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ABSTRACT

Iranian Jews are one of the largest immigrant populations residing in Los
Angeles. According to the Los Angeles Jewish Population Survey 97, the population of
Iranian Jews was an estimated 16,782. Today, the current estimation is close to 30,000.
Iranian Jews in Los Angeles are a significant and fast growing group within the American
community. Since the first mass of Iranian immigrants arrived to the United States
during the Islamic Revolution in 1979, they have experienced different stages of
acculturation and assimilation. They encounter challenges of integrating to the host
culture or maintaining traditions from their birth country. For those who are born outside
of Iran may also face a conflict of identity. This exploratory study is a quantitative
inquiry into these acculturation and assimilation patters of Iranian Jews in Los Angeles.

The instruments used in this study include a survey questionnaire, cross
generational focus group and individual interviews. The questionnaire exists in two
languages, English and Farsi. The survey was sent via e-mail to Iranian Jews from
several lists of Iranian Jewish organizations. Using a snowball effect of sampling,
participants were asked to forward the online survey to other Iranian Jews. The survey
was also handed out to the board members of the Iranian American Jewish Federation
and at other lectures that targeted an Iranian Jewish audience. 582 participants took part
in the completing the survey. The examination of the trends and patterns of Iranian Jews
in Los Angeles is very beneficial to the Iranian Jewish community, its agencies and the

American Jewish community. Identifying and understanding how the community




classifies itself among the larger population can help prepare future generations. This

study has the potential to impact the area of Jewish communal service.




Chapter 1
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

As part of the Hebrew Union College (HUC) requirements for a dual Masters degree, |
have elected to write my Master’s thesis on Iranian Jewry in Los Angeles. As an Iranian Jew
who has personally experienced immigrating to a new country, [ identify with the process of
adjustment and integration of Iranian Jews into American society. I believe that the findings
will be especially important to the Iranian Jewish community in helping it to better understand
the trends that will shape and influence this important segment of our Los Angeles community.
This thesis has been inspired due to the lack of recent, local research on this group’s adaptation
to life in the United States, what they believe the needs of the community are and how they
perceive themselves within the host country since the great mass of immigrants arrived to the
states after 1979. In order to understand the process of acculturation and assimilation during the

large influx of Iranian Jews after the Islamic Revolution, this thesis uses a prior HUC thesis that

focused on Iranian Jewish life and adjustment in Los Angeles as a point of reference.

In order to be conscious of an immigrant group’s process of assimilation, acculturation, identity
and affiliation, it is necessary to determine what these key terms mean. In addition, by studying
issues that are common to many immigrant groups, the Iranian Jewish experience may be better

understood.

Note: The term Iranian and Persian will be used interchangeably in this study.




Chapter 2
LITERATURE REVIEW

A BRIEF HISTORY OF THE IMMIGRATION OF IRANIAN JEWS

In order to understand the psyche behind the influx of Iranian Jewish immigrants that
migrated to the United States, it is necessary to describe the events that occurred in 1978 which
was the primary year that resettlement in the United States began. The events of 1978 were vital
to the future of Iranian Jews. The word of a fanatic regime taking over Iran was spreading and
Iranian Jews began to worry about their future in Iran. The Islamic Revolution of 1979 in Iran
brought to power a government bases on fundamental religious principles. In order to protect
themselves from the persecution that they would eventually face, more than 25,000 Iranian Jews
immigrated to the United States (Netzer, 1996). Since the community has never has an official
census, it is not possible to give an official number of Iranian Jews residing in Los Angeles
today.

When the mass of Iranian Jews resettled in Los Angeles in 1979 and onward they brought
with them non-material (rituals and a value system) as well as material (artifacts), that are
products of Iranian culture (Netzer, 1996). Bringing their heritage from their birth country to the
new host country was inevitable. Iranian Jews faced challenges in the United States. They are

faced with reconciling Iranian political, economic, legal and educational concepts with a secular,

democratic system of government (Netzer, 1996). The basic value system that defines Iranian

culture has remained unchanged. An impermeable boundary remains in place that defines
religious and social traditions (Netzer, 1996). In the United States there is a distinct separation

between one’s responsibility to the state and the obligation to one’s religion. This is an entirely




new concept for Iranian Jews. The practice of one’s religion without any fear of reprisal from

the dominant society or the government is a new phenomenon for the Iranian Jews (Netzer,
1996). Further more, Iranian Jews are attempting to determine their identity as an Iranian, a Jew
or an American. There is an attempt to reconcile what they perceive as self-interest with the
depth of closeness and commitment to family and community that has always remained to be a
significant characteristic of the Iranian heritage (Netzer, 1996). The history of Iranian Jews is of
great interest and is a subject that has been explored and studied by academic institutions and
private researchers. To learn more about the history of Iranian Jews a list of appropriate

literature is included at the end of this study.




THEORIES OF ACCULTURATION AND ASSIMILATION

The process of adjusting and adapting to a new environment often occurs through the
experience of acculturation and assimilation. There is a wealth of literature focusing on the
subject of acculturation and assimilation. In this literature review, the researcher will discuss old
and current theories and explore how theories have shifted and changed. This section will also
continue to discuss identity factors such as language that are viewed as relevant in understanding
the patterns, trends and findings of immigrant groups.

Theories of acculturation and assimilation have evolved through out the centuries. The most

ancient psychological discussion of acculturation appears to be that of Plato in 348 BC. In the

early 19" century, DeTocqueville speculated about acculturation processes in Europe and

America. The word “acculturation” was first used in 1880, and by 1990 scholars were already
writing histories of acculturation theory (Rudmin, 2003). In 1835 DeTocqueville witnessed the
merge of two cultures coming together in order to form one homogeneous population suitable to
the needs of a nation state. To state his theory he wrote,
“If this tendency to assimilation brings foreign nations closer to each other, it must a
fortiori prevent descendants of the same people from becoming aliens to each other. The
time will therefore come when one hundred and fifty millions of men will be living in
North America, equal in condition, the progeny of one race, owing their origin to the
same cause, and preserving the same civilization, the same language, the same religion,
the same habits, the same manners, and imbued with the same opinions, propagated under

the same forms. The rest is uncertain, but this is certain; and it is a fact new to the world-




a fact fraught with such portentous consequences as to baffle the efforts even of the

imagination” (DeTocqueville, 1935/1945).

As centuries have passed since DeTocqueville’s writings, some ideas of acculturation and
assimilation have altered to a great degree, and some notions have maintained the same.
According to sociologist Healey, Assimilation and pluralism are the two concepts that allow for
the existence of two different cultures to reside together. He defines assimilation as a “process in
which formerly distinct and separate groups merge and become one. As a society undergoes
assimilation, differences between groups begin to decrease” (Massey, 1995). Healey states that
pluralism “exists when groups maintain their individual identities. In a pluralistic society, groups
remain separate and their cultural and social differences persist over time. Although, the two
concepts present differing paths they often occur together in varying combinations. It is the
norm for a minority group to experience assimilation and pluralism. Healey states, “Virtually
every minority group in the United States has a number of members who are assimilating and
others who are preserving or reviving traditional culture” (Massey, 1995). Since, assimilation
rather than pluralism has often been set as the main goal of the native and host countries, the next
part of the study will focus and types of assimilation and the central role they play in recent
theories.

The melting pot process has been the most recognized and powerful image of
assimilation. The melting pot is a “process in which different groups come together and
contribute in roughly equal amounts to create a common culture and a new unique society™
(Massey, 1995) However, currently sociologist believe that the concept of melting pot is limited

and is considered to be out of date. Sociologists state that *“it does not accurately describe the




experience of many minority groups (Abrahamson, 1980, 152-154). Historically, the melting pot
was imbedded in the idea of Americanization or Anglo-conformity. These terms are used to
describe an assimilation design that maintains the predominance of the American society. Under
Anglo-conformity, there is little sharing of cultural traits, and immigrant and minority groups are
expected to adapt to Anglo-conformity culture as fast as possible. For centuries this concept has
excluded immigrant groups and minorities from being part of the mainstream society (Massey,
1995). It also caused greater conflict for the immigrant groups who were caught in the middle of
maintaining traditional roots or losing much of their heritage to be accept in the American
society.

A sociologist who has done extensive research on assimilation is Milton Gordon. Gordon
argues that assimilation could be a very lengthy process and would typically begin with changes
in language and culture. Over a pepiod of time, perhaps decades or generations, assimilation
would be completed when a common sense of people hood among formerly distinct groups
would emerge and prejudice, discrimination and group conflicts over values would decline
(Massey, 1995). Gordon believes in order to understand the stages of assimilation, a distinction
between the cultural and structural components of a society must be made. According to Gordon

culture encompasses all aspects of the way of like associated with a group of people. It includes

language, religious beliefs, customs and rules of etiquette, and the values and ideas people use to

organize their lives and interpret their existence (Massey, 1995). The social structure includes
networks of social relationships, groups, organizations, stratification systems, communities and
families (Massey, 1995). Gordon believes that assimilation develops through stages. Gordon
refers to the first stage as cultural assimilation or acculturation. In this stage, members of the

immigrant group leamn the culture of the dominant group. This means learning the language of




the host country, adopting new value systems or altering the spelling of the family surname
(Massey, 1995). The second stage is referred to as structural assimilation, or integration. This
process occurs when immigrant groups enter the social structures of the larger society. Before a
group can be fully integrated, they must first become acquaintances. The immigrant group can
form such acquaintances in public institutions, such as schools and workplace. The extent of
integration of a particular group can be assessed by comparing them on three dimensions of the
stratification system: income and property, prestige and power. Gordon states that the greater the
equality between the minority and dominant groups, the greater the integration into the
secondary sector (Massey, 1995). Once a group has entered the institutions and public sectors of
the larger society, according to Gordon, the other stages of assimilation will follow inevitably
and certainly, although not necessarily quickly (Massey, 1995).

Robert Blauner, another sociologist argues that the initial relationship between a minority
group and the dominant group is a key factor is shaping all future relationships (Massey, 1995).
Blauner describes immigrant minority groups, in part as voluntary participants in the host

society. He believes that while the decision to immigrate may have been involuntary and

motivated by such pressures as famine or political persecution, immigrant groups have at least

some control over their destination and their position in the host society (Massey, 1995).
Goldlust and Richmond attempted to determine the factors which most often influenced
the acculturation process. The authors measured over 2500 immigrants to Canada on various
demographic variables such as level of income in Canada compared with level of income in their
native country, parents’ occupation, age, and loyalty to Canadian sports teams vs. native sports
teams. Goldlust and Richmond concluded that education and length of residence in Canada were

the most successful predictors of acculturation (Goldlust et al, 1974).




Smither’s socioanalytic model of acculturation is derived from the theories of Hogan and
focuses on the role structure of the individual within the society. In the context of the
socioanalytic model, acculturation is defined as the process by which minorities learn to perform
those roles which are valued by the majority (Smithers, 1982). Specifically, socioanalytic theory
concentrates on the specific qualities of “character structure” which relate to an individual’s
understanding of what is expected of him or her, as well as his or her ability to meet those
expectations (Smithers, 1982). Smither lists the seven skills necessary for successful role
performance in American culture to be; intellect, adjustment, prudence, assertiveness, likeability,
sociability and ego control (Smithers, 1982). He believes that each of these abilities have a
direct effect on the ability and willingness of an individual to acculturate. Smither concludes that
the closer the character and role structure of the minority is to that of the majority, the easier the
process of acculturation will be.

In the behavior/values model of Szapocznik et al., an important distinction is made
between behaviors of the minority and their values. These authors found that while behaviors of
minorities will adjust rather quickly to meet survival needs, these same people’s values tend to
change much slower. In their model, acculturation is a function of the length of time a person is
exposed to the host culture as well as the age and sex of the individual (Szapocznik, et al. 1978).
The length of time of a person’s residence appears to be a reoccurring factor in understanding the
process of acculturation and assimilation.

In order to understand the process of acculturation and assimilation and the many factors
that influence the experience, it may be helpful to examine the elements of the adaptation process

by looking at other refugee and immigrant groups that came to America around the same time

that Iranian Jews did after 1979. Although there are clear differences between these two groups,




Steven Gold found that there are many strong similarities between Vietnamese refugees and
Soviet Jews in the San Francisco Bay Area (Gold, 1985). Gold believes that the two groups have
similarities such as the time frame in which they both came to the Bay Area (mid 1970’s and
onward), both groups began the early stages of adaptation and the process of acculturation and
assimilation at the same time, both are recipients of the same government-sponsored refugee aid,
and both groups faced oppression from their native countries.

Interestingly, the similarities mentioned above are possible descriptions of Iranian Jews who
immigrated to the United States after the Islamic Revolution in 1979. In regards to the
Vietnamese refugees and Soviet Jews, Gold concludes that there is a trend toward rapid
assimilation (Gold, 1985). However, the question of whether this is the same conclusion for
Iranian Jews will be discussed further in this study.

In regards to the comparison of Vietnamese Refugees and Soviet Jews to Iranian Jews, a
panel of experts on Iran in Boston distinguished that Iranian Jews in that metropolitan
community in Massachusetts “did not like to compare themselves with Soviet Jews, whdm they
considered beggar” (Mladinov, 1981). In his research Gold also found that interactions with
resettlement agencies appeared to be considered difficult for the Vietnamese refugees and Soviet
Jews. There appears to be a similar reaction by Iranian Jews who feel that asking for help from
agencies is a shameful act. According to the same Iranian Jews, “only the lowest levels of

Iranian society would ever have to ask for help” (Mladinov, 1981).




Chapter 3
METHODOLOGY

The pattern in which Iranian Jews identify themselves is complex. They recognize that
who they are often consists of three main identities; American, Iranian and Jewish. Since the
influx of Iranian Jews to the United States in 1979, namely to Los Angeles, this group of
immigrants has been experiencing acculturation and assimilation. After close to twenty-five
years, the group consists of generations who were born and raised in Iran, generations that were
born in Iran but raised in the United States, and first generation American born. With such a
diverse group of Iranian Jews, acculturation and assimilation patterns may be multifaceted. It is
also inappropriate to categorized all different generations as having the same social beliefs and
identity. The author’s interest in further understanding how Iranian Jews identify with the mix of
Iranian, American and Jewish life in Los Angles led to this investigation.

The existence of a sizable and significant Iranian population in Los Angeles, both Jewish
and non-Jewish, is an important component to the acculturation and assimilation process of

Iranian Jews and to the sample of this study. The existence of Iranian culture and life is apparent

because of the numerous Persian restaurants, supermarkets, newspapers, magazines,

organizations, radio stations and television programs. Due to the vast availability of Iranian
culture, it may have a strong impact on whether people feel a need to integrate with American

life and culture as opposed to living in a city where Iranian culture is not so strong and available.




Survey Questionnaire

The instruments that were used to compile the survey research consisted of a
questionnaire, individual interviews and a focus group. The questionnaire was designed to
measure and better understand how Iranian Jews identify. The questionnaire consisted of six
different categories. The number of questions in each category varies and each category
classifies one component of identity that can guide in measuring acculturation and assimilation.
The categories include Demographics and Background, Cultural Education, Social Relations,

Patterns of Practice, Pattern of Affiliation and Political Affiliation.

Demography and Background

Demographic and background information is the first section of the survey. It includes
questions such as age, gender, respondent’s country of citizenship; country of birth, the year of
departure from Iran and the year of arrival to the United States (see Appendix B).

The information derived from this section will serve as a major component in
understanding Iranian Jews as individuals and as a community. This data will provide
information on who the respondents are and if they are representative of the greater community.
While some of the variables are used solely for informational purposes, other variables will be
used for descriptive and analytical purposes. Variables such as age, gender and year of arrival
to the United States are used to cross tabulate with other components such as political affiliation

and level of competency of the Persian language. The data obtained from this section can be

useful in understanding the identity patterns and trends of Iranian Jews based on age and gender.




Cultural Education

The main component of this section is language. The language a person identifies with
can be an appropriate determining factor of identity. It is an indicator of the respondent’s
cultural observance, behavior and practice. Although not a direct question of acculturation and
assimilation, it is an important factor of measurement in this survey. This section includes
questions such as the respondent’s competency levels of the Persian language including
speaking, reading, writing and understanding Farsi, the language most spoken growing up and

the language spoken most at home today (see Appendix B).

Social Values

Who people choose to interact with socially can be one determining factor for how they
identify themselves. In the social relations section, the goal was to observe the respondents
social patterns. Do immigrant groups integrate socially with the host country or do they only
associate with people of the same religion and culture? Questions in this section include: Who
do you consider to be your closest friend? If you have Iranian friends, what language is most
spoken with them? How did you meet your closest friends?

A very significant indicator of an individual or group’s acculturation process is the type

and extent to which they profess and adhere to the new society’s values. Being aware of the

predominantly strong values Iranian Jews have this section also examines the respondent’s

social values in regards to issues of family, marriage, intermarriage and the role of woman
and men. In the questionnaire, the respondent’s are instructed to choose one of the
responses from the following scale for the next nine questions. The choices included (A)

Strongly Agree, (B) Agree, (C) Disagree, and (D) Strongly Agree. The questions asked are:




1. Iranian family members have closer ties than American family members, 2. American
couples are more likely to get a divorce than Iranian families, 3. Jewish family members had
stronger ties in Iran than they do in America, 4. In America, Iranian parents do not have as
much authority as they should, 5. A young woman should live with her parents until she gets

married, 6. A young man should live with his parents until he gets married, 7. In my opinion,

it is acceptable for Iranian Jews to marry non-Iranians, 8. In my opinion, it is acceptable for

Iranian Jews to marry non-Jews, and 9. It is better for a mother to be at home than to work.
The literature suggests that a person’s values take the longest of any other factor to change or
to become assimilated. As a new immigrant group, it was expected that Iranian Jews would
remain strongly linked to their culture and social traditions and belief. The above questions
were included in the study to possibly determine the values of Iranian Jews in Los Angeles
and learn where the researcher may find a common pattern or trend in today’s society.

The responses to this section can be used as a microcosm of the acculturation process of
an individual respondent, a sub-group of Iranian Jews, or Iranian Jews as a whole. Are
Iranian Jews acculturating with people outside of the in-group? How might the responses
differ among younger Iranian Jews or those who have lived in the United States for a longer
period of time?

The last question in this section asked the respondent’s whether they would move to Iran
if it changed to a democratic regime. This question was included to understand the influence
that Iran still played in respondent’s adjustment to the host country. Similar to the other

questions in this section, age may be a factor in the respondent’s answer.




Pattern of Practice

This section focuses on patterns of giving and religious practices. The researcher was
interested in knowing if and to what organizations respondents were affiliated and gave
philanthropically. The type of organization that one contributes to philanthropically can
determine what causes they find important and/or identify with. It can also be an indicator of
how aware they are of organizations outside of their own in-group. In order to find out what
groups respondent’s financially contributed to, they were asked to indicate ten organizations that
they were active in.

For the respondent’s degree of religious practice, a list of fourteen Jewish rituals or
customs was provided. Respondents were instructed to indicate which of the rituals they
practiced. The same question was asked for practice in Iran and today in the United States. The
list was developed using a list from a questionnaire question that was used in a prior Hebrew
Union College thesis (Balakhane et al, 1988). With the same lists for Jewish observance in Iran
and the United States, the researcher hopes to not only learn the stated level and nature of
observance in both Iran and the United States, but to compare the two for any significant
changes. Had the overall observance increased or decreased between Iran and the United States?
And for any specific observances? The researcher wanted to know if the increased freedom to

practice religion has had an affect on the respondent’s pattern of practice.

Pattern of Affiliation

As previously mentioned, Iranian Jews living in Los Angeles exist in a blend of three

different identities. However, it is unclear as to which of the three cultures they most identify

with or feel a part of. This section attempts to answer the question of how they affiliate with




being Iranian, American and Jewish, as individual and as a collective community. The culture
one most identifies with can be an indictor of the acculturation and assimilation patterns and can
be informative in understanding how far along they have come in that process. In this section,
participants were instructed to answer six (6) questions using the following scale; (A) Not At All,
(B) To Minimal Extent, (C) To Some Extent, (D) To Great Extent, (E) To A Significant Extent.
The questions states; To what extent is being Iranian, American and Jewish important to you and
To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Iranian, American and Jewish

Community?

Political Affiliation

Representing a large subset of Jews in California, Iranian Jewish political affiliation is
important to know. Although a small section in the questionnaire, understanding an immigrant
group’s voting patterns can be very a powerful indicator of identity. Does the country the
respondent is from have an influence on how they think and vote politically? The questions in

this section include: What political party respondents generally consider themselves to be, if they

voted in the last presidential election (2004), and if they did vote, for which party did they vote

for. The researcher consciously asked the above questions in that particular order to determine if
the last presidential election had a significant impact of the respondents voting pattern. And if

yes, to discover a possible explanation for why there is a significant shift.




Language of Survey Questionnaire

This survey questionnaire was originally written in English. It was transmitted to
respondents via an online survey through Survey Monkey. It was also produced in a hard copy.
Since the researcher was aware that not all Iranian Jews had the sufficient competency of the
English language nor did they all have access to the internet, the questionnaire was produced in a
Farsi translated version. In order to assure that the Farsi version of the questionnaire was
translated correctly and objectively, the person who translated the questionnaire was unrelated to
the study. Two different people translated the questionnaire. One person translated the
questionnaire from English to Farsi, and the second translated from Farsi back to English. This
was done in order to make certain that the translation was consistent and accurate. Where there

was disagreement, adjustments were made to match the original intent of the researcher.
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Individual Interviews and Focus Group

The majority of data for this study was collected from the survey questionnaires, online
and paper. However, two more instruments were used in the data collection process that
provided valuable information and insight to the results of the study; individual interviews and a
focus group.

The individual interviews followed the survey questionnaire. Although, the survey
questionnaire was anonymous, the respondents were given the opportunity to contact the
research if they were interested in participating further. From the number of people who replied,
8 people where chosen for interviews. Due to time constraints, more people could not be
interviewed. The interviewers were asked follow up questions to the questions already answered
in the survey. They were asked to further discuss their ideas, opinions and feelings on questions
of social relation, patterns of practice and affiliation and political affiliation. Each interview
varied in time but ranged from thirty minutes to one hour. The participants were asked what

language they were most comfortable speaking and were informed that all information would

remain confidential. They were told that the information gained in the interview may be used for

the purpose of this study and that no names would be mentioned.

The intent of establishing a focus group was to gain a cross-generational perspective.
The group would be able to provide a different view of the communities’ beliefs that may not be
retrieved from a survey. By having a face-to-face discussion that incorporates analysis from
different generations is valuable. During both the focus group and individual interviews, the

researcher had the opportunity to ask follow up question that would offer more clear and precise




answers and as a result provide understand of what the participant may really be feeling that can
not be portrayed in the survey questionnaire.

The focus group consisted of nine people, varying in age, gender and length of residence
in the United States. The group was comprised of five female participants and four male. The
female participants were 20, 26, 38, 52, and 61 years of age and the male participants were 21,
30, 46, and 65. The participants were asked questions focusing on social relations, patterns of
practice and affiliation and political affiliation. They were also asked how they believe the
future of the Iranian Jews in Los Angeles will unveil. The conversation began by setting the
atmosphere for the rest of the discussion. Participants were informed that all anything stated

would be confidential. The researcher also stated that any information used will be for the sole

purpose of the study and no names will be revealed. Participants were asked to kindly respect

the opinions and views of others and not to repeat or judge what others say outside to this room.
Participants were invited to speak openly and freely without the fear of being judged. The focus
group last about an hour and half. When the conversation was officially concluded by the
researcher, participants remained to discuss the topic further, having been intrigued and
provoked by the subject matter. The information gained from individual interviews and focus
group were significant in that they provided the researcher with greater insight into the

community and possibly with support for the findings.




Sample Population

The study sample consists of those individuals who completed the survey questionnaire
either online, paper version in English or translated in Farsi. The online version of the survey
was initially sent to 70 Iranian Jews on the researchers e-mail list. The cover letter of the survey
asked that all participants forward the survey to other Iranian Jews (See Appendix A). Using the
snowball effect, the survey was being spread via e-mail throughout the Iranian Jewish
community. Since, the survey collection was not controlled directly by the researcher; the exact
number of Iranian Jews who received the survey is unknown. The survey was also e-mailed to
two different organizational lists; the list of the Young Leadership Group of the Iranian
American Jewish Federation and to the list of Eretz-Siamack organization in the Valley. Since
the majority of survey responses from survey monkey were from ages 50 and younger, it was
important for the researcher to target an older generation of Iranian Jews. In order to do so, the
hard copy of the survey in both English and Farsi were distributed to the board of the Iranian
American Jewish Federation (should I specify the number of attendees) and to lectures that
targeted an older generation of Iranian Jewish population. The initial goal of the study was to
receive 200 responses. At the end of the survey collection process, there were a total of 582
survey participants.

The goal of using multiple outlets to distribute and collect the survey questionnaire was

to get as much of a representative sample of Iranian Jews in Los Angeles as was available and

possible. The combination of using a list of predominately young adults, a list of older Iranian

Jews and by using a snowball method of distributing the instrument to a variety of Iranian Jews

was beneficial in providing a good cross-sampling of the Iranian Jewish community in Los




Angles. Respondents would than be varied as to age, immigrant experience, background, social

values, patterns of affiliation and political affiliation. As a result, the data collected can be used

to better represent assimilation and acculturation patterns of the Iranian Jewish community.




Coding the Responses

Once the data collection was completed, the responses were coded for statistical and
descriptive analysis. Using the SPSS statistical analysis program, the response choices to the
close-ended questions were numerically coded. For example, question 3 is coded in the
following way:

What is your country of citizenship?

A. USA-— coded as 1
B. Israel — coded as 2
C. Iran — coded as 3
D. Canada — coded as 4
E. Permanent Resident — coded as 5
F. Other — coded as 6

Most of the questions follow the above pattern of coding. However, some open-ended
questions required a different way of coding. These include question # 13, 26, 27, and 28
which also the participant to choose more than one multiple choice option. The results of
the questions mentioned above will be further explained in the next section.

The information obtained from individual interviews and focus group was not
coded. Since all who were interviewed had previously completed the survey, their
responses from the survey were included in the coding process. The information gained

during the interviews will be used to give greater clarity to the findings.
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Chapter 4
RESULTS

The purpose of this study was to explore the affiliation and identity patterns of Iranian
Jews younger than 50 years of age and to examine the acculturation and assimilation process of
Iranian Jews over the age of 50 in Los Angeles. In addition, the study examined whether there
were any significant and meaningful relationships between the number of years one has lived in

Los Angeles, age and identity factors such as language and social network.

Demographics and Background

The study sample included 582 individuals who returned a survey. Results vary for
individual questions, because all respondents did not choose to answer all questions. Table 1
presents the respondents demographic characteristics including gender, age, country of birth,
country of citizenship, year of departure from country of birth, and year of arrival to the United
States. There were 282 females and 300 males. The results illustrated a representative sample of
gender. Both females and males were represented very closely; females represented 48.2%
(n=282) while males represented 51.3% (#=300) (see Table 1).

The age of participants ranged from 19-90, 8.2% (#»=48) under the age of 19, 54%
(»=316) in the 20-35 age cohort, 23.6% (»=138) in the 36-50 age cohort, and 13.5% (#=79) in
the 51-90 age cohort (see Table 1). The greatest percentage of responses came from the 20-35
age cohort. The method in which the survey instrument was administered may be one reason for
such a result. The online version of the survey was easy and convenient to complete and as a
result those who have access to the internet and are competent in the English language are more

likely to use it, leaving the older, less computer and internet savvy Iranian Jews less inclined to

complete the survey online. A second possible explanation may be the degree of interest in the
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subject matter. From the amount of total participant responses and the attitude toward the study,
it was apparent that the degree of interest in this topic was high. However, Iranian Jews between
the ages of 20 — 35 may have more of an invested interest because they are the generation that is
most conflicted between being Iranian, American and Jewish. This age group associates most
with the non-Iranian community in areas such as school, work and social settings. On the other
hand, they were probably raised in a home with parents who are more “Iranian”, with a different
set of values than what their children observe outside of the home. This may leave this age
cohort living in a mix of both cultures, often in disagreement and tension.

The primary place of birth of the participants was Iran (n=415), with others who were
born in the United States, Israel, Canada and other countries. This finding is not surprising since
a majority of immigrant groups are born outside of host country, often in their native country
(see Table 1). The other countries of birth that were specified were England, Germany, Austria,
Italy and France.

The respondent’s profile also includes country of citizenship, year of departure from

native country and year of arrival to the United States. The results of the above demographic

questions illustrate a trend in the sample population. Of the 576 responses to the question of
citizenship, 88.5% (n= 518) are United States citizens. The year of departure from the country
of birth illustrates significant data. The study found that the majority of respondents departed
their country of birth between the years of 1970- 1978 (#=146) and 1979 — 1988 (n=243) (see
Table 1). The main explanation as to why the Iranian Jewish immigrants came to the United
States predominantly in 1979-1988 is the Islamic Revolution. The political situation in Iran left
the Jews with almost no choice but to leave Iran or possibly face a life of oppression and

persecution. As a result, the influx of Iranian Jews started to immigrate to the states in 1978,




The number of years one has resided in the host country maybe an indicator of the individual’s

acculturation and assimilation process. The result of years living in the United States and other
components will be further examined and discussed in order to discover significant findings.

Table 1. Characteristics of Participants

Characteristic n %
Age
19 and under 48 8.2
20-35 316 54
36-50 138 23.6
51-90 79 13.5
Gender
Female 282 48.2
Male 300 51.5 _
Place of Birth |
USA 122 20.9
Israel 19 3.2
Iran 415 70.9
Canada 3 5
Other 16 2.7
Citizenship
USA 518 88.5
Israel 12 2.1
Iran 23 39
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Table 1. Characteristics of Participants (continued).

Characteristic n %
Canada 3 S
Permanent Resident 5 9
Other 15 2.6

Year of Departure from Country of Birth

Before 1970 33 5.6
1970-1978 146 25.0
1979-1988 243 41.5
1989-1999 40 6.8
After 2000 9 1.5

Year of Arrival to United States

Before 1970 15 26
1970-1978 124 21.2
1979-1988 269 46.0
1989-1999 69 11.8
After 2000 7 1.2
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Cultural Education

Table 2 reports the respondent’s competency level of the Persian language, including
their ability to speak, read, write and understand Farsi. A total of 535 respondents rated their
Farsi speaking as “Well” and “Very Well”. The result of the participant’s reading competency
was closely divided. A total of 50.5 % (n=300) of respondents reported that they were “not at all
“or “not well” skilled in reading Farsi while 47.8 % (n=267) reported that they were “well” or
“very well” skilled in reading Farsi. The table also reports that the majority of participants were
more competent in speaking and understanding skills than in their reading and writing skills.
Whether length of residence was a determining factor in the level of competency will be
analyzed and discussed in the next section of the study.

When asked what language respondents spoke at home while growing up, 75. 4 %
(n= 439) choose Farsi. When asked what language respondents spoke at home today, the

responses where divided between Farsi, English and both equally. 41.4 % (n= 241) reported that

they speak Farsi, 24.7 % (n=144) stated they mostly speak English and 27.7 % (n=161) speak

Farsi and English equally (see Table 3). The findings may indicate that while growing up,
Iranian Jews spoke as the primary language in the home, however, as they integrated more with
the host country, the pattern of only speaking Farsi faded and they adopted English into their
home. The importance and what it may indicate will be further examined in the discussion

section.




Table 2. Level of Competency of Language

Not At All Not Well Very Well

Variables % % %

Speaking . 4.8

Farsi

Reading Farsi 212

Writing Farsi 219

Understanding |

Farsi

Table 3. Language Spoken At Home While Growing Up And Today

Language Spoken In the Home Language Spoken In the

While Growing Up Home Today

% %

Farsi

English

Hebrew

Farsi and English
Equally

Other




Social Relation
In this section, respondents were asked about their social network. When asked, “You
consider most of your close friends to be?” 72.2 % (n= 420) answered Iranian Jew. The question

that followed asked, “What language is spoken with Iranian friends?” The results of this

question were more varied in answer choices than the previous question. 40.5 % (n= 236)

reported that they mostly spoke English with Iranian friends, while 27.5% (#=160) spoke Farsi
and 23.4 % (n= 136) reported they spoke English and Farsi equally (see Table 4). The age of the
participant may be a factor that affects a person’s social network and language preference. Such
components will be further explored using cross tabulations later in this section.

To the question, “How did you meet the people you consider your close friends or see
most often socially?” participants were given the choice to pick two of the answers that most
applied. Since the sum of answers will not be 100%, this question was not coded. However, the
results are as follows. 67.2% (n= 361) reported school, 49.3% (n= 265) said through friends and
23. 6% (n=127) said relatives. Work, through social activities and through nonprofit
organizations were the three responses that were specified when participants provided there own

answer under the other choice.




Table 4

Social network and language preference

Variables

A
Iranian Jew
Iranian Non-Jew
American Jew
American Non-Jew

Other

English
Farsi
English and Farsi

Other 2 3

Note. A= You Consider Most Of Your Close Friends To Be; and B= What Language Is Spoken
With Iranian Friends?

The results of social relations and values varied on the subject matter and question. Table
5 (see next page) reports the findings of the nine questions which addressed social values such as
issues of family, marriage, intermarriage and the role of woman and men. In the original survey
questionnaire, the respondents were instructed to choose from four answer choices; “Strongly
Agree”, “Agree”, “Disagree”, and “Strongly Agree”. For the comprehensiveness of the results,

answer choices “Strongly Agree” and “Agree” where combined into one category while

“Disagree” and “Strongly Disagree” were combined into a second category. To the first




statement, “Iranian Family Members Have Closer Ties than American Family Members” 95.0%
(n= 504) of respondents “agreed”. To the statement, “American Couples Are More Likely to

Divorce than Iranian Couples” 65.1% (n= 379) of respondents “agreed”. 57.2% (n= 333)

“agreed” while 32.4% (n=188) of respondents “disagreed” to the statement, “Jewish Family

Members Have Stronger Ties In Iran Than In America.” To the statement, “Iranian Parents Do
Not Have As Much Authority in America as They Should” the responses were close; 41.7%
(n=243) of respondents “agreed” while 48.8 % (n= 284) “disagreed”. Sixty-two percent
(n=361) of respondents “disagreed” to the statement,” A Young Woman Should Live with Her
Parents until She Gets Married.” To the statement, “A Young Man Should Live with His Parents
until He Gets Married” 73.4 % (n= 427) of respondents “disagreed”. 77.7% (n= 452) of
respondents “agreed” to the statement, “It Is Acceptable for Iranian Jews to Marry Non-Iranian
Jews.” However, when asked, “It Is Acceptable for Iranian Jews to Marry Non-Jews” 74.8%
(n= 435) “disagreed”. To the last statement, “It Is Better for an Iranian Mother to Be At Home
than at Work” 38.5% (n= 224) “agreed” while 51.7% (n=301) “disagreed”. Later in this section,
age will be cross-tabulated with the above results to explore any other indications that the
findings may pose.

To the question, “If the current regime in Iran became a democratic government, would
you back to Iran?” 67.4 % (n= 392) responded “No”, 1.4 % (n= 8) responded “Yes”, 12.5%

(n=73) said they would consider the idea, and 9.8 % (n=57) reported that they did not know.




Table 5. Participants Responses to Questions of Social Values

Social Agree Disagree
Relations

n % n n %

95.0 26 . 530 100

65.1 . 533 100

57.2 . 521 100

41.7 . 527 100

28.5 . 527 100

17.5 . 529 100

71.7 80 . 532 100

15.9 435 . 527 100

385 301 . 525 100

Note. 1 = Iranian Family Members Have Closer Ties than American Family Members;

2 = American Couples Are More Likely To Divorce Than Iranian; 3 = Jewish Family Members
Have Stronger Ties In Iran Than In America; 4 = Iranian Parents Do Not Have As Much
Authority In America As They Should; 5 = A Young Woman Should Live With Her Parents
Until She Gets Married; 6 = A Young Man Should Live With Her Parents Until He Gets
Married; 7 = It Is Acceptable For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Iranian Jews; 8 = It Is Acceptable
For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Jews; 9 = [t Is Better For An Iranian Mother To Be At Home
Than At Work.




Patterns of Practice

Of the 516 participants who responded to the question, “Are You Active in Any
Organizations or Charities” 46.3% (n= 239) said “yes”, while 53.7% (n=277) said “no”. The
next question was open-ended in order to provide the participants with an opportunity to share
what organizations they are a part of or active in. Of the 194 participants who responded, the top
ten organizations are as follows: Iranian American Jewish Federation (including Young
Leadership Division), Nessah Israel Synagogue (including the Young Leadership Division),
Magbit Foundation (including Young Leadership Division), Hadassah, Eretz-Siamack Cultural
Center, AIPAC, Hillel of different campuses, Sinai Temple (including congregation, religious
and day school), The Jewish Federation of Greater Los Angeles, and Chabad. Many of the
responses specified were organizations that could be associated with categories such as Israel
Advocacy, Synagogue and religious affiliations, Jewish daycare, Iranian Jewish young

leadership, Cancer organizations and other medical causes Jewish and non-Jewish.
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Patterns of Affiliation

Tables 6 and 7 (see below) report the degree of importance and affiliation that
respondent’s felt toward being Iranian, American and Jewish. In table 6 resuits of the three
questions regarding the importance of being Iranian, American and Jewish are reported. The
results of all three questions appear in one table for the purpose of making comparisons. When
asked, “To what extent is being Iranian important to you?” a total of 78.4 % responded to some
extent, to a significant extent and to at great extent. The question that followed next asked, “To
what extent is being Jewish important to you?” 56.7 % (n= 330) reported that they found “being
Jewish” important “to a great extent”. When answer choices, “to some extent”, “to a significant
extent” and “to a great extent” were added together, the total was 85.9 % (7= 500). In the third
question, participants were asked, “To what extent is being American important to you?” A total
of 79.4% (n= 462) stated that being American is important “to some extent”, “to a significant
extent” and “to a great extent”. The results illustrate that being Jewish was considered to be the

most important.

Table 6. Patterns of Affiliation

Variables Not At All  To Minimal To Some To A Significant To A Great
Extent Extent Extent Extent
n % =n % n % n % n %
1 19 33 39 6.7 172 29.6 170 292 114 19.6
2 5 9 9 1.5 47 8.1 123 21.1 330 56.7
3 20 34 28 48 171 294 168 289 123 211

Note. 1= To what extent is being Iranian important to you? 2= To what extent is being Jewish
important to you? 3= To what extent is being American important to you?
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Table 7 was designed for the same purpose as table 6. The series of questions in this

table concentrates on whether participants feel part of the Iranian, Non-Iranian and Jewish

community. When asked, “To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the

Iranian community” 76.1% (n= 443) of respondents answered “to a significant extent” or “to a

great extent”. When asked, “To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the

Non-Iranian community” 16.6% (n= 97) reported “not at all” or “to a minimal extent” while

62.0% (n=361) answered “to some extent” and “to a significant extent”.

Table 7. Pattern of Affiliation

Variables

Not At All

To Minimal
Extent

To Some
Extent

To A Significant
Extent

To A Great
Extent

n %

n %

n %

n %

n %

29
17 29

1.5

8.6
80 13.7

39 6.7

195 335
199 34.2

119 204

151 25.9

162 27.8

178

30.6

97 16.7

53 2.1

161 27.7

Note. 1= To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Iranian community?
2= To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Non-Iranian community?
3= To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Jewish community?




Political Affiliation

Table 8 (see below) reports the political affiliation of the participants, including political
party, if they voted in the last election and which party they voted for. 36.9 % (#=215) of
participants who answered the question identified as Republican and 29.2 % (n= 170) responded
as Democrat. The remaining 33.9 % (n= 121) affiliated themselves as Independent, Green, None
of the above and Other. 63.7% (1= 371) of participants voted in the 2004 Presidential Election,
while 23.5% (n= 137) stated that they did not vote. Of those participants who voted in the last
election, 45.5 % (n=265) voted for the Republican Party, and 18.6 % (#=108) voted for the

Democratic Party.

Table 8. Political Affiliation and Voting Patterns

Variables n %

What is your political affiliation?

Republican 215 36.9
Democrat 170 29.2
Independent 47 8.1
Green 1 2
None of the above 56 9.6
Other 17 29

Did you vote in the last presidential election?

Yes 371 63.7
No 137 23.5
Which Party Did You Vote For?
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Table 8. Political Affiliation and Voting Patterns (continued).

Characteristic n
Democrat

Republican




Cross-tabulations

In this section, different components such as age, gender, year of arrival to the United

States were cross-tabulated with several questions in order to explore whether or not there were

any significant findings among age and gender. The results show a more comprehensive pattern

of Iranian Jewish identity and affiliation.

The results from the Cultural Education section, including language show a high and

varied retention of competency in Farsi and the use of the language at home today. The data of

language spoken mostly at home today and the year of arrival to the United States were cross-

tabulated. The results reported that of those who arrived to the United States between 1979-

1988, the majority of the respondents speak Farsi at home today (#=126 of 219 or 263) (see

Table 9). Between the years, 1970-1978 participants’ responses varied amongst speaking Farsi,

English or both equally.

Table 9. Cross-tabulation of Language and Year of Arrival to the United States

Year of Arrival to the United States

Language Before 1970- 1978 1979-1988 1989- 1999 After Total
1 1970 2000

% n % n % n % n % n %
Farsi 4 1.8 38 174 126 576 46 21 5 22 219 100
English 3 3 41 41 47 47 8 8 1 1 100 100
Hebrew 0 0 1 166 4 66.6 1 166 0 0 6 100
Farsi & 6 44 40 292 81 59.1 10 72 0 O 137 100
English
Equally
Other 1 9.0 2 181 5 45.5 2 18.1 1 90 11 100

Note. Language 1 = Language most spoken at home today.
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Table 10 (see below) reports the data of participant’s political affiliation 1
{Generally speaking, you usually consider yourself as?) and age. Of the 215 who
identified as generally affiliating with the Republican Party, 45.1% (#=97) were in the
20-35 age cohort. 30.2% (n= 65) were in the 36- 50 age cohort and 19.1% (n= 41) were
in the 51-90 age cohort. Of the 170 individuals who identified as generally affiliating
with the Democratic Party, 66.5 % (n=113) were in the 20-35 age cohort. While 15.9%
(n=27) were in the 36-50 age cohort and 8.8% (#=15) were in the 51-90 age cohort.
When comparing the 20-35 age cohort, it is important to note that a greater number of
participants in this age cohort responded to affiliating with the Democratic Party (n=113)
than Republican (#=97). When observing the individuals from ages 36-90, there were far
greater numbers who affiliated with the Republican Party (#=106 out of 215) than the

Democratic Party (n=42 out of 170). Fifty-six of the participants responded to “None of

the Above.” 53.6% (n=30) were in the 20-35 age cohort. This group of people could be

“finding” where political fit. Possible indications will follow in the discussion section.

Table 10. Cross-tabulation of Age and Political Affiliation

Age

Political 19 and 20-35 36-50 51-90
Affiliation 1 Under

n % n % n % n %

Republican 12 56 97 45.1 65 30.2 41
Democrat 15 8.8 66.5 27 159 15
Independent 3 . 44,7 16 340 7

Green 100 0




Table 10. Cross-tabulation of Age and Political Affiliation (continued).

Age
Political 19 and 20-35 36 -50 51-90 Total
Affiliation 1 Under
n % n % n % n % n %
None ofthe 7 12.5 30 536 15 268 4 7.1 56 100
Above
Other 4 235 8 470 3 17.6 2 11.8 17 100

Note. Political Affiliation 1 = Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as?

Table 11 (see below) reports the cross-tabulation of Political Affiliation 2 (Did
you vote in the last election?) and age. Of the 371 people who did vote in the 2004
presidential election, 51.2% (n=190) were in the 20-35 age cohort. 29.1% (n=108) were
in the 36-50 age group and 16.9 % (#=63) were in the 51-90 age cohort. Of the 137
participants who did not vote 60.6% (#»=83). Iranian Jews in the 20-35 age group tend to
be the highest voting group while also the group that is the greatest in number of those
who did not vote. Possible indications of data will be examined further in the discussion

section.

Table 11. Cross-tabulation of Age and Political Affiliation

Age
Political 19 and Under 2035 36-50 51-90 Total
Affiliation 2
n % n % n % n % n %
Yes 10 27 19 51.2 108 29.1 63 169 371 100
No 29 21.1 83 60.6 19 139 6 4.4 137 100

Note. Political Affiliation 2 = Did you vote in the last presidential election?
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Table 12 (see below) reports the results of the cross-tabulation of age and Political
Affiliation 3 (If you voted in the 2004 Presidential Election, which party did you vote
for?). Of the 265 participants who voted for the Republican Party, 45% (n= 119) were in
the 20-35 age cohort, 32.5% (n=86) were in the 36-50 age cohort and 19.7% (n=52) were
in the 51-90 age cohort. Of the 108 participants who voted for the Democratic Party,
67.6% (n=73) were in the 20-35 age cohort. 18.6% (n=20) were in the 36-50 and 9.3%
(n=10) were in the 51-90 age cohort. It is important to note that of the 79 individuals in
the 51-90 age cohort who participated in the study, 78.5% (#=62) voted in the last
election, Out of the 316 individuals in the 20-35 age cohort who participated in the
study, 60.8% (n= 192) voted in the 2004 presidential election. Of the 138 individuals in
the 36-50 age cohort who participated in the study, 77% (n=106) voted in the last

election.

Table 12. Cross-tabulation of Age and Political Affiliation

Political 19 and 20-35 36-50 51 -90 Total
Affiliation 3 Under

n % n % n % n % n %
Republican 8 6.7 119 45.0 86 32.5 52 19.7 265 100
Democrat 5 46 73 67.6 20 18.6 10 9.3 108 100

Note. Political Affiliation 3 = If you voted in the last presidential election, which party
did you vote for?
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Table 13. Cross-tabulation of Year Of Arrival To The United States and Political Affiliation

Year of Arrival To The United States

Political Before 1970 1970-1978 1979-1988 1989-1999 Total
Affiliation
3

n % n % n % n % n %
Republican 4 1.7 76 323 135 574 20 85 235 100
Democrat 5 6.1 18 22.0 51 622 8 9.75 82 100

Notre. Political Affiliation = If You Voted In The Last Presidential Election (2004),
Which Party Did You Vote For?

Table 13 (see above) reports the results of the cross-tabulation of year of arrival to
the United States and Political Affiliation 3 (If you voted in the 2004 Presidential
Election, which party did you vote for?). The results report that out of the 235
individuals who voted for the Republican Party, 57.4% (n=135) arrived to the United
States between the years of 1979-1988. 32.3% (n=76) arrived to the United States in
1970-1978. Out of the 82 individuals who voted for the Democratic Party, 62.2% (n=51)
arrived to the United States between the years of 1979-1988 while 22% (n=18) of
participants arrived in 1970-1798. (For my own notes the longer here stiil republican)

Table 14 (see below) reports the results of the cross-tabulation between political
affiliation 1 (Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as?) and gender. The
findings show that out of the 245 females who answered this question, 42.9% (n=105)
affiliated to the Democratic Party, 31.9% (#=78) affiliated with the Republican Party,
and 12.7% (n=31) reported “None of the above.” Of the 261 male who answered this
question, 52.5% (n=137) affiliated with the Republican Party, 24.9% (n=65) affiliated

with the Democratic Party and 9.6% (n=25) responded as “None of the above”. The
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remaining percent were either, Independent, Green or other. Some of the responses to
“QOther” include, conservative, libertarian and “whatever is Pro-Israel and Pro-Jewish.”
Of the 215 of those who responded Republican to this question, 63.7% (n=137) were
male and 36.3% (n=78) were female. And of those 170 who responded as affiliating to

the Democratic Party, 38.2% (n=65) were male while 61.8% (n=105) were female.

Table 14, Cross-tabulation of Gender and Political Affiliation

Female Male
Political Affiliation 1 n % n %
Republican 78 319 137 52.5
Democrat 105 429 65 249
Independent 22 8.9 25 9.6
Green 0 0 1 38
None of the Above 31 12.7 25 9.6
Other 9 3.7 8 3.0
Total 245 100 261 100

Note. Political Affiliation 1 = Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as?

Table 15 (see below) illustrates the results of the cross-tabulation of gender and
political affiliation 2 (Did you vote in the last Presidential Election?). When asked,
“Did you vote in the 2004 presidential election” of the 249 females who participated in
the study, 66.6% (n= 166) said yes while 33.4% (n=83) reported no. 79.2% (n=205 out
of 259) of males voted in the last election. The results also indicate that of the 371

individuals who voted in the last election, 44.7% (#=166) were female voters, while
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55.3% (n=205) were male voters. In regards to the participants who reported that they
did not vote, 60.6% (n=83) were female participants and 39.4% (n=54) were male

participants.

Table 15. Cross-tabulation of Gender and Political Affiliation

Political Affiliation 2
Gender Yes No Total
n % n % n %
Female 166 66.6 83 334 249 100
Male 205 79.2 54 20.8 259 100

Note. Political Affiliation 2= Did You Vote In the Last Presidential Election (2004)?

Table 16 (see next page) reports results of the cross-tabulation between gender
and Political Affiliation 3 (If you voted in the last presidential election (2004), which
party did you vote for?). The results report that out of the 169 females who answered this
question, 64.5% (n=109) voted for the Republican Party. Of the 204 males who
responded to this question, 76.5% (n=156) voted for the Republican party while only

23.5% (n=48) voted for the Democratic Party (See Table 16).
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Table 16. Cross-tabulation of Gender and Political Affiliation

Political Affiliation 3
Gender Democrat Republican Total
n % n % n %
Female 60 355 109 64.5 169 100
Male 48 23.5 156 76.5 204 100

Note. Political Affiliation = If You Voted In The Last Presidential Election (2004),
Which Party Did You Vote For?

Table 17 (see page 48) reports the findings of age and nine social relation
questions. Each question numbered 1 through 9 in the table represents a different
question and the table reports the data for whether respondents agreed or disagreed to
each question. To the first statement, “Iranian family members have closer ties than
American family members” almost all respondents of all age cohorts reported that they
agreed while only a few reported that they disagreed. Of the 42 individuals in the 19 and
under cohort, 39 agreed while only 3 disagreed. In the 20-35 age cohort which has the
highest number of participants who answered this question (#=287), 97.8% (n=272)
agreed to the question. Of the 504 individuals who agreed to question one, 54.0%
(n=272) were in the 20-35 age cohort.

In statement 2 respondents were asked, “American couples are more likely to get
a divorce than Iranian Families.” Of the 379 individuals who agreed to the statement,
53.5% (n=203) were in the 20-35 age cohort. When observing the 36-50 age cohort, the
participants in this cohort are divided between agreed and disagreed. From the total of

131 individuals in this cohort, 64.1% (n=84) agreed while 35.1% (#=47) disagreed. Of

the 154 individuals who disagreed, 30.5% (n=47) of 36-50 age cohort disagreed.




When asked, “Jewish family members had stronger ties in Iran than they do in
America” more individuals in the 19 and under age cohort disagreed (#=26 out of 42)
than agreed (n=16 out of 42). 60.0% (n=168 out of 280) of those in the 20-35 age cohort
agreed to statement 3 while 40.0% (n= 112 out of 280) disagreed. The majority of
individuals in the 36-50 and 51-90 age cohort agreed with the statement, 92 out of 127
and 57 out of 72 respectively.

In statement 4, respondents were asked, “In America, Iranian parents do not have
as much authority as they should.” Of the total who agreed (n=243), 41.4% (n=100) were
in the 20-35 age cohort, 31.7% (n=77) were in the 36-50 age cohort and 23% (n=56)
were in the 51-90 age cohort. Of the total who disagreed (#=284), 65.6% (n=186) were
in the 20-35 age cohort, 17.6% (n=51) were in the 36-50 cohort, 11.6% (n=33) were in
the 19 and under cohort and 4.9% (n=14) were in the 51-90 age cohort. In exploring
each cohort, the results show that in the 19 and under age cohort a greater number of
respondents disagreed 76.7% (n=33 out of 43) than agreed 23.3% (n=10). The majority
of the 20-35 age cohort also disagreed to this statement, 65.1% (7=186 out of 286) while
39.1% (n=100) agreed. The greater number of individuals in the 36-50 age cohort agree
with this statement, 80.0% (n=56 out of 72). The results of the 36-50 age group falls in
between the other age cohorts. The results show that 60.1% (#=77 out of 128) agree
while 39.9% (n=51) disagree.

In statement 5, the respondents were asked, “A young woman should live with her
parents until she gets married.” Of the 527 participants who responded to this question,
361 individuals disagreed and 166 agreed. Of the 361 individuals who disagreed, 62.6%

(n=226) of the respondents were in the 20-35 age cohort, and 19.7% (n=71) were in the
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36-50 age cohort. In the 19 and under group, 85.7% (n=36 out of 42) disagreed. In the
20-35 age cohort, 79.0% (n=226 out of 286) of participants disagreed while 21.0%
(n=60) agreed. In the 36-50 age cohort numbers were close again, 55.0% (#=71 out of
129) disagrees while 45.0% (n=58) report that they agree. The 51-90 age cohort was the
only group where the majority agreed that a woman should live with her parents until she
gets married. 60% (n=42 out of 70) agreed while 40% (»=28) disagreed.

In statement 6, respondents were asked, “A young man should live with his
parents until he gets married.” Of the 529 participants who responded to this question,
427 individuals disagreed while 102 individuals agreed. Of the 427 who disagreed,
61.6% (n=263) were in the 20-35 age cohort, 20.3% (7n=86) were in the 36-50 age cohort,
and the 19 and under and 51-90 age cohort were the same at 9.1% (»=39). When
observing each age cohort and their answer choice, each group had a greater number
disagree with the statement than agree. In the 19 and under group, 90.7% (#=39 out of
43) of participants disagreed, 91.6% (n=263 out of 287) of the 20-35 age cohort reported
that they disagreed with the statement, 66.7% (n=_86 out of 129) of the 36-50 age group
disagreed, and 55.7% (n=39 out of 70) disagreed while 44.3% (n=31) agreed. This age
group was the closest in numbers for this statement.

In statement 7, participants were asked, “In my opinion, it is acceptable for
Iranian Jews to marry non-Iranian Jews.” Of the 532 respondents who answered this
question, 452 agreed with the statement, while 80 individuals disagreed. Of the 452
individuals, 56.9% (n=257) of participants were in the 20-35 age cohort, 24.1% (»=109)
were in the 36-50 age cohort, 10.6% (n=48) were in the 51-90 age cohort, and 8.4%

(n=38) were in the 19 and under age group. Of the 80 individuals who disagreed, 38.7%
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(n=31) were in the 20-35 age cohort, 28.7% (n=23) were in the 51-90 age cohort and
26.3% (n=21) were in the 36-50 age cohort. The majority of respondents in each cohort
agreed to this statement in greater numbers than disagreed. In the 20-35 age cohort,
89.2% (n=257 out of 288) of participants agreed. In the 36-50 age cohort, 83.8% (n=109
out of 130) participants agreed. In the 51-90 age cohort, 67.6% (n=48 out of 71) of
participants reported that they agreed.

In statement 8, participants were asked, “In my opinion, it is acceptable for
Iranian Jews to marry non-Jews.” As opposed to the answers in statement 7, the majority
of participants disagree to this statement. Out of 527 who answered this question, 435
individuals disagreed while 92 individuals agreed. Of those who disagreed, 52.6%
(n=229) were in the 20-35 age cohort, 25.5 (n=111) were in the 36-50 age cohort, 14.3%
{n=62) were in the 51-90 age cohort, and 7.6% (n=33) were in the 19 and under age
cohort. Of those who agreed, 60.8 % (#=56) were in the 20-35 age cohort. When
observing each cohort separately, the data reports that in the 20-35 age cohort, 80.4%
(n=229 out of 285) of participants disagreed and 19.6% (n=56) agreed. In the 51-90 age
cohort, 86.1 % (n=62) of participants disagreed, while 13.9% (n=10) reported that they
agreed.

In statement 9, participants were asked, “It is better for a mother to be at home
than at work.” Out of the 525 individuals who answered this question, 224 participants
agreed to the statement and 301 disagreed. Of the 224 individuals who reported that they
agreed to the statement, 50.5% (n=113) were in the 20-35 age cohort, 31.2% (n=70)

were in the 36-50 age cohort, 12.9% (»=29) were in the 51-90 age cohort and 5.4%
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(n=12) were in the 19 and under age cohort. The results of the 36-50 age cohort report

that 55.1% (n=70) of participants agreed to the statement and 44.9% (n=57) disagreed.

Table 17. Cross-tabulation of Age and Social Relations

Age

Social
Relations

19 and 20-35 36-50 51-90
Under

n % n % n % n %

1 Agree

1 Disagree

2 Agree

2 Disagree

3 Apgree

3 Disagree

4 Agree

4 Disagree

5 Agree

S Disagree

6 Agree

6 Disagree

7 Agree

39

7.7

11.5

8.7

6.5

4.8




Table 17. Cross-tabulation of Age and Social Relations (continued).

| Age
Social 19 and 20-35 36-50 51-90 Total
Relations Under
n % n % n % n % n %

7 Disagree 5 6.3 31 387 21 26.3 23 28.7 80 100

8 Agree 9 9.7 56 60.8 17 185 10 109 92 100
8 Disagree 33 76 229 526 111 255 62 143 435 100

9 Agree 12 54 113 505 70 312 29 12.9 224 100

9 Disagree 31 102 173 57.5 57 189 40 13.3 301 100

Note. 1 = Iranian Family Members Have Closer Ties Than American Family Members;

| 2 = American Couples Are More Likely To Divorce Than Iranian; 3 = Jewish Family
Members Have Stronger Ties In Iran Than In America; 4 = Iranian Parents Do Not Have
As Much Authority In America As They Should; 5 = A Young Woman Should Live With
Her Parents Until She Marries; 6 = A Young Man Should Live With Her Parents Until He
Marries; 7 = It Is Acceptable For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Iranian Jews; 8 =1t Is
Acceptable For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Jews; 9 = It Is Better For An Iranian Mother
To Be At Home Than At Work.

Table 18 (see page 54) reports the results of the cross-tabulation of the nine social
relations stated in the table above and the year of arrival to the United States. To the first
statement, “Iranian family members have closer ties than American family members,” out
of the 446 individuals who answered the question 424 individuals agreed while 22
individuals disagreed. Of those who agreed, 54.9% (n=233) arrived to the U.S. in 1979-
1988, 31.3% (n=113) arrived in 1970-1978, 13.9% (n=59) arrived in 1989-1999 and the
remaining 4.4% (n=19) were spread over the remaining years. The majority of each year

category agreed to the statement. In the category, “Before 1970 92.3% (n=12 out of 13)

49




agreed. In the years 1970-1978, 95.8% (n=113 out of 118) agreed. In the category
“1979-1988”, 94.7% (n=233 out of 246) of participants agreed, in “1989-1999”, 95.1%
(n=59 out of 62) and in years “After 2000” 100% (n=7 out of 7) of participants agreed to
the statement.

To the second statement, “American couples are more likely to get a divorce than
Iranian families,” 323 individuals agreed while 125 individuals disagreed. Of those who
agreed, 59.2% (n=171) arrived to the U.S in 1979-1988, 28.5% (n=92) arrived between
the years of 1970-1978. Of the 247 individuals who arrived to the U.S. in 1979-1988
who answered this question, 69.2% (n=171) agreed, while 31.8% (n=76) disagreed. Of
the 119 individuals who arrived in 1970-1978 and answered this question, 77.3% (n=92)
agreed.

In statement 3, participants were asked if “Jewish family members had stronger

ties in Iran than they do in America. 299 individuals agreed while 140 individuals

disagreed to the statement. 55.9% (n=167) of those who agreed to the statement arrived

to the United States in 1979-1988, 26.4% (n=79) arrived in 1970-1978. Of'the 113
individuals who arrived to the U.S. in 1970-1978 and responded to this statement, 69.9%
(n=79) agreed to the statement while 30.1% (n=34) participants disagreed. Of the 244
individuals who arrived to the U.S. in 1979-1988, 68.4% (n=167) agreed, while 31.6%
(n=77) disagreed. And of the 62 individuals who arrived in 1989-1999, 67.4% (rn=42)
agreed to the statement while 32.6% (n=20) disagreed. Of the seven individuals who
arrived “After 2000 three agreed to the statement while 4 disagreed.

To statement 4, “In America, Iranian parents do not have as much authority as

they should,” 226 individuals agreed to the statement while 215 disagreed. Of the




participants who agreed to this statement, 53.5% (n=121) arrived to the U.S. in 1979-
1988, 28.8% (n=65) arrived in 1970-1978, 13.3% (n=30) arrive in 1989-1999. Of the 13
individuals who arrived “Before 1970, 53.8% (n=7) agreed to the statement, while
46.2% (n=6) disagreed. Observing those who arrived in 1970-1978, 57.0% (n=65 out of
114) agreed while 43% (1#=49 out of 114) disagreed. Of the 245 who arrived in 1979-
1988, 49.4% (n=121) agreed while 50.6% (#=124) disagreed. Of those who arrived in
1989-1999, 48.4% (n=30 out of 62) agreed while 51.6% (n=32 out of 62) disagreed.

In statement 5, “A young woman should live with her parents until she gets
married,” 154 individuals agreed while 288 individuals disagreed. In all year categories,
the majority disagreed to the statement. Of those who disagreed, 59.0% (n=170) arrived
to the U.S. in 1979-1988, 21.2% (n=61) arrived in 1970-1978, 15.6% (n=45) arrived in
1989-1999. Of those who arrived to the U.S. “Before 1970” 46.2% (n=6) agreed while
53.8% (n=7) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1970-1978,” 47%
(n=54 out of 115) agreed while 53% (n=170 out of 115) disagreed. Of those who arrived
to the U.S. in the “1979-1988,” 31.2% (n=77 out of 247) agreed while 68.8% (n=170 out
of 247) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1989-1999,” 25% (n=15 out
of 60) agree while 75% (n=45 out of 60) disagreed. And of those who arrived to the U.S.
“After 2000,” 28.5% (n=2 out of 7) and 71.4% (n=5 out of 7) disagreed.

In statement 6, “A young man should live with her parents until he gets married,”

98 individuals agreed while 346 individuals disagreed. In all year categories, the

majority disagreed to the statement. Of those who disagreed, 58.7% (n=203) arrived to

the U.S. in 1979-1988, 22% (n=76) arrived in 1970-1978, 15.9% (n=>54) arrived in 1989-

1999, Of those who arrived to the U.S. “Before 1970 41.6% (n=5 out of 12) agreed




while 58.3% (n=7) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1970-1978,”
34.5% (n=40 out of 116) agreed while 65.5% (n=76 out of 116) disagreed. Of those who
arrived to the U.S. in the “1979-1988,” 18.8% (n=44 out of 247) agreed while 81.2%
(n=203 out of 247) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1989-1999,”
12.9% (n=8 out of 62) agree while 87.1% (n=54 out of 62) disagreed. And of those who
arrived to the U.S. “After 2000,” 14.3% (n=1 out of 7) and 85.7% (n=6 out of 7)
disagreed.

In statement 7, “In my opinion, it is acceptable for Iranian Jews to marry non-
Iranian Jews,” 371 individuals agreed while 76 individuals disagreed. In all year
categories, the majority agreed to the statement. Of the participants who agreed to this
statement, 57.1% (n=212) arrived to the U.S. in 1979-1988, 24.3% (n=90) arrived in
1970-1978, 14.3% (n=53) arrived in 1989-1999. Of the 12 individuals who arrived
“Before 19707, 83.3% (n=10) agreed to the statement, while 16.7% (#=2) disagreed.
Observing those who arrived in 1970-1978, 77.6% (n=90 out of 116) agreed while 22.4%
(n=26 out of 116) disagreed. Of the 250 who arrived in 1979-1988, 84.4% (n=212)
agreed while 15.6% (n=38) disagreed. Of those who arrived in 1989-1999, 85.5% (n=53
out of 62) agreed while 14.5% (n=9 out of 62) disagreed. Of those who arrived “After
2000,” 85.7% (n=6 out of 7) agreed while 14.3 (n=1) disagreed.

In statement 8, “In my opinion, it is acceptable for Iranian Jews to marry non-

Jews,” 76 individuals agreed while 367 individuals disagreed. Of the participants who

disagreed to this statement, 56.1% (n=206) arrived to the U.S. in 1979-1988, 24.5%
(n=99) arrived in 1970-1978, 12.3% (n=45) arrived in 1989-1999. Of the 13 individuals

who arrived “Before 1970”, 76.9% (n=10 out of 13) disagreed to the statement, while




23.1% (n=3 out of 13) agreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1970-1978,”
14.7% (n=17 out of 116) agreed while 85.3% (#=99 out of 116) disagreed. Of those who
arrived to the U.S. in the “1979-1988,” 16.3% (1=40 out of 246) agreed while 83.7%
(n=206 out of 246) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1989-1999,”
26.4% (n=16 out of 61) agree while 73.7% (n=45 out of 61) disagreed. And of those
who arrived to the U.S. “After 2000,” 100% (n=7 out of 7) disagreed.

In statement 9, participants were asked, “It is better for a mother to be at home
than at work.” Out of the 440 individuals who answered this question, 196 participants
agreed to the statement and 244 disagreed. Of the participants who disagreed to this
statement, 55.3% (n=135) arrived to the U.S. in 1979-1988, 26.8% (n=60) arrived in
1970-1978, 15.6% (n=38) arrived in 1989-1999. Of the 13 individuals who arrived
“Before 19707, 61.5% (n=8 out of 13) agreed to the statement, while 38.5% (n=5 out of
13) disagreed. This was the only category in which the majority agreed to the statement.
Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1970-1978,” 47.3% (n=54 out of 114) agreed
while 56.2% (n=60 out of 114) disagreed. Of those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1979-

1988,” 44.9% (n=110 out of 245) agreed while 55.1% (n=135 out of 245) disagreed. Of

those who arrived to the U.S. in the “1989-1999,” 37.7% (n=23 out of 61) agree while

62.3% (n=38 out of 61) disagreed. And of those who arrived to the U.S. “After 2000,”

14.5% (n=1 out of 7) agreed while 85.5% (n=6 out of 7) disagreed.




Table 18. Cross-tabulation Of Social Relations And Year Of Arrival To The United States

Social Before 1970 1970-1978  1979-1988  1989-1999  After 2000
Relations 5, % n % n % n % n %

1 Agree 12 2.8 133 31.3 233 549 59 139 7 1.6

1 Disagree 4.5 22,7 13 59.1 13.6

2 Agree 3.1 28.5 52.9 13.6

2 Disagree 24 22 60.8 14.4

3 Agree 2.7 . 559 14.1

3 Disagree 3.6 . 55.0 14.3

4 Agree 3.1 . 53.5 13.3

4 Disagree 2.8 . 57.7 14.9

5 Agree 3.9 . 50.0 9.7

5 Disagree 24 . 59.0

6 Agree 5.1 . 449

6 Disagree 2.0 ] 58.7

7 Agree 2.7 . 57.1

7 Disagree 2.6 . 50.0

8 Agree 3.9 . 52.6

8 Disagree . 56.1




Table 18. Cross-tabulation Of Social Relations And Year Of Arrival To The United States (Continued).

Social Before 1970  1970-1978 1979-1988  1989-1999  After 2000 Total

Relations
n % n % n % n % n % n %

9 Agree 4.1 54 276 110 56.1 23 11.7 1 05 196 100

9 Disagree 5 20 60 268 135 553 38 156 6 25 244 100

Note. 1 =Iranian Family Members Have Closer Ties Than American Family Members;

2 = American Couples Are More Likely To Divorce Than Iranian; 3 = Jewish Family
Members Have Stronger Ties In Iran Than In America; 4 = Iranian Parents Do Not Have
As Much Authority In America As They Should; 5 = A Young Woman Should Live With
Her Parents Until She Marries; 6 = A Young Man Should Live With Her Parents Until
He Marries; 7 = It Is Acceptable For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Iranian Jews; 8 =1t Is
Acceptable For Iranian Jews To Marry Non-Jews; 9 = It Is Better For An Iranian Mother
To Be At Home Than At Work.




Chapter S
DISCUSSION

Cultural Education and Social Values

The results from the “cultural education” and “social values” section illustrate that
Iranian Jews demonstrate a high retention of Farsi and hold significant associations with
other Iranian Jews. As reported in Table 2, the majority of participants stated that they
were “well” or “very well” competent in speaking and understanding Farsi. The data is
significant in that it implies the notion that Iranian Jews find their native language to be
an important part of their identity. They are not at the acculturation/assimilation stage
where their mother language disappears and the host language becomes primary. In the
literature of other immigrant group’s use of language, it is stated that language disappears
over time. There are those who want to hold on and preserve it while others forget the
language in order to assimilate at even a more rapid speed (Smithers, 1982).

A significant number of participants reported Farsi as the primary language
spoken at home while growing up (See Table 3). It is important to note that for some of
the participants Iran was were they grew up. The results also indicate that Farsi remains
the primary language used in the home today. However, it should be noted that while
Farsi is the primary language, English was also reported being spoken in home settings
today (See Table 3). Again, the findings show that Farsi is an essential component of
“being Iranian”. Theories of assimilation pose an explanation of why Farsi would more

naturally be spoken.
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In Gordon’s theory of acculturation, it states that in the first stage of cultural
assimilation, members of the immigrant group learn the culture of the dominant group.
This means learning the language of the host country, adopting new value systems or
altering the spelling of the family surname as they move away from native customs
(Massey, 1995). For some the theory does not apply and they persist on using Farsi as
the primary language. For others it appears that Iranian Jews have slowly moved towards
integrating the English language as a part of their lives inside the home environment.
When asked about the language that was most spoken at home while growing up as well
as today, one participant over the age of 50 said, “when my kids were young I spoke
Farsi, but then they went to school and began learning English and that is all they wanted
to speak. As they put it, it is embarrassing to speak Farsi. It got to the point that they
would only respond in English.” The same topic was discussed with a participant
between the age of 20-35, this person stated, “We are in America now and we should
speak English. I think it is important to speak and remember Farsi but English must be
part of our lives.” Although not yet ready to adopt English as the primary language it
appears that the younger generations of Iranian Jews are becoming more integrated with
American culture and as a result the use of Farsi may one day become secondary in how
they define their identity.

The people with whom one associates socially may serve as an indicator factor of
how individuals identify. An overwhelming number of participants said that most of

their close friends are Iranian Jews (See Table 4). When asked what language is used

among Iranian friends, the greatest number of participants reported English, while the rest

were split equally between Farsi and English. The results may indicate that Iranian Jews




as with other minority groups may feel a greater sense of compatibility and comfort with
people of similar characteristics such as ethnicity, culture, language, and values.
Greeley’s ethnic group approach to assimilation confirms that “in private circles of
primary group attachments immigrants prefer to associate with others like themselves”
(Greeley, 1974). According to this approach those of like religion and ethnicity provide a
group of people from which an individual may choose compatible people for intimate and
trusting relationships (Greeley, 1974). Many theories suggest that time is the main
indictor of acculturation and assimilation and that after a recent length of time it is
inevitable for the minority group to adopt the culture of the host country. However,

Hansen’s law regarding ethnic resurgence in the third and later generations states;

...whenever any immigrant group reaches the third generation stage in its
development, a spontaneous and almost irresistible impulse arises which forces
the thought of many people of different professions, different points of view to
interest themselves in that one factor which they have in common- the heritage of

blood.

From the findings of the study, Iranian Jewish identity does not appear to be threatened

by American culture and if this theory is true for the Iranian Jews of Los Angeles, then
one may suggest that assimilation will not be a threat to third generation Iranian Jews,
and instead it may encourage a reawakening of the Persian culture.

It is not that Iranian Jews do not want to integrate and assimilate with people

outside of their community; there is simply no need to do so. Here, the author refers to




the notion that there are so many social outlets within the community that permit Iranians
to retain close ties that it is not necessary for one to seek out friends from outside of the
community. In the focus group discussions, many agreed that they felt comfortable
making Non-Iranian or non-friends but that they did not have as much in common. On
the other hand, one individual said, “Now that my kids are in school, [ have become great
friends with other non-Iranian moms. Our kids have play dates and we have adult dates,
lunch, shopping, yoga... but we do not interact in the home with our husbands.” It is
human nature to associate with those who comprehend your lifestyle and what you value.
One participant said, “I love having non-Iranian friends because I get to explore the non-
Iranian in me. And sometimes there are things that my American friends do not
understand and I need to talk to someone who does.”

In a previous HUC thesis on Iranian Jews completed in 1988 the same question
about social association was asked from 72 participants. 80% of participants reported
that most of their friends were Iranian Jews. It is highly significant to note that the social
relationships of Iranian Jews have maintained relatively the same in the last 17 years. A
possible explanation that we might extract from this finding is relieved in Gordon’s
theory of acculturation where he discusses the steps towards full acculturation. In 1988 it

was not surprising for Iranian Jews to mostly associate with other Iranian Jews

considering there new immigrant status. Gordon would indicate that the community at

that time was only in the first stage of its engagement with the dominant culture, His
theory states that before an immigrant group fully reaches the second stage known as
structural integration, the immigrant and host group must first form a level of comfort

that he refers to as an acquaintance. The results of this study seem to indicate that Iranian




Jews are at the stage of creating acquaintances with the host community that may
eventually with time lead them to build greater associations with people outside their own

culture.

Social Values

As discussed in an earlier section, a very significant indicator of an individual or
group’s acculturation process is the type and extent to which they profess and adhere to
the new society’s values. The results of this section will elucidate the attitudes of Iranian
Jews in areas such as issues of family, marriage, intermarriage and the role of woman and
men. In the behavior/values model of Szapocznik et al., the authors found that while
behaviors of minorities will adjust rather quickly to meet survival needs, these same
people’s values tend to change much slower. However, the results seem to illustrate a
different notion. It appears that the values of Iranian Jews are shifting from the
traditional values towards the acceptance of the host country’s values. However, as the
results indicate that while values are changing in some cases, behavior seems to be
changing at a slower pace. In the statements addressing the role of woman, issues of
marriage and intermarriage, the results indicate that values have shifted in a more liberal
direction. For example, in the statement, “A young woman should live with her parents
until she gets married,” the majority of respondents disagreed (See Table 5). When the
same question was asked in the 1988 HUC study, a larger number of respondents agreed
to the statement. It is important to note the change in perception of woman in the last 17

years. In an interview, a female participant in the 20-35 age cohort was asked about her

beliefs in regards to moving out before she was married, she stated, “ I strongly believe a




woman should not have to live at home until she is married... but what we think and
what is accepted or allowed is different. I think even if my parents said okay, I would not
believe them.”

The notion that values have changed in some cases is also illustrated in the
statement, “In my opinion, it is acceptable for Iranian Jews to marry non-Iranian Jews.”
The results show that a significant number of participants agreed with the statement (see
Table 5). However, the researcher does not believe that the behaviors are changing in
accordance with the values. This belief by the researcher is strongly tied to her
observance of the community. A significant number of participants agree to a certain
value but when it comes to actually putting the values into action, it is seldom found. For
example, it is agreed that a women should not live at home until married. However,
within the community one can not find a significant number of unmarried women who
live outside of their parents’ home. The values and behaviors toward intermarriage is
another example. The results show that a great number of Iranian Jews agree that an
Iranian Jew could marry a non-Iranian Jew, but how many Iranian Jews actually marry
non-Iranians? The notion that behavior is changing slower than values is solely based on
the perception and observance of the Iranian Jewish community by the researcher.
Further research in exploring this idea would be significant.

When Iranian Jews first arrived to the United States (mainly in 1979-1988), the
cohesion and closeness of families and the authority of parents were seen as threatened
by the enticing and open American society. In the statements that addressed family

values (Statement 1-3, See Table 5) the results confirmed the predominant Iranian values,

that Iranian families have greater family ties and less divorce than American families.




This may indicate that the family values of Iranian Jews are significantly strong. Iranians
may be comfortable enough to agree with American values but they have not yet reached
the point where the American values are practiced in the home or community.

A reoccurring theme in acculturation models is time. In their model, Szapocznik
et al., also refers to the length of time a person is exposed to the host culture, age and
gender as functions of acculturation. However, the results indicate that there are very few
differences by age, gender and year of arrival, indicating that this cross-section of Iranian
Jews feel similarly about these issues. In some cases age was an important measure of
acculturation patterns. There were differences between the opinions of participants ages
19-35 and those who agreed with predominately Iranian values. The findings may
indicate that the participants have not been in the United States long enough to have
gained sufficient exposure to the values of the host country. Iranians are still in an
intermediate stage of acculturation and have not adopted the American culture. How will
values change as the younger generation of Iranian Jews become parents? Will their

children be the generation that experiences a new stage of acculturation?

Patterns of Practice

The results to these questions regarding organizational involvement and
affiliation exhibit the types of agencies that Iranian Jews feel are important to give their
time and money (Results, page 11). The findings also reveal that the “Young Leadership
Divisions” of several parent organizations are particularly significant. Young adults are
attempting to find their own voice within these larger groups. This finding is important

in that it may indicate that these young organizations desire to be the future leaders of the
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Iranian Jewish community. The ideas that these young adults find important, and the
methods they use to implement their interests may be the direction of future
organizations. One young adult responded to this notion by stating, “It can sometimes be
tough to do what our generation thinks is important in the community, the reason we
developed the young leadership division is so we can have the space to do what our
generation needs.” Since the main Iranian synagogue has also developed a “young
leadership division”, it may indicate that for some younger Iranian Jews the areas of
culture and religion represent important points of connection.

The nature of the participants’ Jewish observance and religious practices in Iran
and in the United States were determined by responses to two similar lists of Jewish
rituals and customs. When the results of the two lists were compared, Iranian Jews were
more observant of religious rituals and customs in the United States than they were even
in Iran. The results from these questions are significant because of the reported increase
in practice. In an interview with one participant, he stated why this was the case for
him. “In Iran we could only be Jews at home. Qutside the home we were like everyone
else. Not too many kosher markets or restaurants like you see here. Here we have more
freedom, more availability.” Living in a Muslim state prohibited Jews in practicing
Judaism freely. Even with the establishment of Jewish schools and synagogues, Jews
were always the minority. The religious lifestyle of Jews in Iran was also affected by the
work week. While in the United States, the weekend starts on Friday afternoon and ends
Sunday night, the weekend in Iran is Thursday and Friday, making Shabbat more difficult
to observe. It must be noted that not all respondents lived in Iran, and those born outside

could not answer the first list of questions.




The notion of religious freedom and practice requires further discussion. In Iran,

Jews adhered to either a traditional religious lifestyle or to a lifestyle that could be
identified as secular. In Iran, there was no denominational distinction, and as a result,
Iranian Jews did not have much of a choice. It is only in the United States that Iranian
Jews have the opportunity to be a part of a movement. This idea is a proposal that
Iranian Jews are still grappling. Within the Iranian Jewish community there is a struggle
between finding the denomination that aligns with traditional values and religious beliefs.
Nessah Israel Synagogue and Sinai Temple were stated as synagogues and organizations
in which participants were most active. Sinai Temple seems to have the qualities that
Iranian Jews are searching for in a religious institution that is neither Iranian nor
Orthodox. The different movements have also provided women with a new sense of
religious engagement that was not offered to them in Iran. There is greater opportunity in
the United States to incorporate Jewish practices and rituals inside and outside the home.
It is also important to note that in comparison to the 1988 thesis, religious practice
has increased. The results illustrate a strong trend to continue the observance of Jewish
rituals and customs. It is also important to note the length of time the majority of
participants have lived in the United States. Since the period of immigration to Los
Angeles (1979-1988), religious practice has increased. This seems to indicate that even
after a significant period of time, participants still maintain and even increased their
Jewish observance levels. The increase of observance may be due to several factors. As
previously mentioned, Iranian Jews have greater freedom to practice Judaism and the

opportunity to affiliate with different denominations. The commitment to engage in

religious practices may represent an expression of their Iranian Jewish identity. A third




factor may be family togetherness. Celebrating holidays and engaging in rituals may
bring cohesiveness to the family. Perhaps for all of these reasons Iranian Jews continue

to expand their religious practices.

Pattern of Affiliation

The results from the questions on patterns of affiliation are relatively significant.
Here one finds some insight on how Iranian Jews identify. The results suggest that out of
“being Iranian, American and Jewish”, most participant found “being Jewish” as most
important. This finding would indicate that while in the process of acculturation and
assimilation, Iranian Jews may identify closer to “being Jewish” than Iranian or
American. It may be possible to indicate that if Iranian Jews were to integrate into
American culture and lose their sense of Iranian identity, they would still exhibit strong

Jewish identity patterns and feel a part of the Jewish community.

Political Affiliation

The results from the questions on political affiliation revealed significant
outcomes. A substantial number of Iranian Jews reported that they voted in the last
presidential election, of those who voted, the significant majority voted for the
Republican Party (See Table 8). This finding is important due to the nature of how Jews

generally vote. Historically, Jews in the United States have been known to be affiliated

with and vote for the Democratic Party. The Jewish voting patterns in presidential

elections from 1916 through 2004 illustrate the notion that the Jewish vote is primarily

cast for Democratic Candidates (Forman, 2001). These findings illustrate that a




considerable sub-group of Jews vote differently from the mainstream Jewish culture.
Immigrant groups who have experienced oppression and come from a country of
persecution tend to affiliate with the Republican Party. Since Iranian Jews immigrated
from a country that still faces oppression, they are more inclined to support candidates
that address and stand firmly for issues based on international and national security. One
participant stated, “I voted for Bush because of his views on Israel.” Bush’s strong
interest in Israel was a common reason that participants voted for his candidacy. A
second participant said, “I voted Republican because I think they realize that terrorism
exists and are willing to fight for it... since Iran is also dangerous, Bush can take care of
it more than a Democrat can.” The results also indicate that there are few differences
among Iranians when comparing age, gender and year of arrival, indicating that a cross-
section of Iranian Jews feel similarly about their political priorities. However, a
significant number of younger participants 19-35 reported that they were affiliated and
voted for the Democratic Party (See Table 11).

The results also show that a significant number of participants in the 20-35 age

cohort are not voting (See Table 11). Although there is no statistical data to indicate why

participants did not vote, it is an issue that must be addressed in future research.




Chapter 6
LIMITATIONS

Research studies, whether exploratory, descriptive or explanatory, have build-in
shortcomings, obstacles and limitations. Such limitations are expected and should be
discussed in order for future researchers to be aware of possible opportunities. The
survey questionnaire and the sample population both represented areas with limitations in

conducting this study.

~ Survey Questionnaire

After the data had been collected and analyzed, it came to the attention that it
would have been helpful to the researcher to include several additional questions. Such
questions could have been valuable in better understanding the identity patterns of the
sample population. Since a very significant indicator of an individual or group’s
acculturation process is the type and extent to which they profess and adhere to the new
society’s values, it would be beneficial to incorporate questions directed toward
integration. Questions related to moving out of one’s home for college may serve as an
example of this type of inquiry. Moving out might indicate a higher level of willingness
to integrate into the host country’s cultural norms. Since Iranian values focus so much on
family cohesiveness which includes living with one’s parents until marriage, moving out
can be seen as a means of measuring conflicting social values.

In the section on patterns of affiliation, participants were asked to state the extent
in which they were able to find ways to feel a part of the Iranian, American and Jewish

community. In this section, the researcher was limited by not knowing Aow participants
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feel a part of the Iranian, Non-Iranian and Jewish community. For example, an open-
ended question could be included instructing the participants to respond to how they have
felt part of the community, providing specific examples. If participants respond by
saying “no at all’ or ‘to minimal extent’, then a follow-up question could be introduced
asking to communicate what changes or additions would be needed in order for them to

feel more engaged in the Iranian, American and Jewish community.

~ Sample Population
The sample size of the study was slightly limited. Since the primary research
instrument was an online survey, it did not attract or appeal to the older, less computer

literate and English proficient Iranian Jews. As a result, this older cohort could only

participate in limited numbers. While other methods of distribution were used, including

providing the survey in English and Farsi, a larger number of participants were in the 20-
35 age cohort. The upside of using this approach is that responses are faster received and
the response rate is generally higher than mail or phone surveys.

A second limitation of the sample population is the targeted audience. It is
important to note that a substantial number of Iranian Jews who participated in the survey
may have been affiliated with an organization or institution. Due to the distribution
method of the surveys, affiliated individuals most likely took part in the study. As this
research did not control for who would receive the e-mail survey, once it was forwarded
to friends, family and participating organizations, the researcher can not be certain of the

level of affiliation.




~ Limited to Los Angeles
This study is limited because it does not incorporate the participation of Iranian
Jews outside of Los Angeles. The results of this study may have differed if Iranian Jews

from varying cities and countries were surveyed.

~ Time and Resources

The time and resources of this study were limited. Since the study was also a
requirement of a Master’s program, the time in which to complete it was limited. There is
minimal research previously conducted on Iranian Jews and as a result there is a lack of
resources in which to continue from. The subject matter could have been further

discussed with more time and resources.

~ Selective Areas of Cross Referencing of Data

Due to limited time, the researcher chose to focus on selective cross referencing
and analysis of data. The study includes a wealth of information that could be further

examined and cross tabulated in order to retrieve other significant findings.




Chapter 7
CONCLUSION

Iranian Jews are a significant and fast growing group within Los Angeles. Since

the first mass of Iranian immigrants arrived to the United States during the Islamic

Revolution in 1979, they have experienced different stages of acculturation and

assimilation. Iranian Jewish identity patterns are complex. Three main identities,
American, Iranian and Jewish, frame the community’s view of itself. The purpose of this
exploratory study is to provide a road map of the current acculturation process and what
the future of the Iranian Jewish community entails. As mentioned earlier, such a study
hopefully will be beneficial in providing valuable data and information regarding Iranian
Jewry for both institutions within the Iranian community and the general Jewish
community. The process and patterns of Iranian Jewish identity appears to have
gradually shifted from its early stages of acculturation and assimilation to a more
intermediate stage. The results seem to indicate that while acculturation and assimilation
continues, it is not a threat to the Iranian Jewish community. The information obtained
can be used as a case study to provide assistance in making comparisons for other
immigrant and minority groups.

As an Iranian Jew, the researcher has personally experienced the tension that can
arise by living in the mix of these three cultures, Iranian, American and Jewish. So while
the results of the study may be used by institutions for many purposes, the author believes
that it will help answer questions that Iranian Jews regardless of their generation have
about the current acculturation process and the future of the community. Questions such

as, will our grandchildren know Farsi? Will they identify as Persian, or they are just




grandchildren of Iranian decent? What will there be intermarriage rates with non-Iranians
and with non-Jews? Is assimilation a threat to Iranian culture? These questions remain
important because Persian heritage is important to the community. Iranian Jews today
represent the oldest heritage of Jews in the world and it is imperative not to disconnect
from that sense of identity. Just as Jewish continuity in general may be a concern,
maintaining Iranian Jewish culture, customs and language is of paramount importance,
for without it the a sense of peoplehood that is very important to Iranian Jews will be
eliminated. Although there are no clear answers to these questions, the intent of this

study has been to make community leaders and researchers aware of current patterns and

trends regarding this community and to frame the opportunity for further research.




APPENDIX A
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Dear Participant,

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey. My name is
Ziba Golshan and I am a second year student in the University of
Southern California-Hebrew Union College dual Master degree program
in Jewish communal service and public administration.

As part of my studies, I have elected to write my Master’s thesis on
Iranian Jewry in Los Angeles. I believe that the findings will be
especially important to the Iranian Jewish community in helping it to
better understand the trends that will shape and influence this
important segment of our Los Angeles community

Completing the following questionnaire will take you approximately 10
minutes. It would be very helpful if you could fill it out as soon as
possible, no later than March 15, 2005.

The questionnaires are anonymous, and all answers will remain
confidential and will be used only for quantitative analysis.

I am most appreciative of your willingness to be a part of this study.
Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey instrument.

Should you have any questions or wish to participate in a focus group,
please feel free to contact me at (310) 801-0371 or at
zgolshan@usc.edu.

Thank you again for you participation,

Ziba Golshan
MPA/MAICS
USC/HUC
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Los Angeles Iranian Jewish Survey

Background Information
1. Age:

2. Sex: Male Female

. What is your country of citizenship?
. US.A
. Israel
. Iran
. Canada
. Permanent Resident
. Other

. Where were you born?
A. USA
B. Israel
C. Iran
D. Canada
E. Other

. If not born in the U.S.A, what was the year of your departure from your
country of birth?
A. Before 1970
B. 1970-1978
C. 1979-1988
D. 1989-1999
E. After 2000

. What was the year of your arrival to the United States?
. Before 1970
. 1970-1978
. 1979-1988
. 1989-1999
. After 2000
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7. What do you consider the most important reason for which you moved to the
United States?
. Seeking Refuge
. Relatives
. Education
. Occupation
. Marriage
. Other (please specify)

Cultural Education

8. Please indicate your Ievel of competency in the following areas:
1. Speaking Farsi
A. Not At All
B. Not Well
C. Well
D. Very Well

. Reading Farsi
A. Not At All
B. Not Well
C. Well
D. Very Well

Writing Farsi
A. Not At All
B. Not Well
C. Well

D. Very Well

. Understanding Farsi
A. Not At All
B. Not Well
C. Well
D. Very Well

9, When you were growing up, what language was spoken most of the time in
your home?
. English
. Farsi
. Hebrew
. English and Farsi equally
. Other( please specify)
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10. What language is mostly spoken in your home today?
A. English
B. Farsi
C. Hebrew
D. English and Farsi equally
E. Other (please specify)

Social Relations

11. Most of your friends are?
Iranian Jews

Iranian Non-Jews
American Jews
American Non-Jews
Other (please specify)

moowy

12. If you have Iranian friends, what language do you meostly speak with them?
A. English
B. Farsi
C. Both equally
D. Other (please specify)

13. How did you meet the people you consider to be your closest friends or see
most often socially? ( If you have more than one answer, choose up to 2
answers that most apply)

School

By marriage

Relatives

Neighborhood

Country of birth

Club or organizational membership

Synagogue

Through friends

Other (Specify)

FEOmEUONW>

Please indicate whether you Strongly Agree, Agree, Disagree or Strongly Disagree
with the following statements:

14. Iranian family members have closer ties than American family members
A. Strongly Agree
B. Agree
C. Disagree
D. Swuongly Disagree
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27. For each of the following, please indicate whether you usually did this in

your

oZZrmR=rmomMmUOwy

household in Iran: (Please circle all that apply)
Never lived in Iran
Fast on Yom Kippur
Fast on Tisha B’Av
Fast on Tanait Esther(Purim)
Have or attend a Passover Seder
Eat Matzah instead of bread on Passover
Attend Friday night Shabbat Dinner
Recite the Kiddush on Friday night
Light Shabbath candles on Friday night
Have a Mezzuzah on the doors outside your home
Use separate dishes for dairy and meat products
Light Chanukah candles
. Refrain from handling money on Shabbath
Eat non-Kosher food outside the home
Eat only Kosher meat inside the home

28. For each of the following, please indicate whether you usually do this in your
household today: (Please circle all that apply)
A. Fast on Yom Kippur

FRO=momEpY 0w

Fast on Tisha B’Av

Fast on Tanait Esther(Purim)

. Have or attend a Passover Seder

Eat Matzah instead of bread on Passover
Attend Friday night Shabbat Dinner

. Light Shabbath candles on Friday night

Have a Mezzuzah on the door outside your home
Recite the Kiddush on Friday night

Use separate dishes for dairy and meat products
. Light Chanukah candles

Refrain from handling money on Shabbath

M. Eat non-Kosher food outside the home
N. Eat only Kosher meat inside the home

Pattern of

Affiliation

29. To what extent is being Iranian important to you?

A
B

C
D

. Not at all

. To minimal extent

. To some extent

. To a Significant extent

E. To a great extent
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30. To what extent is being Jewish important to you?
A. Not at all
B. To minimal extent
C. To some extent
D. To a significant extent
E. To a great extent

31. To what extent is being American important to you?
A. Not at all
B. To minimal extent
C. To some extent
D. To a significant extent
E. To a great extent

32. To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Iranian
community?
A. Not at all
B. To minimal extent
C. To some extent
D. To a significant extent
E. To a great extent

33. To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Non-
Iranian community?
A. Not atall
B. To minimal extent
C. To some extent
D. To asignificant extent
E. To a great extent

34. To what extent have you been able to find ways to feel part of the Jewish
community?
. Not at all
. To minimal extent
. To some extent
. To a significant extent
. To a great extent

Next page




Political Affiliation

35. Generally speaking, do you usually think of yourself as:
. Republican
. Democrat
. Independent
. Green
. None of the above
. Other (please specify)

36. Did you vote in the last Presidential election?
A. Yes
B. No

37. If yes, what party did you vote for?
A. Republican
B. Democrat

DONE

Thank you for taking the time to complete this survey!
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