем Демократов  
 Не очень сильным приверженцем Демократов  

 
18. Какая из партий Вам ближе...    
 Республиканская партия  
 Демократическая партия  

 

Ideological self-placement (ANES, 2010a) 

 

19. В целом, вы считаете себя человеком… 
 Очень либеральных взгядов  
 Либеральных взглядов  
 Слегка либеральных взглядов  
 Умеренных взглядов (по средине)  
 Слегка консервативных взглядов  
 Консервативных взглядов 
 Очень консервативных взглядов 

 

Non-electoral participation (ANES, 2010a) 

 

20. Люди также могут участвовать в гражданских и политических делах. В последние 
12 месяцев, вы...  (отметьте все категории, которые к Вам относятся) 

 Участвовали в политическом протесте или ралли  
 Связывался с государственными чиновниками  
 Работали волонтером или за оплату для Президентской кампании  
 Работали волонтером или за оплату для другого политического кандидата или для 

решения какого-то политического вопроса  
 Жертвовал деньги на президентскую кампанию (only for citizens and green card 

holders) 
 Жертвовал деньги для другого политического кандидата или для решения какого-

то политического вопроса (only for citizens and green card holders) 
 Работал вместе с представителями своей общины для решения какой-то проблемы 
 Служил в общественной коллегии  
 Писал/а «письмо редактору»  
 Писал комментарий о политике на форуме или Интернет сайте  
 Занимал публичную выборную должность (only for citizens) 
 Ничего из этого не относится ко мне  

 
Political efficacy (ANES, 2010b) 

 

21. Как Вы полагаете, насколько сильно американских государственных чиновников 
заботит мнение таких людей, как Вы?  
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 Очень сильно  
 Сильно 
 Умеренно 
 Слегка 
 Нисколько 

 
22. Насколько такие люди как Вы могут повлиять на то, что делает Американское 

правительство? 
 Очень сильно  
 Сильно 
 Умеренно 
 Слегка 
 Нисколько 

 
Trust in government (ANES, 2010b) 

 

23. Как часто федеральное правительство делает то, что желает большиство 
американцев, чтобы оно делало?  

 Всегда 
 Большую часть времени  
 Примерно в половине случаев 
 Изредка 
 Никогда 

 
American media use (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

24. Как часто Вы читаете, смотрите, или слушаете в США американские средства 
массовой информации (на английском языке)?  

 Никогда 
 Изредка 
 Иногда 
 Часто 
 Все время 

 
American media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

25. Разные люди предпочитают узнавать о политике из разных средств массовой 
информации. Внизу представлен список из нескольких англоязычных медиа, из 
которых граждане могут получать политическую информацию.  Пожалуйста 
укажите сколько внимания Вы уделяете новостям об Американской политике при 
использовании каждого нижеперечисленных средств массовой информации 
(нисколько, чуть-чуть, отчасти, много, очень много)? 

 Радио (американское, на анлийском языке)  
 Печатные газеты (американские, на анлийском языке)  
 Журналы (американские, на анлийском языке)  
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 Телевидение (американское, на анлийском языке)  
 Новостные интернет сайты (американские, на анлийском языке)  
 Интернет блоги (американские, на анлийском языке) 

 
Ethnic/American identity (Klandermans et al.) 

 

26. Я ощущаю душевное единство с американцами  
 Полностью согласен/полностью согласна 
 Согласен/согласна 
 Не определился/не определилась 
 Не согласен/не согласна 
 Абсолютно не согласен/ абсолютно не согласна 

 
27. Я хочу чтобы меня воспринимали как американца  
 Полностью согласен/полностью согласна 
 Согласен/согласна 
 Не определился/не определилась 
 Не согласен/не согласна 
 Абсолютно не согласен/ абсолютно не согласна 

 
28. Я ощущаю душевное единство с представителями моей этнической общины 

(русскими, украинцами, белоруссами, армянами, или представителями других 
национальностей бывшего Советского Союза)    

 Полностью согласен/полностью согласна 
 Согласен/согласна 
 Не определился/не определилась 
 Не согласен/не согласна 
 Абсолютно не согласен/ абсолютно не согласна 

 
29. Я хочу чтобы меня воспринимали как представителя моей этнической общины 

(русского, украинца, армянина, или как представителя других национальностей 
бывшего Советского Союза)  

 Полностью согласен/полностью согласна 
 Согласен/согласна 
 Не определился/не определилась 
 Не согласен/не согласна 
 Абсолютно не согласен/ абсолютно не согласна 

 
Co-ethnic engagement (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

30. Работали ли Вы волонтером или жертвовали ли Вы деньги на благо 
нижеперечисленных организаций в США (выберете все категории, которые к Вам 
относятся)  

 Русские (украинские, армянские, или другие этнические) церкви или 
религиозные организации 
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 Русские (украинские, армянские, или другие этнические) некоммерческие 
организации, как например местные русско-американские ассоциации и 
подобные виды организаций 

 Русско-американские политические организации  
 

Home country media (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

31. Некоторые иммигранты даже после переезда в Соединненные Штаты, продолжают 
пользоваться средствами массовой информации из их страны происхождения. Как 
часто будучи в США Вы читаете, слушаете, или смотрите медиа из Вашей страны 
происхождения? 

 Никогда 
 Изредка 
 Иногда 
 Часто 
 Все время 

 
Home country media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

32. Пожалуйста укажите сколько внимания Вы уделяете новостям об Американской 
политике при использовании каждого из нижеперечисленных средств массовой 
информации (нисколько, чуть-чуть, отчасти, много, очень много)?  

 Радио (из Вашей страны происхождения)  
 Печатные газеты (из Вашей страны происхождения)  
 Журналы (из Вашей страны происхождения) 
 Телевидение  (из Вашей страны происхождения) 
 Новостным интернет-сайтам (из Вашей страны происхождения) 
 Интернет блогам (из Вашей страны происхождения) 

 
Ethnic media (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

33. Некоторые из Вас возможно уже ознакомились с средствами массовой информации 
этнических груп (диаспоры) в США. Такие медиа ориентированы на иммигрантов 
и могут быть на разных языках (русском, украинском, английском,  и т.д.) Как 
часто Вы читаете, слушаете, или смотрите медиа Вашей этнической группы 
(диаспоры) в США ? 

 Никогда 
 Изредка 
 Иногда 
 Часто 
 Все время 
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Ethnic media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

34. Пожалуйста укажите сколько внимания Вы уделяете новостям об Американской 
политике при использовании каждого из нижеперечисленных средств массовой 
информации (нисколько, чуть-чуть, отчасти, много, очень много)? 

 Радио (Вашей диаспоры) 
 Печатные газеты (Вашей диаспоры)  
 Журналы (Вашей диаспоры)  
 Телевидение  (Вашей диаспоры)  
 Новостные интернет сайты (Вашей диаспоры)  
 Интернет блоги (Вашей диаспоры) 

 
Social media use (Seo & Moon, 2013) 

 

35. В заключении, мы бы хотели спросить Вас о социальных сетях. Как часто Вы 
пользуетесь социальными сетями (Facebook, Twitter, Odnoklassniki, и т.д.)? 

 Никогда 
 Изредка 
 Иногда 
 Часто 
 Все время 

 

Social media attention (Painter, 2011; Strömbäck & Shehata) 

 

36. Пожалуйста укажите сколько внимания Вы уделяете новостям об Американской 
политике при использовании каждого из нижеперечисленных социальных 
ресурсов(нисколько, чуть-чуть, отчасти, много, очень много)? 

 Facebook  
 Twitter  
 Reddit  
 Tumblr  
 Instagram  
 Odnoklassniki  
 V Kontakte 

 
Demographics (ANES, 2010b) 

37. В каком штате Вы проживаете? (Выберете из списка) 
 

38. Вы мужчина или женщина?  
 Мужчина  
 Женщина  

 
39. В каком году Вы родились? 

 
40. Какую наивысшую степень образования Вы получили?   
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 Неполное среднее школьное образование (go to Q41) 
 Полное среднее школьное образование  (go to Q41) 
 Неполное высшее образование (go to Q41) 
 Диплом ПТУ, техникума (или амер. Associate's degree) (go to Q41) 
 Диплом бакалавра (go to Q42) 
 Незаконченная магистратура/аспирантура/юридическое или медицинское 

образование  (go to Q42) 
 Диплом магистра или эквивалент  (go to Q42) 
 Диплом доктора наук (doctorate), юриста,  врача,  или эквивалент  (go to Q42) 
 Не уверен/Не относится ко мне 

 
41. Вы закончили школу в США?  
 Да 
 Нет 

 
42. У вас есть американское высшее образование?  
 Да 
 Нет 

 
43. Какова Ваша семейная ситуация? 
 Женат/замужем (go to question 44) 
 Вдовец/вдова (go to question 44) 
 Разведен (go to question 45) 
 Живу отдельно от мужа/жены (go to question 45) 
 Никогда не был/а женат/замужем 

 
44. Ваш муж/жена родился/родилась в США?  
 Да 
 Нет 

 
45. Ваш бывший муж/жена родился/родилась в США? 
 Да 
 Нет 

 
46. Какая из нижеперечисленных категорий лучше всего описывает Ваше этническое 

происхождение?  
 Армянин/армянка 
 Азербайджанец/азербайджанка 
 Беларус/ка 
 Грузин/ка 
 Эстонец/эстонка 
 Еврей/ка 
 Казах/казашка 
 Латвиец/латвийка 
 Литовец/литовка 
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 Молдован/молдованка 
 Русский/русская 
 Таджик/таджичка 
 Украинец/украинка 
 Узбек/узбечка 
 Другая (укажите пожалуйста какая): 

 
47. Каков Ваш общий домашний доход за последние 12 месяцев … 
 Меньше чем $12,000 
 От $12,001 до $52,000 
 $52,001 или больше 
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