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Abstract 
 

To what extent are ethnic identity groups able to influence U.S. foreign policy toward 

their ancestral homelands?  Existing research has resulted in the enumeration of an extensive list 

of criteria thought to condition ethnic minority influence.  In spite of significant progress, 

however, the literature lacks of systematic test of any of these criteria.  The result is a literature 

that cumulates largely though the addition of new criteria, rather than the reevaluation of existing 

factors.  The current study represents an attempt to develop a test of existing criteria though the 

application of Qualitative Comparative Analysis (QCA).  Specifically, the study uses QCA to 

examine six of the most widely cited criteria found in the literature. Results indicate that, of the 

six criteria, only organizational strength and level of political activity are necessary conditions 

for successful influence.  No individual factors are sufficient causes of influence.  
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In 1959, Lawrence H. Fuchs noted, “Despite general awareness of the mutual impact of 

foreign affairs and the claims of minority groups, there has been surprisingly little systematic 

examination of the results of this process” (161).  Several scholars have since responded to 

Fuch’s call for the advancement of knowledge concerning the impact of ethnic minority interest 

groups on U.S. foreign policy outcomes. However, there remains a great deal of debate 

concerning the scope and nature of diasporic influence on U.S. foreign policy.  Proponents of 

ethnic minority influence argue that diasporic communities in the United States are often 

successful in their efforts to shape foreign policy.  Smith (2000) argues that “ethnic groups have 

power to influence American foreign policy, and they have an acknowledged right to exercise 

this power” (130).  In addition, scholars such as Ahrari (1987) and Uslander (1998) have 

developed lists of criteria that are thought to condition ethnic minority influence on U.S. foreign 

policy. 

Skeptics of ethnic minority influence, by contrast, argue that opportunities for diasporic 

communities to shape US foreign policy are severely limited by a variety of factors.  Garrett 

(1978) and Rogers (1993) argue that US national interests, especially during the Cold War, 

prevented ethnic identity groups from influencing several critical areas of U.S. foreign policy.  

Moore (2002) found little support for the proposition that ethnic minority interest groups are a 

major determinant of U.S. foreign policy.   

In spite of significant progress in the past several decades, the systematic study of ethnic 

minority influence on U.S. foreign policy remains an incomplete enterprise. Specifically, the 

current literature lacks a systematic test of any of the criteria that are thought to condition ethnic 

minority influence on U.S. foreign policy.  Instead, individual, or narrowly comparative case 

studies, dominate the existing literature.  To be clear, case studies have provided us with 

invaluable insights into diasporic community formation, strategies and outcomes.  However, no 
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study to date has attempted to isolate the impact of specific strategies or contextual factors on 

ethnic identity group success in the lobbying process.   

In addition, the literature treating ethnic minority interests and their impact on U.S. 

foreign policy has developed largely though an additive process.  New studies tend to add to the 

list of criteria developed in older studies without reexamining, and potentially eliminating, those 

criteria that are found theoretically or empirically wanting.  The result is a list of potential 

criteria that comes dangerously close to exceeding the number of groups whose influence the 

literature hopes to explain.   

The current study represents an initial attempt to reexamine some of the popular 

correlates of ethnic minority influence on U.S. foreign policy.  Rather than abandoning the 

qualitative process that has generated a number of important insights, I attempt to invigorate the 

comparative process using crisp-set qualitative comparative analysis (Ragin 1989; Ragin 2000).  

The goal is to use existing qualitative data, which is normally used in the examination of one or 

two cases at a time, to isolate any criteria that may or may not be driving foreign policy influence 

over a wider range of cases.  Put another way, I am interested in determining, for example, 

whether the criteria used to evaluate the impact of Cuban-Americans on U.S. foreign policy can 

be used to evaluate the impact of Armenian-Americans on U.S. foreign policy, and vise versa.  

Literature review 

 At the outset, it is worth noting that the terms ethnic group, ethnic minority group, 

diasporic group and ethnic identity group are often used interchangeably in the literature.  This 

may be a source of confusion, since the term diaspora implies a tie to an ancestral homeland 

(actual or ascriptive), while the term ethnic minority group technically requires no such 

attachment.  The term ethnic identity group requires an in-group connection, but not necessarily 

the feeling of a tie to an ancestral homeland.  While these terms are analytically distinct by 
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definition, within the literature they share a common connotation.  Ethnic minority 

groups/diasporic groups/ethnic identity groups share a common in-group connection coupled 

with a feeling of belonging to a common ancestral “homeland.”  It is this connectedness that is 

thought to drive diasporic communities toward increased interest in the affairs of their ethnic kin 

abroad (Shain 1994-95, 1995).   

Conditions for Successful Influence Within the Existing Literature  

Scholars who believe that ethnic minority interests groups enjoy the ability to influence 

U.S. foreign policy often begin their arguments with statements about the relative permeability 

of the U.S. political system (see e.g. Bard 1994; Smith 2000).   However, there has always been 

awareness among most proponents of ethnic identity group influence that a plural political 

system, combined with a basic interest in the affairs of the home state, may not be sufficient to 

ensure influence.  These scholars have attempted to identify specific conditions that must be met 

before an ethnic minority group can hope to have a significant impact on U.S. foreign policy.  

The conditions can be divided into two conceptual categories.  The first category treats 

contextual factors within the political process that either inhibit or enhance the ability of 

diasporic interests to affect U.S. foreign policy.  The second category contains attributes of the 

actual diasporic interest group that augur in favor of or against success.  I discuss each of these 

contextual and attribute-based factors below in order to present a more comprehensive review of 

the literature.  

The first contextual factor advanced in the literature concerns the degree to which U.S. 

strategic interests dovetail with the proposals advanced by diasporic interests.  Specifically, 

ethnic identity groups enjoy success to the degree that their proposals conform to existing U.S. 

strategic priorities (Ahrari 1987, Uslander 1998).  Cuban-American proposals for maintaining 

and strengthening U.S. sanctions against the communist Castro regime, as well as AIPAC 
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(American Israel Public Affairs Committee) proposals for increased aid to Israel, are often 

advanced as examples of convergence between U.S. strategic interests and diasporic proposals.  

Haney and Vanderbush (1999) make the argument more general by arguing that ethnic minority 

interests are most successful when they advance policies that the government already favors.   I 

refer to this criterion as the “strategic convergence criterion” for the purpose of this study. 

 The second contextual factor concerns government permeability to ethnic minority 

influence.  Haney and Vanderbush (1999) argue that, since Congress has more points of access 

and is more permeable in general than the executive, ethnic minority interests will tend to be 

successful when they make proposals in an area that requires a congressional role.  Spiegel 

(1987), who is a skeptic of diasporic influence, argues that the small amount of influence that 

exists manifests itself primarily in Congress and on public opinion.  Smith (2000) also places the 

primary locus of ethnic minority interest groups within congressional politics.  I label this 

criterion the “relative permeability criterion” for the purpose of the current study.   

 Uslander (1998) advances a third contextual factor, arguing that ethnic minority interests 

are successful to the extent that they advance policies that are supported by the general public.  

To Uslander, the fact that AIPAC tends to advance proposals that the public supports, while the 

National Association of Arab Americans (NAAA) does not, is a major source of success for the 

AIPAC.  I refer to this criterion as the “public convergence criterion.” 

 Finally, Lindsay (2002) argues that ethnic minority interests have a greater opportunity 

for success when they are able to emerge as defenders of the status quo rather than advocates of 

significant change.  This factor, of course, is related to the concept of strategic convergence 

discussed above.  President Reagan, for example, was heavily involved in the formation of the 

Cuban American National Foundation in part because of his belief that the organization would be 
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useful in rallying support behind existing Cold War foreign policy (Haney and Vanderbush 

1999).  I label this criterion the “existing policy criterion” for the purpose of this study. 

 In addition to contextual factors that are thought to affect ethnic identity group success, 

the list of ethnic minority group attributes that are thought to have an impact on influence has 

also grown significantly during the evolution of the literature.  What follows is a list of attribute-

based conditions drawn from the literature.1 

1. The group must be partially assimilated into the larger society.  Partial assimilation 
means that the group is assimilated enough to be accepted as a mainstream political 
player, but not so assimilated that it loses its specific interest in the affairs of the ancestral 
homeland (see e.g. Ahrari 1987 and Uslander 1998).    

 
2. The diasporic group should be politically unified.  Unity implies either the absence of a 

significant opposition bloc within the group or at the very least a heavily divided in-group 
opposition (see e.g. Haney and Vanderbush 1999). 

 
3. The diasporic groups should be organizationally strong.  Normally, this includes a 

professional lobbying capability, as well as the resources necessary to disseminate 
information and make campaign contributions to favorable candidates (see e.g. Trice 
1978).  

 
4. The ethnic identity group must use tactics that are viewed by the public as legitimate.  In 

this regard, diasporic interests are more successful when they will not benefit tangibly 
from their efforts (Uslander 1998).  

 
5. The diasporic community should be able to identify in some significant way with 

conditions that affect ethnic kin in the ancestral homeland.  For example, African-
Americans were more successful at pursuing anti-apartheid policies than they were at 
mobilizing support against the genocide in Rwanda.  This is because African-Americans 
were able to identify historically with apartheid (which has important parallels with 
slavery in America) but not with genocide (Scott and Osman 2002).   

 
6. The group should be politically active on U.S. foreign policy issues.  At the most basic 

level, political activity concerns the propensity, or at least the perceived propensity, to 
vote based on foreign policy issues.  More expansive conceptions of political activity 
include activities such as letter-writing campaigns and rallies/protests (see e.g. Watanabe 
1984). 

 

                                                 
1 I limit the list of attribute-based factors to those advanced as criteria that should apply across all ethnic minority 
interest groups.  Those criteria designed to apply to a single group are inappropriate in a discussion of generalizable 
characteristics.   
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7. The group must be numerous enough to be significant in decision-makers’ electoral 
calculations. In the case of ethnic minority groups, electoral significance often implies 
geographic concentration.  Groups such as Cuban Americans, who constitute a small 
fraction of the U.S. population, constitute a key constituency in parts of Florida and New 
Jersey (Smith 2000). 

 
8. Successful groups are often those that are fortunate enough to face weak, or non-existent, 

political opposition.  As Horowitz (1981) points out, one of the factors that augurs against 
ethnic minority influence that different identity groups often negate each other on issues 
relating to the conduct of U.S. foreign policy.   

 
9. The groups must have the financial resources necessary to wield influence.  Cuban 

Americans and Pro Israeli groups are known as generous contributors.  Groups without 
resources may have considerably more difficulty gaining access to the decision making 
process (Smith 2000).   

 
10. Groups are more successful when they enjoy sectoral dominance.  Ethnic groups with 

significant levels of influence over labor or the media have greater capacity to reward 
allies and punish enemies (de la Garza 1987). 

 
11. Powerful ethnic interests are capable of engaging in alliance building.  Sometimes ethnic 

interest groups form alliances with each other.  Other times, diasporic interests form 
linkages with other interest groups or sectors.  Alliance building spreads and deepens 
influence (see e.g. Ambrosio 2000a). 

 
One way to gain additional leverage on the state of the current literature is to examine the 

aggregate level of support for each of the fifteen criteria enumerated above. Table 1 displays 

each of the criteria by frequency of citation.  In addition, Table 1 notes the number of times that 

a particular general criterion has been disputed in the literature.   

------------------------------ 
Insert Table 1 here 

            ------------------------------ 

 The implications of Table 1 are clear.  Of the fifteen criteria examined in the current 

paper, only three have been challenged within the existing literature.2  Challenges to the public 

                                                 
2 The fact that only three of the existing criteria have been challenged does not mean, of course, that proponents of 
diasporic influence enjoy  unanimous support.  To the contrary, many skeptics of diasporic influence use the existing 
criteria to argue that ethnic identity groups have little influence on U.S. foreign policy.  Garrett (1978), for example, 
uses the strategic convergence criterion to argue that Eastern European groups were unsuccessful in promoting their 
foreign policy agenda because acquiescence would have been contrary to U.S. strategic interests during the Cold 
War.  
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opinion criterion are not surprising given existing and past debates within the literature treating 

the domestic sources of U.S. foreign policy (see e.g. Holsti 1992).  Disagreement with the public 

opinion criterion may well be more intense within ethnicity and foreign policy literature because 

of the nature of the issues at stake.  Ethnic minority groups are often assumed to be far more 

interested in events in the “home country,” regardless of the general level of public opinion in 

foreign affairs (DeConde 1993; Ambrosio 2002a).   

 Smith (2000) provides an indirect critique of the strategic convergence criterion.  The 

essential argument is that the national interest is one of many potential objects of ethnic minority 

influence.  Ethnic minority groups can react to the national interest by framing their claims as if 

they were compatible with basic strategic concerns.  Watanabe (1984) highlights a similar 

strategy when he points to successful efforts by the Greek lobby to include humanitarian 

concerns as part of the “national interest” as part of the general effort to influence congressional 

decision making on the issue of imposing sanctions on Turkey in response to the Turkish 

invasion of Cyprus.   

 Indirect criticism of the strategic convergence criterion finds a degree of additional 

support in the national interest literature. First, the idea that diasporic interests are only 

successful when their policies coincide with U.S. strategic interest begs the question of what 

constitutes U.S. strategic interests.  Some scholars define the concept of national interests quite 

narrowly.  George and Keohane (1980) for example enumerate three “irreducible” U.S. national 

interests: survival of the people, liberty and minimum economic substance.  Other scholars 

define U.S. national interests quite broadly.  Nye (2002) for example includes maintenance of the 

international commons and promoting international development as elements of the national 

interest.  Krasner (1978) defines the national interest as a concept revealed by behavior.  In other 

words, the national interest is whatever the government says it is.  Finally, some scholars seem to 
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doubt the very existence of a national interest.  Huntington (1997) argues that the national 

interest has been replaced by a set of sub-national interests (including ethnic and corporate 

interests).  Trubowitz (1992) posits that the divergent interests that underlie the basic 

sunbelt/rustbelt cleavage in the United States have replaced the national interest.   

 Haney and Vanderbush (1999) provide a partial challenge to the partial assimilation 

criterion, using the case of Cuban American National Foundation (CANF) influence over U.S. 

foreign policy toward Cuba.  The basic argument is that many members of the Cuban diaspora 

consider themselves political exiles.   In other words, some Cubans have no desire to be 

assimilated.  Jorge Mas Canosa, founder of the CANF, and one of its most important voices until 

his death in 1997, once stated bluntly that he had never assimilated into U.S. society, nor did he 

ever intend to assimilate (Haney and Vanderbush 1999).  Since the CANF is often regarded as 

second only to AIPAC in terms of U.S. foreign policy influence, CANF success represents a 

significant challenge to the partial assimilation criterion.    

 Overall, then, the principal theoretical development within the diasporic interest group 

literature has been the development of criteria thought to condition diasporic influence.  As noted 

above, the evolution of these criteria in the literature has been largely additive.  In other words, 

the trend in the literature is toward adding items to the list of criteria for diasporic interests 

without questioning the existing criteria.  In the next section, I attempt to develop a basic test of 

some of the most common contextual and attribute-based criteria.  

Testing Theoretical Propositions from the Literature 

 The current study employs the technique of qualitative comparative analysis (QCA). The 

QCA technique was originally developed to bridge the gap between qualitative and quantities 

methods.  The basic technique is especially useful when 1) working with a small number of cases 

2) when theory implies a combinatorial logic within and between cases 3) when it is possible that 
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there are different paths to the same outcome (in this ethnic minority group influence) and 4) 

when variables either are or can be treated as dichotomous.  More complex manifestations of 

QCA, including “fuzzy set” QCA (see Ragin 2000) allow more complex ordinal or interval-ratio 

level measurement.  Given the nature of the data, as well as existing theory, I conduct my 

analysis using “crisp set” QCA, which requires dichotomous variables. 

 I argue that existing theory and data are highly amenable to analysis via QCA.  First, the 

unit of analysis in traditional single-shot and comparative case studies has been the diasporic 

group, rather than the attempt at influence.  The result is a very small number of cases, which has 

traditionally been a barrier to generalization.3  Second, existing theoretical criteria drawn from 

the literature imply that combinations of factors are the key to explaining which groups tend to 

be more or less successful in their efforts to influence U.S. foreign policy.  Third, the large 

number of criteria advanced in the literature, coupled with the current tendency to add criteria 

when examining new cases, implies that there may be multiple paths toward both success and 

failure.  Finally, though there are exceptions, existing literature tends to classify groups as either 

more or less successful at influencing U.S. foreign policy.4  This means that the existing 

qualitative data are already comparatively dichotomized.  

Crisp Set Data and Analysis  

 Crisp set QCA uses Boolean algebra to examine each cluster of causal and outcome 

conditions (Ragin 2000). These clusters can then be compared across cases to determine which 

set(s) of conditions are driving general outcomes.  QCA also uses Boolean logic to reduce all 
                                                 
3 One could argue that that optimal way to deal with the small-n problem inherent in this area of research is to 
increase the n by using the attempt at influence as the unit of analysis.  The immediate problem is that the data 
become highly skewed toward those groups that make the most attempts at influencing U.S. foreign policy. Pro 
Israel and Cuban-American groups would dominate such an analysis.  I am in the process of compiling attempt level 
data for Israeli/Jewish-American and Cuban-American groups. The current study, however, is designed to examine 
existing criteria across a larger number of ethnic identity groups.  
4 No diasporic group, of course, is completely successful or unsuccessful in its attempts to influence U.S. foreign 
policy.  There is a clear dividing line, however, in most existing case studies that separates more successful groups 
from less successful groups.  
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observed causal combinations of variables into the simplest possible logical combination or 

combinations.  In the present study, the result should be a more parsimonious statement about the 

cluster or clusters of factors that actually drive successful influence.  

 Crisp set QCA (QCA with dichotomous variables) requires several steps.  First, as in any 

data analysis technique, one must identify the relevant dependent and independent variables.  

Second, that data must be coded dichotomously.  In the context of the current study, this means 

that cases are coded according to whether they possess “more” or “less” of a characteristic.5  In 

this study, the unit of analysis is the ethnic identity group.  Third, one must construct a truth table 

consisting of all possible combinations of outcomes.  This includes outcomes that are not present 

in existing data.  Finally, one uses a Boolean algorithm to simplify the combinations as much as 

possible with respect to positive outcomes on the dependent variable.   

 I draw the dependent and independent variables from the relevant literature outlined 

above.  The dependent variable is the relative success of the diasporic community in its attempts 

to influence U.S. foreign policy (coded 1 for relative success and 0 for relative failure).  I discuss 

coding rules and sources of data below.  The immediate problem with the independent variables 

is that there are more criteria for successful influence in the literature than there are cases with 

adequate available qualitative data.  As a result, I begin by selecting the seven most widely cited 

criteria for successful influence cited in the literature.  However, the data necessary to code cases 

according to whether or not they focus their lobbying activities on Congress (the relative 

                                                 
5 Coding in this manner results in a net loss of information.  It is important to recognize, however, that much of the 
existing literature treating the impact of ethnic identity groups on U.S. foreign policy implicitly uses a dichotomous 
coding scheme (see e.g. Ahrari 1987).  Much of the comparative literature in this area already examines cases based 
on the degree to which they possess “more” or “less” of a characteristic.  In this context, QCA provides a way to 
more rigorously examine the correlates of influence without loosing a disproportionate amount of information in the 
process.  In addition, QCA results in less information loss than regular dichotomous variable schemes as a result of 
its ability to examine complex constellations of conditions (Pennings 2003). 
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permeability criteria) is lacking.6  As a result, I limit my analysis to the six most commonly cited 

criteria in the literature.  The criteria included in the analysis as independent variables are, one 

contextual criteria (strategic convergence), and five attribute based criteria (political unity, 

numerical significance, organizational strength, level of political activity on U.S. foreign policy 

issues and partial assimilation).  Available qualitative data allow for an analysis of ten total 

cases.  As a result, the following ethnic identity groups are examined in the study: Israeli, Arab, 

Greek, Armenian, African-American, Polish, Eastern European, Latino, Mexican and Cuban.7  

Dichotomous Coding Rules  

 In an effort to take advantage of the depth inherent in existing case studies, I code each 

case according to whether it possesses more or less of a given attribute based on qualitative 

evaluations found within the existing literature.  The current study draws on the following coding 

rules: 

1. When scholars are unanimous in findings with respect to a given variable, the variable is 
coded accordingly.  For example, the existing literature appears to be unanimous in 
declaring that the Jewish/Israeli identity group possesses the organizational strength 
characteristic. 

 
2. When there is disagreement amongst scholars on the dependent or independent variables, 

I attempt to find the source of the disagreement and standardize the measure qualitatively 
across studies.  For example, Shain (1994-95) appears to consider African Americans 
successful in their efforts to influence U.S. foreign policy.  Walters (1987) argues that 
African Americans are largely unsuccessful.  Upon further inspection, however, it is clear 
that the conflicting interpretations are dependent on the breath of the study.  African 
Americans were successful on the issue of sanctions against South Africa.  However, 
they have been largely unsuccessful in almost every other attempt to influence U.S. 
foreign policy (see Rogers 1993). Since the modal African American study measures 
success and failure across multiple attempts at influence (as opposed to determining the 
level of success with reference to the “most important” attempt) I also code the dependent 
variable based on the aggregate level of influence.  As a result, I place African Americans 
into the “less successful category.”  

                                                 
6 The data are primarily lacking for two reasons.  First, every group lobbies Congress more than it lobbies the 
executive.  In this sense, there is no variation in this independent variable.  Second, the information necessary to 
determine the ratio of legislative to executive influence attempts for each group is lacking. 
7 Though Poles are part of the subset of Eastern Europeans while Mexicans, as well as Cubans, are part of the subset 
of Latinos, the literature on ethnic identity influence often considers these groups separately.  
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3.  At times, disagreements in the literature cannot be explained away using frame of 

reference issues.  In these cases, I resort to “majority rule” by tabulating the total number 
of scholars on each side of the debate.  For example, on the issue of Armenian-American 
influence, four scholars consider the group successful while one considers the group 
unsuccessful.  Since the disagreement is not based on a reference that can be 
standardized, I code the case as successful based on the majority opinion.8   

 
Disagreements over measurement and coding are not uncommon in qualitative studies.  

Table 2 lists each of the cases, accompanied by the case studies used for coding purposes. Table 

3 contains the partial truth table configurations for the QCA analysis of ethnic minority influence 

on U.S. foreign policy.  Only those combinations that exist in the data are included in the partial 

truth table.9   

------------------------------ 
Insert Table 2 here 

                 ----------------------------- 

------------------------------ 
Insert Table 3 here 

                 ------------------------------ 

 Of the 64 possible unique combinations of binary combinations, eight exist empirically in 

the data. The Latino case and the Mexican case share identical variable configurations, as do the 

African-American and East European groups.  While these cases are separated on the partial 

truth table, they are grouped for the Boolean minimization procedure that follows.  

Results Based on Boolean Minimization of the Truth Table 

 Boolean minimization uses a logic that is similar to experimental research (Ragin 1989).  

The process is similar to an idealized form of the most similar systems comparative research 

design.  For example, the Israeli and Armenian cases share identical scores on every variable but 

strategic convergence.  Therefore, in a comparison between only the Israeli and Armenian group, 
                                                 
8 Fortunately, there were no “ties” amongst scholars in cases where I was forced to resort to “majority rule.”   
9 The full QCA analysis draws on an examination of all logically possible combinations of variables.  As a result, 
both successes and failures play a role in logical minimization.  This is necessary to increase the validity of Boolean 
analysis in the presence of limited empirical diversity (Ragin 1989).   
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we can eliminate strategic convergence as an explanatory factor.  The Boolean algorithm 

continues these pair wise comparisons across the truth table.10    The process ends when no 

further minimizations are logically possible.  All that remains are the prime implicants.  In this 

case, the prime implicants are those factors that support successful influence.  

 Table 4 provides the minimization results of the crisp-set QCA.  Application of the 

Quine-McCluskey reduced the truth table from eight unique configurations to three logically 

minimal configurations.  In the table, lowercase letters correspond with a lesser quantity of the 

criterion while uppercase letter indicate a greater quantity of the criterion in question.  In 

Boolean notation, the symbol “*” is equivalent to the term “and.”  Hence, the sequence 

“convergence*UNITY*ACTIVITY*ORGANIZATION*ASSIMILATION” is equivalent to the 

saying that influence occurs in one set of cases when strategic convergence is absent and 

political unity, high levels of activity, organizational strength and partial assimilation are present. 

------------------------------ 
Insert Table 4 here 

                 ------------------------------ 

 No individual factor accounts for successful foreign policy success across the 10 cases.  

However, two of the attribute-based criteria drawn from the literature (organizational strength 

and high levels of political activity on U.S. foreign policy issues) are present in each of the three 

configurations. This indicates that organizational strength and high levels of political activity are 

necessary conditions for successful diasporic influence.  QCA results indicate that none of the 

criteria advanced in the literature are sufficient to explain influence. Given the number of criteria 

advanced in the existing literature as correlates of ethnic identity group influence, the isolation of 

                                                 
10  I use the Quine-McCluskey algorithm for the reduction of truth tables.  The Quine-McCluskey algorithm is 
available as a command in the software program FS/QCA version 2.0.  The software can be downloaded for 
replication purposes at http://www.u.arizona.edu/~cragin/fsQCA/software.shtml.  
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two necessary conditions suggests that ethnic identity groups are able to overcome other 

deficiencies by effectively organizing for influence and mobilizing their membership.   

Configuration One 

 Turning to the cases that correspond to each minimized configuration provides several 

important insights into the factors that drive successful foreign policy influence across the cases 

under consideration.  The first configuration contains two cases that share the advantages of 

more internal unity, numerical significance in key areas, high levels of political activity, 

organizational strength and partial assimilation.  This configuration includes the Armenian and 

Israeli cases.  It is important to note that the strategic convergence factor does not come into play 

in this configuration.  The fact that the Israeli identity group’s objectives normally converge with 

U.S. strategic interests while the Armenian identity group’s objectives often diverge with U.S. 

strategic interests renders strategic convergence logically irrelevant in this configuration since 

each of the other characteristics is shared between the cases.   

 This does not mean, of course, that strategic convergence is irrelevant in explaining 

ethnic minority influence.  The results simply suggest that strategic convergence is neither 

necessary nor sufficient to generate influence. It is more of a surprise that strategic convergence 

is not a necessary condition (i.e. present in all cases of successful influence) given its emphasis 

in the literature.   

A closer examination of the literature, however, reveals that may be at least two potential 

factors driving the absence of strategic convergence as a necessary condition.  First, as Smith 

(2000) suggests, ethnic identity groups have become more effective at framing their preferred 

policy option as falling within U.S. strategic interests.  We can examine this argument in the 

context of the decision by the U.S. Congress to impose sanctions against Turkey in response to 

the Turkish invasion of Cyprus.  The Greek case falls within a different factor configuration, but 



 16

it shares with the Armenian case a lack of strategic convergence. Watanabe (1984) argues 

cogently that the Greek identity group in the United States was successful in its attempt have 

sanctions placed on Turkey in response to the invasion of Cyprus in part because of its ability to 

convince Congress that humanitarian concerns were part of the national interest.  The fact that 

national interests have been conceptualized as non-operational goals is probably helpful in this 

regard (George and Keohane 1980).11 

Second, the strategic convergence criterion, as advanced in the literature, tells us little 

about what exactly constitutes U.S. strategic interests. De la Garza (1987) suggests that Greek 

success in the Turkish episode was possible, in part, because the U.S. was not directly involved 

in the dispute.  This suggests that the strategic convergence criterion may be important, but only 

in a narrow sense.  U.S. foreign policy decision makers, especially in Congress, may define the 

strategic interest narrowly enough to provide broad policy space for diasporic influence.12  At the 

very least, the preceding discussion suggests that broad interpretation of the strategic 

convergence criteria may be unwarranted.  

Configuration Two 

 Configuration two contains only the Cuban case.  The Cuban case combines the presence 

of strategic convergence, numerical significance in an important area, high levels of activity, and 

organizational strength with a lack of political unity and low levels of partial assimilation.   The 

Cuban diaspora is often considered the second most powerful ethnic identity group, trailing only 

the Israeli group.  As Haney and Vanderbush (1999) point out, the partial assimilation criterion 
                                                 
11 One might be tempted to argue that the Greek case should then be coded as “convergent” since they convinced 
Congress that sanctions against Turkey were within U.S. national interest.  In addition to the tautological nature of 
this argument, members of the Ford administration were nearly unanimous in their belief that sanctions were 
contrary to U.S. national interests.   In coding the case, I did not encounter a single argument in the case studies 
indicating that imposing sanctions against Turkey was within U.S. national interests.  That U.S. decision not to 
recognize Macedonia in partial response to Greek pressure is a second, though less salient, example.   
12 A narrow conception of strategic interests could explain why Armenian interests were able to convince Congress 
to act in a way that strained U.S. relations with Turkey on the issues of the Armenian Genocide Resolution and 
Nagorno Karabakh provides a second potential example.   
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applies poorly to Cubans.  While their number is decreasing, many Cubans, especially older 

Cubans, consider themselves political exiles.  This lowers the potential for partial assimilation.  

At the same time, many younger Cubans are more than willing to assimilate, to the point where 

attitudes toward the Castro regime amongst many Cubans living in the U.S. have moderated.  

Both over-assimilation and under-assimilation are identified in the literature impediments to 

successful influence.  

 In spite of its assimilation issues, the literature continues to treat the Cuban diaspora as a 

powerful group.  What does this tell us about partial assimilation as a predictor of influence?  It 

is important to recognize that the partial assimilation criterion was developed and refined based 

on comparisons between the Israeli case and the Arab and Irish cases (see Ahrari 1987; Uslander 

1998).  It is true that the literature has reached a concensus that the Israeli identity group meets 

the partial assimilation criteria while the Arab and Irish groups do not (for opposite reasons).  It 

is also true, however, that the Israeli case is 100% overdetermined (Haney and Vanderbush 

1999) while the Arab case is 100% underdetermined (see Uslander 1998).  The former case 

possesses all of the criteria, while the latter case possesses none.  This makes it impossible to 

determine the relative significance of partial assimilation unless one examines other cases.  

When subjected to QCA, partial assimilation is present in two configurations, but absent in 

another. This suggests that partial assimilation is not necessary for influence to occur.  It appears 

that the presence of numerical significance, high levels of political activity, strategic 

convergence and organizational strength can overcome the absence of partial assimilation.   

 We find the same situation in configuration two with regard to unity.  The Cuban 

diaspora is fragmented both by region and by age (Fernandez 1987).  How does a partially 

fractured Cuban diaspora enjoy continued influence?  It is quite possible that the unity criterion, 

much like the strategic convergence criterion, is a much narrower constraint than is suggested by 
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the literature. As Fernandez (1987) points out, Cubans in and around Miami appear much more 

unified on the Cuba issue than do significant Cuban populations in New York or New Jersey.  

The fact that the greatest degree of Cuban organizational strength exists in Florida may be why 

the Cuban American National Foundation continues to enjoy success.  In other words it may be 

possible to compensate for a lack of political unity with a strong organizational apparatus that 

works for the benefit of the unified portion of the group.  The preceding discussion about unity 

suggests that the criterion may need to be revised. 

Configuration Three 

 Configuration three combines the presence of unity, activity, organization and partial 

assimilation with the absence of strategic convergence.  Configuration three contains the Greek 

case. Numerical significance is completely excluded from the list of prime implicants as a result 

of the Boolean simplification.  As I mentioned in my discussion of configuration one, it is 

possible that strategic convergence is evidence of influence, rather than a predictor of influence.  

It is also possible, as was the case with the Armenian ethnic identity group, that not all strategic 

considerations are created equal.   

Conclusion 

 The current study represents an initial attempt to generalize a set of diasporic influence 

criteria across a broader set of cases.  Existing literature, which has provided ample qualitative 

data to undertake such an analysis, tends to focus on one or two cases.  As a result, existing 

explanations of diasporic influence are often overdetermined. Qualitative comparative analysis 

offers the opportunity to undertake a more rigorous analysis of a larger number of cases, while 

maintaining the combinatorial logic that represents a powerful advantage of qualitative case 

studies.   
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 Overall, my results suggest that the number of contextual and attribute-based criteria that 

actually drive ethnic minority influence may be smaller than anticipated.  In future research, 

special attention is owed to organizational strength and political activity, which appear to have a 

consistent impact on diasporic success across a wide range of configurations.  Future research 

must also look more carefully at the strategic convergence criterion that is widely accepted in the 

existing literature, but was either absent or minimized out of 2 of the 3 configurations. I have 

suggested that the strategic convergence criterion ought to be revised to reflect the possibility 

that strategic convergence may be evidence of, rather than a determinant of, diasporic influence.  

 Future research must also add to the number of cases under consideration.  In the current 

study, several ethnic identity groups were excluded due to lack of qualitative data on the six 

independent variables included in the analysis.  Increasing the number of cases would also make 

it possible to take advantage of partial set memberships using “fuzzy set” QCA (Ragin 2000).  

Consideration of partial set memberships is especially useful in the study of diasporic interests, 

where groups rarely fall completely into one category (though they can be grouped according to 

whether they possess “more” or “less” of a characteristic).   

 In spite of its limitations, however the current study represents an important contribution 

to the literature on ethnic minority interests and U.S. foreign policy.  The addition of a new 

methodological lens through which to examine the issue of diasporic influence should lend 

clarity to the existing debate within the literature.  If Glazer and Moynihan’s (1975) assertions 

about the power of ethnic interests are correct, understanding the various paths to ethnic 

influence will continue to play an important role in the broader study of domestic politics and 

U.S. foreign policy. 



 20

Table 1: Ethnic Minority Influence Criteria, Frequencies and Refutations  

 

Criteria Number of References Number of Whole or Partial 
Refutations 

Political Unity 10 0 
Strategic Convergence 8 1 (Partial) 
Numerical Significance 8 0 
Organizational Strength 6 0 
Relative Permeability  6 0 
Partial Assimilation 5 1 (Partial) 

High Level of Activity 5 0 
Public Convergence 5 2 (Whole) 

Weak Opposition 4 0 
Financial Resources 4 0 
Legitimate Tactics 2 0 
Alliance Building 2 0 

Diasporic Empathy 1 0 
Sectoral Dominance 1 0 
Preserve Status Quo 1 0 
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Table 2: Cases and Data Sources 

 

Case Sources Consulted for Coding 

Israeli Ahrari (1987a); Ahrari (1987b); Ambrosio (2002a); Bard (1987); Shain 
(1994-95); Shain and Cofman Wittes (2002); Smith (2000) Spiegel (1987); 
Trice (1978); Trice (1981) Uslander (1998) 

Arab Ahrari (1987a) Ahrari (1987b); Lindsay (2002); Shain (1994-95); Spiegel 
(1987); Trice (1978); Trice (1981) Uslander (1998) 

Greek Ambrosio (2002a); Hackett (1981); Halley (1985); Lindsay (2002); Shain 
(1994-95); Smith (2000); Uslander (1998); Watanabe (1984) 

Armenian Ambrosio (2002b); Shain and Cofman Wittes (2002); Smith (2000); 
Lindsay (2002) 

African-American Challenor (1981); Dickson (1996); Rogers (1993); Scott and Osman 
(2002); Shain (1994-95); Smith (2000); Walters (1987) 

Polish Ahrari (1987b); Garrett (1978); Garrett (1981); Kruszewski (1987); 
Uslander (1998)  

Eastern European Garrett (1978); Garrett (1981); Lindsay (2002); Smith (2000); Uslander 
(1998) 

Latino Jones-Correa (2002); Lindsay (2002); Rendón (1981); Uslander (1998);  

Cuban Fernandez (1987); Haney and Vanderbush (1999); Lindsay (2002); Rendón 
(1981); Shain (1994-95); Smith (2000); Uslander (1998) 

Mexican De La Garza (1987); Smith (2000) 
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  Table 3: Partial Truth Table Configurations for QCA of Ethnic Minority Influence 

 
 Convergence Unity Numerous Activity Organization Assimilation Influence (DV) 
Israeli 1 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Greek 0 1 0 1 1 1 1 
Armenian 0 1 1 1 1 1 1 
Cuban 1 0 1 1 1 0 1 
African-American 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Polish 0 0 1 1 1 1 0 
East European 0 0 1 0 0 1 0 
Latino 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Mexican 0 0 1 0 0 0 0 
Arab 0 0 0 0 0 0 0 
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Table 4: QCA Minimization Results 

 
Configuration Factors* Applicable 

Cases 
1 UNITY*NUMEROUS*ACTIVITY*ORGANIZATION*ASSIMILIATION Armenian; 

Israeli  
2 CONVERGENCE*unity*NUMEROUS*ACTIVITY*ORGANIZATION*assimilation Cuban 
3 convergence*UNITY*ACTIVITY*ORGANIZATION*ASSIMILIATION Greek 

*Upper case words indicate that the case possesses more of the factor; lower case letters indicate that the case possesses less of 
the factor.  Prime implicants are based on analysis of all possible combinations, not simply those that appear in successful cases.   
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