
UC Riverside
UC Riverside Electronic Theses and Dissertations

Title
The Political Incorporation of Muslim Americans: Are They on the Outside Looking In?

Permalink
https://escholarship.org/uc/item/074891q9

Author
Bozonelos, Dino Nick

Publication Date
2012
 
Peer reviewed|Thesis/dissertation

eScholarship.org Powered by the California Digital Library
University of California

https://escholarship.org/uc/item/074891q9
https://escholarship.org
http://www.cdlib.org/


UNIVERSITY OF CALIFORNIA 

RIVERSIDE 

 

The Political Incorporation of Muslim Americans: 

Are They on the Outside Looking in? 

 

A Dissertation submitted in partial satisfaction  

of the requirements for the degree of 

 

Doctor of Philosophy 

 

in 

 

Political Science 

 

by  

 

Dino Bozonelos 

 

December 2012 

 

Dissertation Committee: 

 Dr. S. Karthick Ramarkishnan 

 Dr. Matt Barreto 

 Dr. Shaun Bowler 

  



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Copyright by 

Dino Bozonelos 

2012 



The Dissertation of Dino Bozonelos is approved: 

  

            

 

            

         

            

           Committee Chairperson 

 

 

 

 

University of California, Riverside 

 

 



iv 
 

Acknowledgments 

 

The topic for this dissertation came out of my interest in learning about minority groups 

in my Master’s Program at California State University, San Bernardino.  At first, it was 

an attempt to understand why certain minority groups were treated differently than 

others, and why conflict would occur.  By the time I ended up at University of California, 

Riverside I had narrowed my focus to religious minorities, primarily Muslim minorities.  

With advice from my dissertation advisor, I then narrowed it to Muslim Americans, a 

religious minority group that has been much maligned in this country. 

This dissertation would not have been possible without the help and guidance of many 

different people.  My first thanks go to my wife Ammi Bozonelos.  After eight long 

years, she persevered through my constant worries, stresses and deadlines.  Ammi my 

love – we did it!  I also need to thank my parents, Nick and Anna Bozonelos, who came 

to the U.S. in search of providing their children a better life.  Congratulations Pappou and 

Yiayi, you did it!  I would also like to express my gratitude to my younger brothers, Bob 

and Frank, who endured many years of frustration from me.  I thank you both. 

Next, I would like to thank my dissertation committee members – S. Karthick 

Ramkrishnan, Matt Barreto and Shaun Bowler for their guidance and to their 

commitment to my education, especially in the years when I was ready to give up.  

Without them I would not have finished.  I also thank the University of California, 

Riverside for the generous support throughout my Ph.D. program. 



v 
 

I would also like to thank my fellow graduate students, who I leaned on tremendously 

throughout the years for support and guidance – Dr. Masahiro Omae, Dr. Kevin Grisham, 

Dr. Byran Martin, Dr. Martin Doyle and all the other UCR political science graduate 

students whom I have had the pleasure to work with.  Likewise, I am grateful to my 

personal friends and my colleagues and Model United Nations students at Victor Valley 

College, who showed immense patience with me during these last eight years.  I thank 

you all. 

Finally, I would like to acknowledge my son Nickolas who was born in the same month 

that I entered the Ph.D. program.  For his entire life, I have had to balance the needs of 

being a good father to him and his little sister Abigail, work obligations, and the time 

commitments necessary to finishing the Ph.D. program.  Well Nickolas, you finally have 

my undivided attention. 



vi 
 

To my wife Ammi, we did it… 

  



vii 
 

 

ABSTRACT OF THE DISSERTATION 

 

The Political Incorporation of Muslim Americans: 

Are They on the Outside Looking In? 

 

by 

 

Dino Bozonelos 

 

Doctor of Philosophy, Graduate Program in Political Science 

University of California, Riverside, December 2012 

Dr. S. Karthick Ramakrishnan, Chairperson 

 

Are Muslims incorporated into American politics?  The use of both interviews and 

statistical analyses, I seek to provide an understanding of where Muslim Americans are in 

the process of political incorporation.  By looking at several areas of political 

incorporation, I establish that Muslim Americans are in the early stages of political 

incorporation.  I begin by providing the American political development of Muslim 

Americans.  This then sets the stage of a series of statistical analyses, where I look at vote 

choice in two presidential elections, civic and political participation and the relationships 

between issue preferences, ideology and partisanship.  In addition, through the 

importance of certain predictors, including religiosity, race and ethnicity and 

discrimination, I show that Muslim Americans may have presence in the politics, but lack 
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any real weight.  Muslim Americans may have gained some social, political and 

economic power but they are unable to shed their stigmatization and emerge from the 

margins. 
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Introduction: 

Are Muslims incorporated into American politics?  If the answer is no, then what 

are the processes of political incorporation for Muslim Americans and can these 

processes tell us something about their contemporary status?  For example, what can their 

vote choice, which swung wildly from one election to the next, say about this process?  

How about their civic and political participation, which has come under intense scrutiny 

in the past ten years?   Or how about their fluctuations in partisanship and non-

partisanship, which saw Muslim Americans, abandon the Republican Party, but not quite 

yet embrace the Democratic Party?  Also, as Muslim Americans are first and foremost a 

religious minority, what role does religion have in these processes?  Does race or 

ethnicity matter for vote choice, participation or partisanship given their heterogeneity?  

And finally, to what extent has discrimination, largely stemming from the terrorist attacks 

of September 11th, 2001 had on these processes as well?  This dissertation seeks to 

answer these questions and hopefully provide an understanding of where Muslim 

Americans are at in the process of political incorporation. 

Questions like these stir spirited debate about the role and activities of minority 

groups in our society and academics have written extensively about how minority groups 

integrate or incorporate into American politics.  Political incorporation is defined as the 

processes of how minority, often immigrant, groups gain political voice in American 

politics.  Sometimes, incorporation comes easy.  Other times, minority groups find their 
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political opportunities restrained, and political incorporation is the story of how minority 

groups navigate the political minefield.  Usually, political incorporation operates as an 

umbrella term, which Lee et. al. (2006) say covers “a range of political activities, 

institutional behaviors, and measures of civic engagement.”  Lee et. al., cite how the 

process of political incorporation varies by group.  For some, incorporation occurs 

independently of the political context.  For others, progress in one area of political 

incorporation can lead to development in other areas of incorporation.  Lee et. al, also 

discuss how the pace of political incorporation can vary depending on characteristics 

unique to the group, including local contexts and particular historical moments (Lee 

2006) . 

However, Ramakrishnan and Bloemraad (2008) explain that the possibility exists 

that a minority immigrant group may not become part of the political system.  In this 

scenario, “immigrants are either shut out or choose to remain outside civic and political 

spheres” (Ramakrishnan 2008).  Historically, this occurs more often to religious groups, 

whose practices and civic values may conflict with those of mainstream America.  

Haddad (2009) provides a list of religious “Others” who have been subjected to criticism, 

discrimination and who have lacked the opportunity to incorporate: Baptists and Quakers 

in the colonial period, Mormons and Adventists in the mid-1800s, Catholics and Jews in 

the late 1800s and early 1900s, and Muslims since the 1990s.  
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This dissertation, then, looks to understand the processes behind the political 

incorporation of Muslim Americans, the latest group to face widespread criticism and 

discrimination.  Why study Muslim Americans?  Several reasons exist.  First and 

foremost, Muslim Americans are arguably the largest religious minority group in 

American society.  Numbering anywhere from 2.3 million to 7 million, Muslim 

Americans are the fastest growing minority group in the United States (Smith 2002), and 

the Muslim population in the United States is expected to increase by 139.5% in the next 

20 years, mostly due to higher fertility rates and continued immigration from Muslim 

countries (Grim 2011).  The U.S. is expected to have a larger Muslim population than any 

other Western country but Russia and France.  By 2030, the Muslim population in the 

U.S. is expected to number anywhere from 6 million to 12 million, depending on the 

source.  Though as an overall percentage, Muslims will account anywhere from 1.7% to 

upwards of 3% of the total U.S. population by 2030.  This is a much smaller percentage 

than in Europe, where Muslims will average from 5%-10% of the total population, 

including Russia, France, Britain, Germany, and Spain (Grim 2011). 

Philosophically, a study of Muslim Americans is itself a study of liberal 

democracy.  According to Swaine (2001), it is in our liberal democratic interest to find a 

way to incorporate different religious communities into American society.  Swaine 

explains that only government has the responsibility to incorporate religious minorities 

into society as it is government that set up the obstacles for inclusion in the first place.  
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That failure to do so he argues can have serious consequences for the sustainability of 

liberal democracies.  He goes so far as to say that such obstacles contribute to the violent 

extremism exhibited by some religious communities (Swaine 2003).  Swaine (2009) takes 

it one step further and contends that to succeed, liberal democracy must include Muslim 

minorities in their processes of political deliberation.  He contends that political 

deliberation is the essence of democracy and that Muslim minorities in the West, 

especially in the U.S., must be included in the democratic debate.  Only through the 

processes of political deliberation can theocratic communities voice their social and 

political concerns.  Swaine points out that if Muslim Americans are allowed to participate 

in the process, there will be major gains for American society as well.  

Another reason to study Muslim Americans is that Muslim Americans have 

become marginalized from mainstream American politics.  While groups historically 

have been marginalized for race, gender or socioeconomic reasons and still struggle for 

access to power, the marginalization of an entire group after the civil rights era is unique 

(Strolovitch 2007).  Before the terrorist attacks of September 11, 2001 (9/11), Muslim 

Americans could have been considered as “emerging contenders” in American politics, or 

what Schneider and Ingram (1997) define as “groups that have gained some political, 

economic and social power but have not yet completely shaken their powerlessness, 

stigmatized identities, or political and social marginalization.”  As a relatively affluent, 

well-educated and professional immigrant group, Muslim Americans had reached out to 
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both political parties and began formally endorsing presidential candidates beginning 

with the 1996 election.  However, in the aftermath of the 9/11 terrorist attacks, Muslim 

Americans have become politically disadvantaged.  For example, Muslim Americans 

have been the target of national Republican figures, such as Peter King and 2012 

presidential candidates Newt Gingrich and Michelle Bachmann, who have argued that a 

“Muslim” infiltration of Capitol Hill is a national security threat.  Muslim Americans 

have also been targeted in their localities, especially in New York where the Park51 

Islamic Center controversy and the New York Police Department surveillance program 

have generated much controversy. 

 Strolovitch (2007) postulates that disadvantaged groups are ill-served by the two 

major political parties.  Not only are disadvantaged groups ignored by the major political 

parties, but they are also limited in their recourse in regards to their position in the 

political system.  The Chapter on political development will show that Muslim 

Americans are in a position that they will seek to influence the political system without 

having direct access to the system itself.  Thus, at the national level, traditional methods 

of lobbying, both direct and grass-roots efforts are mostly unavailable and/or ineffective.  

Strolovitch (2007) contends that when faced with limited options marginalized groups 

will use national advocacy organizations to close the gaps between a desire to participate 

in the political system and the ability to do so.  Marginalized groups, however, tend to 

experience influencing policy that affects them directly, whether because the majority 

acts against their interests or because their advocacy groups do not adequately represent 
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their views.  In addition, they are sometimes unable to close the gaps between the desire 

and the ability.   

It is important to understand that Muslim as a label no longer necessarily means 

just a religious identity, but an identity that may have religious, racial, political, or 

cultural dimensions.  Even Muslim Americans who define themselves as “culturally 

Muslim” or even as “secular Muslim” find themselves dealing with “Muslim” issues and 

being considered “Muslim” by both political parties and by the media when they need 

“Muslim” voices.  Even those who define themselves in opposition to the Islam, in which 

they have been raised, end up being understood almost exclusively in the context of the 

broader politics of Muslim America (Sinno 2009).   

Non-religious members of Muslim minorities are defined as “Muslims” by the 

media, by Muslim organizations, by religious leaders, and in the speeches of many 

politicians.  Today, American politicians talk of “Muslims” more than of “Arabs” or 

“Pakistanis.”  Surveys have shown the consolidation of a “Muslim” identity among 

American Muslims.  For example, this shift from Arab or Middle Eastern to Muslim can 

be seen in the media in the aftermath of the 9/11 attacks.  A transition in the use of labels 

goes hand-in-hand with the spreading of Islamophobia (which is defined and explained in 

Chapter One of this dissertation) (Rendall 2008).  So even if someone from a Muslim 

background wishes to do so, it is not easy to escape being “Muslim” in the U.S. anymore.  

In essence, Muslims and Islam have become racialized and “being Muslim is not just a 
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matter of faith, but also a sociological fact” (Jamal 2009).  This process of racialization 

becomes even more evident when one takes into account that the majority of Muslims 

(estimated between 70%-80%) in the U.S. are not active participants in mosques or 

Islamic religious institutions (Haddad 2009).   

America continues to be a religious country, or more precisely a country of 

religious citizens.  Even though the establishment of a religion was banned in the 

Constitution this has not meant that Americans favor secularism.  Americans fancy that 

their country is friendly towards religion.  However, they are not keen on seeing any 

religion that may compromise its “Americaness” (Haddad 2009).  According to Haddad 

(2009), “Conformity to „American‟ values is expected to supersede any commitment to 

faith, or conversely only faiths that conform to such values have been historically 

acceptable.”  Given this impetus toward losing ethnic identity, a number of strong 

Americanizing institutions have developed that have incorporated several generations of 

new arrivals. 

These Americanizing institutions work hard to mold the second or third 

generation into proper citizens.  Haddad states that these bodies “[are trying to] strip them 

of vestiges of their culture and hone their religion to conform to the expectations of 

American „civility.‟”  And often, they tend to propagandize that America is tolerant, a 

nation that welcomes all who choose to share in the American dream.  The democratic 

process tends to produce conformity within immigrant groups.  The acquisition of civic 
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values comes from the grassroots efforts, coalition building, debate, and accommodation 

used by different groups for effective representation of political interests.  However, can 

religious groups maintain their values if they conflict with the values of American 

society?  Even better, “does becoming American mean abandoning primary loyalty to 

one‟s faith?” (Haddad 2009).  History shows that when religious groups integrate into 

American society that integration comes with some costs.  The religious group must cede 

precedence to the authority of the government, especially if their religious practices 

conflict with expected civic and political practices. 

Muslim immigrants who arrived in large numbers to the U.S. only after the 1965 

Act had to determine whether to transform from citizens of their countries of origin to 

full participants within American society – and if so how?  By the 1970s the numbers of 

Muslims in the U.S. had increased to the point where Muslim scholars deliberated over 

how this integration would take place.  Some scholars believed that Muslims should 

participate in American politics by emphasizing the diversity within Islam and its natural 

affinity with Christianity and Judaism.  According to Haddad (2009), these scholars 

identified the West not as “bilad-al-kuffur (land of the disbeliever, according to the 

classical distinction between the lands of Islam and those of non-believers), but as bilad 

maftuha (an open country) or dar al-da‟wa (abode of propagation) ready for the Islamic 

message.”  By the 1990s, Muslims had moved past the point whether or not they could 

live in the United States and keep their religion.  Their attention evolved to incorporating 
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Islam and Muslim traditions into the American context and approximately how Muslim 

Americans would participate in American society.  They sought to create a space for 

Islam in the U.S. by redefining American as a Protestant-Catholic-Jewish-Muslim, or 

Abrahamic, nation (Haddad 2009). 

This dissertation answers the questions posed in the opening paragraph by 

focusing on four major research areas.  In Chapter One, I look at the American political 

development of Muslim Americans.  By outlining their political experience and their 

history, I can show that Muslim Americans have not yet been politically incorporated and 

also show how these processes of political incorporation may look like.  It will also help 

provide context for the subsequent chapters.  In writing this chapter, I used a number of 

different sources including a wide range of books, journal articles and newspaper articles.  

In addition, I incorporate information from interviews with representatives from Muslim 

American and Arab American advocacy organizations and also from interviews with 

outreach directors from presidential campaigns. 

Chapter Two looks at one of the processes of political incorporation: Muslim 

American voting behavior.  One of the most interesting developments in the political 

incorporation of Muslim Americans has been the shift in voter preferences away from the 

Republican candidate George W. Bush in the 2004 presidential election.  Chapter One 

outlines how Muslim Americans were courted by the Bush campaign in 2000 as a 

potential voting bloc.  However, the 9/11 attacks changed the dynamic.  Bush 
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administration officials and Republican Party leaders abandoned this budding 

relationship with Muslim groups in their quest to provide security.  Likewise, the chapter 

accounts how Muslim Americans voted for Kerry in 2004, but that their support was 

lukewarm.  Many Muslim Americans had spurned their Republican partisan loyalties, but 

had not yet fully embraced a Democratic partisanship.  Thus, which predictors can help 

explain vote choice in the two elections?  This analysis highlights the importance of 

religiosity as a predictor of vote choice for Muslim Americans.  It also discusses the roles 

of race and ethnicity, and discrimination in who Muslims voted for.   

Chapter Three examines another process: the civic and political participation of 

Muslim Americans.  By the 1990s it became clear that Muslim Americans had rejected 

the notion that engagement was haram, or forbidden in Islam.  Muslims increasingly 

participated in American civic and political life (Duran 1997; Hasan 2000).  The question 

is how would this participation look like?  The analysis in this chapter answers this 

question.  It shows that Muslim Americans are participating in all types of civic 

organizations, including mainstream, ethnic and Muslim associations.  In addition, 

Muslim Americans are participating in politics that extends beyond the voting booth.  

They visit political websites, volunteer their time and services for political campaigns, 

attend rallies and participate in boycotts.  What‟s driving this participation?  The results 

clearly show that discrimination is a strong predictor of Muslim American participation.    
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Chapter Four explores another area of political incorporation: Muslim American 

issue preferences and how these preferences affect ideology and also partisanship.  To 

date, no one has looked at Muslim American issue preferences in relation to one another 

and how these preferences may map onto ideology and partisanship.  Quite a few articles 

and books chronicle the long-standing importance of foreign policy issues for Muslim 

Americans, such as the rights of the Palestinian people and a series of home-country 

issues for subsets of Muslim ethno-national immigrant groups (Shain 1995; Mazrui 1996; 

Findley 2001).  Yet Muslim Americans also have strong views on domestic issues as 

well.  In this chapter I develop seven “factors” or issue preference clusters and show how 

these latent factors of both foreign and domestic issues are important predictors of 

Muslim American ideology.  Then I show how these same issue preferences and political 

ideology drive partisanship, and non-partisanship for Muslim Americans.  This finding 

places Muslim Americans apart from majority, or white Americans, and situates them 

closer to other minority groups, such as Latinos and Asian Americans. 

The statistical analyses in the dissertation are conducted with data from the 2004 

Project MAPS dataset.  The data collected about Muslim Americans comes from a joint 

project between Project MAPS (Muslims in the American Public Square) and Zogby 

International.  This telephone survey was administered twice, in December 2001 and in 

August/September 2004.  In both surveys, Muslim Americans were polled on a variety of 

areas, including demographics, religious practices, opinion and behavior on political and 
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social issues, the fallout from 9/11 and their media and financial habits.  Zogby 

developed the call lists by matching the zip codes of 300 randomly selected Islamic 

centers, against their respective local telephone exchanges.  Listings of common Muslim 

surnames were then identified from the local telephone exchanges and called (Bukhari 

2004).  In addition, Zogby carried out a number of in-person interviews in an expanded 

African American sample.  This sample was to account for the higher number of African 

American Muslims who have Anglo-American or non-Muslim surnames. 

In addition to the different political processes of political incorporation, I will 

further investigate the roles of several important predictors of Muslim American political 

behavior: religiosity, race and ethnicity and discrimination across all the processes of 

political incorporation presented in this dissertation.  Again, Muslim Americans are 

defined by their common religious identity: their faith in Islam and the practices that 

come with it.  Religion then is what ties Muslims together despite their heterogeneity.  

However, when is religion important and when is it not?  Does religiosity, as measured 

through several dimensions of religion such as mosque attendance, importance of Islam 

in daily life and conversion to Islam, have a relationship with vote choice?  How about 

participation?  Does it affect the political ideology and partisanship, or non-partisanship, 

of Muslim Americans? 

Similarly, what roles do race and ethnicity have in these processes?  Are there 

differences in vote choice between the major subgroups: Arab Americans, South Asian 
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Americans and African Americans?  Is being part of a particular subgroup affect how a 

Muslim participates?  And does race or ethnicity matter for one‟s ideology and/or 

partisanship?  Finally, what role has discrimination have in the process?  Does the 

experience of discrimination, whether personal or by a family member of friend, change 

the way Muslims participate in politics?  These questions are addressed in each of the 

chapters and will be answered in the Conclusion. 



 

14 

 

Chapter One: The American Political Development of Muslim Americans 

 The political development of Muslim Americans is a story of organizational 

politics.  Like many other minority groups in American history, the inclusion of Muslims 

in American politics occurred from the bottom-up, rather than the top-down.  By this I 

mean that Muslim American community organizations have played the major role in 

promoting civic engagement and political participation.  Originally, these organizations 

were created to serve the religious and social needs of Muslim communities.  However, 

over time, these organizations began to address the political needs of Muslim Americans 

as well.  Growth in the Muslim American population and the liberalization of the 

American political system in the post-civil rights era provided more opportunities for 

Muslim Americans to participate.  This is evident in the growth and diversity of universal 

Muslim organizations, which attempt to supersede ethnic and racial divisions through the 

fostering of a common Muslim American identity.    

One of the many benefits of an APD framework is that it moves away from the 

individualized or reductivist behavioral approach and towards an analysis of the historical 

political processes that affects contemporary politics (Lowndes 2008).  Politics does not 

exist in a vacuum, and the development of a political identity for any group occurs over 

time.  In addition, this identity is dynamic.  Thus, according to Orren & Skowronek 

(2004) , “APD research indicates political movement through time rather than a polity 

bounded in time…it highlights connections between politics in the past and politics today 
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rather than the separateness and foreignness of past politics”.  For Muslim Americans, 

even though their participation in politics can be traced through organizational 

development, exogenous events to the American political system, such as the terrorist 

attacks of September 11th, 2001, offer break points from which to understand the 

political development of Muslim Americans.  While these break points have led to major 

social and political changes within Muslim American, there is a continuity among 

Muslim Americans that allows an APD framework to be conveniently applied. 

Orren and Skowronek (2004) identify three propositions of American Political 

Development.  The first proposition entails that, „all political change proceeds on a site, a 

prior political ground of practices, rules, leaders, and ideas, all of which are up and 

running.”  For Muslim Americans this prior political ground is the civil rights era.  The 

success of African American civil rights organizations in opening the political system for 

African Americans had the positive effect of providing space for other groups to follow, 

such as Muslim Americans.  While Muslim Americans were not formally disenfranchised 

because of their religion, their muddled racial status (were they white, were they black?) 

often prevented their inclusion in more mainstream political organizations before the 

1960s.  This also does not mean that organizations did not exist for Muslim Americans.  

Indeed, Arab American organizations offered paths for civic engagement and 

participation for Muslim Arabs who predominated before the 1960s.  Yet, the political 

changes wrought by the civil rights movement provided the political ground from which 
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newly arriving Muslim immigrants were able to practice their agency for Muslim 

Americans exclusively. 

For example, unlike other minority groups, the majority of Muslim Americans 

came after the 1965 changes in immigration laws.  These new immigrants were not asked 

to change their names or hide their religion.  Nor were they asked to let go of their culture 

and become “Americanized” as did previous immigrant groups.  The success of the civil 

rights movement created space in the hegemonic white, Anglo, Protestant society of post-

World War II America. 

The second proposition suggests that the sites of political change are 

characterized by “full” or “plenary” authority.  By this, the authors mean that Muslim 

Americans had to have agency over their own affairs.  The civil rights movement 

empowered Muslim Americans to create their own sustainable advocacy organizations, 

which in turn allowed them to negotiate with governing political authorities, such as 

political parties, departments within the government, such as the Department of 

Homeland Security, and the media.  Muslim Americans assumed plenary authority within 

the site created by the civil rights movement.  Unfortunately for Muslim Americans, this 

plenary authority has been challenged by exogenous events, such as the 1973 Arab oil 

embargo, the 1979 Iranian hostage crisis, the 1993 World Trade Center bombings and 

most importantly the terrorist attacks of September 11th, 2001 and the ensuing War on 

Terror (Haddad 1998).  Also challenging the agency of Muslim American is the narrative 
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of West-Muslim relations, which often frames the relationship between Muslim 

Americans and majority society.  Muslim American organizations often struggle more 

than other minority groups in the post-civil rights era to promote their social and political 

agenda. 

The third proposition is that political change becomes institutionalized and that 

these institutions continue to wrought change through altered forms of governance.  For 

Muslim Americans, political change became part of the mission of organizations 

originally developed to meet the social and religious needs of the communities they 

serve.  Thus, the evolution of Muslim American civic organizations is the key variable in 

the political development of Muslim Americans.  It allowed for the development of civic 

and political skills and the eventual incorporation of political objectives as organizational 

goals.  In addition, as these organizations grew in number and became more established, 

they also became more relevant politically.  Political parties and elected officials began to 

acknowledge Muslim Americans and looked to Muslim Americans for political support.  

This reaching out to Muslim Americans became overt in the 1990s, and was no more 

apparent than in the 2000 presidential election where the campaign of Republican 

candidate George W. Bush made a concerted effort to reach out to disaffected Muslim 

Americans for their support, mostly because the Arab/Muslim bloc vote was important 

for the presidential swing state of Michigan. 
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The Challenge of Islamophobia 

Yet, even though Muslim Americans have created opportunities for involvement, 

the political development of Muslim Americans must also be situated in the larger mosaic 

of American politics, more importantly in the way that the U.S. government and the 

general public viewed Islam and interacted with Muslim Americans.  As mentioned 

before, the maturation process of Muslim American political development, which 

includes coalition building, campaign outreach and fundraising, has been challenged by 

the narrative of West-Muslim relations, which is reinforced through a series of exogenous 

events.  This challenge centers on the phenomenon of Islamophobia.  According to 

Gottschalk and Greenberg, Islamophobia is defined as, 

the process by which Americans and Europeans negatively portray Muslims so 

effectively and so universally that the terms “Islam” and “Muslim” have come to 

inherently invoke suspicion and fear on the part of many (Gottschalk 2008). 

Interestingly, the authors do not assert that the phobia in Islamophobia is an anxiety 

borne out of individual psychological traumas.  Islamophobia is a social anxiety.  The 

authors state that,  

Instead of arising from traumatic personal experiences, like its more 

psychological cousins, this phobia results for most from distant social experiences 

that mainstream American culture has perpetuated in popular memory, which are 

in turn buttressed by a similar understanding of current events (Gottschalk 2008). 
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Similarly, Nimer (2007) defines Islamophobia, “as an unfounded fear of and hostility 

towards Islam.”  He provides a list of negative stereotypes that Islamophobes promote: 

 Islam is monolithic and cannot adapt to new realities 

 Islam does not share common values with other major faiths 

 Islam as a religion is inferior to the West.  It is archaic, barbaric and irrational 

 Islam is a religion of violence and supports terrorism 

 Islam is a violent political ideology  

 

Gottschalk and Greenberg (2008) outline a number of major historical encounters 

that have helped shape American popular culture.  The first four encounters are rooted in 

the European heritage of the United States.  These include the spread of Islam and 

competition with Christianity in the early centuries of Islam; the historical legacy of the 

Christian crusades in popular folklore; the Spanish Reconquista; and European 

imperialism and colonialism.  Each one of these encounters framed Christianity locked 

with Islam in an existential struggle, where Muhammadens, as Muslims were referred to 

in these eras, were sworn enemies.  The last historical encounter involves early American 

involvement in the Barbary Wars, a series of military engagements with the Muslim 

rulers of Tripoli in modern day Libya.  Tripolitan leaders demanded tribute of any nation 

that passed through their waters.  And while European ship captains acquiesced, 

American naval officers refused to pay.  Presidents Adam and Jefferson portrayed 

American actions in the same light as their European forefathers, but with the Americans 

as “uncompromising defenders of liberty in the struggle for free enterprise,” whereas the 

Europeans by agreeing to the tributes “abetted tyranny” (Gottschalk 2008). 
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Against the backdrop of this history, American encounters with Islam came into 

focus in the 1960s and 1970s.  The first set of encounters is domestic, centering on the 

political activism of the Nation of Islam (NOI) and other Black nationalist organizations.  

The popularity of the NOI among young African Americans and the conversion of some 

of the nation‟s top athletes, gave Americans their first public encounter with Islam.  The 

combative tone of the NOI‟s leaders and its willingness to criticize both white racist 

government policies and the tactics of Dr. Martin Luther King Jr. and the Southern 

Christian Leadership Conference in their struggle for Black civil rights, fit right into the 

historical narrative of Islam vs. the West.  But in this instance, the FBI played the role of 

Christian defenders and the NOI in the role of sworn enemy (Smith 1999). 

The second set of encounters is international, when Americans began engaging in 

the politics of Muslim majority areas.  Gottschalk and Greenberg (2008) identify several 

arenas of conflict that has helped framed contemporary American views of Islam and 

Muslims.  The first involved the policy of Soviet containment, where to keep countries 

from becoming Communist they heavily invested in the militaries of existing Arab and 

Muslim rulers.  The second concerned the importation of oil from mostly Muslim 

countries, such as Saudi Arabia and Iran.  The Arab oil embargo of 1973 and the oil price 

shocks following the 1979 Iranian Revolution.  The third concerns the ideology of 

Zionism where much of the conflict is framed between Jews and Muslims instead of 

Israeli-Arab.  The final arena of conflict is terrorism.  Where traditional terrorism came 
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out nationalist liberation movements in the 1960s and 1970s, modern terrorism has taken 

on more religious tones, with the rise to prominence of the Osama bin Laden‟s al-Qaeda 

network. 

Islamophobia manifested in a number of ways.  One way has been in the constant 

opposition to mosque building in local communities.  Findley (2001) notates community 

organizing against the construction of mosques in the Chicagoland area in the 1980s 

when he was an area Congressman.  The growth in the Muslim population led Muslim 

families in suburban communities to want to build places of worship closer to home.  

Findley believes this fed into the latent Islamophobic attitudes of Americans.  These 

attitudes have continued and may have intensified after the 9/11 attacks.  A recent 

example included the controversy over the construction of the Park 51 Islamic Center in 

downtown New York City near the site of the destroyed Twin Towers.  Opponents 

included some of the 9/11 victim‟s families and it became a rallying cry for political 

conservatives, including former vice-presidential candidate Sarah Palin and New York 

Republican Gubernatorial candidate Rick Lazio who appeared before the New York City 

Planning Commission to register his strong opposition (New York Times 2011).  A New 

York Times poll indicated that two-thirds of New York City residents preferred that the 

Islamic Center be relocated to another less controversial site. 

Islamophobia has also been present in American media.  Shaheen (1984) writes in 

The TV Arab that a simple content analysis of movies, TV shows and news reporting 
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done on Arab or Muslim Americans have been overwhelmingly negative.  He is quoted 

as saying that Arab & Muslims are usually described as “baddies, bombers or 

billionaires.”  In fact, Shaheen argues, nothing could be further from the truth as most 

Arab Americans are in fact Christian.  In addition, Nimer (2002) writes in a book article 

edited by Yvonne Yazbeck Haddad that often, national tragedies are attributed to Muslim 

extremists without any real connections.  He cites the bombing of the Alfred P. Murrah 

Federal building and the explosion of TWA Flight 800 in 1995 as clear cases that 

negative public opinions of Muslims color federal policy.  He also conducted a content 

analysis in where the 48 hours after the crash of the TWA Flight 800, a search on the 

nexus database found 138 articles that contained the words Muslim and/or Arab in 

connection with the tragedy.   

The 9/11 attacks were more than a break point as Orren and Skowronek (2004) 

describe.  It is a cataclysmic event that shattered the agency that Muslim Americans built.  

It reworked the site, or the prior political ground of practices, rules, leaders, and ideas, 

that the civil rights movement had developed for minority groups.  The political change 

that had become institutionalized through the development of universal Muslim civic 

organizations and was seen in a positive light by governing authorities had now become 

suspect.  For example, a number of authors who had always questioned the loyalty of 

Muslim Americans wrote a series of books, articles and opinion pieces and editorials 

accusing Muslim Americans of treason.  These authors were dedicated to rooting out 
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what they saw as “networks of terror” within Muslim American communities (Emerson 

2002; Pipes 2002; Kushner 2004; Emerson 2006; Horowitz 2006).   

The terrorist attacks of 9/11 led the Bush administration pushed for stricter control 

over the presence of Muslim immigrants.  Through the National Security Entry-Exit 

Registration System or NSEERS, the Department of Homeland Security required over 

90,000 Arab and Muslim men and boys to go through additional registration steps.  These 

included extra screenings for travelers and indefinite tracking of Muslim immigrants 

(Swarns 2003).  The ACLU argues that program, which finally ended in 2011, accounted 

for zero convictions on terrorism charges and described it as one of the largest cases of 

ethnic profiling since the internment of Japanese Americans in World War II (Rickerd 

2011).  Finally in 2011, a series of Associated Press reports were published unveiling a 

sophisticated “Muslim surveillance program” in operation by the New York City Police 

Department (NYPD).  Aided by the Central Intelligence Agency, the NYPD mapped and 

trolled ethnic neighborhoods.  According to David Cohen, the CIA officer in charge of 

the NYPD squad that gathered domestic intelligence, the NYPD officers were to “rake 

the coals, looking for hot spots” (Apuzzo 2011).  The broad-based surveillance program 

even reached across state lines into New Jersey, showcasing the vitality of the program.  

NYPD officers profiled those that they thought could be potential terrorists by keeping 

extensive records of their movements and sought out informants who would be willing to 

spy on their neighbors.  This has had a “chilling” effect on relations with Muslim 
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Americans in New York City.  However, this final example highlights the new space 

Muslim Americans must navigate and all three examples show evidence of how the site 

created in the civil rights era has shifted.  

From a political perspective, Muslim Americans became an expedient political 

football for elected officials.  For example, chairman of the Homeland Security 

committee in the United States Congress, Peter King, called for increased surveillance of 

American mosques before the Republican Party lost their majority in the House of 

Representatives (Reilly September 19, 2007).  When he assumed the chairmanship again 

in 2011, he initiated a series of House committee hearings on Muslim radicalization in 

the United States.  Specifically, he refers to the advocacy of Muslim American 

organizational work, going as far to say that one of them, the Council on American-

Islamic Relations was an ally of Islamic terrorists (Stolberg 2011).   

In the lead combating the hostile social and political environment are Muslim 

American organizations.  The organizations have tried to find a balance between 

defending Muslim Americans and their community and not appearing as apologists for 

any violence committed by Muslim extremists.  These is not an easy maneuver as many 

Americans associate Islam with violence and tend to believe that being more “Muslim” 

leads to greater chances of extremism.  Thus, the common approach is to show that 

inflammatory accusations makes for good news stories in the media and that these stories 

contribute to an already overall negative impact on American public opinion towards 
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Muslims in general (Nacos 2007; Nimer 2007; Gottschalk 2008).  Muslim American 

organizations, which originated as associations serving the religious and social needs of 

Muslim Americans, are now political advocacy groups, arguing on behalf of Muslim 

Americans and promoting engagement between Muslim Americans and the community at 

large. 

The Political Development of Muslim Americans before the 9/11 Attacks 

The story of modern Muslim American politics begins in the 1960s with the 

large-scale immigration of Muslims from all parts of the world.  This does not mean that 

Islam was absent from the early America.  Indeed, some historians argue that a sizable 

portion of African slaves were practicing Muslims, or at least nominal Muslims (Austin 

1997).  For example, Paul Findley cites a report by the Center for American Muslim 

Research and Information that the percentage was as high as 25% (Findley 2001).  While 

this percentage is difficult to verify, there is plenty of historical evidence that African 

Muslims were enslaved.  Accounts from slave auction journals show that enslaved West 

African Muslims were often more valuable as they were “learned”, or able to read and 

write and thus capable of completing more complicated tasks.  Regardless, for many 

African Muslim slaves, Islam did not survive the voyage through the Middle Passage.  

And it was rare for Islamic customs and traditions to last more than a few generations as 

many slaves converted to Christianity during their life on the plantation (GhaneaBasiri 

2010).  Thus, there was little in regards to organized political life. 
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The massive influx of immigrants at the turn of the 20th century saw nascent 

growth in the political development of Muslim Americans.  While hundreds of thousands 

of Syrians, Turks, Indians and other “eastern” groups arrived in the United States, 

GhaneaBasiri estimates that by the 1920s only some 60,000 were Muslim Americans.  

For the Muslim American immigrants who planned on staying, ethnic unification in the 

face of race-based prejudice was more important than pursuing Muslim or religious 

interests.  This is especially true for Arab Americans whose political development 

provided the civic skills and nurtured the leadership for later Muslim American 

organizations in the post-1965 Immigration Reform Act era.  Just to note, even though 

Arab Americans predominated given their numbers, political events in the homelands of 

other Muslim immigrants also helped push organization.  For example, Albanians, Indian 

Muslims and other groups often expressed solidarity with the struggles for independence 

that existed in the interwar period.  Yet Arab Americans are the most important ethnic 

group in the study of early Muslim American political development.     

In addition to the development of Arab American associations, there was the 

dramatic infusion of Islam in the public life of African Americans in the early part of the 

twentieth century.  Spurred by the large migration of African Americans to the North, a 

number of prophetic or messianic religious organizations centered on Black nationalism 

found root.   The hostile environment these migrants encountered by white, mostly 

Protestant Americans provided fertile ground for alternative identity formations.  
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Rejecting what Noble Drew Ali and Fard Muhammad described as a racist white 

Christian America, they formed organizations dedicated to the revival of downtrodden 

blacks.  Through the use of Islamic symbols history and rituals, the Moorish Science 

Temple and more famously the Nation of Islam, taught that Islam was an authentically 

African religion free from the influence of “white devils”.  Indeed, Black Americans who 

adopted Islamic symbols and sartorial practices believed it would help them escape to 

some degree the stigma of being black in a white society (GhaneaBasiri 2010). 

Finally, adding to the development of Arab American and Black Muslim 

organizations, were additional Muslim associations that developed in order to meet the 

social and religious needs of local Muslim communities.  For example, the need for the 

proper burials of the deceased provided a major incentive for community organizing.  For 

many Muslim Americans, the building of mosques also doubled as centers for 

community life.  GhaneaBasiri notes that the establishment of mosques also allowed 

Muslim Americans to become more politically active.  However, as Muslim American 

life was splintered among ethno-nationalist and sectarian lines, there were few attempts at 

social or political unity.   Notable exceptions included Muslims such as the Sudanese 

born Satti Majid, the self-styled “Sheikh of Islam in America”.  However, the influence 

of Majid and other leaders was limited in the pre-1965 immigration reform era.  Most 

Muslim immigrants in the early 1900s, as was the case with many other immigrant 

groups, were “birds of passage”, or immigrants with the intent of returning home.  Thus, 
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Majid and other early leaders were unable to establish any permanent organizations with 

such a shifting population.  Yet these early attempts did lay the foundation for Islam to 

flourish in American society.  A number of mosques and Islamic Centers survived 

through the years through the concerted efforts of second generation Muslim Americans.  

These same Muslim Americans also ended up becoming the leaders in the development 

of broader-based national Muslim organizations.  Thus, along with the efforts of 

graduated members of university-based Muslim Student Associations, and those of 

professional Muslim immigrants of post-1965 Hart-Celler Act, the three decades before 

the 9/11 attacks saw the dramatic growth of nationally orientated Muslim American 

organizations.  While many of these associations were still ethnic based, others such as 

the Council on American-Islamic Relations, were universal in nature and specifically 

sought to work past ethnic, cultural and racial differences. 

The brief political history above provides three strands from which to understand 

the politics of Muslim Americans.  The first strand is the political development of Arab 

Americans.  Even though Arab American organizations were founded and mostly 

dominated by Arab Christians, Arab American organizations have made political 

advocacy for Muslim Americans one of their missions.  The second strand is the political 

development of the Black Muslim nationalist movement.  The historical importance of 

the Nation of Islam and the subsequent conversion of many of its members to Sunni 

Islam in the 1970s provided an indigenous element to American Islam that has also 
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contributed to Muslim American politics.  The third strand is the growth of nationwide 

associations that sought to address Muslim American social and political needs at a 

national level.  It is these national organizations that have taken the mantle of leadership 

in protecting and advocating for Muslim American communities. 

The First Strand: The Political Development of Arab Americans 

The political development of Arabs in America is closely tied to that of the 

Detroit metropolitan area.  Thus, even though Arab Americans exist in all major 

metropolitan areas, their numbers in the Detroit metropolitan area provide them social 

and political clout that politicians recognize.  Second, the long and continued presence of 

Arab Americans in the Detroit area provides a rich context from which to understand 

Arab American political development.   The first Arab settlers came to the U.S. in the late 

1870s.  Coming mostly from Syria, Lebanon and other part of the Ottoman Empire, they 

settled throughout the country, finding jobs or settling land.  Yet like all other immigrant 

groups, many decided to settle in and around large manufacturing center in the North.  

Lured by General Motors and Ford Company, Arabs quickly established themselves in 

the Detroit suburbs by the 1910s, working in the factories, manufacturing America‟s first 

factory-produced automobiles.  Flush with new wages, Arab American demand for 

Arabic-specific consumer products led to successive waves of immigrants, eager to 

supply the more established community members with items from the Middle East 

(Orfalea 2006). 
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Yet it was the 1924 Immigration Act that fundamentally changed the character of 

the Arab American community.  The Act ended the steady stream of Arab immigrants 

from the Ottoman Empire.  Before 1924, many Arab Americans did not bother involving 

themselves in American society.  Classified as a non-white group, but not dark enough to 

be considered black, Arab Americans often found themselves caught between the black-

white divide that existed in American society.  Thus for many it became easier to stay out 

of the system entirely rather than attempt to navigate social and political boundaries.  

Indeed, many refereed to themselves as al-Nizaleh, Arabic for guests or travelers, 

reflecting their belief that they were in the U.S. for financial reasons only, looking to 

make enough money to eventually return home (Suleiman 1994).  

However, after 1924, most Arabs realized that their dream of going back to 

Mount Lebanon or Damascus was no longer viable.  Conditions in the aftermath of the 

collapse of the Ottoman Empire and the destabilization of the region by through the 

British and French mandates meant that “home” was now in Michigan.  In light of this 

reality, Arab immigrants quickly turned their attention to creating their infrastructure for 

a viable community.  They built churches, mosques, civic and cultural centers.  However, 

as strong as these foundations were laid, Arab Americans were not immune to the 

pressures of American society.  For example, the impact of Americanization programs, 

imposed on all ethnic groups by state governments, led to strong assimilation patterns 

among America‟s Arabs, pushing then to learn English and forcing their children to learn 
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American customs.  During this process, Arab immigrants transformed themselves into 

Arab-Americans, with Detroit as the center of their Arab America. 

To this day, the Detroit Metropolitan area remains the cultural heartbeat of Arab 

America.  The Arab American History Museum is located there and a quick drive in 

downtown Dearborn makes one feel as they are in Beirut.  However, as central as Detroit 

is to Arab Americans, the community itself is quite atypical in its complexion in 

comparison to other major metropolitan areas with high concentrations of Arab 

Americans.  For example, even though Detroit constitutes one of the oldest and largest 

surviving Arab communities in the U.S., many of its inhabitants are in fact recent 

immigrants.  The majority of Arab immigrants, who came to the U.S. before 1965, were 

mostly escaping political violence in their homeland.   Large waves of Palestinian, 

Lebanese, Yemeni, and Iraqi refugees came to the U.S. in the wake of massive civil 

disturbances.  In contrast, a greater percentage of Arab immigrants after 1965 came here 

seeking greater economic and/or educational opportunities.  More importantly, about 

60% of these newer immigrants are Muslim, adding a further dimension to the diversity 

found within Arab Detroit.  This aspect differentiates Detroit within the national Arab 

American landscape.  Nationally, most Arab Americans are Christian and number 

anywhere from 60-70%.  Additionally, a large number of Arab-Americans in Detroit are 

native-born rather than foreign-born, with a growing percentage of third-generation Arab-

Americans in Detroit (Terry 1999). 
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This unique history of Arab immigration has led Howell and Jamal (2008) to refer 

to the Arab American experience in Detroit as “Detroit Exceptionalism”.  They argue that 

the Arab American experience in Detroit warrants research separate from the rest of the 

Arab America.  They cite a number of reasons, most importantly the presence of the only 

Arab ethnic enclave, Dearborn.  Also exceptional is the deep diversity found in Arab 

Detroit, including the presence of many national-origin groups, the divide between 

immigrant and native-born Arab Americans, and the larger proportion of Muslim Arabs 

accompanied by its own diversity.  This is not the case in other metropolitan areas where 

Arab Americans of a particular nationality have clustered together.  In addition, the long-

standing participation of Arab Americans in the political process has led to a 

commensurate level of Arab Americans, both Christian and Muslim, in elected office and 

as police officers, government officials and other influential positions. 

Arab Americans first became immersed in national American politics with the 

1967 Six Day War.   Fearful that the American media would vilify Palestinians and 

lionize the Israelis, Arab American organizations such as the Arab-American University 

Graduates (AAUG) attempted to provide an alternative voice (GhaneaBasiri 2010).  And 

indeed, what started out as a movement on foreign policy concerns morphed into political 

organizing and lobbying on behalf of Arab American domestic interests as well (Jabara 

1989).  Yet efforts to exercise constituent strength faltered as both parties were not quite 

sure if they would publicly accept Arab American support.  In 1972, Democrat George 
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McGovern rejected an endorsement from a group of Arab American academics.  In 1976 

and 1980, Democrat Jimmy Carter vacillated back and forth on Arab American support.  

In contrast, Republican Ronald Reagan had his campaign form “Lebanese Committees” 

to help him with the Arab vote (Samhan 1989). 

It was not until the 1980s that Arab Americans saw real progress in their bid to 

create partisan relationships.  At the 1984 Democratic National Convention Jesse Jackson 

openly referenced the racism felt by Arab Americans (Shakir 1997).  On the other side of 

the political aisle, the chief of Reagan‟s Ethnic Voters Division in his 1984 reelection 

campaign was an Arab American, George Salem (Joseph 1999).  In the 1988 presidential 

election Arab American leaders, such as James Zogby and Edward Said, worked side-by-

side with Jesse Jackson‟s campaign.  While their joint effort to insert a resolution into the 

Democratic Party‟s national platform supporting Palestinian statehood ultimately failed, 

this kind of activism would have been inconceivable a decade earlier.   

It was not until the 1988 election that any kind of polling on Arab Americans took 

place.  Sulemain (1994), in a poll of Arab American activists, found that a majority 

(58%) had identified themselves as Democrats, with self-identified Republicans (32%) 

and Other/Not Affiliated (9%) in the minority.  Activists though are not representative of 

the larger body and many of the respondents may have seen more common ground with 

the Democrats than with the Republicans given Jackson‟s overtures (Joseph 1999).  

Interestingly Sulemain (1994) also reports the partisanship of the respondents‟ parents.  
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From those responses he notes that 39% identified as Democrat, 24% as Republican and 

37% as other, not affiliated, much more evenly divided than their activist offspring.   

In the 1990s, Arab American organizations fanned out across the nation and 

organized into clubs and caucuses with the intent of reaching out to both the Democratic 

and the Republican Parties at both the state and local levels.  Nowhere was this more 

effective than in Michigan, where the Arab vote has proven itself important for electoral 

success.  On the national stage, Arab Americans formed advisory councils seeking access 

to the two party‟s national committees.  By 1996 Arab American leaders were 

instrumental in forming the National Democratic Ethnic Coordinating Council (Ameri 

2000).  

Also in 1996, the Arab American Institute (AAI) and Zogby International started 

posting the results of a series of polls and surveys cataloguing the trends in Arab 

American partisanship.  In the 1996 presidential election, Arab Americans were roughly 

split between the two parties with one fourth preferring neither but voted for Clinton in 

his reelection campaign.  In 2000, partisan levels remained the same, yet the vote share 

went for Bush, albeit with a healthy showing for Nader, a Lebanese American candidate 

for the Green Party.  According to AAI and Zogby, the selection of Lieberman as Gore‟s 

running mate and his views on the Israeli-Palestinian conflict weighed heavily on Arab 

American minds (69% indicated it was a factor in their vote choice) (Zogby International 

2000). 
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The Second Strand: The Political Development of Black Muslim Organizations  

As early as 1914, African Americans organized in the name of Islam.  The 

rejection of African American migrants by Northern whites, and the use of Christianity 

by whites to further racial segregation provided a fertile ground for the proselytization of 

a Black nationalist movement.  According to Jackson (2005), the marriage between 

Christianity and African Americans had always been tenuous.  The imposition of a 

Christian belief system on black slaves has always led a number of African American 

intellectuals to question this arrangement.  And while most imported slaves from West 

and Central Africa were animists or followed tribal rituals, a portion, especially the more 

learned black slaves, were Muslim (Austin 1997; Jackson 2005; GhaneaBasiri 2010).  

Thus, for many alienated northern urban blacks, an identity crisis developed.  Many 

questioned their status in northern cities and more often their place in American society.  

There was a desire for a discovery and for a reevaluation of the marriage. 

Within the movement, two groupings developed into national organizations: the 

Moorish Science Temple and the Nation of Islam.  The Moorish Science Temple was a 

prophetic Black nationalist movement developed by Noble Drew Ali that taught its 

followers American middle-class values, such as hard work, sobriety, dedication to 

family and community, and entrepreneurship.  GhaneaBasiri (2010) discusses the process 

of “de-negrofying” blacks.  By touting traditional American values, the author argues that 

Ali and other were using Islamic symbols and sartorial practices to bring about economic 
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power and relative security, necessary conditions for social progress.  The Moors, as they 

called themselves, were strongly anti-White.  Ali declared himself to be the reincarnation 

of the Prophet Muhammad and produced a holy „Koran‟ based loosely on the Bible, 

works by Marcus Garvey and the Qur‟an itself (Ansari 2004). 

The Nation of Islam (NOI) took a slightly different trajectory in its formation.  

While the NOI also preached economic self-sufficiency and empowerment, its founders 

also created a foundational myth that sought to establish black racial superiority over 

whites.  Wali D. Fard, who was a member of the Moorish Science Temple, evangelized 

that African Americans were a godly race descended from the tribe of Shabazz 

(GhaneaBasiri 2010).  According to several accounts, African Americans were stolen 

from the holy city of Mecca and enslaved by whites, who had separated from blacks 

centuries ago and now have come to represent the devil incarnate.  Fard‟s and later Elijah 

Muhammad‟s mission was to restore African Americans to their rightful place by 

revealing to them their divine nature through Islamic praxis.  Like the Moors, members of 

the NOI appropriated Islamic symbols and practices, including the use of mosques as 

places of worship, Islamic greetings and traditional Islamic clothing (Ansari 2004).  As 

many Islamic scholars have noted, none of the stories promulgated by Fard and 

Muhammad are found within the Qur‟an, the Hadiths or in among any of the different 

types of Islam that emerged.  Indeed, neither major branch of Islam, Sunni and Shi‟a nor 

any variations thereof, have ever discussed their narratives in racial or ethnic terms.  The 
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divisions in Islam are mostly politically based, with disagreements over who should have 

led the fledgling but growing ummah, or Muslim community, after the death of the 

Prophet Muhammad.  Even the more heterodoxical groups, such as the Druze, the 

Alawites/Alevis, and the Baha‟i, have never preached racial or ethnic superiority.  

Indeed, all groups hold fast to tawhid, or the oneness of Islam that transcends tribal, 

ethnic, racial or national differences. 

These Black nationalist narratives catapulted the NOI to national prominence after 

World War II.  The rapid growth in membership gave the NOI clout within the civil 

rights movement and in regards to speaking for the social and political needs of an 

oppressed minority group (Ansari 2004).  The NOI saw itself as fighting two hegemons; 

a white dominated American society, and a Christian dominated American society, and 

its leaders would often question the nonviolent approach towards equality that other 

Black civil rights group, most notably the Southern Christian Leadership Conference, has 

adopted.  They doubted the sincerity of Whites to provide equality and civil rights to 

Blacks.  They argued, very convincingly, that history was on their side.  The most 

influential leader within the NOI was Malcolm X, who used the doctrine of Black self-

empowerment to chastise Dr. Martin Luther King, Jr. and other civil rights organizers.   

However, as politically powerful as the NOI and Malcolm X had become, the 

insistence of the foundational story as the narrative for the organization ultimately proved 

its undoing.  The irony is that Black nationalism, which provided the philosophical 
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strength to combat discrimination, left the community struggling for an identity once de 

jure civil rights for African Americans were achieved.  Over time, increasing numbers of 

NOI members began leaving the organization over the heterodoxical assumptions in the 

group‟s founding myths.  Examples include the national secretary of the NOI, two sons of 

Elijah Muhammad and more famously Malcolm X, who accepted traditional Islamic 

teachings after participating in the Hajj in 1964.   

The number of organizations that catered to the social and political needs of 

African American converts to traditional Islam grew in the 1960s, regardless if they came 

from the Nation of Islam or otherwise.  The more significant groups included the 

Ahmadiyya movement, Dar ul-Islam and Ansarullah.  All three associations attempted to 

reconcile the rhetoric of the older Black nationalist movement with the traditional 

teachings of Islam that were become more commonplace with the increase of Muslim 

immigrants.  While all three were successful to a degree, it was the decision of Wallace 

D. Muhammad in 1975 upon the death of his father to denounce the foundational myth of 

Black superiority and embrace Sunni Islam that ultimately started the integration process 

of African American Muslims into the larger Muslim American community.  Muhammad 

did not abandon the process of Black empowerment.  Instead, he saw himself as a 

mujaddid, or a reviver of the Islamic faith.  He preached that only by returning to the true 

path, or sunna, of Islam would American Blacks be able to attain success (GhaneaBasiri 
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2010).  By the time Muhammad died in 2008, African American Muslims had largely 

embraced Sunni Islam. 

Not all though followed Muhammad‟s decision.  A much smaller group of 

African American Muslims reconstituted the NOI a few years later under the leadership 

of Louis Farrakhan.  Farrakhan disputed the assertion that Sunni Islam represented the 

best way forward for African American Muslims.  He stated in several communiqués that 

Sunni Muslims were just as notorious as Whites to take advantage of Blacks.  He would 

often point to the living conditions of Sudanese and other Black African immigrants in 

Saudi Arabia and of their treatment as second-class citizens during the Hajj.  Thus, 

Farrakhan was able to provide a loud voice for the remainder of the NOI in the 1980s that 

often conflicted with the conciliatory message that Muhammad provided.  And despite 

Farrakhan‟s efforts to remobilize African American Muslims back towards the black 

nationalist ideology espoused by the original NOI, he has been mostly unsuccessful.  

African American Muslims may still mostly congregate in the old Mohammaden temples, 

but their conversion to Sunni Islam is unquestioned.  And their increasing shared identity 

with other Muslim Americans only points to their integration in the larger Muslim 

American community. 

The Third Strand: The Political Development of National-Level Muslim Organizations 

The American born children of Muslim immigrants led the charge for the 

development of nationwide organizations that sought to address the social and political 
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needs of their particular ethnic or racial group at the local level and the needs of Muslim 

Americans at a national level.  This second generation of Muslims did not envision a 

“return” to their homeland.  For them, America was their home.  Thus, for many early 

Muslim American organizations, seeking to become a part of the American national 

fabric was one of the major goals.  For example, organizations such as the Federation of 

Islamic Associations (FIA) of the United States and Canada worked hard to achieve equal 

recognition for the American Muslim.  The founders of the FIA were World War II 

veterans.  In addition, their membership was cross-national and attempted to create a 

unified national identity for Muslims.  While the FIA was limited in its operations, it did 

succeed in framing the conversation of assimilation in Islamic terms.  For the FIA, 

“assimilation worked hand in hand with religiosity; that is, the higher in religiosity, the 

more assimilated the community is to American society.”  For the FIA, Islam was a path 

for entrance into American politics, rather than a path to exit the political scene. 

As discussed before the practice of Islam helped organize early Muslims.  For 

example, the inability of Muslim Americans to hold proper burials for their deceased was 

a major push factor in their political development.  For example, the lack of a suitable 

Islamic site for funeral prayer services led a number of Muslim diplomats and American 

Muslims to help build the Islamic center of Washington, D.C.  Inaugurated in 1957, it is 

the first mosque built in the U.S. in a distinct Islamic architecture, complete with a 

minaret.  In a show of support, Republican president Dwight D. Eisenhower attended the 
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inauguration and spoke about how the mosque represented what was best about American 

society and its commitment to religious freedom. 

Muslim student populations also contributed greatly to the political development 

of Muslim Americans.   As tens of thousands of Muslim students began arriving in the 

U.S. after World War II, many had been politicized through the independence 

movements in their countries.  Others subscribed to Islamic ideologies and were forced 

out by more secular nationalist governments that took over in the post-colonial Muslim 

world.  In 1963 the Muslim Students Association of the United States and Canada (MSA) 

was formed (Findley 2001).  Financed by member dues, personal donations and 

donations from Muslim-majority countries, the MSA instantly became a force in Muslim 

American politics.  Much of this political drive can be explained by the type of Muslim 

student the MSA attracted; science and technology students heavily influenced by 

contemporary Islamist thinkers such as Sayyid Qutb and Abul A‟la Mawdudi.  These 

thinkers pushed for a new politicized version of Islam which saw an “adherence to 

Islamic beliefs and practices not only a religious duty but a transformative experience.”  

Islam was a way of life and not something to be practiced just at Friday prayers.  For 

these “Islamists” then, Islam was the solution or answer to every problem, especially 

when discussing how a society should be governed. 

This focus on Islam as the answer allowed the MSA to overcome the ethnic, 

cultural, linguistic and sectarian differences that existed in the diverse Muslim American 
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community.  According to GhaneaBasiri (2010), the MSA pursued a “utopian, 

ideological, pan-Islamic society” through a “scripturalist vision of Islam”.  It sought to 

create a homo islamicus.  MSA was unable to erase all differences, for example South 

Asian members left to form the Islamic Circle of North America.  The organization did 

however allow members an opportunity to interact, which helped to set the stage for the 

development of national Muslim associations from the 1970s forward.   When many 

Muslim students graduated, they would return to their communities and immediately go 

about building institutions for the ever growing number of Muslims that were 

immigrating to the United States.  GhaneaBasiri notes that 20% of immigrants from 

Muslim-majority countries were professional and technical workers and over 50% were 

dependents of these workers.  These “new” immigrants were higher educated and were 

often employed in more prestige occupations than Muslims that immigrated before the 

1965 Hart-Celler Act.   

Part of the growth of national Muslim American organizations was in response to 

the number of international events that often soured relations between the Arab and/or 

Muslim world and the United States.  The 1967 Six-Day War. The 1973 Arab oil 

embargo and Yom Kippur War, the 1979 Iranian Revolution and the continuous string of 

airline hijackings and terrorist attacks strained the relationship between American society 

and its Muslim, mostly immigrant, minority.  Indeed, GhaneaBasiri (2010) notes that in 

the 1980s, Americans begun to associate Islam with religious violence.  Not all 
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association was negative.  For example, in 1980 the U.S. Congress adopted a resolution 

recognizing the 1,400 year anniversary of the founding of the Islamic calendar and 

President Carter expressed direct support for Muslim outrage at the Soviet invasion of 

Afghanistan in his 1980 State of the Union speech.  Indeed, American efforts at 

encouraging Islamist organizations to rise up and take arms against the Soviets were a 

formal policy of the Reagan administration throughout the 1980s.  Yet, however 

important Muslim Americans organizations may have been for U.S. foreign policy in 

raising funds and providing support for Islamist struggles overseas, there was a clear 

disconnect in regards to American public opinion.  Americans only saw the conflict and 

not the cooperation. 

Despite the increasingly hostile political climate Muslim Americans faced, the 

Muslim American activists decided to become more political active in the 1980s.  These 

activists, such as American Wahhabist scholar Abdul Rauf, and members from politically 

active organizations like the Islamic Society of Southern California, argued that only 

sustainable path for the success of American Islam is assimilation into society and 

incorporation into the political system.  However, assimilation and incorporation must be 

conducted on Muslim Americans terms and not dictated by others.  Agency was the key 

factor in the development of a Muslim American identity that superseded sectarian, 

ethnic, nationalist and linguistic divisions. 
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To accomplish their objectives, national-level organizations formed with the 

intent of offering themselves as financial and organizational resources for local 

communities.  The Islamic Circle of North America (ICNA) and the Islamic Society of 

North America (ISNA), which grew out of earlier more local Muslim American 

organizations.  The ICNA was founded in 1971 primarily to serve Urdu-speaking 

Muslims.  Over time, it has grown to include all Muslims regardless of ethnicity or 

language.  ICNA sponsors a series of conventions, events, seminars as well as 

educational and research programs for Muslim Americans (Findley 2001).  It also set up 

a unique institution, the Financial Services Corporation, which provides Muslims an 

alternative to borrow money without paying interest or usury, a practice forbidden in the 

Qur‟an and observed by pious Muslims.  Historically more concerned with educating 

Muslim Americans and Canadians about Islam, the group has slowly embraced advocacy.  

For example, in 2009, ICNA created a Council for Social Justice with the explicit aim of 

establishing links between Islam and the general public in an effort to combat stereotypes 

and negative attitudes towards Islam and Muslims (Islamic Circle of North America 

2012). 

The ISNA was founded by a group of graduated MSA leaders in 1982 and 

immediately began providing a wide range of services for Muslims at the national level 

and over time has become an umbrella organization for specialized and regional Muslim 

groups, including the Muslim Student Association and educational organizations (Findley 
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2001).  The ISNA is often considered the largest Muslim group in the United States.  And 

as such, it has attracted both positive and negative attention.  For example, the ISNA‟s 

annual conventions draw tens of thousands of Muslims from around the country and 

often attract high profile speakers.  Examples include the president of the Union for 

Reformed Judaism, Rabbi Eric Yoffie and evangelical megachurch leader Rick Warren 

(Perelman 2007; Wan 2009). 

By the late 1980s, most if not all organizations find themselves advocating for the 

Muslim American community as a whole, such as the above referenced ICNA and ISNA.  

A series of events, including the 1989 Salman Rushdie affair, the Gulf War of 1990-199, 

the World Trade Center bombing of 1993, and the general rise in publicity of political 

violent Islamic groups, such as al-Qaeda and the Taliban, Jemmah Islamiyah, the Muslim 

Brotherhood and its Palestinian equivalent Hamas, and Hezbollah, perpetuated a negative 

image of Islam for most Americans.  With every event or announcement, it became even 

more difficult to provide a voice for moderation in the American media.  Yet despite 

these difficulties, the still remains the task of national Muslim American organizations 

today (Findley 2001; GhaneaBasiri 2010). 

Integrating all 3 Strands: Muslim American Political Development in the 1990s 

The post-1965 political development of Muslims is multi-faceted and has 

operated at several levels.  First, American Muslims, as everyday citizens, continued their 

community involvement and at times participated in local politics.  Again, nowhere is 
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this more evident than in the Detroit metropolitan area, where national political did not 

occur until the mid-1990s, when the overall demographics of the group changed.  Again, 

the high immigration rates of educated professionals from the Middle East, North Africa 

and South changed the nature of Muslim American organizations.  Never content to just 

sit on the sidelines, professionals from India, Pakistan, Iran, and the former Soviet Union, 

brought with them civic skills that they easily translated into political organizing skills 

(Nimer 2002).   

Simultaneously, African American Muslim converts began integrating into 

immigrant mosques at higher rates.  These mostly former Nation of Islam adherents 

inherited the community organizing techniques from their NOI forefathers and brought 

their labor to the cause of tawhid, or oneness in Islam.  They have risen to leadership 

positions in some mosques and community organizations (Jackson 2005).  Bagby (2001) 

also notes that there is a decline in the number of African American exclusive mosques.  

While this partly reflects the larger trend of diversification among all mosques, there has 

also been a greater acceptance of African Americans in Sunni mosques and also the 

increasing identification of African Americans with the larger Muslim American 

community.  In addition, there has been an increase in the number of sub-Saharan African 

Muslim immigrants in the 2000s.  This may also be helping the acceleration of African 

American integration into immigrant mosques.  Finally, African Americans constitute the 

largest number of converts to Islam over the past two decades, with 63% of reported 
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converts in the 2000 Mosque survey and 64% of reported converts in the 2011 study.  

These high levels of conversion have allowed African Americans to keep pace 

demographically with Muslim immigrant groups. 

Again, what prompted the integrated efforts of Muslim Americans and led to the 

rise of relevant national organizations were the attempts by Muslim Americans to 

assimilate and incorporate into American society and also the advocacy work to combat 

societal hostility.  Efforts at political incorporation mostly focused on attempts to 

increase the visibility of Muslim Americans.  For example, Siraj Wahhaj, a nationally 

prominent Imam, became the first Muslim to open a session of the House of 

Representatives with a prayer in June 1991.  In February 1992, Warith Deen Muhammad, 

the successor to Elijah Muhammad, offered a prayer on the Senate floor.  In December 

1993, Abdul Rasheed Muhammad was the first Muslim chaplain appointed in the U.S. 

military.  Similar work involved a 1993 conference sponsored by several national Muslim 

organizations titled: “Islam and the West: Cooperation and Confrontation.”  This 

conference sought to provide avenues for Members of Congress and also members of the 

national press corps to recognize the political value of Muslim Americans (GhaneaBasiri 

2010).  In 2000, the East-West University, the first major institution of higher learning 

headed by a Muslim scholar, gave Representative David Bonior, the deputy leader of the 

Democratic Party in the House of Representatives, an honorary degree at their twentieth 

anniversary celebration (Findley 2001). 
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Yet the process of political incorporation has always been overshadowed by the 

larger West-Muslim narrative.  The 1990s though saw this narrative move into a new 

phase, for not only does it include the historical encounters provided in a previous section 

in this chapter, it was now ensconced in powerful discourse of international relations that 

framed current encounters between “Islam” and the “West” as a “Clash of Civilizations.” 

This hypothesis proffered by the late Harvard political scientist Samuel Huntington, 

argued that the next major phase of global conflict would occur at the intersection of 

major civilizational plates.  Analogous to their geological counterparts, civilizational 

plates rub up against each other and ensuing friction from this contact can explain future 

violence.  The rise in visibility of political Islam after the end of the Cold War played into 

Huntington‟s thesis, which focused mostly on the potentially looming conflict between 

the West and Islam (Huntington 1993).  Using this discourse, a number of American 

authors worked hard to show that this potential conflict was playing out at home.  

Investigative journalist Steven Emerson produced the documentary “Jihad in America” 

that aired nationally on PBS (Findley 2001).  Harvard trained historian Daniel Pipes 

wrote a number of news articles on the internal threats that Muslim minorities posed for 

Western countries.  He wrote,  

West European societies are unprepared for the massive immigration of brown-

skinned peoples cooking strange foods and not exactly maintaining Germanic 

standards of hygiene. Muslim immigrants bring with them a chauvinism that 

augurs badly for their integration into the mainstream of the European societies. 

(Pipes 1990) 
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The most prominent national Muslim American group to emerge was the Council 

on American Islamic Relations (CAIR).  CAIR began in 1994 strictly as an advocacy 

organization. Indeed, CAIR's vision, “is to be a leading advocate for justice and mutual 

understanding” and “to enhance understanding of Islam, encourage dialogue, protect civil 

liberties, empower American Muslims, and build coalitions that promote justice and 

mutual understanding.” (Council on American-Islamic Relations 2012).  CAIR came into 

this prominence through its forceful and timely advocacy of Muslim civil rights and in 

their reporting of abuses by American authorities of Muslim civil liberties during the 

1995 Oklahoma City bombing.  In this event, Muslims and Arabs were blamed for a 

terrorist attack that was ultimately shown to have been perpetrated by a Christian Identity 

extremist, Timothy McVeigh.   

According to Corey Saylor in a 2010 interview (Bozonelos 2010), CAIR is 

primarily an “anti-discrimination and anti-defamation” organization.  It originated with 

two major components, its civil rights department, which handles discrimination 

complaints by Muslim Americans; and its communications department, which provides 

“voice for the American Muslim community in the mainstream, or for that matter, any 

kind of media.” Over time, it has also developed a government affairs department.  This 

department addresses potential gaps in laws that could adversely affect Muslims.  CAIR 

works with other national, regional and local groups to address issues for Muslim 

Americans.  Some of the more important issues include immigration reform and racial 
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profiling.  However, CAIR, like all other national Muslim American organizations are all 

501c3 non-profit organizations.  This limits their political activity to mostly advocating 

duties, such as lobbying. 

In sum, quite a few of Muslim American organizations developed to serve the 

social and political needs of the communities.  In his The North American Muslim 

Resource Guide: Muslim Community Life in the United States and Canada, Mohammed 

Nimer (2002) assembled an exhaustive list of organizations that serve the Muslim 

American community.  Through the American Muslim Databank Project, the author 

gathered information on hundreds of organizations.  In addition, Nimer categorized these 

organizations into a typology.    He devotes a chapter to each type, and in most of the 

chapters, highlights key organizations.  Table 1.1 in the Appendix presents the typology 

created by Nimer.  Of the eight categories developed by Nimer, three engage in outreach 

to Muslim American voters: community development groups, ethnic associations, and 

public affairs organizations.   

Participating in American Politics 

The growing importance of the Muslim American vote, led both parties to reach 

out to Muslim Americans.  For example, President George H.W. Bush sent the leaders of 

the American Muslim Council a supportive message after the conclusion of their first 

Hajj. 
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The 1996 presidential election represents a watershed moment in Muslim 

American political development.  It was the first major election where advocacy 

organizations worked diligently to forge a national voice for all Muslim Americans.  

Domestic policy concerns over immigration and civil rights and foreign policy concerns 

about the Palestinians and responses to terrorism, coupled with exemplary organizing at 

the mosque and local levels, formed an issue public from which Muslim leaders 

attempted to translate into a unified political voice (Duran 1997).  Muslim American 

organizations engaged both political parties and in turn both parties reached out to 

Muslim Americans for their votes.  Clinton met with Muslim American leaders 

frequently in his first term.  He regularly gave messages in major Muslim holidays 

(Mazrui 2004).  In addition, Hillary Clinton addressed an event sponsored by the Muslim 

Public Affairs Council. For example, she hosted the first celebration of „id al-fitr, which 

marks the end of Ramadan at the White House (GhaneaBasiri 2010).  Finally, Clinton‟s 

National Security Advisor, Anthony Lake, met with representatives of the Muslim 

community about the implications of American foreign policy (Mazrui 1996). 

In contrast, Dole made only a last minute ditch effort to mobilize Muslim 

Americans.  However, he went farther than Clinton by publicly stating that Muslim 

Americans have been the targets of stereotyping, bias and discrimination (Duran 1997).  

In the end, Muslim American organizations split their endorsements.  The American 

Muslim Council and the Muslim Public Affairs Council endorsed Bill Clinton.  The 
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National Council on Islamic Affairs endorsed Bob Dole and the American Muslim 

Alliance and CAIR endorsed neither candidate (GhaneaBasiri 2010).  Polls should that 

Muslim Americans solidly backed Clinton over Dole in the 1996 presidential election 

despite Clinton‟s Israeli friendly policies and thereby signaling the entrance of Muslim 

Americans onto the national political scene.  In this campaign, one could argue that 

Muslim Americans reached out to the Democratic Party and that their actions were 

reciprocated and that Muslim Americans were ignored by the Republican Party. 

In response to the split in endorsements, a number of associations banded together 

to create the American Muslim Political Coordination Committee (AMPCC) in an 

attempt to synchronize their electoral strategies and maximize their clout.  The notion that 

a bloc vote should develop began taking shape, with numerous scholars advocating that it 

was only a matter of time, or that it was an interest worth pursuing.  In addition, there 

was recognition by certain Muslim American political activists that Muslim voters could 

become a potential vital voting bloc as they resided in perennial battleground states in 

presidential elections.  States such as Michigan, Ohio, Virginia, and Florida contain 

sizable numbers of Muslims. In addition, research shows that Members of Congress are 

responsive to the presence of Muslim voters in the district (Martin 2009).  Yet even 

though there was a push for Muslims to unite, policy differences still exist within the 

Muslim American community, especially among ethnic/racial lines.  Arab Americans are 

the most developed in their articulation of their policy desires, especially in regards to 
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foreign policy issues in the Middle East and the Israeli-Palestinian conflict.  South Asians 

are mostly preoccupied with the India-Pakistan conflict, whereas African Americans are 

for obvious reasons the most race-conscious of all groups (Mazrui 2004).  

In the 2000 presidential campaign, the AMPCC held talks with all three major 

campaigns, Al Gore, George Bush and Ralph Nader.  In each meeting, the PAC pressed 

each candidate on Muslim American issues.  Finally, the AMPCC endorsed Governor 

Bush, the Republican candidate (AMPCC-PAC October 23, 2000).  While not an outright 

alliance with the Republican Party, Bush was considered more accessible to Muslim 

Americans than his counterpart, Vice President Al Gore, the Democratic Candidate.  In 

addition, Bush supported a repeal of the Secret Evidence Act which had imprisoned a 

number of American Muslims on terrorism charges.  Finally, the Gore campaign refused 

to meet with Muslim leaders in a national setting, preferring to meet with leaders in more 

low-key atmospheres (Washington Report on Middle East Affairs October 23, 2000).  

Add to this the displeasure with former President Clinton‟s Israel policies, strong support 

for Israeli actions by Democratic Party candidate Gore and the selection of Joseph 

Lieberman, an observant Orthodox Jew, as his running mate, and Muslim Americans 

found a party to work with (Findley 2001).   

The Political Development of Muslim Americans after the 9/11 Attacks 

It would be an understatement to say that the terrorist attacks of 9/11 changed the 

trajectory of the political development of Muslim Americans.  As stated earlier in this 
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chapter 9/11 is a cataclysmic event that shattered the agency that Muslim Americans had 

built at local and national levels.  It had the effect of reworking the site, or the prior 

political ground of practices, rules, leaders, and ideas, that the civil rights movement had 

developed for minority groups.  No longer were Muslims seen as a minority group 

struggling to gain acceptance.  Muslims were now the enemy.  Nimer (2004) notes that 

while violence against Muslim Americans and their places of worship is not new, the 

peak of communal violence occurred right after 9/11.  He reports that CAIR received 

over 1,700 formal complaints of harassment and hate crimes, just in the two following 

months.  There were also 12 murders directly attributable to religious and racial profiling, 

including a number of Sikhs, who are not Muslim, but wear long beards and turbans, two 

stereotypes associated with Muslim men. 

One of the most potentially disturbing trends is traced through a series of 

Washington Post-ABC News surveys (2012).  In the decade since the 9/11 attacks, the 

surveys report that the majority of Americans have hardened their attitudes towards 

Muslim Americans.  Table 1.2 in the Appendix summarizes these trends.  In contrast, a 

number of academic authors dispute this trend.  First, Costas Panagopoulos (2006) 

observes that in the immediate aftermath of the 9/11 attacks negative attitudes towards 

Muslim Americans spiked, but returned to normal levels by 2004.  Kalkan, et al. (2009) 

offer a strong argument that attitudes towards Muslim Americans are closely connected 

to other cultural outgroups, such as homosexuals, illegal immigrants, or what they call a 
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“band of others.”  Thus, any rises in negative attitudes towards Muslim Americans after 

the 9/11 attacks are an aberration and should not be viewed as sustained.   

One of the first casualties of the 9/11 attacks was the abandonment of Muslim 

Americans by the Republican Party.  First, President Bush quickly reversed the foreign 

policy pledges made to the Muslim American community during the 2000 campaign 

(Council on American-Islamic Relations 2006; Council on American-Islamic Relations 

2008).  He also became a more vocal supporter of Israeli policies towards Palestinians in 

the Occupied Territories during the al-Aqsa Intifada.  The Bush administration tied the 

fight against terrorism with the violence faced by the Israeli public during the second 

Palestinian Intifada.  Further, the management of the war in Iraq was often perceived as 

American occupation in the Middle East.  Second, many of the changes in domestic 

policy designed to increase security were perceived as discriminatory towards Americans 

of Muslim background and Middle Eastern descent.  Many Muslim Americans were 

questioned, detained, or deported without cause (Feldman 2002; Iftikhar 2007). Third, 

Muslim Americans bore the brunt of communal anger about the event and many believed 

that the Bush administration did little to keep the anger from spilling over into violence 

and outright discrimination (Ba-Yunus 2006). 

Thus, unable and unwilling to build a similar coalition with the Republican Party, 

some Muslim American organizations attempted to build a similar alliance in the 2004 

Presidential election with the Democratic Party and (October 21, 2004).  However, a 
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potential coalition was never fully realized.  First, a good number of Muslim Americans 

believed that neither party adequately addressed Muslim American issues.  Both Bush 

and Kerry did their best to highlight their national security credentials in the midst of the 

ongoing Iraqi conflict.  Bush‟s policies and foreign policy actions were seen as a major 

enabler for the rise in anti-Muslim sentiment after 9/11.  And while, Kerry was not as 

condemned as Bush was by the Muslim American community, he was viewed with 

suspicion.  Kerry voted in favor the USA PATRIOT Act, supported the War in Iraq and 

was staunchly pro-Israeli.  The AMPCC endorsed Kerry, in a lukewarm fashion no doubt, 

and Muslim Americans voted overwhelmingly for Kerry in 2004 despite their 

reservations, a stunning turnaround from just four years earlier.  Yet this switch did not 

directly translate into more support for the Democratic Party (Barreto 2009).   

This did not mean that no outreach was done by the Democratic presidential 

candidates.  For example, retired General Wesley Clark hired Haim Nawas as his 

outreach coordinator to Arab and Muslim Americans (Bozonelos 2010).  When Clark‟s 

campaign ended, Nawas was hired by Howard Dean to be the Democratic Party National 

Committee‟s outreach coordinator to Arab and Muslim Americans (Bozonelos 2010).   

In the 2008 Presidential election, Muslim Americans found themselves even 

further at the margins (CAIR August 6, 2008).  The Obama campaign distanced the 

candidate from overt Muslim American support as questions over questions on his 
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religious upbringing dogged his campaign
1
.  For example, noted Georgetown professor 

and military historian Edward Luttwak published an editorial opinion article in the New 

York Times arguing that because then Senator Obama denied his father‟s Muslim 

heritage openly he is now considered an “apostate.”  Luttwak claims that Shari‟a law 

allows Muslims to kill apostates without any punishment (Luttwak 2008).  This is a 

misreading of mostly medieval Ottoman laws, but added to the apprehension about 

Obama‟s candidacy by some Democratic leaders. Similarly, many in the campaign feared 

that his father‟s Muslim heritage and his time in Indonesia during his childhood would 

also harm his ability to connect with Jewish voters in electorally sensitive states such as 

Florida (Bozonelos 2010; al-Marayati June 26, 2008).  This anxiety manifested itself with 

the removal of two Muslim women wearing headscarves behind a podium to be occupied 

by Obama at a campaign rally (Bacon August 6, 2008; Council on American-Islamic 

Relations August 6, 2008).   

Despite these reservations by campaign officials, the Obama campaign did not 

want to give up on the Muslim vote just yet. First, the campaign hired Haim Nawas as a 

liaison to the Muslim community (Smith 2008).  However, when Nawas did not work 

out, the campaign then turned to Mazen Asbahi, a lawyer from Chicago to be the 

                                                           
1
 52% of respondents in a Princeton Survey Research Associates/Newsweek Poll believe that Obama did 

one of these four actions: used a Qur‟an for swearing into the U.S. Senate; attended an Islamic school as a 

youth in Indonesia; was raised a Muslim; and is a practicing Muslim today Princeton Survey Research 

Associates International (July 7, 2008). Newsweek Poll: Obama & God. Princeton, NJ, Princeton 

University. 

 . 
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campaign‟s National Coordinator for Muslim American and Arab American outreach.  

The announcement of Asbahi prompted right-wing bloggers to investigate Asbahi‟s 

background.  What they found is that he had been a speaker at ISNA and was active with 

the MSA chapter at his university, all of which was used to paint him as a “closet 

Islamist” (Bozonelos 2010).  The most damning item though was an FCC filing that 

showed he had served three weeks on the Board of Trustees for an Islamic mutual fund in 

2000 with a controversial Palestinian Imam of the largest Mosque in Chicagoland.  This 

guilt by association led the Obama campaign to ask for Asbahi‟s resignation and largely 

end efforts to overtly reach out to the Arab and Muslim communities (Bozonelos 2010).   

Republicans in the 2008 election catered to the anti-Muslim sentiment that exists 

with those that are ideologically conservative (Nacos 2007).  Combating “Islamo-

fascism” became an important mantra for many of the Republican presidential 

candidates, most notably former New York Mayor Rudy Guliani.  In addition, efforts by 

pro-McCain organizations, such as the Clarion Fund, used fear about Islamic extremism 

to drum up support for their candidate.  The Clarion Fund distributed 28 million videos 

titled “Obsession: Radical Islam's War Against the West” and were widely condemned 

for making false claims about Muslims (Kindy October 26, 2008).   

Yet despite non-campaign efforts on both sides to marginalize Muslim 

Americans, 89% of Muslim Americans voted for Obama.  In contrast, just 2% of Muslim 

Americans voted for McCain noting the campaign‟s strong overt aversion to Muslims 
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(Council on American-Islamic Relations 2008).  And while Muslim Americans felt 

slighted that Obama did not do enough during his candidacy to downplay the use of 

“Muslim” as a slur by conservative commentators such as Rush Limbaugh and Michael 

Savage, Muslim Americans generally agreed that an Obama administration would better 

serve the interests of their community.  Indeed, many prominent Muslim Americans kept 

themselves from endorsing Obama, fearing that open proclamations of support would just 

add fuel to the fire.   

Arab Americans 

The traumatic impact of the 9/11 attacks has also affected Arab American 

partisanship.  Arab American communities across the country were relocated front and 

center in the consciousness of everyday Americans.  Going from “invisible citizens” to 

“visible subjects” and some would say “hyper-visibility,” Arab Americans became public 

enemy number one (Akram 2002).  AAI & Zogby report an 11% drop in Republican 

identification while identification with the Democratic Party increased 14%.  Likewise, 

the vote share for the Democratic Party has shifted as well, rising anywhere from 20% to 

25% in a given election.    

Part of this partisan change may be explained in two closely related articles.  First, 

Gimpel, Tam Cho and Wu (2007) provide evidence that the 9/11 attacks spurred 

previously uninterested Arab Americans to participate in the political system.  These new 

entrants are younger and more likely to be men.  In addition, they are more likely to 
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identify as Democrat or non-partisan.  This contrasts sharply with evidence that suggests 

that Arab Americans were more likely to identify as Republican before 9/11.  In addition, 

the authors note that registration levels were lower in areas that had a larger Muslim 

presence.  And that for those Muslims who did register, their preference was non-

partisan, thus largely overshadowing any Democratic increases (Tam Cho 2006).  

The 2012 presidential election has seen the debate about Muslim Americans take 

on a partisan tone.  CAIR and other Muslim Americans advocacy organizations have 

been working with the Democratic Party to increase Muslim representation within the 

party structures and organization (Council on American-Islamic Relations 2012).  For 

example, CAIR claims that over 100 Muslim delegates attended the 2012 Democratic 

Party national convention in North Carolina.  A quick review of the delegate list provided 

by the Democratic National Committee‟s Office of the Secretary appears to confirm 

CAIR‟s comments.  In addition, Brian Moran, the Chair of the Democratic Party in 

Virginia, held one of the first outreach events for Muslims in the years since the 9/11 

attacks.  Billed as a surrogate for President Obama, Moran met with Muslims in Northern 

Virginia, one of the election‟s most contested electoral areas (Politico.com 2012).   

In contrast the Republican Party has shown a hardening of attitudes towards Islam 

and Muslims in general.  For example, Republican presidential candidate Newt Gingrich 

stated that Shari‟a law is the major threat to democracy worldwide and “for the survival 

of freedom in the United States” (Shane 2011).  Similarly, former Republican presidential 
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primary candidate and Congressperson from Minnesota, Michele Bachmann, sent a letter 

on behalf of herself and four other Republican representatives about the infiltration of 

Muslims on Capitol Hill.  The letter claimed that Huma Abedin, a top aide to Secretary of 

State Hillary Clinton, has family ties to the Muslim Brotherhood (Cordes 2012).  Finally, 

Yahoo news reported that the Republican Party adopted anti-Shari‟a plank into their 

platform at their 2012 convention in Tampa, Florida.  The amendment, promoted by 

delegate Kris Kobach of Kansas, said that even though he had not heard of any cases that 

cite Shari‟a law, he believes that in cases involving spousal abuse or domestic violence, 

defenses may be raised that are based in Shari‟a law and that these defenses should be 

rejected (Yahoo News 2012).   

Given this background, it is not surprising that Muslim Americans voted in large 

numbers for President Obama and the Democratic Party.  A survey released by CAIR on 

October 24th, 2012 showed that 68% of Muslim Americans they polled indicated that 

they would vote for President Obama, 25% said they were undecided and 7% said they 

would vote for the Republican candidate Mitt Romney.  In addition, the survey shows 

that 66% of Muslim voters now identify with the Democratic Party, an increase of 17% 

from a similar poll taken during the 2008 presidential election.  And, 49% said that the 

Democratic Party was friendly towards Muslims whereas only 17% of those said that 

about the Republican Party (Council on American-Islamic Relations 2012).  Following 

the election, an informal exit poll by CAIR shows that 85% of Muslim voters backed 
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President Obama in his reelection bid whereas only 6% voted for Romney (Council on 

American-Islamic Relations 2012).  The exit poll shows that undecided Muslim 

American voters ultimately broke for Obama. 
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Chapter Two: Muslim American Voter Preferences 

The importance of religious organizations in the mobilization of the American people 

cannot be overstated.  Verba, Schlozman and Brady (Verba 1993; Verba, Schlozman et 

al. 1995) state, “that, despite the formal separation of church and state, religious 

institutions in American have long been involved with politics: clergy discuss political 

matters from the pulpit; churches provide the institutional infrastructure for political 

mobilization; church officials take stands on public issues.”   Skocpol (1999) cites how 

the efforts of the early Methodist circuit-riding clergy, who fanned out across the country, 

establishing thousands of local congregations and binding them together into federations, 

influenced the creation of a national American civil society.  Quite similarly, churches, 

congregations and assemblies have been responsible for the creation of several important 

social movements, ranging from abolitionism and temperance to the civil rights struggle 

(Kohut 2000; Fowler 2004).  In addition, religious leaders have immersed themselves in 

American politics.  At first, this sounds contradictory given the separation of church and 

state.  Yet, ministers have run for president, served in Congress, distributed voter guides 

and even registered congregants on church grounds.  Wilcox and Jelen (2002) say that 

this mobilization has occurred across the denominational spectrum and that this 

phenomenon is unique.  Different religious groups will often mobilize on different sides 

of a political issue at the same time.  Thus, religious mobilization is inherent in the 

American political system. 
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Why is this so?  Comparative to other industrialized democracies, the American 

people are far more religious in their outlook (Wilcox 2002; Fowler 2004).  According to 

the Pew Research Center for the People and the Press, six-in-ten (59%) indicate that 

religion plays a very important role in their lives.  This is twice the percentage reported in 

Canada in a same survey and far higher than in Europe and Japan where less than 30% 

think so (The Pew Research Center For The People & The Press 2002).  Explaining the 

importance of religion in American politics has its foundation in the disestablishment of 

church and state in the Constitution (Jelen 2000).  Often referred to as American 

exceptionalism (Jelen 2000), as the U.S. lacked an established religion, it was up to the 

individual denominations to motivate their members to be involved in the religion and 

also to recruit new members.  Pastors encouraged their flock to move to new areas, build 

churches and seek new converts.  This “evangelism” by religious leaders and their 

members in “volunteerist churches” is primarily self-serving.  As Finke & Stark (1992) 

point out in The Churching of America, religious denominations that retain their 

evangelical fervor, retain their popularity and social dominance.  Once a denomination‟s 

membership becomes settled and loses its zeal to evangelize, their numbers begin to drop.    

As the American religious scene continued to fracture with no clear dominant 

denomination, religious groups competed with each other for members and resources.  

Referred to as the free market of religion, “religious economies are like commercial 

economies” where religious groups compete like firms for the consumer.  In these types 
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of societies, religious pluralism is positively associated with religious participation as 

competition increases the supply of religion, which in turn increases the overall total 

output of religion in a society (Finke 1988).  In other words, as the “business of religion 

is meaning,” religion matters more for those who live in the free market of religions.  

Thus, this evangelism (the preaching of the gospel to nonbelievers) spilled over into other 

areas of a member‟s life, including civic associations and political participation, leading 

Fowler et. al. (2004) to make the claim that “evangelism produces political fallout”.  

Religiosity and Political Behavior 

How then does participation in the religion organization actually translate into 

political mobilization?  I start with Verba, Schlozman & Brady (1995) who posit that 

churches provide an ideal environment for nurturing leadership and developing necessary 

civic skills for political participation and civic engagement.  And even though other 

institutions, such as the workplace and volunteer organizations provide the most 

opportunities for the development of civic skills, religious institutions are less stratified 

by income, race and gender.  Religious institutions therefore can empower those 

resource-poor adherents who may otherwise not participate in the political system. To 

quote the authors directly, “Even when church activists pursue endeavors with no 

demonstrable political content..they have opportunities to develop skills that are relevant 

for politics.” 
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 In addition, religious organizations can contribute to the formation of social 

capital.  Social capital refers to “connections among individuals – social networks and the 

norms of reciprocity and trustworthiness that arise from them” (1993).  In a later book, 

Putnam (2000) differentiates between bonding and bridging social capital.  Through a 

simile he writes that bonding social capital is the sociological superglue within a group 

and that bridging social capital is the sociological WD-40.  In both similes he offers 

religious organizations as good examples.  For instance, some church groups will often 

look inward for support at the exclusion of other members and nonmembers.  Other 

church groups are outward looking and seek to include a diversity of people.  Fortunately, 

both bonding and bridging social capital can occur at the same time in the same religious 

organization as different areas of the church may serve different purposes.   

Religion also quite frequently translates into social activism.  Most of this 

activism by religious institutions involves outreach and charity work within the 

denomination itself.  And a strong correlation exists between religious attendance and the 

volunteering in religious-based activities (Wuthnow 1999).  Thus, those who are more 

involved are more likely to help out, which is why some claim that volunteerism levels in 

the U.S. had dropped, but that the modes of volunteering have shifted more towards 

religious organizations (Greeley 1997).  This statement also rings true when the 

congregation calls for action on a political issue.  Greenberg (2000) notes that once 

religious leaders make the connection between their faith‟s tenants and political goals, 
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then political participation is the “right” thing to do.  It becomes a person‟s duty.  As far 

back as 1979, Macaluso (1979) found that Americans with higher levels religiosity also 

have stronger feelings of civic duty, which is often cites as a strong predictor for voting.  

Over time, Leege, et. al (1993) have found that the relationship between religion and 

religiosity and political participation has become stronger.  Layman (1997) predicts that 

in some elections religion sometimes surpasses race or class as the most dominant 

cleavage among voters.  

The above discussion highlights the role of religiosity as an important predictor 

political participation.  Another important role involves religion as a source of values that 

affect socio-political attitudes (Kellstedt 1993).  A good example includes the rise of the 

Christian Right in American politics, where religious beliefs are closely tied to a wide 

range of conservative political and social views (Layman 1997).  Evangelical Christian 

beliefs about social issues such as abortion, gay marriage, and gender roles drive political 

behavior.  Layman (2001) posits that this relationship between religion and attitudes, 

what he terms religious traditionalism, has a significant impact on one‟s partisan 

identification.  Religious conservatives, who are more likely to be interested in social 

issues, have over time come to identify more strongly as Republicans (Wilcox 1993).  If 

partisan identification is the most consistent predictor of vote choice in a presidential 

election, and religiosity is a predictor of partisan identification, then religiosity both 

directly and indirectly affects a person‟s vote choice in an election.  This definitely 
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appears hold true for Republican vote choice as Americans who are more religious often 

identify Republican and hence vote Republican, or vote Republican as candidates for the 

Republican party often adopt socially conservative positions (Hunter 1991; Himmelfarb 

1999; White 2003; Fowler 2004).   

Interestingly, Layman‟s concept of religious traditionalism and the rediscovery so 

to speak of religion in politics, is most often applied to the political behavior of White 

evangelicals. When theories such as his are applied to other religious groups, such as 

African American evangelicals or Jewish Americans, the broad generalizations stop.  

Religiously observant Jewish Americans are more likely to identify as liberal and with 

the Democratic Party (Kohut 2000; Layman 2001).  The same holds true for African 

American evangelicals.  In addition, religiosity has often been used to explain why 

certain minority groups are able to participate at levels comparable to Whites despite 

socioeconomic disadvantages.  For African Americans, the church has been the gathering 

place for those who sought inclusion into the political process and for their success in 

organizing politically and as a way to develop the civic skills necessary to participate 

effectively (Tate 1994; Calhoun-Brown 1996; Alex-Assensoh 2001; Mattis 2001).  In 

sum, religiosity has provided the resource mobilization necessary for political 

participation in American society. 

 However, does religiosity have similar relationships in non-Christian 

congregations and institutions?  Does attending religious institutions help mobilize a 
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rapidly growing religious minority, Muslim Americans, to vote as it has shown to do for 

Christians?  Does it influence whom a Muslim American will vote for in an election?  As 

a newly-forming minority group, Muslim Americans are identified primarily by their 

religious affiliation.  Thus, adherence to Islam has provided the common denominator for 

a group-based consciousness to develop among a socially, linguistically and 

economically diverse group (Barreto 2008).  Add to this the dramatic increase in 

discrimination faced by the community in the aftermath of the September 11
th

, 2001 

terrorist attacks, and understanding the group-based approach to political resources 

commonly associated with religion becomes a relevant topic.  However, what one means 

by religion can vary.  Wald, Kellstedt and Leege (1993) comment that religion has three 

dimensions: belonging, behaving and believing, each with a different meaning:  

belonging refers to the tradition one is associated with; behaving are the ritual and 

devotional practices; and believing as to the importance of one‟s religion in one‟s life.   

Older studies only looked at church attendance as a measure of religiosity.  

However, mosque attendance may not be the best way to measure religiosity among 

Muslim Americans.  First, Islam in the U.S. is decentralized and no formal hierarchal 

structure exists.  Thus, there is disagreement among mosques in regards to political 

participation and coordination on a strategy is difficult.  According to a 2001 Mosques in 

America Study by CAIR, those who attend a mosque with a literal Islamic approach or a 

mosque that follows a particular madhhab is less supportive of participation in politics 
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than mosques that have a purposeful Islamic approach (Bagby 2001).  In addition, 

mosques are about evenly divided by ethnicity and race, without about third Arab 

American, South Asian American and African American.  Thus, some Muslim 

Americans, especially those who are foreign born, prefer to congregate in mosques that 

are attended by their co-ethnics.  Consequently, many Muslim Americans may not attend 

mosque on a regular basis or in some cases not at all, if they find themselves living near a 

mosque they may not feel comfortable with.  Indeed, Ba-Yunus (2006) uses this 

reasoning to assert that quite a few Muslim Americans will only attend Eid prayers and 

nothing else. 

Religion & Muslim Americans 

 Studies of Muslim Americans and religion have been recent.  Most of this reflects 

the interests of academic scholars, political pundits, and entrepreneurs to capitalize on the 

laser-like attention focused on Muslim Americans after 9/11 and the desire by the public 

for consumption of materials on Islam.  According to Leonard (2003), books, editorials, 

ethnographic accounts and purely descriptive work filled a void that has existed in 

regards to Muslim Americans.  Muslim community organizations have felt the need to 

provide counterweights to pejorative research produced by authors about Muslim 

Americans.
2
  Of these organizations, the most prolific publisher of materials on Muslim 

                                                           
2
 The major organizations who publish regularly on Muslim American issues include the Council on 

American Islamic Relations (CAIR), the Muslim Public Affairs Council (MPAC), the American Muslim 
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American social and political behavior is CAIR.  Since its inception in 1994, CAIR has 

been active in being a vocal advocate for the Muslim American community nationwide.  

Thus, they regularly issue reports on a variety of issues, including: exit polls on 

presidential and midterm elections, civil rights and discrimination issues, handbooks for 

police and government security agencies and studies on Mosque activity in American 

society (Bagby 2001; Council on American-Islamic Relations 2004). 

In their various studies, CAIR finds that Muslim Americans strongly believe that 

religion should have a role in their lives (Council on American-Islamic Relations 2006; 

Council on American-Islamic Relations 2008).  In addition, they tend to express high 

levels of agreement that religion should have a role in the political process both at the 

individual level and at the mosque level.  Yet, however comprehensive the CAIR surveys 

are, there are major limitations in their sampling design.  CAIR developed a pool of 

400,000 Muslim American voters for their surveys by matching state records of 

registered voters with a list of Muslim sounding names.  They admit honestly that this 

tends to exclude a proportion of African Americans who are Muslim but do not have 

Muslim sounding names.  This might explain why they find such high levels of self-

reporting on education and income as most African American Muslims tend not to 

exhibit similar levels.  Table 2.1 in the Appendix reports the findings from three different 

CAIR surveys. 

                                                                                                                                                                             
Alliance (AMA), the American Muslim Council (AMC), and the Islamic Society of North America 

(ISNA). 
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In addition to the CAIR studies, two surveys of Muslim Americans were 

completed through Project MAPS, or Muslims in the American Public Square.  

Implemented by Georgetown University and Zogby International, the first study was 

implemented in the months immediately following 9/11 (Nyang 2001).  The second 

almost identical study followed three years later in late 2004 (Bukhari 2004).  The work 

conducted by Project MAPS was groundbreaking for the social science questions they 

asked of Muslim Americans at the national level.  However, just as with the CAIR 

surveys, the Project MAPS studies also faced limitations.  The authors used membership 

rosters of mosques and Islamic associations as their population from which random 

samples were taken.  A potential major problem could be the inherent biases towards 

religiosity as it undersamples the social and political attitudes of Muslim Americans who 

are not “non-mosqued”, and overestimates those who are “mosqued” as the survey 

population comes from mosques and Islamic associations.  Another potential problem is 

that males were 59% of the respondents in the 2001 sample and 57% of respondents in 

the 2004 sample.  As men are more represented in the religious sphere in Muslim 

communities, this could be another indication of a skew towards a “mosque” population. 

Despite these shortcomings, Table 2.2 in the Appendix shows a consistency in the 

religiosity of Muslim Americans even with the 9/11 attacks.  About 50% of Muslim 

Americans attend Friday prayers at least once a week.  In addition anywhere from 45% to 

50% of Muslim Americans participate in activities at the mosque.  Over 45% make the 
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five Salah prayers daily as required of observant Muslims worldwide.  Close to 80% say 

spirituality and Islam play important roles in their lives. Finally, over half of respondents 

in both surveys indicated that Mosques should express their views on political and social 

issues.  This last question is a good indicator of the intersection of religion and politics.     

Muslim American Voting Behavior 

Given the importance religion may have in voting behavior, it is sensible to think 

that religion should be also be important for Muslim Americans when they vote as well.  

However, very few scholarly articles exist that explore Muslim American voting 

behavior.  Most of this is because finding reliable datasets on a growing and changing 

population is difficult.  In addition, some datasets are unavailable for public consumption, 

mostly for propriety reasons.
3
 There are four datasets that are used in the analysis of 

Muslim American behavior: 2001 and 2004 Project Muslims in the American Public 

Square (MAPS); 2007 Pew Survey: Muslim Americans: Middle Class and Mostly 

Mainstream; and the 2007 Muslim American Muslim American Public Opinion Survey 

(MAPOS).  Of the four, the two Project MAPS Survey provides the best vantage point 

from which to understand Muslim American political behavior as the surveys include 

information about the 2000 and 2004 presidential elections.  This timeline is important as 

the 9/11 terrorist attacks provide a natural experiment.  The descriptive statistics from the 

two surveys (as reported in Table 2.3 in the Appendix) show that significant changes 

                                                           
3
 In an interview with Dr. Mohamed Nimer of CAIR, he explained that the CAIR voter datasets were 

propriety and thus only available for analysis by certain CAIR Executive Board members.  
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occurred among a number of important predictors.  One of the more noticeable changes 

from 2001 to 2004 is the 11% drop in partisan identification with the Republican Party 

and the commensurate 10% rise in partisan identification with the Democratic Party.  

Another major shift is in the discrimination that Muslim Americans reported due to 

profiling.  About 8% reported being racially profiled by police that resulted in a stop, 

search or arrest in 2001, whereas 25% report being a victim of profiling since the 9/11 

attacks.   

Overall, Muslim Americans are more likely to be registered to vote, however that 

does not mean that they will vote.  Indeed, 19% of Muslim Americans did not vote in the 

2000 presidential election.  In addition, Project MAPS reports that the Democratic 

candidate in the 2000 presidential election, Al Gore, won a plurality of the vote with 32% 

to 30% for Republican candidate George Bush.  Interestingly, Green Party candidate 

Ralph Nader won 12% of the vote.  Mr. Nader is Arab American and many Muslim 

Americans indicated in several surveys that they felt uncomfortable voting for either 

party‟s candidates.  This differs from the general vote where Gore and Bush split the vote 

almost evenly.  The 2004 presidential election showed a bigger deviation between 

Muslim Americans and the general vote.  Overwhelmingly, Muslim Americans indicated 

that they would vote for Kerry, 71%.  This compares to 48% who voted for Bush (Table 

2.4 in the Appendix compares Muslim American voters to non-Muslim American voters). 
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Barreto & Bozonelos (2009), using the data collected in the 2007 Muslim 

American Public Opinion Survey (MAPOS), determine that Muslim Americans are 

increasingly becoming nonpartisan.  Of those Muslim Americans who are nonpartisan, 

religiosity is a strong predictor.  Other strong predictors include the concepts of linked 

fate and perceived discrimination.  Dawson (1994) suggests that group interests can have 

a significant impact on the policy preferences of individual members.  Applying the 

concept of linked fate to African Americans, he explains why African Americans will 

exhibit high levels of cohesive voting behavior, even if it is not in the interests of many 

individual African Americans.  A similar story is occurring among Muslim Americans.  

Despite the high level of diversity present within Muslim American communities, a sense 

of perceived discrimination is driving Muslim Americans to harmonize their policy 

preferences.  Barreto & Bozonelos (2009) find that linked fate, perceived discrimination 

coupled with religiosity is moving Muslim Americans away from both parties, but most 

heavily from the Republican Party. 

More related is the article by Ayers (2007), who looked at who voted for Kerry in 

the 2004 presidential election and then measured the shift in voting behavior from the 

2000 to the 2004 presidential election.  After an extensive review of the literature 

hypothesized that Muslim Americans who are more religious would be more likely to 

support George Bush in the 2004 presidential election.  The religiously orthodox are 

mostly socially conservative and tend to vote for the Republican Party, which over the 
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past decades has incorporated social conservative positions into their agenda.  To test his 

hypothesis, Ayers used four dimensions of religion to gauge the relationship between 

religiosity and Muslim American voting behavior: religious commitment, religious 

salience, religious tradition and religious context.  He found out however that religiosity 

had the opposite effect.  Religious salience, operationalized through the question, “Would 

you say the role of Islam in your life is very important, somewhat important, or not very 

important?” proved to have a positive influence in voting for Kerry, rather than Bush.  

 Ayers ascribes this to the 9/11 terrorist attacks and follows up with an additional 

model that measures voter shift from the 2000 to the 2004 election.  Again, religious 

salience was positively associated with switching support from the conservative 

candidate to the liberal candidate.  Muslim Americans who reported lower levels of 

religious salience were 26% likely to have switched whereas Muslim Americans who 

reported higher levels were 43% more likely to have voted for Kerry over Bush.  Overall, 

Ayers found that 84.1% of Muslim American voters moved away from the Bush between 

the 2000 and 2004 election.  He posited that religious salience could be seen as a “distinct 

representation of Muslim group identity” an identity he argued that has formed among 

the fear and distrust that resonated within the Muslim American community in the 

aftermath of the 9/11 attacks.  I expand upon his analysis by looking at the relationship 

between religiosity and vote choice for all candidates in both the 2000 and 2004 

presidential elections separately.  The 9/11 attacks provide a natural experiment for the 
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shift, if any, of the religiosity and voting behavior.  While Ayers shows that religious 

salience matters for voting for Kerry in the 2004 election, did religiosity affect the 

Muslim American vote choice for other candidates? 

Data and Methodology 

The dataset for this project comes from the 2004 American Muslim Poll, a joint 

project between Project MAPS, or Muslims in the American Public Square and Zogby 

International.  This telephone-administered survey was a follow-up to one conducted in 

December 2001, in where Muslim Americans were polled on a variety of areas, including 

demographics, religious practices, opinion and behavior on political and social issues, the 

fallout from 9/11 and their media and financial habits.  Zogby conducted telephone 

interviews of 1,846 people in where the call lists were developed by “matching the zip 

codes of 300 randomly selected Islamic centers, against their respective local telephone 

exchanges.  Listings of common Muslim surnames were then identified from the local 

telephone exchanges and called” (Bukhari 2004).  In addition, Zogby carried out a 

number of in-person interviews in an expanded African American sample.  This sample 

was to account for the higher number of African American Muslims who have Anglo-

American or non-Muslim surnames. 

 

 



 

78 

 

Dependent Variables: 

The first set of dependent variable center on the candidates of the 2000 

presidential election.  The survey asks, “In the 2000 presidential election, the candidates 

were Democrat Al Gore, Republican George W. Bush, Reform Party‟s Pat Buchanan, and 

the Green Party‟s Ralph Nader.  For whom did you vote?”  Dummy variables are created 

for Bush, Gore and Nader respectively, whereas Buchanan is excluded from the analysis.  

The second set of dependent variables are based on the following question, “If the 

election for president and vice president were held today and the candidates were 

Republicans George W. Bush and Dick Cheney, and Democrats John Kerry and John 

Edwards, for whom would you vote?”  Dummy variables are for Bush and Kerry 

respectively.  Since all dependent variables are dichotomous/dummy variables, standard 

logit regression is used. In all cases, I report unstandardized coefficients and standard 

errors.  I also look at the predicted probability change (min/max) of each variable. 

Independent Variable: Religiosity 

The models below expand upon Ayers‟ (2007) analysis.  Again, Ayers tests four 

religious variables: commitment, salience, tradition and context.  Each one of these 

variables corresponds to accepted dimensions of religiosity within the discipline: 

belonging, behaving, believing and more recently context respectively.  Belonging looks 

at one‟s religious tradition or ascription to faith.  Behaving measures the practice of one‟s 

faith or one‟s religious commitment, often through some kind of mixing of ritual and 
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devotional practices.  Believing is determined through doctoral orthodoxy, often 

described as how closely does one‟s life align with the principles of one‟s religion.  

Context looks at one‟s family religious characteristics and how the developed social 

structure can reinforce religiosity.  Ayers operationalizes religious commitment by 

summarizing the frequency of mosque attendance, prayer and volunteerism.  Religious 

salience was operationalized through the importance of Islam, whereas religious tradition 

was measured if you were raised a Muslim or converted and religious context if your 

husband or wife is Muslim.  Ayers then uses all four dimensions within the statistical 

model.  This poses a problem as a correlational matrix shows possible multicollinearity 

between the variables.
4
 

 In order to better capture the religiosity of Muslim Americans, I use factor 

analysis to cluster the different dimensions of religiosity to create latent variables.  

Exploratory factor analysis reveals two factors, or clusters of issues, among the seven 

religious variables included in the analysis.  Per convention, only those factors whose 

eigenvalue, or the measure of the variance in all variables which is accounted for by that 

factor, is above 1 should be used (also referred to as the Kaiser criterion).  However, the 

initial step in using exploratory factor analysis only produces orthogonal factors, or 

factors that are not correlated with each other as their created matrices are equal to its 

inverses, thus not allowing for any real comparison.  Thus, in order to get a clearer 

                                                           
4
 The correlation table is located in the Appendix (Table 2.5) 
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picture for the relevance of each variable in the factor when taking into account every 

other variable, the matrices must be rotated.  To do so, I will do an oblique rotation.  

Oblique rotations allow for simplicity in interpretation.  It raises the weights up to the 

fourth power.  In doing so, it stratifies the variables closer to each other and to the axes.  

Thus, weights are amplified and their loading is more strongly identified, making it easier 

to identify which variable loads onto which factor.  This is accomplished by using the 

command promax in Stata.  Promax uses an orthogonal rotation referred to as varimax.  

Varimax “searches for a rotation of the original factors such that the variance of the 

loading is maximized” (Abdi 2003). 

The two factors account for just over 50% of the total variance observed among 

the seven religious variables.  Each factor lists each religious variable‟s loading, or 

weight within the factor.  Convention suggests that the highest loading variables be used.  

However, what is considered the highest loading variable differs with each researcher.  

For example, the accepted norm involves a factor load of no less than .70.  However 

given the limited number of variables in this factor analysis I assign all seven variables to 

the two factors based on each variable‟s highest loading. 

 The first factor accounts for 40.20% of the variance in the analysis.  There are 

five variables with significant loading scores, with three of them approximating .70.  The 

three variables with .70 loading scores include: complete the Salah or five daily prayers 

(0.7596); the importance of religion or spirituality in one‟s daily life (0.8422); and the 
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importance of Islam in one‟s life (0.8544).  The other two variables have loading scores 

below .70 but weigh more heavily in the first factor.  These include: frequency of mosque 

attendance (0.5249); and is your husband or wife Muslim (0.4677). The factor analysis 

shows that religious commitment and religious salience, as operationalized by Ayers, are 

closely correlated and should not be separated in the analysis.  This is important because 

Ayers finds that religious salience affects the vote shift from the 2000 to the 2004 

presidential election. This latent factor (ƛ1) measures what I label as the religious 

devotion of Muslim Americans.  The importance of Islam and spirituality in one‟s life is 

naturally related to completing the Salah, or daily prayers.  Devout Muslims are expected 

to pray the Salah five times a day.  This is one of the pillars of Islam and little deviation 

exists among Muslim scholars in regards to this orthopraxy
5
.   

 The other two variables with lower loading scores, frequency of mosque 

attendance and if your spouse is Muslim, are also important in the religious devotion of 

Muslim Americans.  However, frequency of mosque attendance may not have the same 

relationship for politics for Muslims as it does Christians.  In more traditional Muslim 

societies businesses and government institutions close down for the weekly Friday or 

jum‟ah noon prayers, offering the faithful time the opportunity to participate at a mosque.  

In contrast, American businesses and institutions are reluctant to offer time off work so a 

devout Muslim can attend jum‟ah prayers.  In turn many devout Muslim Americans are 

                                                           
5
 Only a few groups, such as the Zaydis in Northern Yemen, say that the orthodox are allowed to pray less 

than five times a day 
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probably reluctant to ask for time during the work day to attend the weekly prayers.  

Thus, Muslims in America can still be devout, but not attend the weekly prayers.  Again, 

this differs for Christians, where religious devotion and church attendance are strongly 

correlated.  In regards to the relationship between the religion of one‟s spouse and 

religious devotion, this makes sense.  If one‟s spouse is Muslim, then it becomes easier 

for one to practice Islamic ritual, attend mosque and incorporate spirituality into their life. 

 The second factor accounts for 21.64% of the variance, with two variables having 

loading scores that approximate .70.  These include: mosque volunteerism (0.6495); and 

conversion to Islam (0.7988).  This latent factor (ƛ) measures what I label as the religious 

enthusiasm of Muslim Americans.  Volunteerism is a good measure of religiosity.  As 

mentioned in the literature review, volunteerism is a major feature of religious 

involvement.  For Muslims, charity work, and involvement in charity organizations, is a 

requirement for the devout.  While most non-Muslims are familiar with zakat, or the 

obligatory giving of a Muslim‟s 2.5% of remaining wealth, less are aware of sadaqah, or 

voluntary charity.  Sadaqah is akin to charitable deeds that do not necessarily involve 

monetary donations.  This can include volunteering at the mosque or Islamic center, such 

as cleaning, helping with daycare or teaching.  It also involves participation in Islamic 

charities that often focus on the neediest, both in the United States and in the country of 

origin for the organization‟s members
6
.  Finally, it follows that converts are involved at 

                                                           
6
 For example, one of the largest Islamic charitable organizations is Islamic Relief.  This transnational 

organization provides a wide array of programs for Muslims in many countries, including the U.S.  
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their place of worship and that these two measures are correlated to create this factor.  

Conversion to a religion often takes place in adulthood, and the decision to be part of a 

new faith is a good predictor of involvement.
7
 

Demographic Variables 

The literature suggests that a number of demographic variables may affect the 

political behavior of Muslim Americans.   For example, socioeconomic predictors such as 

higher levels of education or income, have been shown to have a relationship with vote 

choice, political participation and partisan identification of Muslim Americans (Jamal 

2005; Read 2007; Ayers 2008; Bozonelos 2008).  Though there is evidence that suggests 

that not all predictors correlate to political behavior.  For example, a 2007 Pew Center 

publication reports that income is unrelated to Muslim American voting behavior (Kohut 

2007).  In addition Read (2007) notices gender differences in the political engagement of 

Muslim Arab Americans.  She observes that Muslim Arab American women are less 

likely to participate than their male counterparts.  She comments that religiosity may be 

affect participation rates and concludes that devout Muslim women tend to follow more 

traditional practices which made politics the realm of male activity.  In contrast, Jamal 

(2005) finds no statistical relationship between gender and political participation in her 

sample of Muslims in New York, and when she examines only Arab Muslims, she finds a 
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 The factor analysis is in Table 2.6 
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positive and significant relationship suggesting Arab women are more likely to 

participate than men.   

To control for demography, I include several variables.  First, anyone having 

attained a college degree or higher is coded as 1 and everyone else as 0.  Second, anyone 

who reports an income higher than $75,000 in the Project MAPS dataset is coded as 1, 

and everyone else 0.  Male is also coded as 1.  Also, I include age group as a variable.  

Ages 18-24 are coded as 1, 25-34 as 2, 35-54 as 3, 55-69 as 4, and anyone 75 years and 

older as 5.  Finally, I include a foreign born variable.  Unlike Latinos and Asian 

Americans, foreign born Muslim Americans (68% in the 2004 Project MAPS dataset) are 

mostly naturalized (76% in the 2004 Project MAPS dataset).  This uniqueness makes 

foreign born a possible important predictor in vote choice as the literature suggests that 

foreign born Muslim Americans who are citizens and eligible to vote may not vote at the 

same levels as native born Muslim Americans.  McCloud (2006) argues that Muslim 

American immigrants are closely tied to their country of origin.  Since many came from 

the educated classes in South/Southeast Asia and the Middle East and North Africa, they 

maintain a keen interest in the political happenings of their home country or region.  

Foreign born Muslim Americans are coded as 1, whereas native born Muslim Americans 

are coded as 0.   
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Racial/Ethnic Subgroups 

Ayers includes African Americans as a control variable in his analysis.  He cites 

their traditional support for the Democratic candidate for their inclusion.  However, I 

include the two other major racial/ethnic groups, Arab American and South Asian 

American.  Arab Americans have been shown to be consistent voters, but inconsistent in 

their partisan identifications (Samhan 1987; Shakir 1997; Joseph 1999).  Table 2.5 charts 

this fluctuation.  Being Arab matters for vote choice.  A substantial portion of the Arab 

American population in Detroit, around 20%, identified with a general “Arab” identity, 

eschewing national origin labels (de la Cruz 2003).  Indeed, Sulemain (1994) has noted 

the effectiveness of this identity to mobilize voters in election cycles.  For Arab 

Americans, the term Arab is used instrumentally.  Previous studies on Arab Americans 

show that the Arab American vote fluctuates over time (see Table 2.7 in the Appendix).  

Unfortunately, there have not been many studies of South Asian voting patterns.  As 

South Asians are a newer immigrant group, they are now just forming civic organizations 

that promote such data gathering.  In addition, South Asian Muslim Americans often 

participate more within Muslim organizations as they are already established and easier 

to become a member to.  Finally, unlike Arab American organizations, which tend to be 

pan-Arab in their membership, South Asian organizations are mostly divided ethno-

linguistically. 



 

86 

 

The investigators recoded the fifteen choices into seven categories: South Asian, 

African, African American, Arab, Iranian, Other, and Not Sure.  Thus, to control for race 

and ethnicity, I create a series of dichotomous variables.  For example, respondents who 

listed their ethnicity as Arab I coded as 1 and all other categories 0.  This process is 

repeated for South Asian Muslims.  For African Origin & African American Muslims I 

code African Origin and African American 1 and all other categories 0.  I decided to 

combine these two categories together for three reasons.  First, there were only 49 

participants in the survey who identified as African.  Second, some of the participants 

who responded as African might be African Americans who prefer the label African to 

African American.  Third, given that African and African Americans share the same 

phenotype, they face the same challenges within mainstream society.  Finally, I recode 

the remaining three categories, Iranian, Other and Not Sure into an Other Muslim 

American category.  Other Muslim American is the excluded ethnic/racial category in the 

logit regressions. 

Political Predictors 

As partisan identification is a good predictor of vote choice I include it as control 

variable.  However, in order to better understand the relationship between partisan 

identification and vote choice for Muslim Americans I disaggregate the partisanship 

variable from Ayers‟ article.  His coding of this variable where a Republican was coded 

high, Democrat was coded low and independent/minority party coded as a middle value, I 
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believe does not accurately capture the partisanship of Muslim Americans.  Independent 

does not necessarily mean dissatisfaction with the two major party system.  Indeed, it 

could be a measure of dissatisfaction with the American political system.  For example, 

Barreto and Bozonelos (2009) note that discrimination is driving Muslim Americans 

towards no political affiliation at all.  In addition, I also include political ideology as a 

control as well.  Part of Ayers‟ hypothesis is that socially conservative Americans 

correlate stronger with voting Republican.  He does not show any significant 

relationships, however I expect some kind of relationship as Muslim Americans who 

identify as liberal/or leaning liberal should be more likely to vote for the Democratic 

presidential candidate.  Ideology is coded 1 as very conservative, 2 as conservative, 3 as 

moderate, 4 as liberal, and 5 as very liberal/progressive. 

In a similar fashion, Muslim Americans show that they are quite interested in 

politics.  64% say they follow what‟s going on in government and public affairs most of 

the time and 25% say they follow some of the time, whereas 7% say they follow now and 

then and only 3% say they hardly follow at all.  Political interest can be an important 

predictor for vote choice as those who follow political closely are usually also more 

ideological in their political outlook, which is why I also include it as a control variable.  

Indeed, a bivariate analysis of ideology and political interest shows a strong relationship 

between the two predictors, with a Chi-squared (12) of 42.3049 and P=.000.  A pairwise 

correlation though shows that multicollinearity unlikely does not exist.  Political interest 

is coded with the question, “How often would you say you follow what‟s going on in 
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government and public affairs?”  Those who responded hardly at all are coded as 1, those 

who responded only now and then are coded as 2, those who said some of the time are 

coded as 3, and those who answered most of the time are coded as 4. 

Social Context 

 Finally, I expand upon Ayers‟ (2007) discussion where he suggests that religious 

salience may be derived from the fear and distrust after the 9/11 attacks by actually 

including a measure of discrimination.  Discrimination is strongly correlated to Muslim 

American political behavior (Cainkar 2002; Nimer 2004; Ayers 2008; Jamal 2008).  To 

best develop a measure for discrimination I use exploratory factor analysis using the three 

questions in the 2004 MAPS.  I do this as a correlation analysis shows that all three 

indicators are related to each other.
8
  Thus, I can create a latent variable, (ƛ1) 

discrimination that captures the effect of discrimination on vote choice and other political 

behavior in later chapters.  The three questions I use are: 

Q 59: Have you personally experienced anti-Muslim discrimination since the 

September 11 attacks? 

Q 60: Have your friends or family personally experienced anti-Muslim 

discrimination 

since the September 11 attacks? 

Q62: Have you been a victim of profiling since the September 11 attacks? 

Respondents could answer Yes (coded as 1), No (coded as 0), or Not Sure (uncoded).  

Employing the same framework from the factor analysis of religiosity, only one factor 
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 The correlation analysis is in Table 2.8 
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was revealed.  Afterwards I do an oblique rotation, where the weights of each variable are 

amplified and their loading is more strongly identified, making it easier to identify which 

variable loads onto which factor. 

 The first and only factor accounts for about 59% of the variance, which is high.  

The factor also shows that all three variables have significant loading scores with each 

one surpassing or approximating the .70 threshold.  Experiencing personal anti-Muslim 

discrimination after 9/11 loaded the highest (0.8259), followed by knowing someone 

personally who experienced anti-Muslim discrimination (0.7941), and those who report 

having been a victim of profiling since the 9/11 attacks (0.6886).  I also produce a 

coefficient for the new latent variable allowing me to include in the analyses.
9
 

Another control variable to include is group consciousness.  Minority groups may 

mobilize to participate if they perceive a sense of deprivation (Miller 1981).  Thus, 

members of a minority group find it prudent to come together to address issues that they 

find relevant to their community.  For example, African Americans saw their fates linked 

with another, which helps explain why they often vote en masse for a particular party or 

candidate, even if their voice is not heard adequately (Dawson 1994).  This also may be 

the case for Latinos and Asian Americans as well (Masuoka 2006; Sanchez 2008). Group 

consciousness is operationalized with the following question from 2004 Project MAPS 

that asks: 

                                                           
9
 The factor analysis is in Table 2.9 
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I will now read you several statements about American‟s attitudes toward 

Muslims that you have experienced in your own personal experience and 

the attitudes of Americans toward Muslims overall -- in the society as a 

whole. Please tell me which statement best reflects Americans‟ attitudes 

toward Muslims since the September 11 attacks: 

The response options are (a) in my experience, Americans have been tolerant and 

respectful of Muslims; (b) in my experience, Americans have been respectful and tolerant 

of Muslims, but American society overall is disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims; (c) 

in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims; and (d) 

in my experience, Americans.  I collapse the above categories Responses (a) and (b) are 

coded as 0, whereas responses (c) and (d) are coded as 1. 

I use logit estimations to estimate the relationships between these independent 

variables and vote choice in the 2000 and 2004 presidential elections.  Again, I use Other 

Muslim Americans as the baseline category for the Racial/Ethnic subgroupings and Not 

Sure as the baseline category among the partisan variables.  For ease of presentation, I 

provide the change in predicted probability using the prchange command in the SPost 

add-on module for STATA.  The results are in the Appendix. 

Results  

Vote Choice for Bush in the 2000 Presidential Election 

Table 2.10 in the Appendix shows that the first latent religious factor, religious 

devotion, is significant across the models of vote choice for George Bush in the 2000 

presidential election, holding all other variables constant.  Religious devotion is 
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positively correlated with a Bush vote choice with a predicted probability change of 0.32.  

This confirms what was reported in the previous chapter on the American political 

development of Muslim Americans.  There I note that the Bush administration took 

advantage of the decision by Democratic candidate Al Gore in picking an Orthodox Jew, 

Joe Lieberman, as his running mate.  Lieberman‟s strong support for Israel and Israeli 

policies has been argued by Findley (2001) and others as an opportunity for the Bush 

campaign to seek out Muslim votes.   

In addition, all three race/ethnicity control variables are significant predictors 

across the models.  Arab Americans and South Asian Americans are positively associated 

with a vote choice for Bush in the 2000 presidential election.  In contrast, African 

Americans are negatively associated.  Race and ethnicity also strongly influenced vote 

choice as each subgroup‟s predicted probability are above 0.25.  As Table 2.5 shows, a 

significant percentage of Arab Americans, mostly the second and third generation, often 

identify as Republican, with only the newer naturalized Arabs identifying more as 

nonpartisan.  George Bush reached out to Arab American organizations in this election.  

Majida Mourad cites in my interview with her that the Bush campaign‟s outreach to Arab 

Americans is what initially spurred her to participate in his 2004 reelection campaign in 

2004 and in the McCain campaign in 2008 (Dino Bozonelos 2010).  Similarly, South 

Asian American Muslims also campaigned for Bush in the 2000 election campaign.  

South Asian American Muslims are generally wealthier and more educated than other 

Muslim Americans, and both of these socioeconomic predictors are often associated with 
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Republican partisanship and vote choice in elections.  Finally, African Americans are 

strong predictor for a Democratic partisanship and vote choice, so it holds that African 

American Muslims are also Democratic. 

Several other control variables also were significant predictors.  For example, 

identification as a Republican is strongly correlated with vote choice for Bush, with a 

0.42 change in predicted probability.  In addition, ideology is also statistically important.  

Being conservative influenced a vote for George Bush, with a -0.22 predicted change in 

probability.  A negative sign means than the respondent is more conservative.  Both of 

these relationships were expected.  Unexpected though was that group consciousness is a 

significant predicted of a vote for George Bush in the 2000 presidential election, with a 

0.08 predicted change in probability.  However, a series of logit regression models with 

group consciousness as the primary independent variable does not show any significance 

and it only when the full model is specified that group consciousness has predictive 

power.  

Vote Choice for Gore in the 2000 Presidential Election 

Table 2.11 in the Appendix also shows that the first latent religious factor, 

religious devotion, is significant across the models of vote choice for Al Gore in the 2000 

presidential election, holding all other variables constant.  Religious devotion is however 

negatively correlated with a Gore vote choice with a predicted probability change of -

0.28.  This may confirm what was reported in the previous chapter on the American 
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political development of Muslim Americans where anger over the selection of Joseph 

Lieberman led Muslim Americans to campaign for Bush in the 2000 presidential election. 

In addition, two of the three race/ethnicity control variables are significant 

predictors across the models.  Arab Americans are negatively associated with a vote 

choice for Gore in the 2000 presidential election, though weaker than their vote choice 

for Bush, with a -0.14 predicted change in probability.  Being African Americans is 

strongly associated with a Gore vote choice.  The predicted probability change is 0.36.  

Again, this is expected as African Americans, if they do vote, will often side with their 

co-ethnics and vote Democrat.   

In addition, two other control variables were significant across the models.  

Identification as a Democrat is a strong predictor for a vote choice for Gore, with a 

predicted change in probability of 0.14.  In contrast, identification as a Republican is 

strong negative predictor of a Gore vote choice, with a -0.22 predicted change in 

probability.  Again, both of these relationships were expected. 

Vote Choice for Nader in the 2000 Presidential Election 

Table 2.12 in the Appendix shows that the first latent religious factor, religious 

devotion, is significant across the first three models of vote choice for Ralph Nader in the 

2000 presidential election, holding all other variables constant.  It is only in the last 

model that religious devotion no longer has any statistical significance.  However, the p 

value score is 0.101, which just misses the cutoff of 0.1 for significance in the model.  

Religious devotion is also negatively correlated with a Nader vote choice with a predicted 
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probability change of -0.09.  Thus, religious devotion was less of an influence in voting 

for Nader than it was for Gore.   

 Just like the vote choice for Gore, two of three race/ethnicity variables are 

significant predictors across all four models.  Unlike Gore though, there was a positive 

relationship between being Arab American and a vote choice for Nader.  As Nader is an 

Arab American, I expected to see a relationship.  He campaigned hard in the Arab 

American communities of Dearborn, Michigan and Fairfax County, Virginia.  There is a 

positive predicted change in probability of .05.  African Americans are negatively 

associated with a vote choice for Nader.  There is a negative change in the predicted 

probability of -0.07. 

 Finally, two of the control variables showed statistical significance.  Being 

foreign born is negatively correlated with a vote choice for Nader, with a predicted 

change in probability of -0.06.  This makes sense as the literature on immigrant political 

incorporation shows that over time, immigrants tend to acquire a sense of partisanship 

and are more likely to participate.  In addition, ideology is also important.  Muslims 

Americans who strongly identified as liberal were strongly associated with a vote for 

Nader, with a predicted change in probability of 0.09.  As Nader was the nominee of the 

Green Party in the 2000 presidential election, it makes sense that Muslim Americans who 

considered themselves environmentalists also most likely identify as a liberal. 
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Vote Choice for Bush in the 2004 Presidential Election 

Again, the first latent religious factor, religious devotion, is significant across the 

models of vote choice for George Bush in the 2004 presidential election, holding all other 

variables constant (Table 2.13).  Yet unlike the vote for Bush in 2000, religious devotion 

is however negatively correlated with a Bush vote choice in 2004.  The predicted 

probability of change is -0.11.  This about face for Muslim Americans is consistent with 

the story about what happened after the 9/11 attacks.  The previous chapter on American 

political development shows how the Bush administration reversed itself on several 

policy areas, including foreign policy pledges and domestic policies such as the Secret 

Evidence Act.  In addition, national security policy was geared towards protecting the 

country from Islamic extremists, which affected the domestic Muslim population.  For 

example, the National Security Entry-Exit Registration System or NSEERS required that 

over 90,000 Arab and Muslim men and boys to go through additional registration steps.  

Of the control variables, three were statistically significant.  Republican 

partisanship was a significant predictor of a Bush vote choice in 2004, with a predicted 

change in the probability of 0.28.  Thus, even with the fallout from the 9/11 attacks, 

Muslims who self-identified as Republican were strongly associated with a Bush vote 

choice.  Likewise, political ideology correlates to a Bush vote choice as well.  With a 

predicted probability of -0.09, the inverse relationship shows that more conservative 

Muslims were positively associations with a vote for Bush in 2004.  Finally, political 
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interest is negatively related to a Bush vote choice.  Paying more attention to government 

and public affairs was associated with a vote choice for Bush in the 2004 election. 

Vote Choice for Kerry in the 2004 Presidential Election 

Finally, the first latent religious factor, religious devotion, is significant across the 

models of vote choice for John Kerry in the 2004 presidential election, holding all other 

variables constant (Table 2.14).  Just like the 2000 election, religiosity Yet unlike the 

vote for Bush in 2000, religious devotion is however negatively correlated with a Bush 

vote choice in 2004.  The predicted probability of change is 0.25.  This about face for 

Muslim Americans is consistent with the story about what happened after the 9/11 

attacks.  The previous chapter on American political development shows how the Bush 

administration reversed itself on several policy areas, including foreign policy pledges 

and domestic policies such as the Secret Evidence Act.  In addition, national security 

policy was geared towards protecting the country from Islamic extremists, which affected 

the domestic Muslim population.  For example, the National Security Entry-Exit 

Registration System or NSEERS required that over 90,000 Arab and Muslim men and 

boys to go through additional registration steps.  

Additionally, three control variables were significant predictors of vote choice for 

Kerry.  First, a relationship exists between high income and vote choice. This is the first 

time that a high income shows statistical significance in any of the previous vote choice 

models.  The literature does not address why high income would be related with a 

Democratic vote choice.  Normally, Americans with high incomes tend to vote 
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Republican.  It could be that other factors may need to be included in the model that 

cancels the effect of high income.  Regardless, the variable was significant across the 

models.  In addition, Democratic partisanship is strongly correlated with a vote choice for 

Kerry with a predicted probability change of 0.22.  Finally, political interest is an 

important predictor for a Kerry vote choice, with a predicted probability change of 0.16.  

This follows as Muslims became much more aware of their social and political context 

after the 9/11 attacks.   

Discussion: 

This analysis clearly shows that religiosity affects vote choice for Muslim 

Americans in presidential elections.  Ayers discusses how a large portion of Muslim 

American voters, 84.1% moved away from Bush between the 2000 and 2004 presidential 

elections.  Ayers states, “a portion of this shift was explained by religious salience – a 

distinct representation of Muslim group identity” (2007).  He attributes this to religious 

salience or Muslim American voters who think that Islam is very important in their lives.  

However, this analysis shows that Ayers has miss-specified the operationalization of 

religiosity.  By separating out the dimensions of religiosity, he is mistakenly only 

capturing the relationship of importance of Islam to a shift in vote choice.  Religiosity is 

much more than just the way Ayers defined salience.  It also involves mosque attendance, 

completion of the Salah or daily prayers, the importance of spirituality or religion in 
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addition to the importance of Islam and if one‟s spouse is Muslim.  This latent variable is 

a better measure of how religious may relate to vote choice. 

In addition, a number of control variables also shaped vote choice.  For example, 

by adding Arab Americans and South Asian Americans I show that racial and/or ethnic 

identity consistently matter across all models.  While Ayers may have left out these 

subgroupings to focus on just the religiosity of all Muslim Americans, the ethnic 

experience that each subgroup has may work in conjunction with religion at times to 

reinforce vote choice.  For example, Arab Americans shifted their support for Bush from 

33% in 2000 to just 4% in 2004!  South Asian Americans also shifted their support with 

28% voting for Bush in 2000 to only 6% in 2004.  This is confirmed with additional 

models, where ethnicity and race were consistent across different vote choice models 

Finally, it was odd that personal discrimination played no role in vote choice 

whatsoever.  This is interesting as the next few dissertation chapters show a strong 

relationship between discrimination and civic engagement/political participation and also 

the partisan identifications of Independents.  Given this, I run a multinomial logit analysis 

between discrimination and the three partisan identifications I include: Republican, 

Democrat and Independent.  I find that there is an inverse relationship between 

discrimination and identification as an Republican using Democrat as the baseline 
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category.  Thus, Muslim Americans who experienced discrimination are .08 times more 

likely to identify as a Democrat than a Republican.
10

 

  

                                                           
10

 The multinomial logit regressions can be found in Table 2.15.  The predictors of the partisan 

identification of Muslim Americans will be further discussed in Chapter Four. 
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Chapter Three: The Civic and Political Participation of Muslim Americans 

 The importance of political participation for the success of the American political 

system is well understood.  Democratic political participation has long been seen as the 

vehicle for individuals and groups alike to pursue their goals and attempt to secure better 

results (Leighley 2001).  In addition, political participation can promote the development 

of individual capacities; it can help build viable communities; and it can legitimatize the 

ruling regime.  Corollary to this logic is the notion that in a democracy each citizen 

should have equal worth.  Political systems that deny or discourage its citizens from 

practicing their participatory rights are accused of violating fundamental principles of 

democracy.  Yet history shows that participation rates vary, and in some countries quite 

dramatically.  Indeed, participation is lower among minority groups when compared to 

the dominant group – Anglo-white Americans.  And even among Anglo-whites, 

participation varies when socioeconomic factors are taken into account.  For example, 

money is one of the most important resources for civic engagement and political 

participation.  All of this suggests that citizens may not all be of equal worth. Thus the 

participation of minority groups, especially those of growing minority populations, can 

contribute to the success of a functioning democracy as participation gives a country‟s 

citizens an opportunity to discuss with their elected representatives the issues that are 

pertinent to the population (Verba, Schlozman et al. 1995).   



 

101 

 

Socioeconomic factors are closely related to the level of political participation of 

minority Americans (Verba 1993; Leighley 1999).  More importantly, others, such as 

Miller et. al. (1981), Uhlaner, et. al. (1989), Dawson (1994), and Tate (1994), have found 

that participation sometimes reflects the need for a group to address issues of deprivation 

jointly.  This is especially more relevant in homogenous minority groups that exhibit 

group characteristics more concisely.  Minority groups that are diverse in their 

composition are more difficult to study.  Latinos for example are diverse by national 

origin and Americans of Cuban origin engage in twice as many political activities in 

comparison to other Latinos (Verba 1993).  

 As a newly-forming minority group, Muslim Americans are identified primarily 

by their religious affiliation.  It has been argued that adherence to Islam provides the 

common denominator for a group-based consciousness to develop among a socially, 

linguistically and economically diverse group (Barreto 2008).  Muslim Americans though 

are not a monolithic bloc and are far less unified in their composition in comparison to 

other minority groups (Halim 2006; ul-Huda 2006; Read 2007).  Natural cleavages exist 

along racial/ethnic lines, religious schools of thought, immigrant generation, and 

socioeconomic status.  For example, as a cohort Muslim Americans exhibit high levels of 

college or post-graduate education as a result of their education and professional 

standings in their home countries, which often also leads to higher income levels (Nyang 

2001; Bukhari 2004; Barreto 2007; Pew Research Center 2007).  However, this can be 
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contrasted with the lower income and education levels of African American Muslims, 

who historically embraced Sunni Islam in the 1970s after the death of Elijah Muhammad, 

and the subsequent dismemberment of the Nation of Islam (McCloud 1995; Walker 

2005).   

 This paradox of diversity and unity makes Muslim Americans an interesting 

group to study.  It also helps pose a number of questions that can help expand the 

literature on civic and political participation.  For example, which predictors may help 

explain Muslim American participation?  Again, Brady, Verba and Schlozman (1995) 

argue that those Americans with a higher socioeconomic status often participate more.  

Yet they also posit that participation in civic institutions, such as churches or unions, 

additionally provide a fertile ground for the development of civic skills that can also lead 

to higher rates of participation and in some cases ameliorate lower socioeconomic rates.  

They find this to be especially true for African Americans.   

If civic institutional involvement can help explain the political participation rates 

of other minority groups, does it also matter for Muslim Americans?  To best answer this 

question it may be best to look at the types of civic organizations Muslim Americans 

engage in and in turn look at the relationship between these types of organizations and 

political participation.  This leads to several research questions.  First, does it matter 

which civic organizations Muslim Americans participate in?  Second, what can civic 
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participation tell us about political participation?  Finally, what drives Muslim Americans 

to participate in politics?  

Civic Participation among Minority Groups: 

 To understand how different predictors might affect Muslim American political 

participation, it helps to know what the research has said about minority group political 

participation.  Scholars so far have shown that participation rates among minority groups 

vary.  African Americans tend to participate at similar levels as whites even though they 

have lower income and education levels (Verba, Schlozman et al. 1995).   African 

American involvement in political activities is rooted in a number of factors.  First, 

African Americans have used religious institutions as a gathering place for those who 

sought inclusion into the political process (Tate 1994; Calhoun-Brown 1996; Alex-

Assensoh 2001; Mattis 2001).  Thus, religion and religiosity associate positively with 

political participation for African Americans.  Second, African Americans have a 

sustained awareness that certain issues are particular or more important to the black 

community that fosters a strong social bond.  Referred to as linked fate, or group 

consciousness, African Americans participate as they know their collective participation 

produces dividends (Miller 1981; Dawson 1994; Tate 1994; Frymer 1999). 

 In contrast, participation rates among Latinos and Asian Americans is much lower 

(Verba 1993).  For example, Latinos tend to have lower income and education levels, 

which affect participation rates (Uhlaner 1989; Verba 1993; Leighley 1999; Jackson 
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2003).  However, Latino participation is uneven.  Barreto et. al. (2004) discover that 

participation increases when Latinos live in Latino majority districts.  In addition, 

religious Latinos tend to participate more than non-religious Latinos (Kelly 2005). Yet, 

the Latino population continues to grow and the prospects for the increase of 

participation for Latinos is growing (Hero 2000).   

This is not true with Asian Americans though, who have high education and 

income levels but still participate at lower levels compared to whites who exhibit similar 

levels of education and income (Uhlaner 1989; Verba, Schlozman et al. 1995; Leighley 

1999). Wong (2000) has found that a lack of participation stems from a lack of 

partisanship.  And this lack of partisanship is directly related to the number of years one 

has lived in the U.S.  Some of these lower rates of participation can be explained as a 

function of high levels of foreign born among the populations.  The study of immigrants 

and political participation has been renewed as the overall percentage of foreign born has 

increased since the 1990s.  Leal (2002) found that non-citizen Latinos were less likely 

than their naturalized Latino counterparts to participate in political activities.  However, 

Ramakrishnan and Espenshade (2001) noticed that this trend of lower participation 

changed when threatening legislation appeared to motivate immigrant Latinos to apply 

for naturalization with the express intent of using their new status to affect political 

change. 
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The Civic Participation of Muslim Americans: 

Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995) show that civic engagement is often a 

precursor to political activity.  Thus, understanding the patterns of where and how 

Muslim Americans engage American society is important.  The literature on Muslim 

American civic engagement is still developing and most of what has been written 

includes descriptive reports.  For example, a number of major surveys with 

accompanying reports have been conducted within Muslim communities all with the aim 

of providing evidence that Muslim Americans participate politically and choose to 

engage in civic activities (Bagby 2001; Nyang 2001; Bukhari 2004; CAIR 2006; Kohut 

2007).   

In another example Kohut, et. al. (2007) find in a Pew survey evidence that 

Muslim Americans have adopted mainstream American values.  In fact, the authors state 

that even though most Muslim Americans are immigrants they have in fact assimilated 

quickly into American society.  They claim that most Muslim Americans believe that 

Muslims that come to the U.S. should sincerely try and adopt American customs rather 

than remaining distinct from American society.  Finally, Bagby (2004) reports in yet 

another analysis that there is virtual unanimity among mosque leaders that Muslims 

should incorporate themselves into American society.   

The most relevant piece of literature on the civic engagement of Muslim 

Americans is Jamal‟s analysis on the relationship between mosque participation and civic 
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engagement and political participation.  Jamal‟s (2005) starts by finding that mosque 

involvement matters for political participation for Muslim Americans overall.  Moreover, 

she finds that Muslim Americans who are more highly educated, single and born in the 

U.S. are also more likely to be political active.  She defines political activity by using 

four questions commonly used: have you ever called or written the media or a politicians 

on a given issue?; have you ever attended a rally in support of a politician or cause?; have 

you ever given a contribution or volunteered your time or services to a political 

candidate?; and would you consider yourself to be an active member of a political party?   

However, when she looks closer at ethnic/racial group difference she reports that 

mosque involvement only matters for Arab Americans in regards to political activity.  

Arab Americans with higher education, who are not married, are women and are older are 

more likely to be more politically active.  For African American Muslims only age has 

importance, whereas for South Asian Muslims, being U.S. born has more relevance.  She 

also argues that foreign born South Asian Muslims are less likely to be active. 

Jamal then looks at the relationship between mosque participation and civic 

participation.  She defines civic participation with two questions: are you “involved in 

any organization to help the poor, sick, elderly or homeless?; and do you participate in 

“any neighborhood, civic or community group?”  She finds that mosque attendance is a 

significant predictor for both Arab American and South Asian civic participation but not 

for African Americans.  The only variable that has relevance for African Americans is 
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being U.S. born.  For South Asians, education is the important predictor for civic 

participation. 

Finally, Jamal finds that mosque involvement is important for understanding 

group consciousness among African American Muslims and to a lesser extent Arab 

American Muslims but not for South Asian Muslims.  Jamal argues that mosque 

participation is directly associated with perception that mainstream society is both 

“disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims” for Arab and African American Muslims.  

Conversely, she says that South Asian Muslims who have higher levels of mosque 

attendance are more likely to embrace the idea that mainstream society is “respectful and 

tolerant of Muslims.”   

What does Jamal‟s analysis say about Muslim American civic engagement and 

what can be added to her conversation?  First, she confirms what Verba, Schlozman and 

Brady (1995) have posited, that participation in religious institutions can be a strong 

predictor for both civic participation and political participation.  This relationship is 

tempered when broken down by subgroup and differences exist between civic and 

political participation.  However Jamal‟s analysis has certain limitations.  First, her 

observation numbers are small, with 296 total participants.  Her analysis of subgroups 

decreases that number significantly.  This means that there might be some statistical 

problems.  Furthermore, her analysis was only of New York area mosques.  She notes 

that there may be some area-specific conditions that could affect the results.  
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For this chapter, I want to look further into the civic participation of Muslim 

Americans by building on Jamal‟s analysis using a national dataset, Project MAPS.  As 

there are variances among Arab, African American and South Asian Muslim Americans 

in Jamal‟s study on civic participation, I am interested in knowing then which types of 

civic organizations Muslim Americans participate in and the reasons why.    As civic 

organizational involvement is shown to be an important precursor for political 

involvement, understanding which organizations Muslim Americans engage in and the 

factors behind this engagement can provide better insight. 

 I begin with providing descriptive statistics from Project MAPS on the different 

types of organizations that Muslim Americans participate and also how they affiliate in 

Table 3.1.  These statistics can be compared to the larger American public.  For example, 

Verba, Schlozman and Brady on page 63 of their book Voice and Equality provide a table 

on types of organizations and their nature of affiliation.  The authors count donation of 

time and money as affiliation, even though most people think of affiliation as being a 

card carrying member.  In this comparison, Muslim Americans are generally more 

participatory that their non-Muslim counterparts.  The difference is really stark when it 

comes to religious and ethnic activity.  Project MAPS indicates a high level of 

engagement in Mosque or religious organizations, where at least 69% of respondents 

indicated that they either donated time, donated money, serves as an officer, or some 

combination thereof.  Voice and Equality only show that 12% of Americans actively 
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affiliate with a religious organization.  The same is true of ethnic organizations.  32% of 

Muslim Americans affiliate with an ethnic organization.  That stands in contrast to only 

4% of non-Muslim Americans who participate in national-origin or ethnic organization.  

Data & Methodology: 

The dataset for this project comes from the 2004 American Muslim Poll, a joint 

project between Project MAPS, or Muslims in the American Public Square and Zogby 

International.  This telephone-administered survey was a follow-up to one conducted in 

December 2001, in where Muslim Americans were polled on a variety of areas, including 

demographics, religious practices, opinion and behavior on political and social issues, the 

fallout from 9/11 and their media and financial habits.  Zogby conducted telephone 

interviews of 1,846 people in where the call lists were developed by “matching the zip 

codes of 300 randomly selected Islamic centers, against their respective local telephone 

exchanges.  Listings of common Muslim surnames were then identified from the local 

telephone exchanges and called”(Bukhari 2004).  In addition, Zogby carried out a number 

of in-person interviews in an expanded African American sample.  This sample was to 

account for the higher number of African American Muslims who have Anglo-American 

or non-Muslim surnames. 
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Dependent Variables: 

I use a number of different models to assess how Muslim Americans participate in 

civic organizations.  Based on Table 3.1, I am interested in seeing what drives affiliation 

and participation in mainstream civic organizations, Muslim specific organizations and 

finally ethnic-based organizations.  First, I look to see which factors drive Muslim 

Americans to participate within the larger community.  The first dependent variable is 

based on a battery of seven component questions.  These activities include engagement in 

school or youth activities, any arts or cultural organization, any neighborhood, civic or 

community group, any organization to help the poor, sick, elderly or homeless, any 

professional organization, any trade or labor unions, and any veteran‟s or military service 

organizations.  For each question, participants could choose up to six responses.  The 

responses were recoded such that any participant who donated time, served as an officer, 

or a combination of both (responses 1, 3 & 4 respectively) were coded 1 and any 

participant who donated money, or responded none of these, or not sure (responses 2, 5 & 

6 respectively) were coded 0.   

 In the next model, I look to see which factors account for Muslim American 

engagement in Muslim related civic organizations.  The dependent variable for this 

model is based on a single question, does the respondent participate in any Mosque or 

other religious organizations.  Just like the first dependent variable, for the question on 

participation in Mosque or other religious organizations, participants could choose up to 
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six responses (See Appendix One).  The responses were recoded such that any participant 

who donated time, served as an officer, or a combination of both (responses 1, 3 & 4 

respectively) were coded 1 and any participant who donated money, or responded none of 

these, or not sure (responses 2, 5 & 6 respectively) were coded 0.   

 The third model looks at Muslim American engagement in ethnic civic 

organizations.  The literature suggests that ethnic Arab and South Asian Muslim 

Americans are still intimately concerned about the affairs of their home countries/regions 

or of their parent‟s home countries/regions.  These newer Americans, as one author 

described them, use the Mosque as a way to influence political and social activities “back 

home” (McCloud 2004).  This dependent variable is also based on a single question, does 

the respondent participate in any ethnic organizations.  Once again, the responses were 

recoded such that any participant who donated time, served as an officer, or a 

combination of both (responses 1, 3 & 4 respectively) were coded 1 and any participant 

who donated money, or responded none of these, or not sure (responses 2, 5 & 6 

respectively) were coded 0.   

The one dependent variable that uses a battery of questions in its construction, 

mainstream civic organizations, was tested using Cronbach‟s alpha.  This test produces a 

number of correlations, including an item-test correlation, item-rest correlation, an 

average inter-item correlation and the alpha coefficient itself.  The item-test correlation 

should show little variance between the questions used in the battery and indeed there is 
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little variance between the seven questions that make up each variable, which signifies 

that each item fits well into the battery.  The item-rest correlation shows the correlation 

between the item and the scale that is formed by the battery.  Once again, little variance 

exists between the seven items.  The average inter-item correlation looks at the 

relationship between each of the seven questions.  In this statistic, the battery for 

mainstream civic organizations generated a correlation of 0.2470, which shows that all 

seven items correlate well with each other.  Finally, Cronbach‟s alpha itself is 0.6966, 

which is an acceptable coefficient of reliability (Carmines 1979). 

Independent Variable: Discrimination 

The independent variable of interest is discrimination.  As noted in Chapter One, 

Muslim Americans have been experiencing sustained levels of discrimination since the 

9/11 attacks.  Discrimination has come in both societal and political dimensions.  

Ramakrishnan (2005) notes that political threat can lead to political participation.  

However, the author comments that most of the traditional literature on political threat is 

on white opposition to black political power.  Newer studies look at psychological 

motivations for participation.  Miller and Krosnick (2004) say that motivations for 

participation are sensitive to the political context.  They define political threat as “threats 

to one‟s material self-interests, one‟s well-being, or one‟s political interests.”  The 

authors also suggest that policy change threats, of which Muslim Americans faced quite a 

few after 9/11, is more motivating that seeking opportunities to change policy.  
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Discrimination as a variable was constructed in the previous chapter using factor 

analysis. 

Demographic Variables 

The literature suggests that a number of demographic variables may affect the 

civic and political participation of Muslim Americans.   Following Verba et. al. (1995), 

one would expect that higher levels of education and income should positively affect the 

political participation of Muslim Americans.  This is congruent with the current literature 

that suggests socioeconomic status is highly related to political participation (Jamal 2005; 

Read 2007; Ayers 2008; Bozonelos 2008).  Jamal notes that variance exists among 

Muslim American subgroups, where a relationship exists between education and high 

income and Arab Muslim Americans.  College education is measured as a dichotomous 

variable, with anyone reporting a college degree or higher as 1, and everyone else as 0.  

Likewise, high income is also a dichotomous variable.  Anyone who reports an income 

higher than $75,000 in the Project MAPS dataset is coded as having a high income, and 

everyone else 0.  Also, I include age group as a variable.  Ages 18-24 are coded as 1, 25-

34 as 2, 35-54 as 3, 55-69 as 4, and anyone 75 years and older as 5.   

Like Jamal, I also look at the relationship between being foreign born and civic 

participation.  Based on the literature, I expect that being foreign born may be a negative 

predictor of Muslim American participation.  Descriptively, Muslim Americans are 

mostly foreign born.  According to the 2007 Pew Muslim American Study, 65% are born 
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outside the U.S.  Yet the Pew Center also reports that 77% of all Muslim Americans are 

naturalized citizens (Pew Research Center 2007).  This makes Muslim Americans 

different from most other immigrant groups in that even though they are foreign born, 

they have full political and civil rights as U.S. citizens.  McCloud (2006) argues though 

that even though this may be the case, Muslim American immigrants are closely tied to 

their country of origin.  Since many came from the educated classes in South/Southeast 

Asia and the Middle East & North Africa, they maintain a keen interest in the political 

happenings of their home country or region.  This preoccupation with “home politics” 

couple with domestic hostility may reorient Muslim Americans away from political 

participation in the U.S.  Foreign born Muslim Americans are coded as 1, whereas native 

born Muslim Americans are coded as 0. 

Racial/Ethnic Subgroups 

Substantive differences between different racial and ethnic subgroups in civic and 

political participation among Muslim Americans lead me to include them as control 

variables.  For example, the American Mosque 2011 report, headed by Dr. Ihsan Bagby, 

separates out by ethnicity or race if a mosque is homogenous or not.  The study finds that 

33% of all U.S. mosques are South Asian (Pakistani, Indian, Bangladeshi and Afghani), 

27% are Arab American (Egyptian, Palestinian, Lebanese, Yemeni, etc.), 24% are 

African American, 9% are sub-Saharan African, 2% are European (Bosnians, etc.) and 

also Iranian, while White American, Caribbean, Southeast Asian, Latino and Turkish are 



 

115 

 

1% each.  While Bagby is simply reporting descriptive statistics and make no inferences 

from these findings, the fact that he was able to succinctly separate most mosques into 3 

distinct ethnic/racial groupings gives an indication, at least in the exploratory stage, that 

belonging to a specific race and/or ethnicity could have a relationship with participation 

and engagement.  And again, Jamal points to the differences among racial and ethnic 

subgroupings in regards to civic participation. 

To assess race/ethnicity, I use the three major designated ethnic/racial groups in 

Muslim American society: Arab American, African Origin & African American and 

South Asian.  The above-mentioned three groups make up the majority of the Muslim 

American population and are the three main cleavages in Muslim American society 

(Bagby 2001).  The three race and ethnic variables are categorical in nature.  The 

investigators recoded the fifteen choices into seven categories: South Asian, African, 

African American, Arab, Iranian, Other, and Not Sure.  Thus, for the Arab American 

variable, I coded Arab 1 and all other categories 0.  This process is repeated for South 

Asian Muslims.  For African Origin & African American Muslims I code African and 

African American 1 and all other categories 0.  I decided to combine these two categories 

together for three reasons.  First, there were only 49 participants in the survey who 

identified as African.  Second, some of the participants who responded as African might 

be African Americans who prefer the label African to African American.  Third, given 

that African and African Americans share the same phenotype, they face the same 
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challenges within mainstream society.  Finally, the Other Muslim American variable is a 

recoding of the remaining three categories, Iranian, Other and Not Sure. 

Religious Variables 

 As noted in Chapter Two and in the introduction to this chapter, religiosity has 

shown to be strongly related to civic participation.  Active participation in religious 

activities has been known to correlate well with the civic participation of Americans.  For 

example, Djupe and Grant (2001) find that churches often politically mobilize those who 

were not as active in the church before they join.  However, there may be another 

dimension to Mosque participation as Muslim American places of worship often times 

become socially isolated from their surrounding communities. Djupe and Gilbert (2006) 

see this among churchgoers, who are more likely to develop civic skills within the church 

when they are more socially isolated from their surrounding communities.  Again, this 

may be the case with Muslim Americans.  Jamal notes in her analysis that the mosque 

could have a mediating effect on group consciousness.  She explains that by being 

involved in the mosque, one becomes more aware about discriminatory actions taken 

towards members of the larger Muslim American community.  While participating in a 

mosque may help develop civic skills, one does not have to attend mosque to follow 

Islam in their daily lives.  In fact, the national Muslim American population is widely 

distributed and it may prove more difficult for pious Muslims to attend mosque on a 

regular basis.  In addition, for many pious Muslims, involvement in politics may detract 

from attention that could be given to promoting one‟s faith.  This literature review then 
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leads me to use the two religious factors that were created using factor analysis: religious 

devotion and religious enthusiasm. 

Political Variables 

One of the relationships that Jamal does not test for is between psychological 

resources and civic participation.  The literature in political behavior indicates that 

individuals who have a greater interest in politics are more likely to participate both 

civically and politically (Nie 1969; Nie 1969; Rosenstone 1993).  Given that the media 

consistently reports on Muslim Americans, those who keep up with the news should be 

more apt to act when motivated to.  Thus, in keeping with Ayers and Hofstetter (2008), I 

expect that Muslim Americans who pay attention to politics will also participate 

civically.  To test for psychological resources I use political interest.  Political interest is 

measured by asking the respondent how follow politics with 0 indicating that they follow 

politics only a little and 4 that they follow it quite a bit. 

Finally, I include group consciousness as another control variable.  Minority 

groups may mobilize to participate if they perceive a sense of deprivation (Miller 1981).  

Thus, members of a minority group find it prudent to come together to address issues that 

they find relevant to their community.  For example, African Americans saw their fates 

linked with another, which helps explain why they often vote en masse for a particular 

party or candidate, even if their voice is not heard adequately (Dawson 1994).  This also 

may be the case for Latinos and Asian Americans as well (Masuoka 2006; Sanchez 
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2008). Group consciousness is operationalized with the following question from 2004 

Project MAPS that asks: 

I will now read you several statements about American‟s attitudes toward 

Muslims that you have experienced in your own personal experience and 

the attitudes of Americans toward Muslims overall -- in the society as a 

whole. Please tell me which statement best reflects Americans‟ attitudes 

toward Muslims since the September 11 attacks: 

 The response options are (a) in my experience, Americans have been tolerant and 

respectful of Muslims; (b) in my experience, Americans have been respectful and tolerant 

of Muslims, but American society overall is disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims; (c) 

in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims; and (d) 

in my experience, Americans.  I collapse the above categories Responses (a) and (b) are 

coded as 0, whereas responses (c) and (d) are coded as 1. 

I use logit estimations to find the relationships between these independent 

variables civic participation.  For ease of presentation, I provide the change in predicted 

probability using the prchange command in the SPost add-on module for STATA (Long 

2005).  Table 3.2 shows the results of the logit estimations, using Other Muslim 

Americans as the baseline category.  The results are in the Appendix 
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Results: 

Civic Participation in Mainstream Organizations 

Table 3.2 in the Appendix shows that discrimination is a significant predictor of 

civic participation in mainstream organizations holding all other variables constant.  

Discrimination is positively correlated with participation with a predicted probability 

change of 0.107.  In addition, several control variables are positively correlated with civic 

participation in mainstream organizations.  Having a high income is important for 

participation, with a predicted probability change of 0.019.  This finding echoes how 

important resources are participation.  In addition, religious enthusiasm is statistically 

significant with a strong predicted change in probability of 0.262.  Religious enthusiasm 

is a latent variable of two religiosity questions: volunteerism at the mosque and 

conversion of Islam.  This confirms Jamal‟s findings where she discusses how 

participation at the mosque is correlated to civic and political participation.  Political 

interest is also important with a predicted change in probability of 0.232.  Muslims with 

higher levels of political interest are also participating.  In contrast, being foreign born is 

a negative predictor of civic participation in mainstream activities with a probability 

change of -0.156.  This finding confirms what Jamal finds in her analysis in that foreign 

born Muslim Americans are less likely to participate. 
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Civic Participation in Muslim Organizations 

 Table 3.3 in the Appendix shows that discrimination is a significant predictor of 

civic participation in Muslim organizations in first three models.  In the fourth or full 

model, holding all other variables constant, discrimination drops as a statistically 

significant variable.  However, when I remove group discrimination from the model, 

discrimination again becomes significant.  Both of the religiosity variables are correlated 

with participation in Muslim civic organizations.  Religious devotion and religious 

enthusiasm are strong predictors, with predicted changes in probabilities of 0.220 and 

0.383 respectively.  This is expected as Muslims who are more religious would be more 

likely to participate in Muslim organizations, even as many of these organizations are not 

associated with a particular mosque.  Many of Muslim civic associations are charities that 

provide services locally, nationally and internationally. Finally, political interest is 

important with a predicted change in probability of 0.208. 

Civic Participation in Ethnic Organizations 

 Table 3.4 in the Appendix shows that discrimination is a significant predictor of 

civic participation in ethnic organizations holding all other variables constant.  The 

predicted change in probability is 0.127.  In addition, several control variables are 

positively correlated with civic participation in ethnic organizations.  Similar to 

mainstream civic participation, a high income is correlated with participation in ethnic 

organizations with a predicted change in probability of 0.105.  Interestingly, foreign born 
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is a negative predictor of participation in ethnic organizations with a predicted change in 

probability of -0.115.  Jamal noted that being foreign born was negatively associated with 

participation overall, however she does not separate out types of participation.  If foreign 

born Muslims, who are mostly citizens, may be more interested with “home politics” as 

McCloud suggests, then it is not evident in this analysis.  Also, unlike the other two types 

of participation, a race/ethnicity variable showed statistical significance.  Being African 

American is positively correlated with participation in ethnic organizations.  This finding 

is new in the social science literature as it not been reported in any other analysis.  

However, it fits the story found in the first chapter on American political development as 

most African American Muslims are descended from the Nation of Islam, and other 

Black nationalist organizations.  Finally, political interest is important with a predicted 

change in probability of 0.208. 

Discussion: 

 What do the results say about the civic participation of Muslim Americans?  It 

clearly shows that discrimination is a strong predictor of civic participation.  This is 

interesting as the literature discusses that Muslim Americans see the need to participate in 

American society (Kohut 2007).  Bagby (2004) provides evidence that  this attitude is 

also promoted at the mosque as leaders unanimously report that Muslims should 

incorporate.  However, is this desire to participate a function of assimilation as the Pew 

Report suggests? The models suggest otherwise.  For Muslim Americans, the hostile 
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political climate after the 9/11 attacks is driving them to participate in American society.   

This is why Muslims who have experienced discrimination are more likely to participate 

in all civic organizations, regardless of type, though the strongest effect was for ethnic 

organizations.   

 Variance did exist among the control variables for participation.  A high income is 

a strong predictor for participation in mainstream and ethnic organizations, but not for 

Muslim organizations.  Instead, religiosity helps predict participation in Muslim 

organizations, though religious enthusiasm is significant for participation in mainstream 

organizations.  Why is this so?  This is where Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995)  can 

explain.  Money is one of the most important resources for civic engagement and political 

participation.  It allows for all Americans, regardless of race, ethnicity or religion to 

engage the system as it provides a person resources to participate.  The authors also 

mentioned a lack of access to resources can be ameliorated by participation in religious 

organizations, which can build the skills necessary for participation.  For Muslim 

Americans, who are generally wealthier and more religious than non-Muslims, they 

report higher levels of participation. 

 Race and ethnicity generally did not have much of an effect, save for the 

relationship between being African American and ethnic organizations.  Overall, political 

interest is a strong predictor of civic participation.  This is the case for all types of 

participation and remains so when alternative regression models are produced.  Why is 
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political interest such an important variable?  This may be tied to the same reasons why 

discrimination is – political threat.  Muslim Americans are aware of their situation after 

the 9/11 attacks.  Greater participation in civic activities may be the end result of 

discrimination.  

The Political Participation of Muslim Americans: 

Political participation among Muslim Americans is not a new phenomenon.  

Muslims have participated in the political system for years but this activity confined itself 

almost exclusively at the local level.  For example, Nimer (2002) notes that Muslim civic 

organizations made concerted efforts to reach out the local communities in the 1970s and 

1980s.  Some of this effort was done on behalf of intercommunity dialogues, while other 

was charity-based, reflecting both the previous work done by former members of the 

Nation of Islam and general attitudes towards sadaqah, or charity beyond that required of 

zakat. 

The participation of Muslims in national political issues and campaigns did not 

occur until the mid-1990s, when the overall demographics of the group changed.  High 

immigration rates of educated professionals from the Middle East, North Africa and 

South Asia and a growth in the conversion of African Americans to Islam, fundamentally 

changed the nature of Muslim America forever.  Never content to just sit on the sidelines, 

professionals from India, Pakistan, Iran, and the former Soviet Union, brought with them 

civic skills that they easily translated into political organizing skills (Nimer 2002).  
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Simultaneously, African American Muslim converts began integrating into immigrant 

mosques at higher rates.  These mostly former Nation of Islam adherents inherited the 

community organizing techniques from their NOI forefathers and brought their labor to 

the cause of tawhid, or oneness in Islam.  This confluence of civic and political activity 

gave birth to four major national Muslim American organizations in the 1990s and a 

political action committee to give voice to the ever-burgeoning Muslim community in the 

U.S.
11

   

However, only a little research was devoted to understanding the political 

behavior of Muslim Americans.  Instead, scholars were more interested in the social and 

integration aspects of Muslim America, both within and with American society (Haddad 

1993; Haddad 1994; Haddad 1998; Smith 1999; Hasan 2000).   A few authors did though 

tackle the development of identity politics within Muslim communities.  Johnson (1993), 

Khan (1998), Haddad (1998) and Smith (1999) outlined how foreign policy events and 

domestic policy concerns, coupled with exemplary organizing at the mosque and local 

levels, and formed an issue public from which Muslim leaders were able to translate into 

a unified political voice.  Finally, Findley (2001) catalogues how this formation 

crystallized in the 2000 presidential election when a number of associations banded 

together to create the American Muslim Political Coordination Committee (AMPCC). 

This PAC held talks with all three major candidates, pressing each on Muslim American 
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issues. In early October 2000, the leaders in AMPCC met with Bush in Detroit where the 

candidate promised to address Muslim American concerns with respect to foreign and 

domestic issues. Later that month, the AMPCC enthusiastically endorsed Bush. 

The terrorist attacks of September 11
th

, 2001 (9/11) affected the political 

participation of Muslim Americans.  Muslims as a group were jolted into participating, if 

not just to counter accusatory and derogatory remarks made towards Muslim Americans.  

For example, a number of authors sold a good number of book copies on rooting out what 

they call “networks of terror” within Muslim American communities (Emerson 2002; 

Pipes 2002; Kushner 2004; Emerson 2006; Horowitz 2006).  In response to these often 

unsubstantiated works, Muslim Americans and their accompanying civic organizations 

have tried to point out the flaws in their work and highlight the harmful effects that these 

derogatory works have in interethnic understanding (Nacos 2007; Nimer 2007; 

Gottschalk 2008).   

Since then scholars have taken a more detailed look at the social and political 

behavior of Muslim Americans.  First, through their survey work in the Muslims in the 

American Public Square Project (Project MAPS), Bukhari et. al., published two reports 

which provide statistical evidence for the rise in Muslim American political participation 

(Nyang 2001; Bukhari 2004).  Also from Project MAPS, Bagby (2004) reports that there 

is virtual unanimity among mosque leaders that Muslims should incorporate themselves 

into American society and thus argues that an increase in Muslim American political 
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participation is a direct result from mobilization efforts within the Mosque.  Jamal (2005) 

is one of the first scholars to measure the relationship between Mosque participation and 

political activity.  Though limited in its nature as it was sampled only in New York City, 

she discovered that though a link existed between the Mosque and political participation, 

it is tempered by race as Arab American Muslims are most likely to participate because 

of their involvement in the Mosque and African American Muslims are less likely to 

participate.   

Read (2007) takes Jamal‟s efforts further and using data from the Project MAPS 

surveys and looks at the gender differences in the political engagement of Arab Muslim 

men & women.  She observes that Arab Muslim American women are less likely to 

participate than their male counterparts and that higher levels of religiosity may 

negatively affect their participation rates.  She concludes that devout Muslim women tend 

to follow more traditional practices which made politics the realm of male activity.  

Bozonelos (2008) finds that religiosity, measured in Mosque attendance, and perceived 

discrimination, are positively associated with voting in the 2004 presidential election but 

not in regards to voting for Kerry.  Bozonelos‟s work differs in that it uses newly released 

data from the 2007 Pew Muslim American Survey rather than the Project MAPS datasets, 

which are used in this chapter‟s analyses.   

Finally, Ayers and Hofstetter (2008) use a path analysis model using the data 

from the 2004 Project MAPS survey to understand the relationships between different 
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predictors of Muslim American political participation.  Using the 2004 Project MAPS 

dataset, they decompose the direct and indirect relationships and report several relevant 

findings for this chapter.  Most importantly, they show that organizational experience has 

a large direct association with political participation.  However, they do not disaggregate 

organizational experience as I do in the previous section of the chapter.  In addition to 

organizational experience, they report that religious resources and beliefs weakly affect 

political participation, but in offsetting ways.  For example, they find that religious 

commitment has a small positive association with political participation, whereas 

religious tradition and religious context are negative predictors. 

Ayers and Hofstetter also state that resources, such as job skills, education, 

income and citizenship, are positive predictors of political participation, either directly or 

indirectly.  They also note that race mattered in that Arab Americans were less likely to 

participate whereas African Americans were more likely.  Finally, the authors report that 

political attentiveness leads to greater political participation and that Muslim anxiety and 

alienation fueled political interest among Muslim Americans.  Oddly enough, Ayers and 

Hofstetter leave out a number of important variables in their analysis.  First, they do not 

include discrimination in their path recursive model.  I believe that measuring the 

relationship between discrimination and political participation directly as I did in the 

previous section on civic participation is more relevant than measuring anxiety and 

alienation for political participation indirectly given the strong predictor that 
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discrimination has shown to be.  Second, they leave out South Asian Muslim Americans, 

an important subgroup give their socioeconomic status and their leadership in Muslim 

American community organizations.  Given this, how does discrimination fit into the 

overall picture of political participation?  And what happened when South Asians are 

included in the discussion on Muslim American political participation? 

Data and Methodology:  

The dependent variable is an additive variable of a series of political activities that 

Verba et. al. (1995) have indicated are measures of political participation.  They include 

indicating whether the respondent would consider him or herself to be an active member 

in a political party, has ever given a contribution or volunteered their time or services to a 

political candidate, visited a political website, called or written the media or politicians 

on a given issue or signed a petition, attended a rally in support of a politician or a cause, 

and participate in a boycott of a product or a business.  Each response was coded 

1=participated, 0=not participated.  Overall, the scale of the new variable ranged from 0 

to6, with 0 representing a Muslim American who has not participated in any political acts 

and 6 representing a Muslim American with a high level of political participation.  The 

dependent variable has high internal validity (Cronbach‟s alpha = 0.7099) 

 Again, the goal of this section is twofold.  First, I am testing to see if 

discrimination is a predictor of political participation, which I suggest it will.  Right after 

9/11, a number of good scholars wondered if Muslim Americans were disengaging from 
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American society, a legitimate question given that the presence of a hostile climate can 

drive down participation rates (Cainkar 2002; Moore 2002).  For example, a study by 

Cho, Gimpel & Wu (2006) shows that Arab American efforts to mobilize have been 

hampered by the current policy threat environment despite higher SES levels among 

Muslim Americans. On the contrary, political threat can also mobilize a population to act.  

Ramakrishnan (2005) argues that Latino registration drives in the 1990s were in response 

to unpopular California propositions. 

Second, I am interested in knowing which type of civic participation matters more 

for political participation.  Ayers and Hofstetter provide evidence that organizational 

experience is tied to political participation.  Again, are there differences between the 

types?  Table 3.5 shows low correlation coefficients between the three different types of 

civic activities.  This suggests that multicollinearity does not exist and thus all three 

organizational experiences can be included in the same model.  To control of other 

potential influences, I use the same sets of variables that I used in the analysis above for 

civic participation, including demographic variables such as having a college education, a 

high income, male, age group and if one is foreign born.  I also incorporate racial and 

ethnic subgroup variables, such as Arab American, South Asian American and African 

Origin and African American.  Next I include the two religious variables created through 

the factor analysis in Chapter 2, religious devotion and religious enthusiasm.  Finally, I 

use two political variables, level of political interest and group consciousness.   
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Results: 

Since political participation is a composite variable, I use ordinary least squares 

regression.  Table 3.6 reports the coefficients and standard errors of each variable across 

four models of political participation.  As expected, discrimination is a predictor of 

political participation, holding all other variables constant across all models.  When 

looking at the coefficient in the full specified model, a one-unit change in discrimination 

produces a 0.144 unit change in political participation, holding other variables constant.  

As noted above in the section on civic participation, political threat can motivate 

individuals and groups to engage in American society.  This translates into participation 

in the available civic activities and also in the political life of the country.  This finding 

then adds a missing piece to the analysis by Ayers and Hofstetter when they look at 

political participation. 

Participation in any civic organization produces a strong relationship with 

political participation than discrimination, holding all other variables constant across all 

models.  When looking at the coefficients of each type of activity in the full specific 

model, participation in Muslim civic organizations has the most effect.  A one-unit 

change in participation produces a 0.959 unit change in political participation, holding 

other variables constant.  In comparison, participation in mainstream organizations 

produces a 0.687 unit change in political participation, holding other variables constant 

and participation in ethnic organizations produces a 0.488 unit change in political 
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participation, holding other variables constant.  When looking at the models, the 

coefficient becomes smaller as more variables are included, except for Muslim 

organizational experience where it remains mostly consistent.  For example, the first 

model where only discrimination and the other two types of organizational experience are 

included, the coefficient is 1.075 for mainstream organizations and 0.712 for ethnic 

organizations.  The coefficient for Muslim organizational experience fluctuates across the 

models, increasing and decreasing, yet staying close to a one-unit change. 

In addition, several demographic variables were also important predictors of 

political participation across all models.  Referencing the full specific model, a one-unit 

change in college education produces a 0.313 unit change in political participation, 

holding other variables constant.  Quite similarly, a one-unit change in high income 

produces a 0.313 unit change in political participation, holding other variables constant.  

This means that higher educated and wealthier Muslim Americans have higher 

participation rates than lower educated and less wealthy Muslim Americans.  Finally, 

foreign born is a negative predictor of political participation, where a one-unit change in 

being foreign born produces a -0.491 unit change in political participation, holding other 

variables constant. 

When looking at race and ethnicity, identification as South Asian is negatively 

correlated with political participation.  This finding adds to what was missing in both 

Jamal‟s and in Ayers and Hofstetter‟s analyses.  A one-unit change in being South Asian 
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produces a -0.636 unit change in political participation, holding other variables constant.  

Quite similarly, identification as African American is also negatively correlated with 

political participation.  This directly contradicts the finding by Ayers and Hofstetter who 

report that being African American directly leads to political participation.  Indeed, a 

one-unit change in being African American produces a -0.470 unit change in political 

participation, holding other variables constant.  Finally, being Arab American was not 

statistically significant in any of the models. 

When looking at the last two sets of control variables, religious enthusiasm and 

political interest are predictors of political participation, holding all other variables 

constant.  Ayers and Hofstetter report in their analysis that religious commitment has a 

small positive association with political participation, whereas religious tradition and 

religious context are negative predictors.  Part of the problem may be that they include 

highly correlated variables in their recursive path analysis model.  The factor analysis in 

Chapter 2 produces latent measures of religiosity, which can help clarify the relationship 

between religiosity and political participation.  In this analysis, a one-unit change in 

religious enthusiasm produces a 0.253 unit change in political participation, holding other 

variables constant.  Thus a Muslim American who is a convert and volunteers at the 

mosque participates more than non-converts and those who do not volunteer.  Lastly, 

political interest is positively correlated with political participation. A one-unit change in 

political interest produces a 0.506 unit change in political participation, holding other 
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variables constant.  This is to be expected as Americans who are interested in 

governmental or public affairs would naturally be more likely to participate in politics. 

Discussion:  

 What do the results mean?  The analysis confirms that holding other variables 

constant, discrimination is a strong predictor of political participation.  Muslims who 

have experienced personal discrimination, or who know family or friends that have been 

discriminated or who have been profiled are driven to participate in politics.  As 

discussed previously, discrimination and experiencing political threat are related.  Those 

who seeing policy changes that threaten their individual liberties and their group‟s 

livelihood are also most likely being discriminated against by society. 

 This analysis also suggests that the type of participation matters, with 

involvement in Muslim organizations having the most influence.  This particular finding 

has not been explored before in the literature on Muslim American participation, however 

reasons can be culled from Verba, Schlozman and Brady (1995).  The authors discuss 

how participation in any civic organization builds the civic skills necessary for 

participation in politics.  This can explain why organizational experiences in mainstream 

and ethnic activities are important predictors.  Yet to explain why Muslim organizational 

experience has more effect, I turn again to the literature that suggests that religious 

organizations are a gathering place for other minority group members who sought 

inclusion into the political process (Tate 1994; Calhoun-Brown 1996; Alex-Assensoh 
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2001; Mattis 2001).  This finding may or may not confirm Jamal‟s comments that 

American mosques have become places of mobilization for Muslim Americans.  This 

also detracts from Ayers and Hofstetter‟s article where they show no relationship 

between religious resources and political participation, of which mosque volunteerism is 

just one component of their religious resources variable.       

Interestingly, the results contradict the evidence provided by Jamal and Ayers and 

Hofstetter in regards to racial and ethnic subgroups.  Jamal reported that Arab Muslim 

Americans were more likely to participate whereas Ayers and Hofstetter stated that they 

were less likely to participate.  Neither model suggests a relationship between being Arab 

and political participation.  Also in contrast, the results show that being South Asian or 

being African American leads to a negative association with political participation.  Why 

the difference?  For Jamal, she uses a different dataset with a much smaller N, so the 

explanation may lie there.  For Ayers and Hofstetter, I use the same dataset, which would 

suggest that the findings should be similar.  The difference may lie in the inclusion of 

different variables in the statistical models I use in this chapter.  First, Ayers and 

Hofstetter do not include South Asians in their analysis.  This is a problem as the 

literature review shows that South Asian Muslim Americans are less involved.  In 

addition, they leave out any measure of discrimination. This may be moderating the 

effect of being African American on political participation. 
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The analysis also confirms that having been born in another country is relevant 

for political participation is a negative predictor of political participation.  This is line 

with Jamal‟s work that also finds being foreign born has a negative association and 

Read‟s work that find foreign born Arab women who have lived here for less than 10 

years are much less engaged.  In contrast though, Ayers and Hofstetter (2008) find that 

being a citizen is a direct positive predictor of political participation.   Thus, there 

remains a puzzle as a majority of Muslim Americans are foreign born, but a sizable 

number are also citizens. 

 In conclusion, what do these findings mean for the future of Muslim American 

political participation?  One can argue that despite their diversity, Muslim Americans are 

coalescing in the face of societal hostility.  This may already have led to an impact on 

Muslim American political behavior.  For example 53% of all respondents agreed that 

U.S. Muslims should vote as a bloc and that 50% responded that being Muslim was very 

important when voting.  The past two elections showed that Muslim Americans voted 

overwhelmingly for presidential candidate Barack Obama.  Thus, even though Muslim 

Americans are smaller in number than other racial and ethnic groups, their future ability 

to bloc vote may make them important as they are concentrated in certain areas of swing 

states such as northern Virginia, suburban Ohio and I-4 corridor in Florida.  Muslim 

Americans may yet see themselves politically develop analogously to Jewish Americans, 
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who also have an outsized influence on American politics given their small numbers, 

driven by their high levels of political participation and consistent voting behavior.  
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Chapter Four: Muslim American Issue Preferences, Ideology and Partisanship 

 This chapter takes on several important predictors of political participation – issue 

preferences, ideology and partisan identification – and attempts to understand how they 

apply to Muslim Americans.  The story of political participation often starts with 

Campbell, et. al.‟s seminal work, The American Voter.  In this book, the authors posit that 

the strength and direction of party identification are quite relevant for understanding 

one‟s political attitudes and behavior.  Partisan identification can act as a heuristic, or a 

supplier of cues by which the individual may use to understand different aspects of 

politics.  The authors argue that since politics, especially most elements of national 

politics, are distant in relation to everyday life it forces the individual to rely on one‟s 

partisan identification for navigating the system.  In addition, because this identification 

is stable and extends over time, it can act as a perpetual screen for all issues political.  

Moreover, the stronger the party bond, the more exaggerated the screening process. 

Finally, Campbell, et.al bring up an important consequence.  They conclude that “the role 

of general partisan orientations in molding attitudes towards elements of politics is very 

clear.  As a consequence of this role, party identification has a profound impact on 

behavior.”  This assumption then logically leads the authors to claim that the stronger the 

individual‟s sense of attachment to one of the parties, the greater his psychological 

involvement in political affairs.  Conversely, they argue then that independents tend to be 

less involved in politics.   
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 This chapter then will seek to challenge many of the assumptions made by 

Campbell, et. al on the centrality of partisan identification in political behavior.  The most 

direct challenge involves the authors‟ conceptualization of partisan identification itself.  

Envisioning a linear model, the authors describe such identifications as a continuum as 

follows: 

 

Figure 4.1: Partisan Identification Continuum 

0  1  2  3  4  5           6 

Strong       Moderate          Weak           Weak      Moderate         Strong 

                  Democrat         Independent      Republican   

By using such a continuum, the authors are able to neatly align most voters into three, 

five, or sometimes even seven, discrete categories.  This then allows the authors to 

measure how partisan identifications have remained stable over time and demonstrate 

how closely political attitudes are related to partisan identifications, thereby illustrating 

the heuristic effect that such psychological attachments have. 

 However, one of the potential flaws of such modeling involves the 

generalizability of such inferences to all voting groups in the American political system.  

While their analysis may correspond to the political behavior of white Americans, it often 

fails to explain the political behavior of non-white Americans.  For example, if partisan 

identification molds political attitudes, then why do black Americans consistently take 

socially conservative positions on such issues such as abortion or homosexuality? (Tate 
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1994)  As staunch Democrats, shouldn‟t black American views change to conform their 

partisan identification?  Indeed, the authors go as far to say, “if however, the individual 

has developed attitudes not consistent with his party allegiance, that allegiance 

presumably will work to undo the contrary opinions.  But they in turn must exert some 

pressure on the individual‟s basic partisan commitment.”  Clearly this has not occurred 

within the African American voting community. 

 To understand this dynamic better, I turn to Hajnal and Lee‟s (2006) analysis of 

partisan identifications among Latinos and Asian Americans.  In this book chapter, the 

authors dispute the assumption that partisan identifications are predictors for ideology 

and political behavior.  Hajnal and Lee argue that there is a meaningful distinction 

between identifying with a party and acting like a partisan.  Thus, while the assumption 

of linearity may work for white Americans, it is especially inapt for Latinos & Asian 

Americans.  Most importantly, while the linear continuum may show stability over time 

for partisan identifications for majority Americans, that is not the case for Latinos and 

Asian Americans.  Latino partisanship patterns have changed over time and for Asian 

Americans when given the chance to identify as something else, 45% of respondents 

chose to do so.  Thus, Hajnal and Lee argue how can partisan identifications predict 

political behavior when it is so unstable? 

 Instead, the authors posit that issue preferences are better predictors of partisan 

identification rather than the other way around.  These issue preferences are not anchored 
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in a single, linear, one-dimensional ideological continuum from strong liberals to strong 

conservatives.  In contrast, these issue preferences are shaped by the processes of racial 

formation and immigrant acculturation, such as the processes of gaining literacy and 

orientation in American politics, their sense of political efficacy, and trust in political 

institutions.  As immigrant groups, Latinos and Asian Americans are less familiar with 

the left-right spectrum that is considered the anchor of the Republican/Democrat linear 

spectrum.  Their “partisan identification” or “ideology” will be shaped more by their 

religious and cultural values or in issues of greater interests, vis-à-vis the politics of one‟s 

home country or the political of immigrants in the U.S. 

 In this chapter, I argue that Muslim Americans better resemble Latino and Asian 

American patterns of political behavior rather than the “American voter” identified in 

Campbell, et al.  The descriptive statistics of Muslim American partisan identification 

appears to support this assertion.  Table 4.1 in the Appendix shows the instability of 

Muslim American partisan identification.  The aggregated data shows that Muslim 

American partisan identification is unstable.  This instability is due to several internal 

characteristics and external factors.  First, Muslim Americans are one of the most 

heterogeneous social groups in American society.  There are wealthy and poor Muslims; 

highly educated & low educated Muslims; Muslims with high degrees of religiosity 

(which also includes significant divisions, such as Sunni & Shi‟a) and secular or nominal 

Muslims; Muslims that subdivide by race, ethnicity and ethno-linguistic distinctions; 
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finally, just like Latinos & Asian Americans, there is variation by immigrant status – 

foreign born vs. second & third generation Muslims, Muslims who are new to the U.S vs. 

Muslims who have been in the U.S. for many years, and Muslims who may be 

naturalized vs. Muslims who have attained citizenship.   

 Muslim Americans though are also beset by external factors that have also 

affected their partisan identification patters.  Of course, the most obvious exogenous 

shock has involved the September 11, 2001 terrorist attacks and the decade-long 

aftermath.  Government policies, such as Department of Homeland Security registration 

guidelines, FBI and local police infiltration programs, and the Wars in Afghanistan and 

Iraq have contributed to the uncertainty Muslim Americans have faced, which has had an 

effect on their political behavior.  Finally, Muslim Americans have become a political 

football between the two major parties, with Republicans presidential candidates in 2008 

& 2012 making Islamic extremism the major national security concern facing U.S. 

policymakers. 

Muslim American Issue Preferences 

 Since the linear partisan continuum may not be able to adequately explain Muslim 

American political behavior, I will begin by looking at Muslim American issue 

preferences.  But, what exactly are Muslim American issue preferences?  To date, no one 

has really done a thorough analysis of the issues Muslim Americans care about and their 

position on certain issues.  In addition, little is known historically about their issue 
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preferences.  Why was so little known about Muslim Americans?  Ghayur (1981) in his 

groundbreaking essay details three different reasons.  First, up till 1966, they were quite 

small in number.  Since most Muslim Americans immigrated after 1965, they are a 

relatively new group.  Second, they are not part of the traditional ethnic make-up of 

American society.  Thus, they have been mostly overlooked by social scientists.  Third, 

they do not reside in large identifiable ethnic enclave.  Dearborn MI, the community that 

comes closest to an ethnic enclave is more Arab American in character, including 

Christian Arabs, rather than a Muslim American enclave.   

 However, the aftereffects of the 9/11 attacks transformed the scholarship.  Now, 

more than 30 different scholars research issues related to Muslim Americans and their 

role in American society.  In regards to issue preferences, a number of different 

surveys/reports have been produced identify a number of key trends that need to be 

further explored.  First, the 2007 Pew Research Center Report on Muslim Americans 

(Kohut 2007) states that Muslim Americans strongly believe in social welfare.  Previous 

studies have shown that religious requirements, such as Zakat and Sadaqah, could have 

an effect on their policy positions.  For example, 76% of Muslim Americans in the report 

giving zakat and/or contribute to charity.  Zakat is one of the five pillars of Islam and is 

required of all practicing Muslims.   

 Second, Muslim Americans favor the role of religion in the American public 

square.  According to the 2007 Pew Study, 72% of respondents say that religion plays an 
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important point in their life.  In addition, Bagby (2001) notes that 77% of respondents in 

the 2001 Mosques in America project and 91% of respondents in the American Mosque 

2011 project (2012) strongly agree that Muslim Americans should be involved in 

American institutions.  He also notes that Mosque leaders also show near unanimity (96% 

in the 2001 project and 98% in the 2011 project) that their congregations should be 

involved in American society.  This leadership encourages Muslim American political 

involvement.   

 Third, Muslim Americans are socially conservative.  They tend to oppose 

abortion and marriage rights for homosexuals and also tend to oppose pornography 

(Kohut 2007).  Again, Muslim Americans have comparable religiosity levels to other 

religious groups and it is not surprising that they would have socially conservative 

positions.  In Islam, abortion is forbidden after the “ensoulment” of the fetus, which 

either happens at fertilization or 120 days after depending on which interpretation is used 

(Esposito 2002).  In addition, homosexuality is forbidden as well.  Marriage is considered 

only between a man and a woman and homosexuality is considered abnormal punishable 

in some Muslim majority countries (Esposito 2002). 

Data and Methodology 

Table 4.2 in the Appendix provides a comprehensive snapshot of Muslim 

American policy positions.  Each cell represents the percentage of Muslim Americans 

who strongly favored, somewhat favored, somewhat opposed, strongly opposed and were 
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not sure about the particular policy.  The percentages are rounded up to the nearest whole 

number.  The data collected about Muslim Americans comes from a joint project between 

Project MAPS or Muslims in the American Public Square and Zogby International.  This 

telephone-administered survey was administered twice, once in December 2001 and 

second in August/September 2004.  In both surveys Muslim Americans were polled on a 

variety of areas, including demographics, religious practices, opinion and behavior on 

political and social issues, the fallout from 9/11 and their media and financial habits.  

Zogby developed the call lists by “matching the zip codes of 300 randomly selected 

Islamic centers, against their respective local telephone exchanges.  Listings of common 

Muslim surnames were then identified from the local telephone exchanges and 

called”(Bukhari 2004).  In addition, Zogby carried out a number of in-person interviews 

in an expanded African American sample.  This sample was to account for the higher 

number of African American Muslims who have Anglo-American or non-Muslim 

surnames. 

 The preferences that Muslim Americans have taken on the policy issues allow me 

to cluster those issues.  One of the most basic ways to cluster issues is through the use of 

factor analysis.  Factor analysis can be used to accomplish a variety of tasks: it can either 

help reduce the number of variables, (principal components analysis); it can identify 

structures among variables, or factors, by recognizing clusters and outliers (exploratory 

factor analysis); and it can confirm the factors and loading variables as expected to pre-



 

145 

 

existing research (confirmatory factor analysis)  (Adcock 1982).  Since the goal of this 

section is to develop clusters of issues, from here on out referred to as factors, I will use 

exploratory factor analysis.  In addition, I will the 2004 AMP dataset.  Not only is the 

2004 dataset newer, it also includes all of the questions in the 2001 AMP dataset plus five 

more questions.   

 Exploratory factor analysis reveals seven factors, or clusters of issues, among the 

twenty-five policy variables included in the analysis (See Table 4.3 in the Appendix).  

Per convention, only those factors whose eigenvalue, or the measure of the variance in all 

variables which is accounted for by that factor, is above 1 should be used (also referred to 

as the Kaiser criterion).  However, the initial step in using exploratory factor analysis 

only produces orthogonal factors, or factors that are not correlated with each other as 

their created matrices are equal to its inverses, thus not allowing for any real comparison.  

Thus, in order to get a clearer picture for the relevance of each variable in the factor when 

taking into account every other variable, the matrices must be rotated.  To do so, I will do 

an oblique rotation.  Oblique rotations allow for simplicity in interpretation.  It raises the 

weights up to the fourth power.  In doing so, it stratifies the variables closer to each other 

and to the axes.  Thus, weights are amplified and their loading is more strongly identified, 

making it easier to identify which variable loads onto which factor.  This is accomplished 

by using the command promax in Stata.  Promax uses an orthogonal rotation referred to 
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as varimax.  Varimax “searches for a rotation of the original factors such that the variance 

of the loading is maximized” (Abdi 2003). 

Results 

The seven factors account for just over 50% of the total variance observed among 

the twenty-six policy variables.  Each factor lists each policy variable‟s loading, or 

weight within the factor.  Convention suggests that the highest loading variables be used.  

However, what is considered the highest loading variable differs with each researcher.  

For example, the accepted norm involves a factor load of no less than .70.  In applying 

this norm to the statistical analysis, the number of variables drops dramatically.  In doing 

so, the analysis accomplished the goal set out in principle component analysis, namely 

the reduction of less relevant variables. 

 The first factor accounts for 11.67% of the variance in the factor loads and has 

two variables with a loading score that approximates .70.  These include: debt relief for 

poorer countries (0.7486); and increasing foreign aid for poorer countries (0.6916).  This 

cluster may show the importance of foreign politics among Muslim Americans.  As the 

majority of Muslim Americans are foreign born, their connection to their home countries 

could still be strong.  Indeed, the descriptive statistics from the 2004 AMP Survey in 

Table 4.1 may support this assertion.  A total of 88% of respondents, 63% who indicated 

they strongly favor and 25% who indicate somewhat favor, support debt relief.  Similarly, 

88% of respondents, 66% who strongly favored and 22% who somewhat favored, 
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increasing foreign aid for poorer countries.  Consequently, the first factor may be labeled 

as Foreign Aid 

 The second factor accounts for 10.1% of the variance and has two variables with a 

loading score above .70.  These include: Allowing research related to human cloning 

(0.7955); and allowing more research using stem cells (0.7803).  However, unlike the 

first factor, where strong majorities favor debt relief and increasing foreign aid, the 

relationship for research on human cloning and research using stem cells run in opposite 

directions.  Only 30% of respondents, 17% strongly favor and 13% somewhat favor, 

thought human cloning research should continue.  In contrast, 61% of respondents, 39% 

strongly favor and 22% somewhat favor, thought stem cell research should continue.  

This split may reflect Muslim views on when life begins.  In Islam, abortion is forbidden 

after the “ensoulment” of the fetus, which according to some interpretations either 

happens at fertilization or 120 days after (Esposito 2002).  Thus, depending on which 

interpretation is used, some Muslims believe that life does not begin at conception as 

many Christians do.  In that respect, they resemble Jews in regards to the use of fertilized 

eggs and the harvesting of stem cells for research.  This factor is labeled Stem Cell/Clone 

Research. 

 The third factor accounts for 8.36% of the variance and also has two variables 

with a loading score above .70.  These include: Display the Ten Commandments in 

public school (0.7955); and Allow for non-denominational prayers in school (0.7808).  A 
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majority (51%) of the respondents support displaying the Ten Commandments (32% 

strongly favor and 19% somewhat favor), whereas only a plurality (47%) think non-

denominational prayers should be allowed in schools (27% strongly favor and 20% 

somewhat favor).  This factor may represent the value of religion among Muslim 

Americans.  According to the 2007 Pew Survey, 72% of Muslim Americans say religion 

plays a “very important” role in their life and another 18% say it is “somewhat 

important” (Pew Research Center 2007).  The third factor is labeled Religious Expression 

in Public. 

 The fourth factor accounts for 6.15% of the total variance and unlike the previous 

three factors, only has one variable with a loading factor of approximately .70.  This sole 

variable is Make abortions more difficult to obtain (0.6946).  A clear majority of 

respondents, 55% believe that abortions should be more difficult to obtain, with 40% 

saying they would strongly favor it and 15% saying they would somewhat favor it.  This 

is in line with other surveys, which suggest that Muslim Americans are more 

conservative when it comes to social and moral issues.  While neither the 2007 Pew 

Survey nor the 2008 MAPOS survey asks Muslim Americans their views on abortion, the 

2007 Pew Survey shows that a majority of Muslim Americans strongly believe that the 

government should be involved in promoting and protecting morality in society.  The 

fourth factor is labeled Abortion. 
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 The fifth factor accounts for 5.23% of the variance and also includes one variable 

with a loading factor over .70.  This variable is stronger laws to fight terrorism (0.7336).  

Interestingly, support for this position dropped from the 2001 AMP survey to the 2004 

AMP survey.  In 2001, 74% of Muslim Americans strongly favored and 12% somewhat 

favored the enacting of stronger laws to combat terrorism while 5% were strongly 

opposed and 5% were somewhat opposed.  This poll was taken in December 2001, 

months after the September 11
th

, 2011 terrorist attacks, when surveys show that most 

Americans regardless of religious affiliation supported strong government action against 

terrorism.  Indeed, in the 2002 ANES survey 59% of respondents believe that federal 

spending on the War on Terrorism should be increased and 63% believed that federal 

spending should be increased on homeland security (The American National Election 

Studies 2002).   

 However, by the time, the 2004 AMP survey was implemented Muslim American 

support for a tougher approach to fighting terrorism had fallen.  Almost a third less 

Muslim Americans (53%) strongly favored stronger laws to fight terrorism while the 

percentage of Muslim Americans who somewhat favored stronger laws increased to 17%.  

Similarly, the percentage of those strongly opposed and somewhat opposed to stronger 

laws to fight terrorism doubled from 5% to 10% and 5% to 12% respectively.  Later 

surveys suggest that the drop in support may be attributed to the increase in scrutiny that 

Muslim Americans have endured in the years following 9/11.  This has led many Muslim 



 

150 

 

Americans to believe that the terrorism related laws or policies are often targeted at 

Muslims and Muslim Americans.  In the 2008 MAPOS survey, 65% of respondents 

believed that new airport security measures were targeted at Muslims only.  In addition, 

the 2007 Pew Survey shows that a majority of Muslim Americans (55%) do not believe 

that the War on Terrorism is a sincere attempt to reduce international terrorism.  The fifth 

factor is labeled Fighting Terrorism.  

 The sixth factor accounts for 4.95% of the variance and includes two variables 

with loading scores above .70.  These are: Government funding of religious institutions 

and charities (0.7386); and Vouchers for private schools, including religious/parochial 

schools (0.7107).  Muslim Americans display solid support for government funding of 

social programs, religious or otherwise.  47% of respondents strongly favor and 21% 

somewhat favor government funding of religious institutions and charities, or 68% of 

those surveyed.  Likewise, 43% strongly favor and 21% somewhat favor vouchers for 

private schooling that could include money for religious/parochial schools as well, or 

64% of all surveyed.  The 2007 Pew Survey shows that a majority of Muslim Americans 

(70%) say they prefer a bigger government that provides more services and 73% of 

Muslim Americans believe that the government should do more to help the needy, even if 

that means going into debt to do so.  Likewise, 51% of respondents in the 2008 MAPOS 

survey favored a larger government with many services.  Thus, the sixth factor can be 

labeled Government Funding of Religion. 
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 The seventh and final factor accounts for 4.15% of the variance and involves one 

variable, making the exchange of non-prescription drugs legal (0.6973).  Of all the 

factors, this one does not reaffirm findings from other surveys.  The descriptive statistics 

show that 22% of respondents strongly favor and 12% somewhat favor making the 

exchange of non-prescription drugs legal, while 11% somewhat oppose and 30% strongly 

oppose making it legal.  In addition, 25% were unsure.  This factor may reflect the 

importance of this issue in the early 2000s, when prescription drug-buying from Canada 

became politicized.  Thus, this factor will be labeled Non-Prescription Drug Exchange.  

Again, Table 4.3 in the Appendix summarizes the above seven factors and the variables 

that load onto each one. 

Discussion 

After identifying the different clusters of issues for Muslim Americans, 

comparisons between different groups can be made.  Table 4.4 in the Appendix shows 

comparable issue preferences among several major religious groupings: Evangelical 

Protestants, Mainline Protestants, Catholics, and Jews; and major racial/ethnic groupings: 

whites, blacks Latinos, and Asian Americans.  The data for Table 4.4 comes from the 

American National Election Studies (ANES) 2004 Time Series Study.  A combined total 

of 1,211 Americans were surveyed before and after the 2004 presidential election.  

However, limitations exist in using the 2004 ANES Study for these comparisons, 

including the small number of Jewish Americans (35 total respondents) and lack of 
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Hispanics (75 total respondents) in the dataset.  Yet despite these limitations, I include 

Jewish Americans and Hispanics for reference understanding that their small numbers 

can be problematic. 

 The questions that were culled from the survey approximated the questions found 

in the 2004 AMP survey as only a few questions were exactly the same.  However, I 

include questions that come close to the factors that were revealed in the previous 

analysis.  For example, the 2004 ANES asks “should federal spending on foreign aid be 

increased, decreased, or stay the same?”  The mapping of Muslim American issue 

preferences now allow for the testing of the theory that Muslim Americans are like 

Latinos and Asian Americans in that issue preferences are a better predictor of ideology, 

and partisan identifications. 

Muslim American Ideological Orientations 

 Ideology is defined in The American Voter as “a particularly elaborate, close-

woven, and far-ranging structure of attitudes.” (Campbell 1960)  The authors consider 

attitudes to be structured when “two or more beliefs or opinions held by an individual are 

in some way or another functionally related.”   One of the simplest ways to measure 

political ideology has been through the use of a liberal-conservative continuum, also 

referred to as the left-right distinction.  In this continuum, differentiated attitudes towards 

policies can be grouped together.  For example, if an individual is against government 

intervention both in domestic policy and foreign policy, this person could be classified as 
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a conservative on the continuum.  In contrast, if an individual is for social welfare 

spending and tax increases, then that person could be called a liberal. 

 However, Campbell, et. al. are quick to point out that such simple congruence 

does not exist so neatly.  For example, many politicians who take an interventionist 

position in foreign affairs is often a non-interventionist at home.  In addition, someone 

might hold a “liberal” attitude towards abortion, but have a “conservative” position 

towards taxes and regulation.  Yet even with these variances, the authors note that 

coherent ideologies can form and that those who possess an ideology often have more 

political efficacy as they can ascribe political meaning to the events around them.  This is 

especially true for Americans who exhibit a high level of partisanship.  Campbell, et. al. 

show a strong link between strong Democrats and liberal identification and strong 

Republican and conservative identification. 

 Over time though, some scholars have noticed that certain groups in American 

society do not always exhibit the connection between ideology and partisanship.  For 

instance, African Americans have exhibited socially conservative attitudes yet remain 

solidly Democrat.  Tate (Tate 1994) notes in her book that African Americans are more 

conservative on issues such as homosexuality and abortion yet continuously identify 

themselves as liberal and therefore Democrat.  Indeed, African Americans are one of the 

most consistent supporters of the Democratic Party and exhibit high levels of Democratic 

partisanship.  Similarly, Jewish Americans also consistently score as liberal yet have 
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certain socioeconomic characteristics, such as high levels of income, that are often strong 

predictors of a conservative ideology.  Table 4.5 in the Appendix is taken from the Pew 

Forum on Religion & Public Life‟s 2008 U.S. Religious Landscape Survey and shows the 

differences between several religious groups. 

What about Muslim Americans?  There are several surveys I turn to for 

descriptive statistics for comparison.  Generally speaking, Muslim Americans identify 

more as liberal and moderate than conservative when comparing them to the general 

population.  Muslim Americans are furthest away from evangelical Christians and 

Mormons, who identify as the strongest conservative among the different religious 

groups.  In contrast, Muslim Americans are closest to Jewish Americans as a comparative 

religious group.   Thus, the descriptive statistics in Table 4.5 confirm what has already 

been written, that Muslim Americans are mostly moderate and liberal in their ideological 

identifications but take conservative social positions (Pew Research Center 2007).   

Data and Methodology  

Dependent Variable: Political Ideology 

 Can issue preferences help predict the ideology of Muslim Americans?  The 2004 

AMP Survey asks Muslim Americans the standard question asked in almost all surveys, 

“Which description best represents your political ideology?”  However, the scale for the 

questions is a bit different than the standard scale used in Campbell, et. al.  The primary 

investigators for the survey listed the responses as follows: 1. Progressive/very liberal 2. 
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Liberal 3. Moderate 4. Conservative 5. Very Conservative 6. Libertarian 7. Not Sure (do 

not read) 0. Refuse (do not read).  For the purposes of the analysis, I have reverse coded 

the responses so that 1=Very Conservative and 6=Progressive/Very Liberal.  I also 

recoded the Libertarian, Not Sure and Refuse responses.  The Libertarian responses were 

small in number (36) and as a concept Libertarianism does not fit the scalar arrangement 

of the other responses. The principal investigators coded it as a 6, suggesting that on a 

linear spectrum it would be to the right on Very Conservative, which conceptually would 

be inaccurate. 

Independent & Control Variables 

The independent variables of interest are the latent variables that were developed 

through the factor analysis: Foreign Aid; Stem Cell/Clone Research; Religious 

Expression in Public; Abortion; Fighting Terrorism; Government Funding of Religion; 

and Prescription Drugs.  A number of independent variables have been associated with a 

particular ideological identification.  For example, those who are against stem cell and/or 

clone research and against abortion often identify conservative.  Similarly, those who are 

for religious expression in public and government funding of religion also often identify 

as conservative.  The remaining variables are more specific to the time, the run-up to the 

2004 presidential election, that the survey was taken.  For instance, that a particular issue 

preference, prescription drugs, loaded as one factor shows how salient the issue was in 

that election year.  Liberals favored allowing imported prescription drugs from Canada, 
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whereas conservatives were against it.  Foreign aid was am issue made salient by both 

liberals and conservatives.  Neo-conservatives, who held influence in the Bush 

administration, incorporated foreign aid as part of their overall strategy of extending 

American power.  Liberals favored foreign aid for certain countries, such as Israel, and it 

was an oft-cited issue for the Kerry campaign when he toured Jewish-American 

communities.  Finally, fighting terrorism is an issue that conservatives championed.  

Indeed, surveys show that terrorism and national/homeland security were the most 

important issues in the 2004 presidential election cycle. 

To control for the effect of the issue preference factors, I include variables from 

analyses in previous chapters.   As this chapter focuses on the relationship between issue 

preferences, ideology and partisanship, I include three partisan variables: Republican, 

Democrat and Independent.  Again, partisan identification can act as a heuristic, or a 

supplier of cues by which the individual may use to understand different aspects of 

politics.  Thus, there is a likelihood that partisan identification can influence one‟s 

ideology (Campbell 1960).  Alternatively, issue preferences may influence one‟s political 

ideology and partisan identifications, especially the issue preferences are not anchored in 

a single, linear, one-dimensional ideological continuum from strong liberals to strong 

conservatives, which is the case for Muslim Americans. 

A secondary goal is to have consistency in the results across the chapters, which 

then should allow me to make general conclusions about predictors of the political 
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incorporation of Muslim Americans.  Thus, I include demographic variables such as 

education and income.  College education is measured as a dichotomous variable, with 

anyone reporting a college degree or higher as 1, and everyone else as 0.  Likewise, high 

income is also a dichotomous variable.  Anyone who reports an income higher than 

$75,000 in the Project MAPS dataset is coded as having a high income, and everyone 

else 0.  Also, I include age group and being foreign born as a control variables.  Ages 18-

24 are coded as 1, 25-34 as 2, 35-54 as 3, 55-69 as 4, and anyone 75 years and older as 5.  

Foreign born Muslim Americans are coded as 1, whereas native born Muslim Americans 

are coded as 0. 

Since this is the first statistical analysis of the political ideology of Muslim 

Americans, I include race and ethnicity as control variables.  Table 4.7 in the Appendix 

shows ideological identification when mapped onto race and ethnicity.  Overall, there is 

not much difference between the different racial and ethnic groups.  A plurality of all 

subgroups report to be ideologically moderate.  Interestingly, the subgroup with the 

highest reporting percentage of having a conservative ideology is African American 

Muslims (24%), followed by Other Muslims (23%), then Arab American Muslims (20%), 

with South Asian Americans having the lowest percentage (16%).  In contrast, South 

Asian, African and Other Muslim Americans are all close in their reported percentage of 

having a liberal ideology (35%, 36%, and 37% respectively).  Finally, Arab Americans 

report the lowest percentage of having a liberal ideology (30%). 
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In also include the two religiosity factors created in Chapter 2 using factor 

analysis: religious devotion and religious enthusiasm.  The literature is mixed on what 

kind of relationship exists between religiosity and ideology.  First there is the clear 

relationship between those who profess higher levels of religiosity and take socially 

conservative positions on issues such as abortion, gay marriage and stem cell research, 

and those who identify as conservative (Wald 2003; Fowler 2004).  In contrast, are those 

minority groups, such as evangelical African Americans and Jewish Americans, who take 

socially conservative positions but often identify as moderate or liberal (McDaniel 2008).  

Fowler calls this a “unique blend of theological conservatism and political liberalism” 

(2004).  I expect that Muslim Americans will look more like other minority groups, 

especially in a post-9/11world in that higher levels of religiosity will lead to a liberal 

identity.  The last three control variables have shown to be significant in other areas of 

Muslim American political behavior.  First, I include discrimination, which has shown to 

have an influence on civic and political participation.  Finally, I also incorporate political 

interest and group consciousness, which have both affected Muslim American political 

behavior.  

Results 

Since ideology is an ordinal variable, I use ordinary least squares regression.  

Table 4.8 reports the coefficients and standard errors of each variable across four models 

of ideology.  The results show that four of the seven issue preference factors are 
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predictors of Muslim American ideology, holding all other variables constant across all 

five models.  Muslims Americans who oppose debt relief and increasing foreign aid to 

poorer countries are more likely to identify as conservative.  And of all of the issue 

preference factors, opposing foreign aid is the most relevant with a one-unit change in 

opposing foreign aid producing a -0.128 unit change in political ideology, holding other 

variables constant.  Likewise, Muslim Americans who oppose allowing more research 

related to stem cell and human cloning also are more likely to identify as conservative.  A 

one-unit change in opposition to stem cell and human cloning leads to a -0.158 change in 

political ideology.  Muslim Americans who oppose making the exchange of non-

prescription drugs legal also are more likely to identify as conservative, with a one-unit 

change producing a -0.118 change in political ideology.  Finally, Muslim Americans who 

oppose making abortions more difficult to obtain are more likely to identify as liberal, 

with a one-unit change leading to a 0.122 change in political ideology.   

For the partisan variables, there is inconsistency in their importance.  In the first 

three models, where only the issue preference factors and demographic variables are 

included, Republican partisanship is a predictor of a having a conservative political 

ideology.  However, once the religiosity variables are included, Republican partisanship 

no longer retains any statistical significance.  The same is true when the social context 

variables are added in the fifth model.  Conversely, having a Democratic partisanship has 

no relationship with political ideology in the first three models, but becomes statistically 
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significant in the last two models, which include the religiosity and social context 

variables respectively.  When I run the models with various different sets of control 

variables, I end up with the same inconsistencies. 

For the control variables, there is also quite a bit of inconsistency.  For example, 

age is a predictor of having a liberal partisanship in two of the models.  The literature 

suggests that as Americans age they often acquire more conservative positions on social 

and financial issues.  Conversely, being foreign born is related to having a conservative 

ideological identification.  This is inconsistent with the literature that suggests that 

foreign born Americans are more likely to identify as liberal.  Finally, religious 

enthusiasm is inversely correlated to ideology, which means having a higher level of 

religiosity leads to a conservative orientation.  None of the other control variables showed 

any statistical significance in any of the models, including race and ethnicity, and 

political interest. 

Discussion 

 The results show that Muslim Americans are more like Latinos and Asian 

Americans in their political composition than majority or white Americans as represented 

in Campbell, et. al. (1960).   The authors state that partisan identification is a 

“psychological identification which can persist without legal recognition or evidence of 

formal membership and even without a consistent record of party support.”  If partisan 

identification then acts as a heuristic, then it should have influenced the ideology of 
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Muslim Americans consistently across the models.  Instead, issue preferences showed 

remarkable consistency among the models and report as strong predictors of political 

ideology.  Thus, Muslim Americans understand their ideology in reference to which issue 

they are most interested in.  Thus, Muslim Americans who oppose foreign aid, oppose 

research related to stem cell and human cloning, oppose making the exchange of 

prescription drugs legal and favor making abortions more difficult to obtain are more 

conservative ideologically.  Conversely, Muslim Americans who favor foreign aid, favor 

research related to stem cell and human cloning, favor making the exchange of 

prescription drugs legal and oppose making abortions more difficult to obtain are more 

liberal ideologically. 

 Hajnal and Lee (2006) focus on the reasons why issue preferences would matter 

more than partisan identification.  First, they point out that identification as non-

partisanship is as important as partisanship.  As seen in Table 4.1, increasing number of 

Muslim Americans began identifying as Independent and None in the wake of the 9/11 

attacks.  Non-partisanship may reflect Muslim American ambivalence about the two 

major parties (Barreto 2009).  Second, they state that ideology may have the same 

defining role in shaping the partisan identification of Latinos and Asian Americans as it 

does with white Americans.  This may be what Fowler (2004) refers to as the “unique 

blend of theological conservatism and political liberalism” that they observed with 

evangelical African Americans.  While African Americans may have developed a 
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Democratic partisanship heuristic to understand political issues, this does not appear to be 

the case for Latinos, Asian Americans and now Muslim Americans.  The next section 

adds to this conversation by looking at the predictors of Muslim American partisan 

identification. 

Partisan Identifications of Muslim Americans 

As shown in the previous section, some issue preferences (foreign aid, stem 

cell/clone research, abortion, and prescription drugs) are predictors Muslim American 

ideological identification, the next step is to look at the relationship of issue preference 

and ideology with the partisan identifications of Muslim Americans.  If a number of issue 

preferences and/or ideology correlate with partisan identifications, it will add more 

evidence to the theory proposed by Hajnal and Lee (2006) that partisanship does not 

drive ideology and issue preferences, but the other way around.  Unfortunately, little has 

been written about the partisan identifications of Muslim Americans.  The only complete 

study is by Barreto & Bozonelos (2009).  Using the 2007 Muslim American Public 

Opinion Survey, their analysis reveals that Muslims with high degrees of linked fate are 

more likely to identify as non-partisan in comparison to identifying as a Democrat, and 

even less likely to identify as Republican.  In addition, they find that ethnic and religious 

identity “greatly shape party identification among American-Muslims.” In addition, there 

is evidence to support that discrimination and higher degrees of religiosity affect 
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partisanship in a negative way in that it pushes Muslim Americans to prefer no party at 

all.    

Data and Methodology 

To test the predictors of Muslim American partisanship, I separate out 

Independent and Not Sure, similar to how the authors distinguished between 

Independent/Other and None.  However, this investigation differs in that it includes the 

issue preference factors and political ideology as independent variables.  The issue 

preference factors are described in Table 4.3 in the Appendix.  Again, political ideology 

is coded so that someone who is very conservative =1 and someone who is 

progressive/very liberal =5.  A correlational matrix shows little chance of 

multicollinearity between ideology and the inclusion of all seven issue preferences (see 

Table 4.9 in the Appendix) 

I also use the same demographic variables used in the above analysis on political 

ideology as they have also been shown to influence partisanship. These include having a 

college education, a high income, being male and age.  All of these variables are 

correlated with moving closer to a Republican partisanship.  However, the previous 

chapter on vote choice has shown that in the post 9/11 political environment, 

demographic variables may not matter as much.  Likewise, I also include racial and 

ethnic categories.  African Americans are more likely to identify as Democrat, so there is 

an expectation that being African American may prove to be a significant predictor of 
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partisanship among Muslim Americans.  I also include the two religiosity variables from 

previous analyses, religious devotion and religious enthusiasm.  Barreto and Bozonelos 

(2009) show that Muslim Americans who follow the Qur‟an and Hadith very much in 

their daily life were over 30% more likely to elect no political party as their partisan 

identification.  Finally, I include political interest, discrimination and group 

consciousness as control variables.  Again in Barreto and Bozonelos, discrimination was 

a statistically significant predictor of Muslim American non-partisanship.  Linked fate 

also proved significant in their analysis.  While I was unable to construct a variable for 

linked fate, I include group consciousness as they are theoretically related.  

As partisanship is an unordered choice, especially when Independent and Not 

Sure are differentiated, I use multinomial logit regression.  Multinomial logit requires the 

use of a baseline category.  This baseline category allows me to make statistically 

significant comparisons between the various categories.  As Table 4.8 shows, Democratic 

partisanship among Muslim Americans has risen over the past decade, leading me to use 

Democrat as the baseline category for the analysis. Table 4.10 in the Appendix shows the 

comparison between three pairwise variables, Republican v. Democrat, Independent v. 

Democrat and Not Sure v. Democrat, again using Democrat as the baseline category.  In 

addition, I present the coefficients and standard errors of each variable and its 

corresponding odds ratios of the full specific model.  I do not include the other three less 

specific models as I do calculate odds ratios for those variables.  Finally, the 
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transformation of the parameter estimates into odds ratios makes the results easier to 

interpret and discuss.  

Results  

Republican v. Democrat 

 The results in Table 4.10 show that ideology is a predictor of Muslim American 

partisanship, holding all other variables constant in all four of the Republican v. 

Democrat models.  Muslim Americans who are liberal are 0.41 times less likely to 

identify as a Republican than a Democrat.  Among the issue preferences, only one, 

opposition to foreign aid to poorer countries, is a statistically significant predictor in all 

four of the Republican vs. Democrat models, holding all other variables constant.  

Muslim Americans who oppose foreign aid to poorer countries are 1.9 times more likely 

to identify as a Republican than a Democrat.  This follows the previous section where 

Muslims Americans who oppose foreign aid to poorer countries were also more likely to 

identify as conservative.  One other issue preferences showed statistical significance in 

two of the four models.  Religious expression in public is correlated with a Republican 

partisanship in the model without the religiosity and social context variables, but 

significant again in the full model.  Thus, there may be a relationship but I cannot say for 

certain.  However, if there is a relationship, then Muslim Americans who favor allowing 

public schools to display the Ten Commandments and allowing non-denominational 
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prayers to be read in the classroom are 0.72 times more likely to identify as a Republican 

than a Democrat.  

 Both of the religiosity variables are related to a Republican partisan identity in 

both of the models where they were included, yet in opposite directions.  Religiously 

devoted Muslim Americans are 1.7 times more likely to identify as a Republican than a 

Democrat, whereas religiously enthusiastic Muslim Americans are 0.51 times less likely 

to identify as Republican than a Democrat.  This is interesting as in the analyses on vote 

choice in Chapter Two show that only religious devotion was statistically significant and 

that it was related to not voting for Bush and for voting for Kerry in the 2004 presidential 

election.  This shows that vote choice and partisanship may be unconnected, which 

support the argument by Hajnal and Lee that partisanship may not be a particular good 

heuristic for certain minority groups.  

 In addition to religiosity, two more control variables are predictors of Muslim 

American partisanship in three of the four models, holding all other variables constant.  

College education is positively correlated with a Republican partisanship in all of the 

models except the model where the religiosity variables are included.  Similarly, foreign 

born is negatively correlated with a Republican partisanship in all of the models except 

the base model where only political ideology, the seven issue preferences and the 

demographic variables are included.  Once the rest of the control variables are 

incorporated, being foreign born is statistically significant.  College educated Muslim 
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Americans are 2.14 times more likely and foreign born Muslim Americans are 0.17 times 

more likely to identify as a Republican than a Democrat respectively. 

 An important find is that discrimination is a predictor of partisanship.  Muslim 

Americans who have experience discrimination, have had a friend or family member 

experience discrimination, or have been a victim of profiling since the 9/11 attacks are 

0.65 times less likely to identify as a Republican than a Democrat.  This finding 

reinforces what was found in Table 2.11.  However, it may conflict with what Barreto 

and Bozonelos find in that discrimination led to higher association with non-partisanship.  

The next models, which also look at the relationship between discrimination and two 

non-partisanship variables (Independent and Not Sure), show no statistical significance.  

Finally, being foreign born is negatively correlated to a Republican partisanship using 

Democrat as a baseline category in three out of the four models, only lacking statistical 

significance in the first model where only ideology, issue preferences and the 

demographic variables are included.  Foreign born Muslim Americans are 0.17 times 

more likely to identify as a Republican than a Democrat.   

Independent v. Democrat 

 In the second set of statistical models ideology is again a predictor of Muslim 

American non-partisanship, holding all other variables constant in all four of the 

Independent v. Democrat models.  Muslim Americans who are liberal are 0.76 times less 

likely to identify as an Independent than a Democrat.  This odds ratio is higher than the 
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one reported in the Republican v. Democrat models.  This finding shows that ideology 

does not map neatly onto partisanship for Muslim Americans as it does for whites, again 

adding more evidence for Hajnal and Lee‟s theory.  Among the issue preferences, only 

one, religious expression in public, is a statistically significant predictor in all four of the 

Independent vs. Democrat models, holding all other variables constant.  Muslim 

Americans who favor allowing public schools to display the Ten Commandments and 

allowing non-denominational prayers to be read in the classroom are 0.72 times less 

likely to identify as an Independent than a Democrat.  This differs from the previous 

results on where Muslims Americans who favored religious expression in public are more 

likely to identify as a Republican using Democrat as the baseline category.   

 One other issue preferences showed statistical significance in three of the four 

models.  Abortion is correlated with an Independent preference in the base model where 

issue preferences, ideology and demographic variables are includes, but just barely (p-

value=0.105).  Thus, there may be a relationship but I cannot say for certain.  However, if 

there is a relationship, then Muslim Americans who oppose making abortions more 

difficult to obtain are 1.3 times less likely to identify as an Independent than a Democrat.  

Finally, two other control variables were statistically significant.  Having a college 

education is a predictor of Muslim American non-partisanship, holding all other variables 

constant in all four of the Independent v. Democrat models.  Muslim Americans who are 

college educated are 2.5 times more likely to identify as an Independent than a Democrat.  
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Similarly, being male is a predictor of Muslim American non-partisanship, holding all 

other variables constant in all three of the four of the Independent v. Democrat models.  

Muslim Americans who are male are 1.6 times more likely to identify as an Independent 

than a Democrat.  These findings are really interesting.  They suggest that there is a 

possible education and gender gap in the non-partisan identifications of Muslim 

Americans.   

Not Sure vs. Democrat 

 In the second set of statistical models ideology is a predictor of Muslim American 

non-partisanship, holding all other variables constant in only two of the four of the 

Independent v. Democrat models.  Ideology is correlated with Not Sure in the full 

specific model and in the model without the social context variables.  Muslim Americans 

who are liberal are 0.54 times less likely to identify as Not Sure than a Democrat.  

Among the issue preferences, none of the variables are statistically significant predictors 

in any of the four Independent vs. Democrat models when holding all other variables 

constant.  The one issue preferences that reported statistical significance in two of the 

four models is religious expression in public.  This issue preference is uncorrelated with 

Not Sure in the model with the religiosity, but only barely (p-value-0.113).  Thus, there 

may be a relationship but I cannot say for certain.  However, if there is a relationship, 

then Muslim Americans who favor allowing public schools to display the Ten 
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Commandments and allowing non-denominational prayers to be read in the classroom are 

0.53 times less likely to identify as Not Sure than as a Democrat.  

Discussion 

 The findings reveal that ideology drives both partisan identification and non-

identification.  Liberal Muslim are consistently identifying as Democrats.  Conversely, 

conservative Muslim Americans identify as Republicans but also report identifying as 

Independent and Not Sure.  This chapter also adds to the analysis by Barreto and 

Bozonelos (2009) who do not include issue preferences in their models.  Foreign aid, 

religious expression in public and abortion are important issues among Muslim 

Americans when it comes to partisanship.  This is consistent with what Hajnal and Lee 

(2006) who suggest that issue preferences are better predictors of partisan identification 

rather than the other way around.   

 Of the control variables, considerable variation occurred in the analyses.  

Religiosity only mattered in the first set of models comparing Republicans to Democrats 

and was insignificant in the other models comparing Independents to Democrats and 

those who reported Not Sure to Democrats.  However, as I report in the results, religious 

devoted Muslims are still more likely to identify as a Republican than a Democrat, 

whereas religiously enthusiastic Muslim Americans are less likely to identify as a 

Republican than a Democrat.  Religious devotion is composed of four questions: 

completing the Salah or five daily prayers; the importance of religion or spirituality in 
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one‟s daily life; the importance of Islam in one‟s life; frequency of mosque attendance; 

and is your husband or wife Muslim. Religious enthusiasm is composed of two questions: 

volunteerism at the mosque and conversion to Islam.  Thus, Muslim Americans who 

complete the Salah, go to the mosque for prayers consistently incorporate Islam and 

spirituality into their lives and whose spouse is Muslim, still identify as Republican rather 

than a Democrat. In contrast, Muslim Americans who are converts and participate in 

mosque activities are less likely to identify as Republican.  I am not sure what to make of 

these findings and require more research into the nuances of conversion to Islam and how 

this may influence a Muslims social and political behavior. 

 Interestingly college educated Muslim Americans were more likely to identify as 

Republicans and as Independents rather than Democrats.  This is another interesting 

finding that needs further explaining.  It suggests that less educated Muslim Americans 

are more likely to identify as Democrat.  This may be a function of including African 

Americans in the models.  As a subgroup, they are more likely to report being less 

educated than Arab American Muslims and South Asian American Muslims (Pew 

Research Center 2007).  Finally, discrimination showed to be a statistically significant 

variable for Muslim Americans when it came to comparing Republican and Democratic 

partisanships.  Muslim Americans, even though they may take socially conservative 

issues and are largely moderate in their political ideology have left the Republican Party.  

This is in line with what Barreto and Bozonelos (2009) show in their analysis and 
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confirms the effect that discrimination is having on Muslim Americans.  Since the 9/11 

attacks, Muslim Americans have been targeted by law enforcement agencies and by 

Republican politicians who like to use them as a political football.  The shift of Muslim 

Americans who have experienced discrimination away from a Republican partisan 

identification is quite telling.  Thus, many Muslim Americans, especially ideologically 

conservative Muslim Americans, feel abandoned by the Republican Party and have not 

yet settled on their partisanship.  Thus, they may end up like African Americans, where 

they are theologically conservative, but politically liberal.    
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Conclusion 

 This dissertation asked a simple question: are Muslims incorporated into 

American politics?  Overall, the answer is not yet.  Muslim Americans are still on the 

outside looking in.  They are entering the political system, but at a pace that the group 

was not expecting.  Much of the slow-down in the process of incorporation is attributable 

to the 9/11 attacks and the spotlight that Muslim Americans found themselves afterwards.  

The political development of Muslim Americans up until 9/11 showed that Muslim 

Americans were “political contenders.”  Concentrated in swing states, such as Michigan, 

Ohio, Virginia and Florida, Muslim Americans were a potential bloc swing vote as their 

partisan identifications were in flux (Pew Research Center 2007).  In addition, the 

rhetoric from leaders of Muslim American community organizations and from Muslim 

scholars, indicated that Muslims were on the “Americanization path” (Haddad 1998).  

However, as Chapter One shows Muslim Americans may have gained some social, 

political and economic power but they are unable to shed their stigmatization and emerge 

from the margins. 

 What can the processes of political incorporation for Muslim Americans and can 

these processes tell us something about their contemporary status?  In this dissertation I 

picked three processes that highlight the difficulties that Muslim Americans have had 

their push for political incorporation.  Each process represents a different aspect of the 

political incorporation of Muslim Americans.  Vote choice, especially in presidential 
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elections, often acts as a political bellwether.  It gives political scientists concrete 

evidence from which to understand trends and patterns every four years.  Sudden shifts in 

vote choice are rare and the swing from the 2000 to the 2004 presidential elections needs 

to be analyzed.  Civic and political participation indicate the level of engagement a group 

has with American society.  The reasons why they participate can speak to their political 

incorporation.  Finally, partisanship often acts as a heuristic, and signals how Americans 

will act politically.  Given that the number of Muslim Independents and those who are 

not sure of the political affiliation has risen, what does this say about their role in politics 

and their political incorporation? 

The Political Incorporation of Muslim Americans 

What can vote choice say about political incorporation? 

   The analysis in Chapter Two shows that the vote shift from Bush to Kerry is a 

function of religiosity and race/ethnicity.  First, religious devotion, as developed through 

the factor analysis of religion variables is an important predictor.  It is positively 

correlated with a Bush vote choice and negatively correlated with a Gore and Nader vote 

choice respectively in 2000.  In contrast, religious devotion is negatively correlated with 

a Bush vote choice and positively correlated with a vote choice for Kerry in 2004.  

Similarly, race and ethnicity also shaped vote choice, but mostly in the 2000 election.  

Being Arab American is positively correlated with a Bush and a Nader vote choice in 

2000, but negatively correlated with Bush in 2004.  Being African American was 
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positively related a Gore vote choice in 2000, but no correlation exists with Kerry in 

2004.  Also, being South Asian American has a positive relationship with a vote choice 

for Bush and Nader in 2000, but dropped out as a predictor in 2004.  Finally, partisan 

identifications show significance throughout the models. 

 What do the analyses in Chapter Two say about the political incorporation of 

Muslim Americans?  It speaks to the importance of being Muslim in politics and fits in 

the ethnic voting patterns one often sees in the incorporation of other minority groups.  

Historically, the American political system absorbs new groups quick enough so that 

ethnic boundaries are not set in stone (DeSipio 1996).  However, this rapid path of 

acculturation has been denied to Muslim Americans.  They are a religious minority 

group, which makes their process of incorporation more challenging than ethnic or even 

racial minorities.  Muslim Americans are attempting to politically incorporate – but they 

desire to do so without sacrificing their identity and autonomy as Muslim required of full 

assimilation.  Thus Muslim Americans see the importance in bloc voting regardless of 

race and ethnicity (See Table C.1 in the Appendix). Race and ethnicity are often fluid as 

political variables and gain and lose saliency over time, whereas, religiosity is often more 

persistent as a predictor of political behavior.  Thus, Muslim Americans are very much in 

early stages of the political incorporation process 
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What can civic and political participation say about political incorporation? 

 Chapter Three shows that when Muslim Americans participate in civic activities, 

they are more likely to participate in political activities as well.  Muslim Americans who 

participated in in Muslim civic organizations are more likely to participate in political 

activities.  But the question remains why? This can be explained by how significant 

discrimination is a predictor of participation. Muslims who have personally experience 

discrimination, who have had a friend or family member experience discrimination or 

have profiled since the 9/11 terrorist attacks are more motivated to participate in civic 

organizations regardless of which type of civic organization.  Discrimination also drives 

Muslims to participate in politics, even if they without participation in a civic 

organization. 

 What do the analyses in Chapter Three say about the political incorporation of 

Muslim Americans?  It speaks how powerful political threat is to a community.  As 

Ramakrishnan (2005) notes political threat can lead to political participation.  Does 

political threat exist?  Most would say it does given the series of policy change threats 

Muslims have faced in the wake of the 9/11 terrorist attacks.  Muslim Americans see the 

need to participate in American society.  They are seeing policy changes that threaten 

their individual liberties and their group‟s livelihood, thus they are also most likely being 

discriminated against by society.  Again, just as discussed in the above section on vote 

choice, Muslim Americans are coalescing in the face of societal hostility.  Discrimination 
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and the effects it produces are evidence that Muslim Americans have not fully integrated 

into American politics.  

What can issue preferences, ideology and partisanship say about political incorporation? 

 Using twenty-seven questions on a wide array of issues, a factor analysis created 

seven latent variables that allowed me to cluster these issues.  The latent variables are: 

foreign aid, stem cell/clone research, religious expression in public, abortion, fighting 

terrorism, government funding of religion, and non-prescription drug exchange.  Of these 

seven variables, four are significant predictors of ideology: foreign aid, stem cell/clone 

research, abortion, and non-prescription drug exchange.  When comparing partisanship 

and non-partisanship identifications, ideology is a significant predictor and can help 

explain when someone acquires partisanship.  Overall, Muslim Americans who are 

liberal are less likely to identify as a Republican, Independent and Not Sure.  In addition, 

three issue preferences, foreign aid, religious expression in public and abortion are 

important when it comes to partisanship but in different ways.  More important is the 

finding that discrimination is negatively correlated to Republican partisanship using 

Democrat as a baseline category.  Muslim Americans who have experience 

discrimination, have had a friend or family member experience discrimination, or have 

been a victim of profiling since the 9/11 attacks are 0.65 times less likely to identify as a 

Republican than a Democrat.    
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 What do the analyses in Chapter Four say about the political incorporation of 

Muslim Americans?  The strength of issue preferences in determining ideology and in 

issue preferences and ideology in determining partisanship speaks to the story that Hajnal 

and Lee (2006) put forward about Latinos and Asian Americans.  Hajnal and Lee (2006) 

focus on the reasons why issue preferences would matter more than partisan 

identification.  Non-partisanship may reflect Muslim American ambivalence about the 

two major parties (Barreto 2009).  Second, they state that ideology may have the same 

defining role in shaping the partisan identification of Latinos and Asian Americans as it 

does with white Americans.  This may be what Fowler (2004) refers to as the “unique 

blend of theological conservatism and political liberalism” that they observed with 

evangelical African Americans.  While African Americans may have developed a 

Democratic partisanship heuristic to understand political issues, this does not appear to be 

the case for Latinos, Asian Americans and now Muslim Americans.  The evidence that 

Muslim Americans look like other minority groups that are still in the process of 

incorporation shows once again that they are in the early stages. 

The Role of Religion, Race/Ethnicity and Discrimination 

Overall, being religious is important to the political incorporation of Muslim 

Americans.  Religiosity can help explain vote choice, participation in both civic and 

political activities, ideology and participation.  To paraphrase Campbell et. al., religion, 

rather than party identification, can act as a heuristic, or a supplier of cues by which the 
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individual may use to understand different aspects of politics.  Religion is a source of 

values that affect socio-political attitudes, which can explain why certain issue preference 

clusters were statistically significant in the factor analysis.  In addition, the organizing 

aspect of religiosity has provided the resource mobilization necessary for political 

participation in American society.  It can help explain why Muslim Americans may be 

bloc voting in at least presidential elections. 

Race and ethnicity also are important in understanding the political incorporation 

of Muslim Americans, but not as important as religiosity.  Race and ethnicity can help 

explain the political development of Muslim Americans before the 9/11 attacks.  The 

history of Muslim American politics is one of ethnic and race based interests.  Only in the 

1990s was there a push for Muslims to come together as one to address issues common to 

all Muslims, such as foreign policy concerns and worries over the escalation of violence 

by Islamic extremists.  Evidence existed that Muslims were indeed coalescing as a group 

(Nyang 1993; Khan 1998).  However, I believe it took the terrorist attacks of 9/11 to push 

Muslim Americans to overcome racial and ethnic differences and work together to 

address serious policy threats and a hostile social and political climate.  

This leads then to the last question: to what extent has discrimination affected the 

political incorporation of Muslim Americans?  The analyses in this dissertation show how 

important discrimination is as a predictor for vote choice, participation in civic and 

political activities and for comparing partisan identities.  So long as Islam and Muslims 
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stay in the news, negative perceptions about Muslims generally, will continue to affect 

the well-being of Muslim Americans.  For instance, Tam Cho (2006) cites the decline in 

voter registration rates among Arab Americans given the local context as evidence that 

political participation varies by region.  Thus, discrimination hits certain Muslim 

Americans harder than others.  Also, the effects of discrimination are not just limited to 

politics.  It affects Muslims in the entire public square and these effects have been acutely 

measured.  Kaushal (2007) note the loss in real wage and weekly earnings in the years 

following 9/11 of both Muslim and Arab Americans.  Discrimination takes a toll in many 

areas. 

The Future of Muslim American Political Incorporation 

This dissertation has attempted to help add to the literature on political 

incorporation by studying a new group, Muslim Americans.  Traditional theories of 

political incorporation rely on the efforts of political parties and urban machines to 

mobilize minority group voters into action.  More recent studies focus on the personal 

and organizational factors to explain minority group participation.  Either way, Muslim 

Americans were shut out of the political system in the immediate years following the 

9/11 attacks and have slowly been allowed to re-establish their presence politically.  

Neither party overtly reached out to Muslim Americans leading up to the 2004 

presidential election.  In addition, Muslim advocacy organizations were under attack, 

with some organizations formally indicted for terrorist-related activities and other 
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organizations and numerous mosques placed under intense scrutiny by local and federal 

law enforcement agencies.  Thus, even though Muslim Americans were pushed to 

incorporate in the face of serious political threat, there was not much they could do to 

influence the process (Jalalzai 2011).   

The future of Muslim American political incorporation looks better.  Recent news 

articles and reports show that even if a sense of normalcy has not returned over a decade 

after the 9/11 attacks, some wiggle room has emerged, at least on one side of the aisle.  

For example, the 2012 presidential election saw Muslims begin working with the 

Democratic Party and vice-versa.  Muslims showed up in record numbers at the party 

convention, have increased their representation in Democratic Party state and local 

organizations and the Obama campaign held an outreach event for them in the run-up to 

the election(Council on American-Islamic Relations 2012; Politico.com 2012).  In 

addition, the various advocacy organizations have worked diligently on their mobilization 

campaigns.  Even with the knowledge that forming alliances with any political entity 

would be difficult, Muslim American organizations recognized the need to motivate 

Muslims to stay involved politically.  The politically threatening environment has given 

Muslims more than enough reason to incorporate as evidenced with how discrimination 

has played a key role in different aspects in the process. 

Does this mean the process of political incorporation will speed up?  Maybe, but 

it is too early to tell.  It would only take one more spectacular terrorist attack by a Muslim 
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extremist to set back any gains.  In addition, to borrow from Ramakrishnan and 

Bloemraad‟s (2008) conceptual framework, Muslim Americans have fought to regain 

their political presence, however, they most definitely do not have any political weight.  

The expected growth in the Muslim population of the United States, and their fortuitous 

habitation in a number of key battleground states, will help bolster their presence in 

future elections.  However, this presence will most likely not translate into any specific 

policy changes, either domestically or in foreign affairs.  Muslim American abilities to 

influence the system will be minimal and will fluctuate with the partisan tide.  So long as 

Democrats maintain control over elected bodies, such as the White House or a chamber 

of Congress, Muslim Americans will some access.  However, if Republicans regain 

control of the Senate and/or the White House in the following elections, that access will 

be shut off.   

Yet even if Democrats manage to control both chambers of Congress and the 

White House, it does not necessarily mean that Muslim American issue preferences and 

group interests will be properly represented.  The importance of the Jewish American 

vote within the Democratic Party will make it hard for Muslim Americans to pursue 

particular foreign policy issues, especially in regards to any type of support for the 

Palestinians.  For example, during the 2012 Democratic Party national convention, a line 

supporting Jerusalem as the capital of Israel had been removed.  Under pressure from 

pro-Israeli lobbies and Jewish donors, the line was reinserted (MacAskill 2012).  Similar 



 

183 

 

difficulties remain on domestic issues as well.  Overall, 55% of Americans have an 

unfavorable view of Muslims.  Even though only 34% of Democrats have this view, 85% 

of Republicans do (Arab American Institute 2010).  More importantly, 55% of 

Independents have negative views of Muslims (Arab American Institute 2010).  So long 

as outreach to Independents, who have grown as a percentage of the electorate, remains 

an important electoral strategy, domestics policies that are “tough on terrorism” will 

continue have salience. 

This could lead to what Frymer (1999) as framed as electoral capture.  By 

electoral capture Frymer means, “those circumstances when the group has no choice but 

to remain in the party.”  He goes on to state that the opposing is not interested in the 

group‟s vote, so the group‟s leaders cannot threaten to defect or even court the other 

party.  It is too early to say if Muslim Americans will end up like African Americans and 

experience electoral capture.  However given the complete lack of desire by the 

Republican Party to reach out to Muslims, the possibility is real.  Muslims lack political 

alternatives in the two-party system and even within the Democratic Party.  And given 

the continued hostility that Muslims have endured and continue to experience, electoral 

capture may prove to be a desirable outcome after all. 
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APPENDIX 

 

Construction of Variables in Chapter Two 

Dependent Variables 

Vote Choice in the 2000 Presidential Election 

Voted for Bush in 2000  dummy variable, 1=voted for Bush in 2000 

Voted for Gore in 2000  dummy variable, 1=voted for Gore in 2000 

Voted for Nader in 2000  dummy variable, 1=voted for Nader in 2000 

 

Vote Choice in the 2004 Presidential Election 

Voted for Bush in 2004  dummy variable, 1=voted for Bush in 2004 

Voted for Kerry in 2004  dummy variable, 1=voted for Kerry in 2004 

 

Independent Variable: Religiosity 

(Factor analysis of seven questions on religion and religiosity) 

ƛ1: Religious Devotion 

 “On average, how often do you attend the Mosque for salah and Jum‟ah prayer?” 

     1=Never, 2= Seldom, 3=A few times a year,   

     especially for Eid, 4=Once or twice a month,  

     5=Once a week for Jum‟ah prayer, 6=More than  

     once a week  

“Concerning daily salah or prayer, do you, in general, pray all five salah daily, make 

some of the five salah daily, occasionally make salah, only make Eid prayers, or do you 

never pray?” 

 

     1=Never pray, 2=Only make Eid prayers,   

     3=Occasionally make salah, 4=Make some of the  

     five salah daily, 5=Pray all five salah daily 

 

“How important is religion or spirituality in your daily life? Is it very important, 

somewhat important or not very important?” 

     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 

“Would you say the role of Islam in your life is very important, somewhat important, or 

not very important?” 
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     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 

“Is your husband or wife a Muslim?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

ƛ2: Religious Enthusiasm 

“Excluding salah and Jum‟ah prayer, how involved are you in the activities at the 

mosque.  Would you say that you are…?” 

     1=Not at all involved, 2=Not very involved,   

     3=Somewhat involved, 4=Very involved 

“Were you raised as a Muslim or did you convert?” 

     1=Convert, 0=Raised 

Control Variables: Socioeconomic Status 

College Education   dummy variable, 1=College degree or higher  

High Income    dummy variable, 1=Income higher than $75,000 

Male     dummy variable, 1=male 

Age     1=18-24, 2=25-34, 3=35-54, 4=55-69, 5=70+ 

Foreign Born    dummy variable, 1=Foreign born 

Control Variables: Racial/Ethnic Subgroups 

Arab American   dummy variable, 1=Arab 

African Origin &  

African Americans   dummy variable, 1=African Origins & African 

Americans 

South Asian American  dummy variable, 1=South Asian 

Other Muslims   dummy variable, 1=all other Muslim Americans 

 

Control Variables: Political Variables 

Democrat    dummy variable, 1=Democrat 

Republican    dummy variable, 1=Republican 

Independent    dummy variable, 1=Independent 

Not Sure    dummy variable, 1=Not Sure 

Ideology    1=Very Conservative, 2=Conservative,   

     3=Moderate, 4=Liberal, 5=Progressive/Very Liberal 

      

Political Interest: “How often would you say you follow what‟s going on in government 

and public affairs?”   
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     1=Hardly at all, 2=Only now and then, 3=Some of  

     the time, 4=Most of the time           

Control Variables: Social Context 

(Factor analysis of three questions on discrimination) 

ƛ1 Discrimination 

Personal Discrimination: “Have you personally experienced anti-Muslim discrimination since 

the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

Family Discrimination: “Have your friends or family personally experienced anti-Muslim 

discrimination since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

Profiling: “Have you been a victim of profiling since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

        

Group Consciousness 

“I will now read you several statements about American‟s attitudes toward Muslims that 

you have experienced in your own personal experience and the attitudes of Americans 

toward Muslims overall -- in the society as a whole. Please tell me which statement best 

reflects Americans‟ attitudes toward Muslims since the September 11 attacks:” 

 

 (a) in my experience, Americans have been tolerant  and respectful of  

 Muslims 

 (b) in my experience, Americans have been  respectful and  tolerant of 

 Muslims, but American society overall is disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims 

 (c) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims 

 (d) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims, but American society overall is respectful and tolerant of 

 Muslims. 

 

     dummy variable, 1= (c) & (d) 

 



 

204 

 

Construction of Variables in Chapter Three 

Dependent Variables 

Muslim American Civic Participation 

Civic Participation in:   dummy variable, 1=Donated time, served as an  

     officer, or combination of both in: 

      

Mainstream Civic   any school or youth activities  

Organizations    any arts or cultural organization 

     any neighborhood, civic or community group  

     any organization to help the poor, sick, elderly or 

homeless,  

     any professional organization 

     any trade or labor unions 

     any veteran‟s or military service organizations 

 

Muslim Civic    any Mosque or other religious organizations 

Organizations 

Ethnic Civic    any ethnic organizations 

Organizations 

Muslim American Political Participation 

Composite Variable of seven political participation variables 

     0=Low level of participation 

     6=High level of participation 

Would you consider yourself to be an active member in your political party? 

Have you ever given a contribution or volunteered your time or services to a political 

candidate? 

Have you ever visited a political web site? 

Have you ever called or written the media or politician on a given issue, or have you 

signed a petition?  

Have you ever attended a rally in support of a politician or a cause? 

Have you ever participated in a boycott of a product or a business? 

     1=Yes, 0=No 
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Independent Variable: Racial/Ethnic Subgroups 

Arab American   dummy variable, 1=Arab 

African Origin &  

African Americans   dummy variable, 1=African Origins & African 

Americans 

South Asian American  dummy variable, 1=South Asian 

Other Muslims   dummy variable, 1=all other Muslim Americans 

Control Variables: Socioeconomic Status 

College Education   dummy variable, 1=College degree or higher  

High Income    dummy variable, 1=Income higher than $75,000 

Male     dummy variable, 1=male 

Age     1=18-24, 2=25-34, 3=35-54, 4=55-69, 5=70+ 

Foreign Born    dummy variable, 1=Foreign born 

 

Control Variables: Religious Predictors 

(Factor analysis of seven questions on religion and religiosity) 

ƛ1: Religious Devotion 

 “On average, how often do you attend the Mosque for salah and Jum‟ah prayer?” 

     1=Never, 2= Seldom, 3=A few times a year,   

     especially for Eid, 4=Once or twice a month,  

     5=Once a week for Jum‟ah prayer, 6=More than  

     once a week  

“Concerning daily salah or prayer, do you, in general, pray all five salah daily, make 

some of the five salah daily, occasionally make salah, only make Eid prayers, or do you 

never pray?” 

 

     1=Never pray, 2=Only make Eid prayers,   

     3=Occasionally make salah, 4=Make some of the  

     five salah daily, 5=Pray all five salah daily 

 

“How important is religion or spirituality in your daily life? Is it very important, 

somewhat important or not very important?” 

     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 
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“Would you say the role of Islam in your life is very important, somewhat important, or 

not very important?” 

 

     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 

“Is your husband or wife a Muslim?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

ƛ2: Religious Enthusiasm 

“Excluding salah and Jum‟ah prayer, how involved are you in the activities at the 

mosque.  Would you say that you are…?” 

     1=Not at all involved, 2=Not very involved,   

     3=Somewhat involved, 4=Very involved 

“Were you raised as a Muslim or did you convert?” 

     1=Convert, 0=Raised 

Control Variables: Social and Political Context 

Political Interest: “How often would you say you follow what‟s going on in government 

and public affairs?”   

 

     1=Hardly at all, 2=Only now and then, 3=Some of  

     the time, 4=Most of the time    

 

ƛ1 Discrimination 

(Factor analysis of three questions on discrimination) 

Personal Discrimination: “Have you personally experienced anti-Muslim discrimination since 

the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

Family Discrimination: “Have your friends or family personally experienced anti-Muslim 

discrimination since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

Profiling: “Have you been a victim of profiling since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 
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Group Consciousness 

“I will now read you several statements about American‟s attitudes toward Muslims that 

you have experienced in your own personal experience and the attitudes of Americans 

toward Muslims overall -- in the society as a whole. Please tell me which statement best 

reflects Americans‟ attitudes toward Muslims since the September 11 attacks:” 

 

 (a) in my experience, Americans have been tolerant  and respectful of Muslims 

 (b) in my experience, Americans have been  respectful and  tolerant of Muslims, 

 but American  society overall is disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims 

 (c) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims 

 (d) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims, but American society overall is respectful and tolerant of Muslims. 

 

     dummy variable, 1= (c) & (d) 
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Construction of Variables in Chapter Four 

Dependent Variables 

Ideology    1=Very Conservative, 2=Conservative,   

     3=Moderate, 4=Liberal, 5=Progressive/Very Liberal  

 

Partisanship    1=Democrat, 2=Republican, 3=Independent, 4=Not  

     Sure 

 

Independent Variables: Issue Preferences 

(Factor analysis of twenty-five questions on issue preferences) 

ƛ1: Foreign Aid 

Debt relief for poorer countries 

Foreign aid to poor countries 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

ƛ2: Stem Cell/Clone Research 

Human cloning research 

Stem cell research 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

ƛ3: Religious Expression in Public 

Display 10 commandments in public schools 

Allow for non-denominational prayers in school 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

ƛ4: Abortion 

Make abortions more difficult to obtain 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

ƛ5: Fighting Terrorism 

Stronger laws to fight terrorism 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

ƛ6: Government Funding of Religion 

Government funding of religious institutions and charities 

Vouchers for private schools, including religious/parochial schools 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 
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ƛ7: Prescription Drugs 

Make exchange of non-prescription drugs legal 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Control Variables: Socioeconomic Status 

College Education   dummy variable, 1=College degree or higher  

High Income    dummy variable, 1=Income higher than $75,000 

Male     dummy variable, 1=male 

Age     1=18-24, 2=25-34, 3=35-54, 4=55-69, 5=70+ 

Foreign Born    dummy variable, 1=Foreign born 

Control Variables: Religious Predictors 

(Factor analysis of seven questions on religion and religiosity) 

ƛ1: Religious Devotion 

 “On average, how often do you attend the Mosque for salah and Jum‟ah prayer?” 

     1=Never, 2= Seldom, 3=A few times a year,   

     especially for Eid, 4=Once or twice a month,  

     5=Once a week for Jum‟ah prayer, 6=More than  

     once a week  

“Concerning daily salah or prayer, do you, in general, pray all five salah daily, make 

some of the five salah daily, occasionally make salah, only make Eid prayers, or do you 

never pray?” 

 

     1=Never pray, 2=Only make Eid prayers,   

     3=Occasionally make salah, 4=Make some of the  

     five salah daily, 5=Pray all five salah daily 

 

“How important is religion or spirituality in your daily life? Is it very important, 

somewhat important or not very important?” 

     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 

“Would you say the role of Islam in your life is very important, somewhat important, or 

not very important?” 

 

     1=Not very important, 2=Somewhat important, and  

     3=Very important 
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“Is your husband or wife a Muslim?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

ƛ2: Religious Enthusiasm 

“Excluding salah and Jum‟ah prayer, how involved are you in the activities at the 

mosque.  Would you say that you are…?” 

     1=Not at all involved, 2=Not very involved,   

     3=Somewhat involved, 4=Very involved 

“Were you raised as a Muslim or did you convert?” 

     1=Convert, 0=Raised 

Control Variables: Racial/Ethnic Subgroups 

Arab American   dummy variable, 1=Arab 

African Origin &  

African Americans   dummy variable, 1=African Origins & African  

South Asian American  dummy variable, 1=South Asian 

Other Muslims   dummy variable, 1=all other Muslim Americans 

Control Variables: Political Variables (Ideology regression model only) 

Democrat    dummy variable, 1=Democrat 

Republican    dummy variable, 1=Republican 

Independent    dummy variable, 1=Independent 

Not Sure    dummy variable, 1=Not Sure 

Ideology    1=Very Conservative, 2=Conservative,   

     3=Moderate, 4=Liberal, 5=Progressive/Very Liberal 

      

Political Interest: “How often would you say you follow what‟s going on in government 

and public affairs?”  (both Ideology and Partisanship regression models) 

     1=Hardly at all, 2=Only now and then, 3=Some of  

     the time, 4=Most of the time           

Control Variables: Social Context 

(Factor analysis of three questions on discrimination) 

ƛ1 Discrimination 

Personal Discrimination: “Have you personally experienced anti-Muslim discrimination since 

the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 
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Family Discrimination: “Have your friends or family personally experienced anti-Muslim 

discrimination since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

Profiling: “Have you been a victim of profiling since the September 11 attacks?” 

     1=Yes, 0=No 

        

Group Consciousness 

“I will now read you several statements about American‟s attitudes toward Muslims that 

you have experienced in your own personal experience and the attitudes of Americans 

toward Muslims overall -- in the society as a whole. Please tell me which statement best 

reflects Americans‟ attitudes toward Muslims since the September 11 attacks:” 

 

 (a) in my experience, Americans have been tolerant  and respectful of Muslims 

 (b) in my experience, Americans have been  respectful and  tolerant of Muslims, 

 but American  society overall is disrespectful and intolerant of Muslims 

 (c) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims 

 (d) in my experience, Americans have been disrespectful and intolerant of 

 Muslims, but American society overall is respectful and tolerant of Muslims. 

 

     dummy variable, 1= (c) & (d) 
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Chapter One Statistical Tables 

Table 1.1: Nimer‟s Typology of Muslim American Organizations 

Mosque/Islamic 

Centers 

The center of Muslim American community life.  Provide an array of services 

including devotional activities, social activities, and outreach 

Islamic Schools Diverse effort to increase awareness and educational programs for Muslim 

Americans. Includes full-time private schools, programs and standards, 

religious education schools, and home schooling options 

Community 

Development 

Groups 

National and regional organizations which convene to exchange ideas, 

intellectual materials, and business products.  Also created umbrella 

organizations for Islamic centers 

Ethnic 

Associations 

Organizations founded by members of an ethnic group which has migrated to 

the United States.  Organizational membership typically includes first 

generation immigrants and their second generation children.  Some type of 

structure exists that pulls in members of this particular ethnic group based on 

cultural affinity, be it language, religion, or home country geography. Include 

national origin groups, village homeland groups, and ethno-religious groups 

Social Service 

& Charity 

Organizations 

National and regional organizations that collect and distribute donations.  

Include international relief, domestic social service, refugee assistance, health 

services, and women services  

Community 

Media 

Organizations that publish or disseminate information about issues in 

American society and abroad.  Includes book publishers and distributors, 

magazines and newspapers, television and radio programs, video and 

audiotapes, and the Internet 

Public Affairs 

Organizations 

Organizations designed to increases the influence of Muslim Americans at all 

levels of government.  Include Arab American associations, Muslim American 

organizations, and political action committees  

Research 

Organizations 

Organizations established to illuminate the religious and political concerns of 

Muslim Americans.  Include educational research organizations and public 

policy organizations 
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Table 1.2: Increasing Negative Attitudes towards Islam 

Date of 

Survey 

Would you say you have a generally favorable or unfavorable opinion of 

Islam? 

 
Favorable Unfavorable No Opinion 

9/2/10 37% 49% 13% 

3/29/09 41% 48% 11% 

9/7/06 41% 45% 14% 

3/5/06 43% 46% 11% 

9/7/03 39% 38% 23% 

10/15/02 42% 33% 26% 

1/6/02 41% 24% 35% 

10/9/01 47% 39% 13% 

 

Date of 

Survey 

Every religion has mainstream beliefs, and also fringe elements or extremists. 

Thinking of mainstream Islam, do you think mainstream Islam encourages 

violence against non-Muslims, or is it a peaceful religion? 

 
Encourages Violence Peaceful Religion No Opinion 

9/2/10 31% 54% 14% 

3/29/09 29% 58% 13% 

9/7/06 33% 54% 13% 

3/5/06 33% 54% 13% 

9/7/03 34% 46% 20% 

10/15/02 23% 53% 25% 

1/6/02 14% 57% 29% 
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Chapter Two Statistical Tables 

Table 2.1: Muslim American Religiosity (CAIR) 

Survey Survey Instrument Response 

Rate 

2001 Mosque Study Has participation at the Mosque increased, 

decreased or stay the same?  

77% 

Increased; 

18% Stayed 

the Same; 5% 

Decreased 

2001 Mosque Study Have you experienced an increase of participation 

of at least 10% or more? 

61% said Yes 

2006 American Muslim 

Voter Survey 

Do you attend Mosque at least once a week for 

Jum‟ah prayers? 

31% said 

weekly 

2008 American Muslim 

Voter Survey 

Do you attend Mosque at least once a week for 

Jum‟ah prayers? 

48% said 

weekly 

 

Table 2.2: Muslim American Religiosity (Project MAPS) 

Survey Instrument 2001 Survey 2004 Survey 

On average, how often do 

you attend the mosque for 

Salah and Jum‟ah prayer? 

30% More than once a week 

24% Once a week for Jum‟ah 

10% Once or twice a month 

14.5% A few times a year, especially 

for the Eid 

9% Seldom 

11.5% Never 

26% More than once a 

week 

24% Once a week for 

Jum‟ah 

10% Once or twice a 

month 

17% A few times a year, 

especially for the Eid 

9% Seldom 

11% Never 

Excluding Salah and Jum‟ah 

prayer, how involved are you 

in the activities at the 

mosque .  Would you say 

that you are… 

18% Very involved 

29% Somewhat involved 

24% Not very involved 

27% Not at all involved 

15% Very involved 

24% Somewhat involved 

24% Not very involved 

32% Not at all involved 

Concerning daily Salah  or 

prayer, do you in general, 

pray all five Salah daily, 

make some of the five Salah 

daily, occasionally make 

Salah, only make Eid 

Prayers, or do you never 

pray? 

46% Pray all five Salah daily 

19% Make some of the five Salah 

daily 

17% Occasionally make Salah 

5% Only make Eid prayers 

11% Never pray 

2% Unsure 

47% Pray all five Salah 

daily 

21% Make some of the 

five Salah daily 

12% Occasionally make 

Salah 

6% Only make Eid 

prayers 
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8% Never pray 

2% Unsure 

How important is religion or 

spirituality in your daily life? 

78% Very important 

17% Somewhat important 

4% Not very important 

0.5% Not sure 

80% Very important 

15% Somewhat 

important 

4% Not very important 

0.2% Not sure 

Would you say the role of 

Islam in your life is very 

important, somewhat 

important or not very 

important? 

78% Very important 

16% Somewhat important 

5% Not very important 

0.8% Not sure 

80% Very important 

15% Somewhat 

important 

4% Not very important 

0.4% Not sure 

In your opinion should 

Mosques keep out of 

political matters or should 

they express their views on 

day-to-day social and 

political questions? 

38% Should keep out of politics 

56% Should express their views 

6% Not sure 

39% Should keep out of 

politics 

55% Should express 

their views 

5% Not sure 

 

Table 2.3: Comparing Muslim American Voters 2000 – 2004 Presidential Elections 

Predictor 2001 Project MAPS 2004 Project MAPS 

Party Identification 38% Democrat 

24% Republican 

28% Independent 

0.6% Libertarian 

9% Not Sure 

48% Democrat 

13% Republican 

30% Independent 

0.8% Libertarian 

7% Not Sure 

Ideology 8.5% Progressive/Very Liberal 

18% Liberal 

36% Moderate 

18% Conservative 

2.3% Very Conservative 

2% Libertarian 

14% Not Sure 

11% Progressive/Very Liberal 

19% Liberal 

40% Moderate 

15% Conservative 

2% Very Conservative 

2% Libertarian 

10% Not Sure 

Discrimination 7.64% report racial profiling by 

police resulting in a stop, 

search or arrest. 

25% report being a victim of 

profiling since the September 

11 attacks 

 

Table 2.4: Comparing Muslim American Voters to non-Muslim American Voters 

Survey Question 2004 Project MAPS General Public Comparison 

Are you registered to vote in the 

United States? 

83% said yes, registered 

 

17% said no, not registered 

79% said, yes registered 

 

20% said, no not registered 

In the 2000 presidential election, the   



 

216 

 

candidates were Democrat Al Gore, 

Republican George Bush, Reform 

Party‟s Pat Buchanan, and the Green 

Party‟s Ralph Nader.  For whom did 

you vote? 

Gore 32% 

Bush 30% 

Nader 12% 

Other 2% 

Did Not Vote 19% 

 

Gore 48% 

Bush 48% 

Nader 3% 

Other 1% 

If the election for president and vice 

president were held today and the 

candidates were Republicans George 

W. Bush and Dick Cheney, and 

Democrats John Kerry and John 

Edwards, for whom would you vote? 

 

 

Kerry 71% 

Bush 15%  

Other 4% 

 

 

Bush 51% 

Kerry 48% 

Other 1% 

 

Table 2.5: Correlation Matrix between Religious Variables 

Variable 
Mosque 

Attendance 

Mosque 

Involvement 

Daily 

Salah 

Importance of 

Religion/Spiri

tuality 

Importance 

of Islam 

Raised 

Muslim or 

Converted 

Husband 

or Wife 

Muslim 

Mosque 

Attendance 
1.0000       

Mosque 

Involvement 
0.5309 1.0000      

Daily Salah 0.4868 0.4158 1.0000     

Importance 

of 

Religion/Spi

rituality 

0.3814 0.3018 0.5386 1.0000    

Importance 

of Islam 
0.3651 0.3291 0.5480 0.7152 1.0000   

Raised 

Muslim or 

Converted 

-0.0225 -0.1502 -0.0189 -0.0712 -0.0166 1.0000  

Husband or 

Wife 

Muslim 

0.1525 0.1311 0.2195 0.1979 0.2222 0.0923 1.0000 

 

Table 2.6: Factor Analysis of Religious Variables 

Variable Factor1 Factor2 Uniqueness 

Mosque Attendance 0.5249 0.4163 0.4446 

Mosque Involvement 0.3228 0.6495 0.3716 

Daily Salah 0.7596 0.1409 0.3509 

Importance of 

Religion/Spirituality 

0.8422 -0.0739 0.3157 
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Importance of Islam 0.8544 -0.0883 0.2990 

Raised Muslim or 

Converted 

-0.2381 0.7988 0.3980 

Husband or Wife 

Muslim 

0.4677 -0.1553 0.7926 

 

Table 2.7: Shifts in Arab American Partisan ID & Electoral Vote Share (1996-2008) 

 % Rep 

Partisan 

ID 

% Dem 

Partisan  

ID 

% 

Other/Ind. 

Partisan 

ID 

% Rep 

Electoral 

Vote 

Share 

% Dem 

Electoral 

Vote 

Share 

% Ind. 

Electoral 

Vote 

Share 

1996 

Election 

35.5% 38% 23% 31.5% 51.5% 8.5% 

2000 

Election 

38% 40% 22% 45.5% 38% 13.5% 

2002 

Election 

31% 39% 14% n/a n/a n/a 

2004 

Election 

32% 43% 16% 28.5% 63% 2.5% 

2006 

Election 

31% 45% 19% 26% 57% n/a 

2008 

Election 

27% 54% 17% 23% 64% 13% 

 

Table 2.8: Correlation Matrix between Discrimination Variables 

Variable Personal 

Discrimination 

Family/Friends 

Discrimination 

Profiling Victim 

Personal 

Discrimination 

1.0000   

Family/Friends 

Discrimination 

0.5030 1.0000  

Profiling Victim 0.3637 0.3041 1.0000 

 

 

Table 2.9: Factor Analysis of Discrimination Variables 

Variable Factor1 

Personal Discrimination 0.8259 
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Family/Friends 

Discrimination 

0.7941 

Profiling Victim 0.6886 

 

Table 2.10: Religiosity and the Bush 2000 Vote 

 
Voted for 

Bush 

Voted for 

Bush 

Voted for 

Bush 

Voted for 

Bush 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

 

Religiosity Variables 

Religious Devotion 0.390*** 

 

 

0.371*** 0.413*** 

 

 

0.386*** 

 

 

 

 [0.082] [0.083] [0.100] [0.104] 0.326 

Religious Enthusiasm -0.278*** -0.008 0.016 0.052  

 [0.091] [0.104] [0.119] [0.126] 0.053 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.371** 0.302 0.222 

 

0.237 

 

 [0.176] [0.183] [0.212] [0.220] 0.051 

High Income 0.274* 0.243 -0.015 0.059  

 [0.157] [0.161] [0.185] [0.194] 0.013 

Male 0.290* 0.314* 0.222 0.328*  

 [0.158] [0.165] [0.188] [0.196] 0.071 

Age Group 0.097 0.135 0.126 0.080  

 [0.098] [0.101] [0.117] [0.123] 0.070 

Foreign Born 0.087 -0.472* -0.222 -0.386  

 [0.214] [0.244] [0.290] [0.304] -0.084 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.825*** 0.989*** 

 

1.303*** 

 

  [0.302] [0.352] [0.384] 0.292 

South Asian American   0.557* 0.760** 1.184***  

  [0.306] [0.358] [0.392] 0.267 

African & African 

American   

 

-2.208*** -1.891*** 

-1.837***  

  [0.524] [0.565] [0.615] -0.285 

Political Variables 

Democrat  

 

-0.602* 

 

-0.508 

 

   [0.317] [0.335] -0.111 

Republican   1.954*** 1.830***  

   [0.379] [0.395] 0.427 

Independent   0.048 0.140  

   [0.320] [0.338] 0.031 

Ideology   -0.216** -0.253***  

   [0.093] [0.097] -0.224 

Political Interest   0.265* 0.296**  

   [0.139] [0.147] 0.170 
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Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

 

-0.117 

 

    [0.979] -0.069 

Group Consciousness    0.372*  

    [0.205] 0.084 

Constant -1.518*** -1.579*** -1.977*** -2.304***  

 [0.339] [0.393] [0.738] [0.788]  

Observations 884 884 800 740  

Log Likelihood -555.09346 -529.00541 -423.872 -393.0176  

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0416 0.0866 0.1967 0.1959  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 2.11: Religiosity and the Gore 2000 Vote 

 
Voted for 

Gore 

Voted for 

Gore 

Voted for 

Gore 

Voted for 

Gore 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

 

Religiosity Variables 

Religious Devotion -0.282*** 

 

 

-0.329*** -0.277*** 

 

 

-0.267*** 

 

 

 

 [0.075] [0.080] [0.091] [0.097] -0.289 

Religious Enthusiasm 0.377*** 0.159 0.072* 0.073  

 [0.092] [0.104] [0.117] [0.122] 0.066 

Demographic Variables 

College Education -0.328* -0.305 -0.408 

 

-0.427* 

 

 [0.180] [0.190] [0.214] [0.224] -0.085 

High Income -0.045 0.009 0.203 0.153  

 [0.168] [0.174] [0.196] [0.206] 0.029 

Male 0.160 0.117 0.228 0.218  

 [0.167] [0.175] [0.192] [0.201] 0.041 

Age Group 0.069 0.063 0.134 0.166  

 [0.101] [0.105] [0.120] [0.127] 0.125 

Foreign Born -0.483** -0.159 -0.373 -0.351  

 [0.213] [0.248] [0.298] [0.300] -0.070 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

-0.631** -0.764** 

 

-0.792** 

 

  [0.291] [0.327] [0.341] -0.145 

South Asian American   0.187 0.075 -0.039  

  [0.287] [0.324] [0.339] -0.007 

African & African 

American   

 

1.588*** 1.529*** 

 

1.598*** 

 

  [0.325] [0.370] [0.390] 0.365 

Political Variables 

Democrat  

 

 0.799** 

 

0.753** 

 

   [0.351] [0.378] 0.145 
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Republican   -1.738*** -1.595***  

   [0.518] [0.535] -0.222 

Independent   -0.332 -0.446  

   [0.368] [0.398] -0.082 

Ideology   0.130 0.166*  

   [0.094] [0.098] 0.125 

Political Interest   0.119 0.108  

   [0.136] [0.144] 0.058 

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

 

0.031 

 

    [0.100] 0.016 

Group Consciousness    -0.207  

    [0.219] -0.038 

Constant -0.624* -0.885** -1.878*** -1.905***  

 [0.336] [0.391] [0.738] [0.783]  

Observations 884 884 800 740  

Log Likelihood -510.04852 -481.7345 -401.26087 -366.96965  

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0581 0.1104 0.1898 0.1927  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 2.12: Religiosity and the Nader 2000 Vote 

 
Voted for 

Nader 

Voted for 

Nader 

Voted for 

Nader 

Voted for 

Nader 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

 

Religiosity Variables 

Religious Devotion -0.269*** 

 

 

-0.228** -0.258** 

 

 

-0.195 

 

 

 

 [0.093] [0.099] [0.108] [0.118] -0.090 

Religious Enthusiasm -0.177 0.018 0.075 -0.056  

 [0.123] [0.140] [0.155] [0.160] -0.018 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.282 0.420 0.349 

 

0.329 

 

 [0.270] [0.281] [0.308] [0.318] 0.022 

High Income 0.343 0.350 0.289 0.361  

 [0.226] [0.232] [0.256] [0.267] 0.026 

Male -0.519** -0.622*** -0.666** -0.711***  

 [0.222] [0.238] [0.261] [0.269] -0.057 

Age Group 0.260 0.260* 0.301* 0.267  

 [0.140] [0.144] [0.160] [0.169] 0.078 

Foreign Born -0.496* -0.527* -0.798** -0.739**  

 [0.283] [0.316] [0.351] [0.361] -0.064 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.747** 0.946** 

 

0.734* 

 

  [0.362] [0.417] [0.420] 0.057 
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South Asian American   -0.941** -0.675 -1.026**  

  [0.424] [0.467] [0.485] -0.069 

African & African 

American   

 

-1.270** -1.687** 

 

-1.858** 

 

  [0.599] [0.684] [0.797] -0.078 

Political Variables 

Democrat  

 

 0.264 

 

0.289 

 

   [0.579] [0.589] 0.021 

Republican   -0.688 -0.588  

   [0.686] [0.693] -0.036 

Independent   0.829 0.824  

   [0.577] [0.590] 0.069 

Ideology   0.335*** 0.338***  

   [0.123] [0.128] 0.098 

Political Interest   0.196 0.148  

   [0.214] [0.219] 0.028 

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

 

0.126 

 

    [0.138] 0.026 

Group Consciousness    0.019  

    [0.281] 0.001 

Constant -2.537*** -2.587*** -4.771*** -4.345***  

 [0.478] [0.541] [1.126] [1.145]  

Observations 884 884 800 740  

Log Likelihood -317.9806 -294.08629 -251.24956 -232.92104  

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0481 0.1196 0.1718 0.1788  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 2.13: Religiosity and the Bush 2004 Vote 

 
Voted for 

Bush 2004 

Voted for 

Bush 2004 

Voted for 

Bush 2004 

Voted for 

Bush 2004 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

 

Religiosity Variables 

Religious Devotion -0.270** 

 

 

-0.255** -0.404*** 

 

 

-0.404** 

 

 

 

 [0.120] [0.124] [0.148] [0.163] -0.114 

Religious Enthusiasm -0.132 -0.108 0.050 0.033  

 [0.157] [0.176] [0.195] [0.212] 0.004 

Demographic Variables 

College Education -0.183 -0.277 -0.333 

 

-0.404 

 

 [0.323] [0.325] [0.370] [0.394] -0.013 

High Income -0.072 -0.080 -0.339 -0.185  

 [0.297] [0.297] [0.336] [0.357] -0.005 

Male 0.206 0.293 0.144 0.205  
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 [0.303] [0.311] [0.360] [0.380] 0.006 

Age Group 0.213 0.232 0.205 0.179  

 [0.176] [0.178] [0.201] [0.213] 0.021 

Foreign Born -0.610* -0.701* -0.302 -0.246  

 [0.362] [0.390] [0.469] [0.496] -0.007 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

-0.586 -0.965* 

 

-1.256** 

 

  [0.459] [0.507] [0.537] -0.035 

South Asian American   -0.112 0.217 -0.555  

  [0.453] [0.511] [0.535] -0.015 

African & African 

American   

 

-1.039 -0.732 

 

-1.341* 

 

  [0.635] [0.705] [0.798] -0.025 

Political Variables 

Democrat  

 

0.129 

 

0.242 

 

   [1.097] [1.113] 0.007 

Republican   3.051*** 3.037***  

   [1.044] [1.059] 0.282 

Independent   1.426 1.522  

   [1.057] [1.072] 0.062 

Ideology   -0.421** -0.612***  

   [0.172] [0.196] -0.099 

Political Interest   -0.330 -0.474*  

   [0.237] [0.248] -0.074 

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

 

-0.309 

 

    [0.187] -0.024 

Group Consciousness    -0.433  

    [0.409] -0.011 

Constant -2.881*** -2.516*** -1.346 0.006  

 [0.600] [0.648] [1.487] [1.562]  

Observations 884 884 800 740  

Log Likelihood -213.62739 -210.99201 -157.40106 -142.45768  

Prob > chi2 0.1225 0.0822 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0260 0.0380 0.2243 0.2533  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 2.14: Religiosity and the Kerry 2004 Vote 

 
Voted for 

Kerry2004 

Voted for 

Kerry2004 

Voted for 

Kerry2004 

Voted for 

Kerry2004 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

 

Religiosity Variables 

Religious Devotion 0.137* 

 

 

0.138* 0.281*** 

 

 

0.280*** 

 

 

 

 [0.079] [0.081] [0.096] [0.103] 0.259 
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Religious Enthusiasm 0.058 0.055 -0.083 -0.025  

 [0.1001] [0.108] [0.125] [0.130] -0.017 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.067 0.129 0.181 

 

0.279 

 

 [0.187] [0.189] [0.224] [0.232] 0.043 

High Income 0.364** 0.376** 0.524*** 0.447**  

 [0.175] [0.175] [0.204] [0.214] 0.066 

Male 0.224 0.188 0.304 0.249  

 [0.171] [0.173] [0.205] [0.212] 0.038 

Age Group -0.211** -0.223** -0.126 -0.107  

 [0.106] [0.106] [0.126] [0.133] -0.063 

Foreign Born -0.437* -0.359 -0.915*** -0.858**  

 [0.244] [0.266] [0.328] [0.336] -0.111 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.366 0.591* 

 

0.650* 

 

  [0.301] [0.348] [0.365] 0.094 

South Asian American   -0.041 0.065 0.196  

  [0.301] [0.348] [0.366] 0.029 

African & African 

American   

 

0.474 0.213 

 

0.334 

 

  [0.380] [0.440] [0.465] 0.046 

Political Variables 

Democrat  

 

1.616*** 

 

1.554*** 

 

   [0.356] [0.382] 0.226 

Republican   -0.600* -0.577  

   [0.360] [0.382] -0.098 

Independent   0.048 -0.058  

   [0.335] [0.358] -0.008 

Ideology   0.135 0.134  

   [0.100] [0.105] 0.081 

Political Interest   0.332** 0.305**  

   [0.139] [0.147] 0.167 

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

 

-0.027 

 

    [0.105] -0.011 

Group Consciousness    0.078  

    [0.223] 0.011 

Constant 1.802*** 1.595*** -0.559 -0.615  

 [0.370] [0.413] [0.754] [0.798]  

Observations 884 884 800 740  

Log Likelihood -483.5006 -480.488 -372.62084 -343.56737  

Prob > chi2 0.0106 0.0067 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0186 0.0247 0.1339 0.1278  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
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Table 2.15: Mapping Discrimination onto Partisan Identification 

 Pr (Rep) v. Pr (Dem) Pr (Ind) v. Pr (Dem) 

Pr (Not Sure) v. Pr 

(Dem) 

 MNL RRR MNL RRR MNL RRR 

Discrimination -0.169**  0.015  -0.148  

 [0.086] 0.843 [0.061] 1.016 [0.110] 0.861 

Constant -1.352***  -0.455***  -1.940***  

 [0.085]  [0.0619]  [0.109]  

N       
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
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Chapter Three Statistical Tables 

Table 3.1: Types of Volunteer Organizations and Nature of Affiliation 

 Donated Time Donated Money Served as an 

Officer 

A Combination 

of These 

School or Youth 22% 9% 1% 30% 

Arts or Cultural 10% 17% 1% 13% 

Neighborhood, Civic 

or Community 

21% 6% 1% 16% 

Helping the Poor, 

Sick, Elderly or 

Homeless 

13% 31% 0.5% 30% 

Professional Org 11% 11% 2% 20% 

Mosque or Religious 

Org 

10% 19% 0.5% 40% 

Trade or Labor Unions 3% 4% 0.3% 7% 

Veteran‟s or Military 

Service Org 

4% 13% 0.5% 6% 

Ethnic Org 8% 7% 0.2% 17% 

Muslim Political 

Action or Public 

Affairs Org 

7% 8% 0.3% 13% 

 

Table 3.2: Civic Participation in Mainstream Organizations 

 

Main-

stream 

Orgs 

Main-

stream 

Orgs 

Main-

stream 

Orgs 

Main-

stream 

Orgs 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

Discrimination 0.393*** 

 

0.391*** 0.288*** 

 

0.259*** 

 

 

 [0.070] [0.070] [0.084] [0.089] 0.107 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.033 

 

0.058 0.163 

 

0.122 

 

 [0.144] [0.146] [0.178] [0.189] 0.019 

High Income 0.705*** 0.714*** 0.784*** 0.693***  

 [0.149] [0.149] [0.178] [0.185] 0.106 

Male 0.003 0.004 -0.067 -0.183  

 [0.135] [0.135] [0.168] [0.176] -0.02 

Age Group 0.105 0.085 0.134 0.1003  

 [0.071] [0.072] [0.107] [0.110] 0.063 

Foreign Born -1.441*** -1.278*** -1.208*** -1.223***  
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 [0.185] [0.209] [0.304 [0.321] -0.156 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

-0.373 -0.095 

 

0.073 

 

  [0.265] [0.353] [0.358] -0.011 

South Asian American   -0.402 -0.206 -0.112  

  [0.266] [0.355] [0.361] -0.017 

African & African 

American   

 

-0.102 -0.162 

 

0.095 

 

  [0.318] [0.454] [0.479] 0.014 

Religious Variables      

Religious Devotion   0.052 0.033  

   [0.085] [0.089] 0.026 

Religious Enthusiasm   0.441*** 0.408***  

   [0.117] [0.121] 0.261 

Political Variables 

Political Interest  

 

 

 

0.232** 

 

    [0.105] 0.126 

Group Consciousness    0.099  

    [0.190] 0.015 

Constant 1.778*** 2.006*** 1.647*** 1.004*  

 [0.248] [0.329] [0.479] [0.596]  

Observations 1469 1469 1035 991  

Log Likelihood -731.597 -730.02709 -512.9436 -484.85314  

Prob > chi2 0.0000   0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0877   0.1049  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 3.3: Civic Participation in Muslim Organizations 

 
Muslim 

Orgs 

Muslim 

Orgs 

Muslim 

Orgs 

Muslim 

Orgs 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

Discrimination 0.331*** 

 

0.322*** 0.162*** 

 

0.130 

 

 

 [0.066] [0.067] [0.084] [0.091] 0.052 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.176 

 

0.227 0.306 

 

0.239 

 

 [0.152] [0.155] [0.202] [0.213] 0.033 

High Income 0.611*** 0.658*** 1.101*** 0.939***  

 [0.140] [0.142] [0.180] [0.187] 0.141 

Male 0.226 0.176 0.366** 0.297  

 [0.138] [0.139] [0.179] [0.186] 0.041 

Age Group 0.230*** 0.207*** 0.116 0.082  

 [0.070] [0.073] [0.109] [0.114] 0.046 

Foreign Born -0.689*** -0.563*** -0.309 -0.316  
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 [0.144] [0.177] [0.267] [0.274] -0.048 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.244 0.478 

 

0.634* 

 

  [0.237] [0.338] [0.353] 0.095 

South Asian American   0.070 0.080 0.255  

  [0.241] [0.344] [0.361] 0.037 

African & African 

American   

 

0.617** 0.034 

 

0.262 

 

  [0.247] [0.344] [0.357] 0.040 

Religious Variables      

Religious Devotion   0.450*** 0.472*** 0.220 

   [0.107] [0.110]  

Religious Enthusiasm   0.509*** 0.492*** 0.383 

   [0.113] [0.117]  

Political Variables 

Political Interest  

 

 

 

0.823*** 

 

    [0.173] 0.208 

Group Consciousness    -0.054  

    [0.195] -0.007 

Constant -2.038*** -2.290*** -2.720*** -5.604***  

 [0.238] [0.299] [0.441] [0.791]  

Observations 1469 1469 1035 991  

Log Likelihood -727.18458 -723.08511 -479.44933 -448.96695  

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0540 0.0593 0.1235 0.1463  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 3.4: Civic Participation in Ethnic Organizations 

 
Ethnic 

Orgs 

Ethnic 

Orgs 

Ethnic 

Orgs 

Ethnic 

Orgs 

Δ Prob in 

Min/Max 

Discrimination 0.381*** 

 

0.379*** 0.324*** 

 

0.273*** 

 

 

 [0.063] [0.063] [0.081] [0.086] 0.127 

Demographic Variables 

College Education 0.020 

 

0.069 0.025 

 

0.026 

 

 [0.140] [0.143] [0.188] [0.196] 0.004 

High Income 0.342** 0.398*** 0.7002*** 0.628***  

 [0.135] [0.137] [0.172] [0.178] 0.105 

Male 0.029 -0.022 -0.085 -0.129  

 [0.128] [0.130] [0.169] [0.173] -0.021 

Age Group 0.053 0.036 0.162 0.161  

 [0.065] [0.067] [0.104] [0.107] 0.105 

Foreign Born -0.772*** -0.640*** -0.563** -0.635***  
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 [0.134] [0.163] [0.243] [0.247] -0.115 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.218 0.640 

 

0.734** 

 

  [0.226] [0.321] [0.331] 0.126 

South Asian American   0.221 0.511 0.648*  

  [0.227] [0.326] [0.338] 0.110 

African & African 

American   

 

0.756*** 0.609* 

 

0.682** 

 

  [0.234] [0.329] [0.339] 0.129 

Religious Variables      

Religious Devotion   0.090 0.117  

   [0.097] [0.093] 0.086 

Religious Enthusiasm   0.308 0.265**  

   [0.106] [0.108] 0.218 

Political Variables 

Political Interest  

 

 

 

0.282** 

 

    [0.131] 0.115 

Group Consciousness    0.279  

    [0.179] 0.047 

Constant -0.918*** -1.258*** -2.163*** -3.237***  

 [0.209] [0.271] [0.411] [0.624]  

Observations 1469 1469 1035 991  

Log Likelihood -790.83699 -784.91094 -514.76504 -492.32659  

Prob > chi2 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000 0.0000  

Pseudo R2 0.0511 0.0582 0.0736 0.0747  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 

Table 3.5: Pairwise Correlation Coefficients 

Civic Organization: Mainstream Muslim Ethnic 

Mainstream 1.0000   

Muslim 0.1735 1.0000  

Ethnic 0.2842 0.3089 1.0000 

 

Table 3.6: Muslim American Political Participation 

 Pol. Part. Pol. Part. Pol. Part. Pol. Part. Pol. Part. 

Discrimination 0.238*** 

 

0.194*** 0.177*** 

 

0.154*** 

 

0.144 

 [0.039] [0.042] [0.042] [0.050] [0.051] 

Civic Activities      

Mainstream Orgs 1.075*** 0.831*** 0.818*** 0.747*** 0.687 

 [0.095] [0.101] [0.101] [0.117] [0.118] 

Muslim Orgs 1.155*** 1.096*** 1.088*** 1.103*** 0.959 
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 [0.099] [0.103] [0.102] [0.122] [0.122] 

Ethnic Org 0.712*** 0.652*** 0.677*** 0.515*** 0.488 

 [0.095] [0.099] [0.098] [0.119] [0.119] 

Demographic Variables 

College Education  

 

0.363*** 0.408*** 

 

0.396*** 

 

0.313 

  [0.091] [0.090] [0.111] [0.113] 

High Income  0.473*** 0.473*** 0.508*** 0.393 

  [0.090] [0.089] [0.107] [0.108] 

Male  0.082 0.082 0.048 0.026 

  [0.083] [0.083] [0.102] [0.103] 

Age Group  -0.037 -0.083* -0.076 -0.093 

  [0.043] [0.043] [0.063] [0.063] 

Foreign Born  -0.805*** -0.692*** -0.447*** -0.491 

  [0.094] [0.110] [0.152] [0.152] 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

-0.095 

 

-0.137 

 

-0.072 

   [0.143] [0.186] [0.185] 

South Asian American    -0.621*** -0.769*** -0.636 

   [0.143] [0.188] [0.187] 

African & African 

American   

 

-0.277* 

 

-0.605*** 

 

-0.470 

   [0.158] [0.210] [0.210] 

Religious Variables      

Religious Devotion    -0.077 -0.075 

    [0.053] [0.053] 

Religious Enthusiasm    0.281*** 0.253 

    [0.065] [0.065] 

Political Variables 

Political Interest  

 

 

  

0.506 

     [0.068] 

Group Consciousness     0.009 

     [0.109] 

Constant 1.098*** 1.568*** 1.913*** 1.871*** 0.279 

 [0.080] [0.161] [0.192] [0.259] [0.340] 

Observations 1695 1437 1437 1017 973 

r-squared 0.2701 0.3242 0.342 0.3638 0.3903 

Adjusted r-squared 0.2683 0.3199 0.3365 0.3549 0.3801 
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
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Chapter Four Statistical Tables 

Table 4.1: Muslim American Party Identification 2000 – 2008 

Survey Source Republican Democrat Independent/None 

Findley (2000) 72% 8% 19% 

Project Maps  (2001) 23% 40% 28% 

Project Maps  (2004) 12% 50% 31% 

CAIR AMVS  (2006) 17% 42% 28% 

Pew Research (2007) 11% 63% 26% 

MAPOS         (2007) 7% 48% 39% 

CAIR AMVS  (2008) 8% 49% 36% 

 

Table 4.2: Muslim American Issue Preferences 

Public Policy Issue 

Strongly 

Favor (1) 

Somewhat 

Favor (2) 

Somewhat 

Oppose (3) 

Strongly 

Oppose (4) 
Not Sure (.) 

64. Death Penalty  41% 22% 13% 20% 4% 

65. Gay Marriage 8% 8% 9% 69% 6% 

66. Govt. 

Assistance to the 

Poor 

76% 16% 4% 2% 2% 

67. Human 

Cloning Research 
17% 13% 12% 48% 10% 

68. Forcing every 

American citizen 

to speak English 

fluently 

33% 21% 17% 27% 2% 

69. Stem Cell 

Research 
39% 22% 8% 16% 15% 

70. Debt relief for 

poorer countries 
63% 25% 4% 4% 4% 

71. Income Tax 

Cuts 
46% 20% 12% 16% 6% 

72. End of Life 

Rights 
19% 14% 12% 47% 8% 
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73. Govt. funding 

of religious 

institutions/chariti

es 

47% 21% 8% 17% 6% 

74. Display 10 

Commandments in 

public schools 

32% 19% 11% 30% 8% 

75. Allow for non-

Denominational 

prayers in school 

27% 20% 14% 30% 8% 

76. Public 

vouchers for 

private, including 

religious schools 

43% 21% 9% 21% 6% 

77. Increase 

funding for after-

school programs 

78% 15% 2% 2% 2% 

78. Ban sale & 

display of 

pornography 

70% 6% 6% 15% 3% 

79. Make 

abortions more 

difficult to obtain 

40% 15% 14% 24% 7% 

80. Make 

exchange of non-

prescriptions drugs 

legal 

22% 12% 11% 30% 25% 

81. Make it more 

difficult to buy 

guns 

75% 8% 5% 12% 2% 

82. Eliminate 

affirmative action 
27% 11% 14% 40% 7% 

83. Protect the 

environment 
80% 14% 2% 2% 2% 

84. Increase 

foreign aid to poor 
66% 22% 4% 5% 3% 
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countries 

85. Stronger laws 

to fight terrorism 
53% 17% 10% 12% 7% 

86. Sending more 

U.S. troops to Iraq 
6% 4% 9% 74% 6% 

87. Eliminate 

racial 

discrimination 

91% 4% 1% 2% 2% 

88. Provide 

universal health 

care 

87% 9% 1% 2% 1% 

 

Table 4.3: Factor Analysis of Muslim American Issue Preferences 

Foreign Aid 

Debt relief for poorer countries 

Increasing Foreign aid to poor countries 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Stem Cell/Clone 

Research 

Allowing research related to human cloning 

Allowing more research using stem cells 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Religious 

Expression in 

Public 

Allowing public schools to display the Ten Commandments 

Allowing  non-denominational prayers to be read in the classroom 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Abortion 
Making abortions more difficult to obtain 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Fighting Terrorism 
Stronger laws to fight terrorism 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Government 

Funding of Religion 

Allowing religious institutions to apply for government funding to 

provide social services 

Providing vouchers to families for tuition in private schools, 

including religious schools 

(Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

Non- Prescription Making the exchange of non-prescription drugs legal 
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Drug Exchange (Strongly Favor=1; Strongly Oppose=4) 

 

 

Table 4.4: Group Comparison - Issue Preferences 

 Protestants Catholics Jewish White Black Latino 

Should federal 

spending on foreign 

aid be increased, 

decreased, or stay the 

same? 

9%  

favor 

increase  

10% 

favor 

increase 

23% 

favor 

increase 

9%  

favor 

increase 

20% 

favor 

increase 

21% 

favor 

increase 

The law should permit 

abortion only in case 

of rape, incest, or 

when the woman‟s life 

is in danger 

35%  

favor 

33% 

favor 

7%  

favor 

30% 

favor 

33% 

favor 

32% 

favor 

Should federal 

spending on the War 

on terrorism be 

increased, decreased, 

or kept the same? 

44%  

favor 

increase 

43% 

favor 

increase 

49% 

favor 

increase 

43% 

favor 

increase 

41% 

favor 

increase 

44% 

favor 

increase 

 

Table 4.5: Group Comparison – Ideological Identifications 

 Conservative Moderate Liberal 

Don‟t 

Know/ 

Refused 

Total Population 37% 36% 20% 7% 

Protestant 44% 34% 15% 6% 

Evangelical 

Churches 
52% 30% 11% 7% 

Mainline Churches 36% 41% 18% 5% 

Historical Black 

Churches 
35% 36% 21% 8% 
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Catholic 36% 38% 18% 8% 

Mormon 60% 27% 10% 3% 

Jehovah Witness 21% 12% 17% 50% 

Orthodox Christians 30% 45% 20% 6% 

Jewish 21% 39% 38% 3% 

Buddhist 12% 32% 50% 6% 

Hindu 12% 44% 35% 10% 

Unaffiliated 20% 39% 34% 8% 

Atheist 14% 27% 50% 8% 

Agnostic 15% 39% 44% 3% 

Secular unaffiliated 17% 39% 35% 8% 

Religious 

unaffiliated 
25% 41% 24% 10% 

 

Table 4.6: Muslim Americans – Ideological Identifications 

 

Very 

Conservative/ 

Conservative Moderate 

Progressive/Very 

Liberal/Liberal 

Don‟t 

Know/ 

Refused/Not 

Sure 

2001 AMP Survey 20.81% 36.44% 26.77% 13.81% 

2004 AMP Survey 17.3% 40.88% 29.75% 10.1% 

2007 Pew Survey 17.62% 41.62% 25.52% 15.24% 

2008 MAPOS Survey 20.21% 42.45% 37.25% n/a 

2009 Muslim West 

Facts Project 
25% 38% 23% n/a 
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Table 4.7: Muslim Americans – Ideological Identifications by Race/Ethnicity 

 

Very 

Conservative Conservative Moderate Liberal 

Progressive/Very 

Liberal 

Arab Americans 2.46% 18.28% 49.21% 20.21% 9.84% 

South Asian 

Americans 
1.46% 14.45% 48.54% 23.70% 11.85% 

African Origin 

& African 

Americans 

3.00% 21.03% 39.91% 19.31% 16.74% 

Other Muslims 2.59% 20.73% 39.90% 22.28% 14.51% 

 

Table 4.8: Regression Results of Muslim American Ideological Identifications 

 Ideology Ideology Ideology Ideology Ideology 

Issue Preferences 

Foreign Aid -0.113*** 

 

-0.109*** -0.117*** 

 

-0.130** 

 

-0.128** 

 [0.036] [0.041] [0.040] [0.054] [0.054] 

Stem Cell/Clone 

Research -0.175*** 

 

-0.181*** -0.176*** 

 

-0.168*** 

 

-0.158*** 

 [0.035] [0.041] [0.041] [0.057] [0.059] 

Religious Expression in 

Public -0.018 

 

0.016 0.009 

 

0.029 

 

0.022 

 [0.039] [0.042] [0.042] [0.052] [0.053] 

Abortion 0.144*** 0.160*** 0.164*** 0.125** 0.122** 

 [0.037] [0.039] [0.039] [0.051] [0.051] 

Fighting Terrorism 0.058 0.061 0.066 0.026 0.026 

 [0.038] [0.042] [0.042 [0.053] [0.056] 

Government Funding of 

Religion 0.003 

 

0.007 0.004 

 

-0.018 

 

-0.014 

 [0.035] [0.039] [0.039] [0.048] [0.048] 

Non-Prescription Drug 

Exchange -0.113*** 

 

-0.124*** -0.114** 

 

-0.128*** 

 

-0.118** 

 [0.035] [0.037] [0.038] [0.046] [0.047] 

Partisan Variables 

Democrat 0.153 

 

0.133 0.147 

 

0.439** 

 

0.442** 

 [0.150] [0.155] [0.156] [0.208] [0.216] 

Republican -0.369** -0.346* -0.365** -0.084 -0.164 

 0.172 [0.178] [0.180] [0.229] [0.238] 
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Independent -0.117 -0.119 -0.114 0.191 0.229 

 [0.155] [0.160] [0.162] [0.213] [0.221] 

Demographic Variables 

College Education  

 

-0.029 -0.034 

 

-0.050 

 

-0.008 

  [0.087] [0.087] [0.116] [0.120] 

High Income  -0.0004 -0.001 -0.010 0.026 

  [0.083] [0.083] [0.106] [0.109] 

Male  -0.0196 -0.016 0.026 0.052 

  [0.078] [0.078] [0.106] [0.108] 

Age Group  0.071* 0.085** 0.048 0.042 

  [0.038] [0.041] [0.063] [0.065] 

Foreign Born  -0.100 -0.195* -0.273* -0.263 

  [0.086] [0.103] [0.162] [0.163] 

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American  

 

0.125 

 

0.148 

 

0.058 

   [0.130] [0.188] [0.191] 

South Asian American    0.060 0.112 -0.006 

   [0.132] [0.193] [0.196] 

African & African 

American   

 

-0.115 

 

0.161 

 

0.027 

   [0.144] [0.199] [0.204] 

Religious Variables      

Religious Devotion    -0.033 -0.028 

    [0.056] [0.058] 

Religious Enthusiasm    -0.119* -0.122* 

    [0.063] [0.065] 

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination  

 

 

  

-0.041 

     [0.052] 

Political Interest     -0.085 

     [0.076] 

Group Consciousness     0.071 

     [0.113] 

Constant 3.196*** 3.096*** 3.063*** 2.876*** 3.190*** 

 [0.141] [0.185] [0.214] [0.294] [0.401] 

Observations 678 602 602 407 387 

R-squared 0.155 0.155 0.171 0.1730 0.181 

Adjusted R-squared 0.142 0.142 0.145 0.1302 0.129 
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
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Table 4.9: Multinomial Logit Regression Results of Muslim American Partisan  

Identifications  

 Pr (Rep) v. Pr (Dem) Pr (Ind) v. Pr (Dem) Pr (NSure) v. Pr (Dem) 

 MNL RRR MNL RRR MNL RRR 

Ideology -0.882*** 0.413 -0.262* 0.768 -0.598* 0.549 

 [0.224]  [0.140]  [0.320]  

Issue Preferences 

Foreign Aid 

 

0.681*** 

 

1.977 

 

0.164 

 

1.178 

 

0.366 

 

1.442 

 [0.198]  [0.168]  [0.348]  

Stem Cell/Clone 

Research 
-0.014* 0.985 0.160** 1.174 0.492 1.635 

 [0.236]  [0.162]  [0.393]  

Religious Expression in 

Public 
-0.325 0.722 -0.346** 0.707 -0.618* 0.538 

 [0.195]  [0.146]  [0.343]  

Abortion 0.242 1.274 0.308 1.361 -0.368 0.691 

 [0.194]  [0.142]  [0.356]  

Fighting Terrorism 0.106 1.112 0.233 1.262 0.677* 1.968 

 [0.215]  [0.153]  [0.389]  

Government Funding of 

Religion 
0.135 1.144 0.223* 1.250 -0.108 0.896 

 [0.177]  [0.134]  [0.317]  

Non-Prescription Drug 

Exchange 
0.173 1.189 0.018 1.018 0.326 1.385 

 [0.183]  [0.128]  [0.301]  

Demographic Variables 

College Education 
0.764* 2.146 0.932* 2.541 0.642 1.901 

 [0.462]  [0.331]  [0.732]  

High Income 0.674 1.962 0.130 1.139 1.362** 3.904 

 [0.421]  [0.287]  [0.645]  

Male 0.530 1.699 0.517 1.677 0.046 1.047 

 [0.430]  [0.288]  [0.619]  

Age Group 0.003 1.003 0.095 1.100 -0.776* 0.460 

 [0.254]  [0.176]  [0.421]  

Foreign Born -1.720*** 0.179 -0.465 0.628 -1.752** 0.173 

 [0.621]  [0.475]  [0.848]  

Racial/Ethnic Variables 

Arab American 
1.208 3.348 0.687 1.988 15.512 5458674 

 [0.785] [2.630] [0.519]  [1067.638]  

South Asian American  0.454 1.574 0.039 1.040 16.675 1.75e+07 

 [0.811]  [0.534]  [1067.638]  

African & African 

American 
-0.560 0.571 0.494 1.640 0.001 1.006 
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 [0.921]  [0.531]  [1550.285]  

Religious Variables       

Religious Devotion 0.537** 1.711 0.200 1.222 -0.263 1.301 

 [0.244]  [0.156]  [0.465]  

Religious Enthusiasm -0.654** 0.519 -0.211 0.809 -0.711 0.490 

 [0.265]  [0.174]  [0.522]  

Social Context Variables 

Discrimination 
-0.420 0.656 -0.010 0.990 -0.023 0.976 

 [0.208]  [0.140]  [0.317]  

Political Interest -0.305 0.736 0.172 1.188 0.045 1.046 

 [0.277]  [0.216]  [0.516]  

Group Consciousness 0.965** 2.626 0.123 1.131 0.606 1.833 

 [0.420]  [0.311]  [0.679]  

Constant 1.627  -1.435  -14.426 5.43e-07 

 [1.520]  [1.125]  [1067.64]  

Observations 385  385  385  

Log Likelihood -364.30678  -364.30678  -364.30678  

Prob > chi2 0.0000  0.0000  0.0000  

Pseudo R-squared 0.1825  0.1825  0.1825  
*p < 0.1; **p < 0.05; ***p < 0.01 
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Conclusion Statistical Tables 

Table C.1: Importance of being Muslim & Bloc Voting as Muslims 

 

Very Important 

Somewhat 

Important Not Important Not Sure 

How important is being 

Muslim in your decision for 

whom to vote? 

 

50% 18% 30% 1% 

If the American Muslim 

Taskforce (AMT) endorses 

one of the Presidential 

candidates, how important 

would it be in your decision 

for whom to vote? 

39% 30% 27% 4% 

     

 Agree Disagree Not Sure  

Do you agree or disagree 

that US Muslims should vote 

in a bloc for one of the 

presidential candidates in 

2004? 

53% 36% 11% 

 

 




