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ABSTRACT The paper deals with the re-construction and re-formation of ethnic identities during the acculturation
process. “Ethnic identity schemata” have been developed to characterize four types of cultural identities among
new immigrants from the former Soviet Union to Israel, who clearly differ from most segments of Israeli society,
culturally and demographically. A random sample has been interviewed. The study has been conducted in a small
Jewish town in Israel, inhabited by Israeli-born Jews and Jewish immigrants from the former Soviet Union. “Ethnic
schema typology” identified four groups, namely, Russian (Soviet) identity, Israeli identity, Dual/Hybrid identity
combining Russian and Israeli identities, and “undifferentiated” identity. Effects of language acquisition, language
usage outside the home, Jewish religious identity, cultural practices, and sense of place were all related to “ethnic
schema typology”. Profiles of the four groups have been explored on the basis of their common and particular
characteristics.
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INTRODUCTION

The paper deals with adult immigrant ethnic
identities during their acculturation in the host
society. According to developmental models of
ethnic and personal identity, adults are consid-
ered as having formed their identity, whereas
adolescents and young adults are still in a pro-
cess of exploration (Erikson 1968; Phinney 1989;
Glozman 2015). Immigrants arriving in host coun-
tries in adulthood formed their ethnic identity
prior to immigration. This paper considers mod-
ification of adult immigrants’ ethnic identity in
new cultural settings as re-construction and re-
formation rather than as identity formation, in
the context of acculturation in the host culture
and enculturation in their heritage culture. The
process of acculturation is generally thought to
involve modifying self-identity as an individual

transitions from one cultural setting to another
that has caused a variety of changes in people’s
behaviors, attitudes, and values. “At a fundamen-
tal level…acculturation involves alteration in the
individual’s sense of self” (Ryder et al. 2000: 49).

Acculturation, as a research area has been
influenced mainly by Berry’s model of four accul-
turation strategies of assimilation, separation, in-
tegration and marginalization (Berry 1980; Berry
et al. 1989; Berry 2003; Berry et al. 2006; Rudmin
2006; Schwartz et al. 2010). These four categories
have been interpreted based on unidimensional,
bidimensional or multidimensional approaches
evaluating the process of acculturation.

Berry’s model and its implementations have
been criticized. Rudmin (2003, 2006) emphasized
that individuals were classified by Berry’s ma-
trix of acculturation as high or low on receiving-
culture acquisition and heritage-culture reten-
tion. An additional problem with this approach
is its “collective blind bias” (Rudmin 2006:53),
allowing consideration and “judgment” of some
acculturation strategies as more positive and
preferable than others. Berry’s model has been
questioned (Del Pilar and Udasco 2004) also
concerning the validity of marginalization as an
acculturation strategy. Berry (1999) assessed
marginalization as a failure to adjust to a new
culture as opposed to integration that has been
viewed as successful acculturation strategy.
Assimilation and separation have been displayed
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by this model as two extremes of the same di-
mension, with somewhat negative connotations.
Rudmin (2006) explained that this bias has
stemmed from liberal ideology widespread with-
in the academic community, especially Canadi-
an and American academia, when dealing with
acculturation studies. An important problem with
Berry’s model is that it adopts a “one size fits
all” approach (Rudmin 2003).

Ethnic Identity Measurements

Approaches to measurements of racial and
ethnic identity (R/EI) have developed from uni-
dimensional to bi- and multidimensional, as the
complexity and richness of the constructs have
been revealed by research (Phinney et al. 1998;
Phinney and Ong 2007; Schwarts et al. 2006, 2010;
Gamst et al. 2011).

Unidimensional acculturation scaling is
“based on the implicit assumption that a change
in cultural identity takes place along a single
continuum over the course of time. More specif-
ically, acculturating individuals are seen as re-
linquishing the attitudes, values, and behaviors
of their culture of origin while simultaneously
adopting those of the new society” (Ryder et al.
2000: 49). According to this view, the more one
adopts or receives the new host culture, the less
she or he retains the culture of origin (Abe-Kim
et al. 2001; Suinn 1998).

The bidimensional or multidimensional ap-
proach refers to the relationship between the
mainstream and the heritage culture not as a “zero
sum” phenomenon, but rather as two indepen-
dent or at least partly independent identities (Zak
1973; Ryder et al. 2000). “In contrast to the uni-
dimensional perspective, several theorists have
conceived of acculturation as a process in which
both heritage and mainstream cultural identities
are free to vary independently… Individuals are
capable of having multiple identities, each of
which may independently vary in strength” (Ry-
der et al. 2000: 50). Moreover, “the foregoing
acculturation strategies are not mutually exclu-
sive, and an individual may use each of them to
some degree in different domains of adjustment”
(Eshel and Rosental-Sokolov 2000: 678). Phin-
ney and Ong (2007) state that “theoretical evi-
dence suggests that ethnic identity is a multi-
faceted construct that includes a number of di-
mensions” (p. 207).

In cross-cultural psychology and sociology
of ethnic relations, a variety of theoretical mod-
els of acculturation have been developed. Due
to the accumulation of research evidence and
scientific debate in recent decades, the prevail-
ing view of acculturation is as a non-linear, non-
unidimensional, multi-domain, complex process
(Nguyen and Benet-Martinez 2012; Berry 1999;
Berry and Ataca 2007; Phinney and Ong 2007;
Schwartz et al. 2006; Schwartz et al. 2010). Since
the 1990s, efforts have also been made to ad-
dress bicultural or multiple identities in the con-
text of immigrant acculturation (Binning et al.
2009; Bracey et al. 2004; Renn 2004; Roccas and
Brewer 2002; Rockquemore and Brunsma 2008;
Shih and Sanchez 2005, 2009; Glozman 2015).

Gamst et al. (2011) noted 26 measures of ra-
cial and ethnic identity that fall into major cate-
gories of measures developed for specific
groups and measures developed for use with
multiple groups or across groups. The existing
models seem to suggest that the construct of R/
EI is multidimensional, has unique elements with-
in groups, has shared elements across groups,
and has been experienced as a dynamic process
by individuals who might oscillate between var-
ious states, stages, and phases (Gamst 2011: 90).
However, the operationalization and measure-
ment of racial and ethnic identity, especially
among adult immigrants still present theoretical
and empirical challenges (Ponterotto and
Mallinckrodt 2007; Ponterotto and Park-Taylor
2007).

In the sociology of ethnic relations, the bidi-
mensional or multidimensional approach to ac-
culturation is similar to the concept of pluralism,
meaning that it is possible for ethnic groups to
preserve their distinctive cultural identities. From
this point of view, ethnicity has been recognized
as a legitimate way of group affiliation in the
nation-state. On the one hand, one can be a “hy-
phenated-Israeli”, “keeping the previous culture
and combining it with the new identity” (Shamai
1987: 97). On the other hand, Ong et al. (2010)
maintain that “ethnicity foreclosed individuals
may believe that exploration of the meaning of
their ethnicity within the larger society is not
worth much time or effort, that they are capable
of succeeding without identifying with their eth-
nic group” (p. 43).

Immigrants’ identity dynamics in their en-
counter with the new social and cultural envi-
ronment must be considered concerning two
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main directions of possible change as the dom-
inant cultural orientation, and the heritage cul-
tural orientation (Nguyen and Benet-Martinez
2012). These two orientations apply to multiple
domains (Nguyen and Benet-Martinez 2012) or
dimensions (Ashmore et al. 2004; Phinney and
Ong 2007).

Acculturation changes take place across a
variety of life domains of immigrants as language
use or preference, host language adjustment,
social affiliation, cultural knowledge, beliefs,
values, attitudes towards previous and host
culture, cultural practice and self-identification
(Zane and Mak 2003).

The current situation in acculturation re-
search is challenging researchers in two ways.
On the one hand, unprecedented rates of inter-
national migration flows around the world have
prompted increased scholarly interest in accul-
turation and immigrant identity re-formation in
the encounter with the host society. On the oth-
er hand, the acculturation constructs and mea-
surements need revision.

Ethnic Schemata

This paper introduces “ethnic schemata” as
a possible measurement. The suggested “eth-
nic schema typology”, based on the new use of
Bem’s (1981) principles regarding “gender sche-
mata typology”, is regarding the way immigrants
structure their sense of belonging and ethnic
group affiliation. The model suggested by Bem
(1981) regarding “gender schemata typology”
(BSRI), can be used to examine ethnic and racial
identities more flexibly.

Originally, this schema referred to a stereo-
typically based pattern, organizing the world
according to gender-related behaviors (Kretch-
mar 2015). Bem’s schemata (1981) based on a
sample of only 50 male and 50 female Stanford
undergraduates, who in fact determined the per-
sonality characteristics that were considered
feminine or masculine by both females and males.
Bem’s measurement categorized male or female
behaviors correspondingly to the cultural defi-
nition of what it means to be male or female
(Kretchmar 2015). According to this schema, in-
dividuals can process and assimilate informa-
tion in line with their gender (sex-typed catego-
ry), process and integrate information in line with
the other gender (cross-sex-typed category),
process and integrate traits and information from

both genders (androgynous category), and not
show efficient processing of sex-type behavior
(undifferentiated category).

Bem has been criticized for basing her in-
strument on the judgment of only a small group
of university students who were not represen-
tative of the U.S. population (Lee and
Kashubeck-West 2015). Some evidence pointed
out that the BSRI measures showed little or no
relationship to global self-images of masculinity
and femininity (Spence and Helmreich 1981).
Hoffman and Borders (2001) summarized sever-
al other critiques regarding the same BSRI in-
consistent findings and replication failures.

With regard to the critique of the BSRI, this
paper makes use of Bem’s basic concept in a
different way. It does not use Bem’s inventory
itself as developed in long and short versions,
but rather adopts its a general approach to treat-
ing masculinity and femininity as two indepen-
dent dimensions rather than as opposite ends
of a single dimension. Thus, it can be adapted to
elicit ethnic identity. As in Bem’s (1981) presen-
tation of principles of “gender schemata typolo-
gy”, the “ethnic schema typology” suggested
in this paper refers to the way immigrants struc-
ture their sense of belonging and attachment to
the ethnic group they feel affiliated with. Ethnic-
ity, like gender, is composed of schemata based
on stereotypes. Findings have displayed that
race and ethnicity stereotypes shape adoles-
cents’ and young students ethnic and racial iden-
tities. Moreover, students have used stereotypes
about other ethnic and racial groups as con-
trasts upon which their own ethnic or racial iden-
tities were constructed (Way et al. 2013; Öksüz
et al. 2015).

Bem’s sex-typed, cross-sex-typed, androgy-
nous, and undifferentiated categories, have
been correspondingly transformed in this pa-
per. The ethnic-typed individuals, who have re-
tained their identity in line with their ethnic
group, corresponded to sex-typed category. The
cross-ethnic typed individuals who re-formed
their identities in line with the host society cor-
responded to a cross-sex-typed category. Dual
or hybrid typed individuals who represented
both, home and host society, their ethnic identi-
ties, corresponded with the androgynous cate-
gory. Individuals that did not show efficient pro-
cessing of any ethnic-typed identity belonged
to the undifferentiated category.
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One can have different identities at different
intensity levels. It means that one can have two
different identities that are not necessarily in
conflict with each other, or which may even sup-
port each other (Shamai 1991). The ethnic iden-
tities of immigrants have undergone transfor-
mations that depend on many variables, and
among them are the pull and push factors of
immigration, the level of cultural differences be-
tween the two places, and the social, cultural
and economic power of the immigrants and the
host society. It is important to consider individ-
ual backgrounds as a factor of identity dynam-
ics including modifications in individuals’ atti-
tudes toward themselves and their social be-
haviors related to the groups with which they
are in contact (Schwartz et al. 2013).

It is important to emphasize two aspects of
acculturation process, that is, a variety of do-
mains in which immigrants’ identity differences
and changes take place, and the interplay and
inter-influence of acculturation processes oc-
curring in these domains. This paper considers
the Russian-speaking immigrants’ identity
changes as an open variety of possible profiles
in reference to the dominant Israeli cultural ori-
entation, and the Russian culture orientation.
The authors explored these two orientations in
a number of domains due to their crucial role in
the Russian-speaking immigrants’ acculturation
processes of Hebrew language mastering, Rus-
sian or Hebrew use at home or outside and for
use in such dominant culture products as watch-
ing news and movies, social affiliation (place of
work), self-ascribed identity, and sense of place.
One of the innovations of this study is the in-
clusion of the sense of place into the scope of
the research.

Russian Jews

For Israel, immigration was the raison d’etre
of the Jewish state (Jones 1996: 9). New immi-
grants arriving in Israel are provided with eco-
nomic rights and governmental support in hous-
ing, home appliances, personal goods, tax breaks,
education, and job training. From 1989 to 2006,
about a million Russian-speaking immigrants
entered Israel and ultimately composed a fifth of
the state’s Jewish population.

The new immigrants from the former Soviet
republics have had every opportunity to main-
tain and explore ties with their previous social,

professional, and cultural networks, impossible
prior to “perestroika”, and to generate new, tran-
snational networks. A considerable number of
immigrants to Israel are non-Jews, most of who
entered Israel due to mixed marriages. The influx
of non-Jewish immigrants from the FSU has
posed a challenge to the Israeli authorities and
to civic society.

Prior to the 1990s the Israeli government took
responsibility for the national (general) policy
on immigrant absorption. It established absorp-
tion centers for the wellbeing of the immigrants,
providing housing, cultural and educational ac-
tivities, and Hebrew classes.

Since the 1990s immigration policy was
changed to the so-called direct absorption mod-
el, the government withdrew its comprehensive
responsibility and supported the FSU immigrants
economically and by other means, but did not
try to orient their day-to-day life (Siegel 1998).
The hidden message of this type of absorption
was that the immigrants should assume this re-
sponsibility themselves. According to the mod-
el of direct absorption, the FSU immigrants were
allowed to choose where to settle. They did so
mainly in urban areas all over the country. Many
immigrants could not afford expensive apart-
ments in the major cities so they settled in small
development towns. This changed the demo-
graphic as well as the cultural characteristics of
many such towns, which previously were in-
habited mainly by Oriental Jews (Gonen 1998;
Siegel 1998).

According to one view, Israel never adopted
pluralism as an official policy or as an educa-
tional policy (Bar-Yosef 1981; Horowitz 1991;
Swirski 1990). “In Israel the dominant culture
has always emphasized a unifying attitude to-
wards Jewish immigrant groups in a perspective
of Jewish nation-building” (Ben-Rafael 1996:
140). Immigrants were expected to blend in, aban-
doning their past heritage and culture (Shamai
and Ilatov 2001).

Others felt that Israel became a more plural-
istic state, which practiced cultural pluralism as
regard to the 1990s wave of FSU immigrants
(Smooha 1994). According to this view, the as-
similation process belongs to the past, and a
shift towards pluralism and multiculturalism has
occurred (Eisikovits and Beck 1990).

Russian Jewish immigrants while their en-
counter with the receiving societies in various
countries “have been tainted with intrinsic con-
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flict over their identity and disposition viz-a-viz
[the] established Jewish community…” (Remen-
nick 2007: 371). In Israel since 1990 they have
raised the issue of the proper balance between
the need to preserve their previous culture and
to integrate into new social and cultural envi-
ronment (Iram 1992). The Israeli host society and
the FSU immigrants were both adjusting to each
other as part of the process of immigrant inte-
gration into a pluralistic society.

RESEARCH  METHODOLOGY

Sample

A random sample of 200 adults was inter-
viewed. The sample was taken from an updated
list of adults in Kazrin, in the north of Israel.
Only one person in a family was interviewed.
The interview was conducted in Russian.

Research Setting

The study was conducted in a small Jewish
town in the north of Israel. It is inhabited pre-
dominantly by Israeli-born Jews, with an aver-
age mix of Sephardic and Ashkenazi Jews, but
Jewish immigrants from the FSU who have set-
tled in the town since 1990 compose about thir-
ty-four percent of the population.

RESULTS

Demographic Background

The ages of the interviewees ranged from 18
to 86 years. The mean age was 50 years, and the
median age was also 50 years. Of the inter-
viewees, 87 (43.5%) were males and 113 (56.5%)
were females. 23.5 percent of the interviewees
had secondary education or less, and sixty-three
percent hold an academic degree (including 2.5%
with doctorates). About forty percent immigrat-
ed to Israel in 1990 and 1991, eighteen percent in
1992 and 1993, twenty percent in 1994 and 1995.
The rest (23%) immigrated to Israel after 1996.
For 57.5 percent of the sample, Kazrin was their
first destination in Israel. The rest immigrated to
Kazrin after residing 2.6 years on average in oth-
er places in Israel. Of the respondents, seventy-
nine percent defined themselves as secular Jews,
twelve percent of traditional Jews, 5.5 percent
as (orthodox) religious Jews, and 3.5 percent did

not define themselves as Jewish. More than half
(55%) were in the workforce, 13.5 percent were
unemployed, and 19.5 percent were pensioners.
The rest (12%) were students, disabled, house-
wives, or serving in the army. Most (72.5%) were
married. The rest were single, and almost equal-
ly divided between bachelors, divorcees, and
widow or widowers. This sample is similar to the
national demographic division.

Ethnic Identities Schemata

Two questions were asked about respon-
dents’ ethnic identity:

1. To what degree do you feel like an Israeli?
The scale was between 1 (not at all) and 10

(very much).
2. To what degree do you feel like a Russian

(or any other previous USSR country)?
The scale was between 1 (not at all) and 10

(very much).
The frequencies of these answers are shown

in Table 1.

Three respondents could not answer the
question regarding their Israeli identity, and two
of them also could not answer the question re-
garding their Russian identity.

The Israeli and Russian identities are differ-
ent. The mode of the Israeli identity scale (as
shown in Table 1) is 10, the highest rank while
the mode of the Russian identity scale is 1, the
lowest rank, which is “not having Russian iden-
tity at all”. However, the Israeli identity mode is
one-fifth of the sample, while the Russian mode

Table 1: Israeli and Russian identity: Descriptive
statistics

                   Israeli identity          Russian identity

Degree Frequ- Percen- Frequ- Percen-
ency  tage ency tage

1 22 11.1 100 50.8
2 5 2.5 11 5.6
3 13 6.6 14 7.1
4 10 5.1 9 4.6
5 34 17.1 24 12.2
6 18 9.1 7 3.6
7 15 7.6 4 2.0
8 23 11.6 6 3.0
9 19 9.6 4 2.0
10 39 19.7 18 9.1
Total 198 100.0 197 100.0
Median 6 1
Mean 6.25 3.31
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is one-half of the sample, indicating that Israeli
diversification is much larger than the Russian.

The differences regarding mean or median
(as shown in Table 1) also manifest that gap.
The Israeli identity is much stronger than the
Russian identity. Moreover, the Israeli identity
has close to normal distribution. However, the
Russian identity is skewed toward the lower
values. The low Russian identity may reflect the
negative attitudes of the immigrants toward their
homeland. As Jews in the FSU, many of them
suffered from the non-Jewish locals.

The next stage was to divide the two distribu-
tions according to the medians, thus, creating
four subgroups of “ethnic schema typology”:

1. Mainly Russian identity: More than the
Russian identity median and less than the
Israeli identity median.

2. Mainly Israeli identity: More than the Is-
raeli identity median and less than the
Russian identity median.

3. Dual or Hybrid identity: More than the
Russian identity median and more than
the Israeli identity median.

4. No noticeable identity (“undifferentiat-
ed”): Less than Russian identity median
and less than the Israeli identity median.

Fifty-one respondents (25.9%) were classi-
fied as “mainly Russian identity”, 67 (34.0%) were
classified as “mainly Israeli identity”, 46 (23.4%)
were classified as having dual identities, and 33
respondents (16.7%) were classified as “no no-
ticeable identity”.

Characterization of the “ethnic schema ty-
pology” groups is as follows.

Age

The “undifferentiated” group was older (av-
erage age = 56 years) than the others (range
between 47 to 49.5). The older the immigrants
were, the less they associated with the local (Is-
raeli) society. They were more exposed to Soviet
anti-Semitism, and thus, they also do not have
positive feelings and attachments to their previ-
ous homeland. The difference according to the
analysis of variance test was not significant.

Education

The level of education was similar in the four
groups. The percentage of academics ranged
from sixty-one percent (“undifferentiated” and

“Dual/Hybrid”) to sixty-five percent (Israeli iden-
tity group). According to a Chi-square test, the
difference was not significant. Thus, a level of
education was not related to “ethnic schema
typology”.

Languages

The respondents were asked to rank their
level of Hebrew knowledge. 11.6 percent had no
more than minimal Hebrew, 42.6 percent stated
that their knowledge of Hebrew was enough to
communicate with people in the shops, 23.9 per-
cent indicated that they speak Hebrew fluently,
but they hardly read or write Hebrew, and 21.8
percent were fluent in Hebrew. The differences
among the groups were striking. Twenty-seven
percent of the “undifferentiated” had no more
than minimal Hebrew, compared to 12.7 percent
of the “Russian identity”, 8.7 percent of the
“Dual/Hybrid identity” and 4.5 percent of the
“Israeli identity”. In the “Russian identity”
group, 52.9 percent stated that their knowledge
of Hebrew was enough to communicate with
people in the shops (compared to 36% and to
41% for the other groups). Of the “Israeli identi-
ty” and the “Dual/Hybrid identity”, thirty per-
cent stated that they were fluent in Hebrew, com-
pared to 13.5 percent of the “undifferentiated”,
and only 7.8 percent of the “Russian identity”.
The Chi-square test was significant (χ2=24.306,
df=12, p=0.018). Thus, the difference in their
knowledge of Hebrew is connected to their “eth-
nic schemata” group.

Language at Home

Most (80.2%, N=158) spoke only their moth-
er tongue (usually Russian) at home. Only the
“undifferentiated” differed from the mean. 93.9
percent of them spoke their mother tongue at
home, whereas seventy-four percent to seven-
ty-eight percent of the other three groups spoke
their mother tongue at home. Some (19.3%) spoke
both Hebrew and their mother tongue. Six per-
cent of the “undifferentiated”, twenty percent of
the Israeli and Russian main identities, and twen-
ty-six percent of the “Dual/Hybrid identity” spoke
both languages. The Chi-square test was not sig-
nificant. Thus, as can also be learned from de-
scriptive data the language at home is not related
to their placement in the ethnic schemata.
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Language Outside the Home

The majority spoke both their mother tongue
and Hebrew outside the home (71.6%, N=141).
The rest were divided between only Hebrew
(15.2%, N=30) and only the mother tongue
(13.2%, N=26). The main differences among the
groups referred to use of Hebrew only. 39.4 per-
cent of the “undifferentiated” compared to eight
percent and to fourteen percent of the other
groups. The group that speaks both languages
the most was the “Dual/ Hybrid identity” group,
whereas the group that speaks only their moth-
er tongue was the “Russian identity”. The Chi-
square test was significant (χ2=20.765, df=6,
p=0.002). These results are very much in line
with the ethnic schemata concept.

Jewish Religious Identity

The respondents were asked to identify
themselves as secular, traditional-Jewish (keep-
ing some of the religious practices), or religious.
Most (81.6%) classified themselves as secular.
93.6 percent of the “Russian identity” group,
71.2 percent of those with Israeli identity, and
84.8 percent of the “undifferentiated” were sec-
ular. The “Israeli identity” was (relatively) the
most religious, with 19.7 percent (N=13) “tradi-
tional” and 9.1 percent (N=6) religious. The
“Dual/Hybrid identity” and the “undifferentiat-
ed” are in-between with totals of 18.2 percent
and 15.2 percent (respectively) of traditional and
religious Jews. The Chi-square test was signifi-
cant (χ2=15.388, df=6, p=0.017). The results point
to the usefulness of the “ethnic schemata” as
predictors of the religious identity variable.

Self-ascribed Identity

The respondents were asked in a semi-open
question to identify themselves. They were
asked, “How do you define yourself: A Jew, an
Israeli, or otherwise?” Less than half (45.2%,
N=85) defined themselves as Jews, 27.7 percent
(N=52) described themselves as Israelis, and 11.2
percent (N=21) defined themselves as “Israeli-
Jew”. The same number defined themselves as
“cosmopolitans”. Only 4.8 percent defined them-
selves as “Russian”. A relatively high percent-
age of the “undifferentiated” defined themselves
as “Jews” (63.6%, N=21). The “Dual/Hybrid iden-
tity” had the larger number of those who de-

fined themselves as “Israelis” (38.1%, N=16).
The “Russian identity” group had a relatively
higher percentage of “Russians” (18.8%, N=9),
and “cosmopolitans” (12.5%, N=6). Two-thirds
of those who define themselves as “Russians”
were classified as “Russian identity”, and 42.9
percent of those who classified themselves as
cosmopolitans were also classified as “Russian
identity”. The Chi-square test was significant
(χ2 =24.904, df=12, p=0.015). Although these re-
sults fit the “ethnic schemata” for most of the
interviewees, a relatively smaller group does not
fit the schemata.

Place of Work

The sample was divided in terms of whether
their sphere of activity was outside or inside the
home. The “outside the home” category (61.3%,
N=118) included mainly workers (N=108), and
some students and soldiers (N=10). The catego-
ry “in the home” (38.7%, N=74) included mainly
pensioners and unemployed (N=71), and others
(housewives and those who work at home). The
following three categories ranged from sixty per-
cent (Israeli identity) to 69.6 percent (“Dual/Hy-
brid identity”). In the “undifferentiated” group,
45.5 percent (N=15) were primarily active outside
home. The Chi-square test was not significant.

Cultural Use

The respondents were asked about several
aspects of their cultural consumption.

News in Hebrew

Respondents were asked, “Do you watch the
news in Hebrew?” The answer scale was from 1
= never to 10 = always). Only 36 (18%) did not
watch Hebrew news on TV. The mean was 4.62.
The level of those who never watch news in
Hebrew was the highest in the “undifferentiat-
ed” group (30.3%, N=10), and the lowest in the
“Dual/Hybrid identity” group (8.7%, N=4).
Among the “Israeli identity” group, 17.9 per-
cent (N=12) did not watch Hebrew news on TV,
and findings were similar among the “Russian
identity” (19.6%, N=10) group.

The “Dual/Hybrid identity” and the “Israeli
identity” groups had the highest level of expo-
sure to Hebrew news on TV. The means were
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5.30 and 5.24, respectively. The lowest mean was
in the “undifferentiated” group (3.24), and the
“Russian identity” mean was in the middle (4.02).
The differences among the four groups were
explored using analysis of variance (ANOVA).
The differences were statistically significant
overall (F=42.72, df=3, p=0.003). According to the
Scheffe post-test, the difference between the “un-
differentiated” towards “Israeli identity” was sig-
nificant (p=0.023), and as was the difference be-
tween “undifferentiated” and the “Dual/Hybrid
identity” which was also significant (p=0.032). In
this case, the main difference was not between
the “ethnic types”, but rather between the “oth-
ers” (the “undifferentiated” and the “Dual/ Hy-
brid identity”).

Movies in Hebrew

Respondents were asked, “Do you watch TV
movies in Hebrew?” The answer scale was from
1 = never to 10 = always. The amount of those
who never watched movies in Hebrew was the
highest in the “undifferentiated” group (63.6%,
N=21). The averages in the other groups were
similar to one another (29.9% “Israeli identity”,
30.4% “Dual/Hybrid identity” and 33.3% “Rus-
sian identity”).

The “Dual/Hybrid identity” and the “Israeli
identity” had the highest level of exposure to
Hebrew movies on TV. The means were 4.12 and
4.08, respectively. The lowest mean was in the
“undifferentiated” group (2.23), and the “Rus-
sian identity” mean was in the middle (3.32). The
differences across groups were analyzed using
analysis of variance (ANOVA). The overall test
was statistically significant (F=3.805, df=3,

p=0.011). According to Scheffe post-test, the
difference between the “undifferentiated” and
“Israeli identity” was significant (p=0.029), as
was the difference between “undifferentiated”
and “Dual/Hybrid identity” (p=0.042). The “un-
differentiated” group seemed to hold different
views than the other groups.

Sense of Place

The respondents were asked about their
sense of place, regarding Kazrin (the town they
live in), toward the region they live in (Golan),
toward the state they live in (Israel), and toward
the state they emigrated from. They were asked
to scale their attitudes on a scale, ranging from –
5 (very negative feelings) to +5 (very positive
feelings) (0 meant neutral feelings). The results
are shown in Table 2.

The overall situation reflects positive feel-
ings of most of the respondents in all four groups
toward the different places. However, the feel-
ings toward the current state of residence (Isra-
el) were much better among the four groups than
toward the previous state.

The data show that the “undifferentiated
identity” group developed a strong affiliation to
the town and the region they live in, and a some-
what weaker affiliation toward Israel, and even
less toward their previous state. Moreover, their
average scores were the highest regarding their
levels of sense of place toward the town.

The “Dual/ Hybrid identity” group manifest-
ed a level of affiliation that was similar to the
general mean, although their attachment to the
region and state was somewhat weaker, and it
was the highest of all groups in relation to the

Table 2: Sense of place and different identities: Selected statistics

Undifferentiated  Russian Israeli  Hybrid Total
identity  identity    identity   identity   means

Means:
  Town 4.61 3.51 4.49 4.22 4.19
  Region 4.67 3.86 4.69 4.21 4.36
  State 3.76 3.02 4.34 3.54 3.72
  Previous State 2.64 2.43 1.67 2.91 2.33
  Paired t-test df=27, t=2.53, Df=43, t=2.32, df=47, t=7.48, df=32, t=2.14, df=153,t=7.26,
  (Currentand Previous  p=0.018 p=0.025  p=0.000 p=0.040  p=0.000
    state)
Percentage of Negative and/or Neutral Feelings:
  Town 0 16 5 4 6
  Region 0 12 2 7 5
  State 6 18 2 6 10
  Previous State 21 32 42 18 30
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previous state. The “Russian identity” and the
“Israeli identity” manifested opposite patterns.
Those with the Russian identity manifested the
lowest level of attachment to their (current) town
and region, and their current state, whereas
those with the Israeli identity showed the stron-
gest attachment to the region and the state, and
an above average attachment to the town. The
situation was reversed toward the previous
state. Those in the “Israeli identity” group had a
weaker (and the weakest) level of attachment,
and in the “Russian group” the attachment was
stronger than the average.

According to analysis of variance (ANOVA),
the differences were significant with regard to
the levels of sense of (current) place, town, re-
gion and state, towards town (df=3, F=5.29,
p=0.002), toward region (df=3, F=5.50, p=0.001),
toward Israel (df=3, F=6.80, p=0.000). The differ-
ences were not significant toward the previous
state.

According to Scheffe post-test, the differ-
ence between the “Russian identity” and “Is-
raeli identity” was significant regarding the three
levels of town, region and state (p=0.007, p=0.004,
p=0.000 respectively), and there was also signifi-
cant difference between the “undifferentiated”
and the “Russian identity” regarding town and
region (p=0.015, p=0.033, respectively).

The differences between the levels of attach-
ment to current and previous state were tested
using a paired sample t-test. The differences with
respect to the four groups were found statisti-
cally significant as shown in Table 2. Two main
differences regarding sense of place were
probed, between the current and the previous
places of living, and among the four group types.
In both cases differences were found, but more
between current and previous places than among
the four schema groups.

DISCUSSION

This paper introduces “ethnic schemata” as
a modified measurement to explore accultura-
tion as a process of cultural identity in transi-
tion, and thus, it corresponds to the existing
theoretical approach to ethnic identity as a dy-
namic construct that changes over time and con-
text (Phinney 2003; Phinney and Ong 2007;
Schartz et al. 2010; Ashmore et al. 2004; Romero
and Roberts 2003).

At the same time, the ethnic schemata typol-
ogy proposed in this paper allows more neutral
and non-judgmental discourse, since each ‘pro-
file’ represents the existing and legitimate way
immigrants structure their sense of belonging to
the ethnic group they feel affiliated with. The
ethnic schemata do not impose a four-fold ma-
trix on research findings to embed them into pre-
defined categories. On the contrary, it can be
applied to exploring identity re-formation in var-
ious ethnic groups and host countries to cap-
ture an “on-the-ground” situation as it is.

This paper considers the immigrants’ identi-
ty changes as an open variety of available pro-
files in their reference to the two abovementioned
cultural orientations, that is, towards the domi-
nant Israeli culture as well as towards the heri-
tage Russian culture. The proposed ethnic sche-
ma proposes an assumption that immigrants’
ethnic identity re-formation during the accultur-
ation process may include the development of
mainstream cultural identity, preserving of the
previous identity, and their combination. The
suggested measurement is able to embrace in-
dependence of the distinctive cultural identities,
as well as bicultural identities and also people
who are not attached to either culture. This flex-
ibility is the major strength of the proposed mea-
surement. A critical issue is its implementation
and embodiment in the measurement of accul-
turation (Kang 2006).

According to the results presented in this
paper, adult immigrants’ identity re-formation has
been linked to interconnected acculturation pro-
cesses across a variety of life domains such as
host society language (Hebrew) acquisition, lan-
guage use at home and outside, employment as
a form of social affiliation, closeness to Jewish
cultural traditions, and sense of place (regard-
ing the host country and previous country).

A language serves a crucial tool for commu-
nication and establishing social networks, for
all people and especially for immigrants. Fluen-
cy in the host country’s language has been found
to be a significant predictor of an individual’s
acculturation (Choi and Thomas 2009; Padilla
and Perez 2003; Remennick 2003). Lovell (2012)
argued that those respondents who reported
speaking one or both of the official languages
of Canada (English/French) in the home are al-
most two times as likely to report their ethnic
identity as Canadian when compared to individ-
uals who speak their native tongue. Burr and
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Mutcher (2003) found that strong English lan-
guage skills among older Mexican immigrants
increase the likelihood of living independently
and of being the head of a household. Higher
levels of English proficiency predicted higher
levels of acculturation (Lu et al. 2011) and immi-
grants’ success in the labor market (Mahmud et
al. 2008). The current paper underlines the impor-
tance of immigrants’ proficiency in the official lan-
guage to be a significant contribution to accul-
turating individuals’ ethnic identity re-formation.

Social affiliation and diversity of social con-
tacts of immigrants with other ethno-cultural
groups in the host societies have been found to
be important concerning an acculturation pro-
cesses and immigrants’ choices towards their
ethnic belonging. Living mainly inside immigrant
communities, accompanied by random and lim-
ited instrumental contacts with members of the
host society, reduced the extent of official lan-
guage proficiency as well as the measure of im-
migrants’ incorporation into the host social en-
vironments (Burr and Mutcher 2003). Immigrants’
employment outside of their communities serves
a critical link between immigrants’ acculturation
and their identity changes (Leong 2001; Lu et al.
2011).

The Russian-speaking community in Israel
is heterogeneous, as many of its members treat
Jewish tradition with respect, and a small seg-
ment is observant. Significantly, a decade of stud-
ies into their self-reported reasons for immigrat-
ing to Israel indicate that more adduce Jewish
than Israeli factors. A further explanation lies in
the fact that a large number of FSU immigrants
were exposed to numerous Jewish institutions,
such as the Joint, Chabad, and various Hebrew
classes, while still in the FSU during the 1990s.
Not unexpectedly, those respondents took part
in the current study, who reported their close-
ness to Jewish tradition inclined to indicate their
ethnic self-ascribed identity as Israeli or Israeli-
Jew in contrast to those who identified them-
selves as Russians. This evidence corresponds
to Lovell’s (2012) research regarding a definite
link between religious affiliation and sense of
belonging to the larger Canadian community.
Immigrants reporting their religion as Christian
were two times as likely to report their ethnic
identity as Canadian, when compared to indi-
viduals who reported their religious affiliation
as something other than Christian. Given that
Christianity is the predominant religion in Cana-

da, those individuals who report being Chris-
tian feel more connected, and hence, more likely
to report themselves as Canadian (Lovell 2012).
However, other research of immigrants’ accul-
turation in Germany revealed different data. For
both females and males, religion had no effect
on ethnic self-identification, the only exception
being Muslim males and females who were less
likely to describe themselves as integrated com-
pared to the rest of the sample (Zimmerman 2006).

Ethnic identity research usually has not in-
cluded sense of place in the list of domains in
which acculturation processes take place. How-
ever, the current research considers sense of
place as important not only regarding current
residence but regarding remembered residence
as well (Shamai and Ilatov 2005). Attitude to the
current place of immigrants’ living may be in-
fused with memories of the homeland. Accord-
ing to Becker (2003), this was especially true for
adult immigrants who had been in middle or later
life at the time of immigration. Former homes in
the country of origin and cultural traditions as-
sociated with them continued to inform how they
viewed the current place of living (Becker 2003;
Gay 2003; Horowitz et al. 2003; Shamai and Ilatov
2005).

CONCLUSION

Russian-speaking immigrants in Israel orga-
nize the information about themselves and their
social and cultural environment resembling to
their “ethnic schema typology”, which accord-
ing to this model, includes four subgroups:

1. Mainly Russian identity (ethnic-typed):
The Russian identity is exclusively the
leading identity.

2. Mainly Israeli identity (cross-ethnic
typed): The Israeli identity is exclusively
the leading identity.

3. Dual or Hybrid identity: Both the Russian
and Israeli identities are strong.

4. No noticeable identity (“undifferentiat-
ed”): Both the Russian and Israeli identi-
ties are weak.

The data indicates that the Israeli identity is
stronger than the Russian identity, but there is
still strong affiliation to the previous language
and culture. This affiliation has been represent-
ed by the four profiles (groups) of ethnic identi-
ty schemata that had both common and unique
characteristics.
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The “Russian identity” group had a minimal
command of Hebrew knowledge. Only a third of
them could speak fluent Hebrew, and most of
them could not write well. Concerning language
used at home, they spoke more Russian than
Hebrew compared with other groups. They were
more secular than any other group. Their self-
ascribed identity was mainly Israeli and/or Jew-
ish, but they had the highest percentage of re-
spondents who classified themselves as “Rus-
sians” and as “cosmopolitans”. For most of them,
their activity sphere was outside the home, more
than the overall trend. They had relatively low
exposure to Hebrew news and Hebrew movies
on TV. Their level of sense of place was the low-
est toward their current place. Toward Israel and
the Golan, and Kazrin. Their percentage of neg-
ative or neutral feelings was also the highest.
Their feelings toward their previous country
were stronger than the average, and many of
them had negative feelings toward that country.
Their level of positive feeling toward their cur-
rent country was stronger than their feeling to-
ward the previous country.

The “Israeli identity” group had the highest
command of Hebrew knowledge. They could
speak fluent Hebrew, and most could write well.
However, with regard to the language used at
home, they were similar to the general trend’ while
outside the home they spoke less Hebrew than
the other groups, but they spoke both languag-
es more than the average. They were more reli-
gious than the others. They described them-
selves as Jews. Most of them had an activity
sphere outside the home, as was the overall
trend. They had relatively high exposure to He-
brew news and Hebrew movies on TV. Their lev-
el of sense of place was high toward their cur-
rent place, with the highest toward Israel and
the Golan, and above average toward Kazrin.
The percentage with negative or neutral feel-
ings was very low. Their feelings toward their
previous country were largely negative.

The “Dual/Hybrid identity” group had a
high level of Hebrew knowledge. Exactly half
spoke fluent Hebrew, and most of them could
write well. About a quarter of them also spoke
Hebrew at home, and most of them spoke both
languages out of the home. Although four-fifths
of them were secular, some were traditional and
some religious. Their self-ascribed identity was
mainly Jewish and/or Israeli and the rest de-
scribed themselves as “cosmopolitans”. They

had the highest proportion of respondents
whose focus of activity was outside the home.
They had the highest proportion of respondents
that watch the news in Hebrew on TV. This group
also watched Israeli movies on TV more than
any other group. Their sense of place was simi-
lar to the general trend in all respects.

The “undifferentiated” group was somewhat
older, their knowledge of Hebrew was weak, and
they spoke more Russian at home and more He-
brew outside the home than any other group.
They were mainly secular Jews. Importantly, they
mainly defined themselves as “Jews”. Their
sphere of activity was more in their homes, in
contrast with the other groups. They hardly
watched the news in Hebrew on TV, and even
fewer movies in Hebrew on TV. They had a very
high level of sense of place toward the immedi-
ate surroundings (region and town), and above
the average toward their current and previous
state.

RECOMMENDATIONS

This paper proposes a modified measure to
encompass the variety of possible ethnic-iden-
tity profiles of Russian-speaking immigrants
during their acculturation in Israeli host society.
In line with results presented by this study, some
recommendations are suggested.

It is important to address bi- and/or multiple
identities, which are inherent in immigrants, mem-
bership in two or even more, cultures.

Future research is recommended to replicate
the ethnic schemata introduced by this paper in
other immigrant settings to calibrate this instru-
ment. Such research might help clarify the gen-
erality of the identity re-formation experience of
acculturating immigrants.

Also, future work should continue to assess
multiple acculturation domains to examine their
interplay and importance for immigrant identity
re-formation and ethnic profile development.
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