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ABSTRACT

This PhD project seeks to understand under whiaidiions immigrants in Germany
engage in collective action in order to challenge tlisadvantageous living conditions.
Discrimination in employment, housing, and schapimight be some of the disadvantageous
conditions which immigrants may face in everyddg In Germany €.g, Caglar, 2001; De
Jong, 2001; Kalter & Granato, 2002). That is to, $hg reciprocal desire to initiate migration
processes after the WW-II, resulted in conflictretations between immigrants and Germans
when immigrants decided to settle down (Abadan-JJ2@d2; Cohen, 1987; Marshall, 2000;
Soysal, 1994; Penninx, 1982). To date, the topimigration and migrants has been the focus
of various social scientific studies; however, thbas not been much research on collective
action of immigrants in general, and immigrantsrfrdurkey, in particular. By “immigrants
from Turkey”, we mean people who migrated from Taykto Germany, but are not

necessarily Turkish nationals.

We take collective action as any action that isedoy a group membee.Q, an immigrant)
in order to favor the group interests or to enhatheecollective status of a disadvantaged
group €.g., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 1997; Rweéc, 2004; Veenstra &
Haslam, 2000; Wright, 2001, 2003; Wrigttt al., 1990), which does not necessarily exclude
the individuals’ interests or status enhancemeatud, any action which is initiated to favor
individual interests may also serve enhancing thiéective interests or status. Therefore,
independent from the initial motivation, collectigetion occurs when at the end a collective
gain is reached. Related to this, collective acti@y be done either individuallg.g, signing
a petition) or within the groupe(g, marching in a demonstration) as some scholargearg
(e.g, Wright, 2001, 2003).

The social identity theory (SIT; Tajfel & Turner986) puts forward that conflict between
groups make group membership highly salient for gh®up members. In this respect, the
intergroup relations between Germans and immigrantsGermany make the group
membership salient to the immigrants. Beyond thatttiadic relation between immigrants,
their homelands, and the country of their settleémempacts the social identities of the
immigrants (Koopmans & Statham, 2001). As ingrodentification with a disadvantaged
group is one of the crucial factors affecting ocfie action (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), we
measured ingroup identification with country ofgoani as well as withAuslanderin the

present work Besides, we assessed identification with Germaas @dvantaged group) to
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examine its effect on collective action. Followitige distinction by some scholars.d,
Klandermanst al, 2002, 2004) we furthermore distinguished ingralgntification into the
affective and the behavioral components that warassthat different components affect on

collective action either as a mediator or a moderat

Relying on SIT, we are interested in the questiow lan individual immigrant values him
or herself if the immigrant group is devaluated@s-status or disadvantageous in the host
society. According to SIT, social change/compatitis one of the strategies that might be
chosen in order to maintain a positive social idenThis strategy refers to improving the
overall societal situation of a group held in lotatas or esteem. It is necessary to consider
three sets of conditions (belief system) in ordeanderstand how members of disadvantaged
groups will act: perception of permeability abobe tintergroup boundaries, perception of
legitimacy and of stability about the intergroupatas relations. Based on SIT
conceptualization, we assume that if immigrantc@ee the intergroup boundaries between
immigrants and Germans as impermeable and thegmotge relations as insecure (illegitimate
and unstable), then it is more likely for them ®&rqeive conflict and engage in collective
action. But, the few attempts having been condusi#id other than immigrant groups which
include all three belief system variables (percgipermeability, legitimacy, and stability)
indicate inconsistent finding®e.Q., Ellemerset al., 1993; Mummendet al., 1996, 1999b;
Boen & Vanbeselare, 2000, 2002). Therefore, inpitesent work we tested these relations in

the context of migration.

Another important factor affecting collective acties perceived grievances.g, Kelly &
Breinlinger, 1996; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; Pet&vgr 1986; Simon & Klanderman, 2001).
One of the perceived grievances is the percepfiahsarimination and another is the relative
deprivation. The level at which perceived discriation occurs has specific behavioral
implications: Perceived discrimination against ¢fneup as a whole leads to collective action,
whereas perceived discrimination against the persassociated with individual behavior
(e.g.,Foster & Matheson, 1995; Lalonde & Cameron, 1984nilarly, two forms of relative
deprivation (RD) have been shown as yielding funelatally different responses: Personal
RD is likely to elicit experience of stress, whijoup RD seems to be an important precursor
for collective action €.g, Dubé-Simard & Guimond, 1986; Vanneman & Pettigré®72;
Walker & Mann, 1987). Relatively few studies havevastigated perceived group
discrimination and group RD in relation with colliee action; and they show inconsistent

results.



Moreover, some scholars propose an integrative htbde brings together the theories of
self-categorization, social identity, and relatideprivation (Ellemers 2001; Kawakami &
Dion, 1992; Wright 2001, 2003). To us another abldactor is the causal attribution of
grievances, because it has been shown that in piregnoollective action it is decisive to
attribute the causes of grievances to externabfacg.g, Gurin et al., 1969, Kluegel &
Smith, 1986; Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Taylor & Witman, 1984), which is called
system-blame.

Consequently, in the present research we assurhéhthbehavioral component of ingroup
identification positively mediates between percdivdiscrimination and collective action,
whereas the affective component of ingroup idesdtfon positively moderates this
relationship. Moreover, in our model we think ofrgaved grievances (perceived group
discrimination and group RD) to affect collectiveian of immigrants via attribution process
(system-blame): The more an immigrant attributes risasons of perceived grievances to
system the more that person engages in collectitiena Moreover, relying on SIT which
argues that social and historical contexts inflgetie choice of mobility strategies (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986; Turneet al.,1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1996), we suppose that cishé is one
of those important social contexts. Because cifhgnis a key issue in terms of intergroup
perceptions and behaviore.q, Alba, 2005; Koopmans & Statham, 2001), and id$e#o
status differentiation within immigrant groups. Tére, we assume that belief system of the
immigrants (perception of less permeable intergroopndaries, perception of less legitimate
status of Germans, and perception of less stalilrgmoup relations) is moderated by

citizenship status of them.

We conducted two cross-sectional studies in ordeest our hypotheses. The first study
involved a secondary analysis of the data from farotesource (German Youth Institute). It
was plausible to do the first analyses with thisadset because this dafsuSlandersurvey97
had been conducted with a relatively large sampi@mong immigrants from Turkey living in
Germany, and it involved a set of variables (peweidiscrimination, identification with
one’s country of origin, and collective action) ttiveere of relevance to our research. The
participants were young adult immigrants (N = 82@p were in the age range between 18 to
25 years. In the second study, we included furtlaeiables as relative deprivation, system-
blame and belief system (perceived permeabilitgitimacy, and stability) which were
assumed to have effects on collective action. Téeorsd study involved immigrants (N =

193) in the age group of 18-31 years.



In the first study, we showed that the behaviooshponent of identification with country of
origin mediates between perceived personal relgidigscrimination and collective action.
However, in the second study this mediational m@ahip was not confirmed when we
inserted perceived group discrimination into thiatrenship. Moreover, our findings of the
first study showed that the affective componentidentification with country of origin
marginally moderates the effects of perceived digo@ation (in public and due to nationality)
on collective action. Apart from that, the resutié Study 1 showed that interest in
naturalization moderates the effect of the behavioomponent of identification with the
country of origin on collective action albeit wegkiThese moderation effects were not

confirmed in Study 2.

In the second study, we found that system-blameiatesibetween perceived group-level
grievances (perceived group discrimination and gred) and collective action; immigrants
who weakly identify with their country of origin p&cipate more in collective action when
they have a Turkish citizenship. On the contraimgrgy identifiers with their country of origin
participate more in collective action when theychalGerman citizenship.

We discuss our results regarding social psychotbggries that we base ourselves in this
research. However, in order to conclude the diffeeebetween the findings of Study 1 and 2
safely, and to identify the resource of the diffexe, we suggest measuring both personal and
group levels of discrimination simultaneously withore appropriate measures. These
measures should clearly differentiate between ¢hwel$ of discrimination, especially when
discrimination is about one’s nationality and redig Furthermore, testing one integrative
model that simultaneously embraces both mediataord moderations is recommended to
understand the actual processes and mechanisnisgéadollective action of immigrants.

Xi



ZUSAMMENFASSUNG

Mit dieser Dissertation wollen wir herausarbeitenter welchen Bedingungen in Deutschland
lebenden Immigrantinnen kollektiv Handeln, um dierhandenen Benachteiligungen zu
Uberwinden. Diskriminierung auf dem Arbeits- und WNMangsmarkt sowie im
Bildungssystem stellen nur einige der Benachtailggan dar, mit denen Immigrantinnen in
ihrem alltdglichem Leben konfrontiert werden (z@aglar, 2001; De Jong, 2001; Kalter &
Granato, 2002). Das Interesse, nach dem zweiterikkiégl den Migrationsprozess zu
initiileren, hat zu Konflikten zwischen Immigrantem und Deutschen geflihrt, sobald die
Immigrantinnen sich dazu entschlossen haben, sideutschland niederzulassen (Abadan-
Unat, 2002; Cohen, 1987; Marshall, 2000; Soysaf4i%enninx, 1982). Migration und
Migrantinnen sind bis heute Gegenstand von vielenziabvissenschaftlichen
Untersuchungen. Allerdings gibt es nur wenige Wuehungen, die sich mit kollektivem
Handeln von Immigrantinnen ganz generell, und Imamgnnen aus der Turkei im
speziellen beschaftigt haben. Mit “Immigrantinness @er Tirkei* meinen wir Personen, die

aus der Turkei nach Deutschland emigriert sindadier nicht unbedingt Turkinnen sind.

Kollektives Handelnd definieren wir als eine Hamju die von einem Mitglied einer
Gruppe (z.B. Immigrantinn) ausgeibt wird, um diéetassen der Gruppe zu beginstigen
oder um den kollektiven Status der benachteilig@muppe zu erhéhen (z.B. Kelly &
Breinlinger, 1996; Klandermans, 1997; Reicher, 20@denstra & Haslam, 2000; Wright,
2001, 2003; Wright et al., 1990), was nicht zwaagsg die individuellen Interessen oder die
Anhebung des individuellen Status ausschliel3t. Jaledlung zugunsten der individuellen
Interessen kann auch dazu dienen, die kollektimégréssen zu bedienen oder den Status zu
erhohen. Daher sprechen wir immer dann von kollekti Handeln, wenn am Ende ein
kollektives Ziel erreicht wird, unabhangig von danfanglichen Motivation. Kollektives
Handeln kann, wie von einigen Forschern vertretem (z.B. Wright, 2001, 2003), eine
individuelle Handlung sein (z.B. die Unterzeichueger Petition) oder innerhalb von

Gruppen auftreten (z.B. die Beteiligung an einewtéatmarsch).

Nach der Theorie der sozialen Identitat (SIT; TlagfeTurner, 1986) wird die Salienz der
Gruppenmitgliedschaft durch den Konflikt zwischeru@en erhoht. Daher sollten durch die
konfliktare Intergruppenbeziehung zwischen Deutsalmed Immigrantinnen in Deutschland
die Gruppenmitgliedschaft fir die Immigrantinneriesd sein. Darlber hinaus wird die
soziale Identitdt der Immigrantinnen von der trsatlen Beziehung zwischen

Immigrantinnen, ihrem Heimatland und dem Gastlaerdiriflusst (Koopmans & Statham,
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2001). Da die Identifikation mit der benachteiligté&sruppe einer der entscheidenden
Faktoren ist, die kollektives Handeln beeinflusggjfel & Turner, 1986), haben wir die
Identifikation mit dem Heimatland wie auch die Itd&kation mit den in Deutschland
lebenden Auslandern gemessen. Zusatzlich haberjedach auch die Identifikation mit
Deutschen (d.h. der nicht-benachteiligten Grupmehessen, um ihre Effekte auf kollektives
Handeln zu untersuchen. Darlber hinaus haben wischen einer affektiven und einer
behavioralen Komponente der Identifikation unteisgén (z.B. Klandermans et al., 2002,
2004), da wir davon ausgehen, dass diese verscleed&omponenten unterschiedliche

Effekte auf kollektives Handeln, sowohl als Medratoe auch als Moderator, austben.

Basierend auf der SIT interessiert uns die Fraggelchem Ausmald Immigrantinnen sich
selbst wertschatzen, wenn die Gruppe der Immigmaeti in der Aufnahmegesellschaft
abgewertet bzw. benachteiligt wird. Nach der SIT siszialer Wandel/Wettstreit eine der
Strategien, die gewahlt werden kénnen, um eindipesioziale Identitat aufrecht zu erhalten.
Diese Strategie zielt darauf ab, die soziale Siunaginer Gruppe mit niedrigem sozialem
Status insgesamt zu andern. Hierbei ist es notweddei Bedingungen (Glaubenssystem) zu
berticksichtigen, um zu verstehen, in welcher Ad Weise Mitglieder von benachteiligten
Gruppen sich verhalten: (Wahrgenommene) Permeitbiier Gruppengrenzen sowie die
Legitimitat und Stabilitdt der Statusbeziehungenseghen den Gruppen. Abgeleitet aus der
SIT nehmen wir an, dass Immigrantinnen dann Kot#likvahrnehmen und kollektives
Handeln zeigen, wenn sie die Intergruppengrenzaschen Immigranten und Deutschen als
impermeabel und die Intergruppenbeziehungen alsichars (illegitim und unstabil)
wahrnehmen. Bisherige Untersuchungen, die nicht Elgtus auf Immigrantinnen hatten,
liefern hierzu allerdings inkonsistente Ergebnigsg., Ellemers et al., 1993; Mummendey et
al., 1996, 1999b; Boen & Vanbeselare, 2000, 20b2Her vorliegenden Arbeit prifen wir

diese Annahme im Kontext der Migration.

Die wahrgenommenen Missstande bilden einen weiteveaitigen Faktor mit einem
Einfluss auf kollektives Handeln hat (z.B. Kelly Breinlinger, 1996; Lalonde & Cameron,
1994; Pettigrew, 1986; Simon & Klanderman, 200lheEdieser mdglichen Missstande ist
die Wahrnehmung von Diskriminierung, eine weitererelative Deprivation. Die Ebene, auf
der Diskriminierung wahrgenommen wird, hat speeifes Implikationen fir das Verhalten:
Wahrgenommene Diskriminierung der gesamten Gruppet fzu kollektivem Handeln,
wahrgenommene Diskriminierung der eigenen Pers@egtn zu individuellem Verhalten
(z.B. Foster & Matheson, 1995; Lalonde & Camero®94). Ganz ahnlich erzeugen zwei

verschiedene Formen relativer Deprivation (RD) rsdeiedliche Verhaltensreaktionen:

Xiii



Personale RD fuhrt mit groRerer WahrscheinlichkeiStress, fraternale RD scheint dagegen
eine wichtige Voraussetzung fur kollektives Handalnsein (z.B. Dubé-Simard & Guimond,
1986; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Walker & Mann8ZP Nur wenige Studien haben die
wahrgenommene Diskriminierung der Eigengruppe uadrdternale RD als Pradiktoren von

kollektivem Handeln untersucht, wobei sie zu urtieiedlichen Ergebnissen gelangten.

Schliel3lich hat eine Reihe von Forscherinnen etegmatives Modell vorgeschlagen,
welches die Theorien der Selbstkategorisierung,, Siid RD zusammenbringen soll
(Ellemers 2001; Kawakami & Dion, 1992; Wright 20@D03). Unserer Ansicht nach ist die
Attribution der Missstande ein weiterer wichtigeakkor, da gezeigt werden konnte, dass
kollektives Handeln wahrscheinlicher wird, wenn dlesachen der Missstande auf externe
Faktoren attribuiert werden (z.B. Gurin et al., 99&luegel & Smith, 1986; Simon &

Klandermans, 2001; Taylor & McKirnan, 1984), was @ystem blaming“ bezeichnet wird.

In der vorliegenden Arbeit nehmen wir an, dass D&haviorale Komponente der
Identifikation positiv zwischen der wahrgenommensKdiminierung und kollektivem
Handeln mediiert, dagegen die affektive Komponeshee Identifikation diese Beziehung
moderiert. Weiterhin  nehmen wir an, dass die walwgenenen Missstéande
(wahrgenommene Diskriminierung der Gruppe und frete RD) kollektives Handeln der
Immigrantinnen Uber Attribuierungsprozesse (,systelaming“) beeinflusst: Je mehr ein/e
Immigrantin die Ursachen fir die wahrgenommen Mésde dem System zuschreibt, desto
eher wird diese Person auch kollektives HandelgezeiAbgeleitet aus der SIT, die annimmt,
dass der soziale und historische Rahmen die Matsiitrategien beeinflusst (Tajfel & Turner,
1986; Turner et al., 1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1996jymen wir an, dass die Staatsblrgerschaft
eine dieser wichtigen Rahmen bildet. Die Staatstrgghaft beeinflusst die
Intergruppenwahrnehmungen und das Verhalten (zlBa,A2005; Koopmans & Statham,
2001) und fuhrt zu Statusunterschieden zwischenigmamtengruppen. Wir nehmen daher an,
dass das Glaubenssystem der Immigrantinnen (Watmunadp geringer Permeabilitdt der
Intergruppengrenzen, Wahrnehmung geringer Leg#imdes Status der Deutschen und
Wahrnehmung geringer Stabilitéat der Intergruppembemgen) moderiert wird durch den

staatsbirgerlichen Status der Immigrantinnen.

Zur Prifung der Annahmen haben wir zwei quersdietig Untersuchungen durchgefinhrt.
Die erste Studie ist eine Sekundaranalyse von Dates Deutschen Jugendinstituts
(Auslandersurvey 97). Dieser Datensatz beinhalieé eelativ grof3e Stichprobe junger

Immigrantinnen aus der Tirkei (N = 829), die in Behland leben und zwischen 18 und 25
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Jahren alt waren. Darliber hinaus beinhaltet dereri3atz eine Reihe von Variablen
(wahrgenommene Diskriminierung, ldentifikation ndiem Heimatland und kollektives

Handeln), die fir die vorliegende Arbeit von Relexaind. In einer zweiten eigenen Studie
haben wir weitere Variablen aufgenommen wie reéabeprivation, ,system-blame” und das
Glaubenssystem (wahrgenommene Permeabilitat, begiti und Stabilitat), die, wie oben

ausgefuhrt, einen Effekt auf kollektives Handelrbdra sollten. In dieser zweiten Studie
wurden Immigrantinnen (N = 193) befragt, die zwexeli8 und 31 Jahren alt waren.

In der ersten Studie konnten wir zeigen, dass ei@biorale Komponente der Identifikation
mit dem Heimatland zwischen der wahrgenommenenjvithekllen Diskriminierung
aufgrund der Religionszugehdrigkeit und kollektivetfandeln mediiert. Allerdings konnte in
der zweiten Studie diese mediierende Beziehung t nlmbstatigt werden, wenn die
wahrgenommen gruppale Diskriminierung in die Beargh aufgenommen wurde. Die
Ergebnisse der ersten Studie zeigen weiterhin, diies affektive Komponente der
Identifikation mit dem Heimatland marginal die Hffe der wahrgenommenen
Diskriminierung (in der Offentlichkeit und aufgrunder Nationalitat) und kollektiven
Handeln moderiert. Zusatzlich zeigte sich in Studein schwacher moderierender Effekt des
Interesses an der Staatsbirgerschaft auf die Bemjelzwischen der behavioralen
Komponente der Identifikation mit dem Heimatlanddukollektivem Handeln. Diese
moderierenden Effekte konnten in Studie 2 nichtdigg werden.

In der zweiten Studie konnten wir zeigen, dass tggysblame® zwischen den
wahrgenommenen Missstanden auf Gruppenebene (wetmgeene Diskriminierung der
Gruppe und fraternale RD) und kollektivem Handelrdiert. Daneben konnten wir
herausfinden, dass Immigrantinnen, die sich schwaithihrem Heimatland identifizieren,
mehr an kollektiven Handlungen teilnehmen, wenn die tlrkische Staatsbirgerschaft
besitzen. Dagegen nehmen Immigrantinnen, die sitdrk smit ihrem Heimatland
identifizieren, mehr an kollektiven Handlungen teienn sie die deutsche Staatsbirgerschaft
besitzen.

Wir diskutieren unsere Ergebnisse vor dem Hinterdruder sozialpsychologischen
Theorien, die dieser Arbeit zugrunde liegen. Um drgerschiede in den Ergebnissen von
Studie 1 und 2 zu verstehen und die Ursachen hiedidentifizieren, schlagen wir vor,
zwischen der personalen und gruppalen Ebene ddwrimisierung zu unterscheiden und
diese mit einer angemessenen Operationalisieruifyyeém Zusammenhang zu untersuchen,

insbesondere wenn die Diskriminierung die Natidéalioder die Religionszugehdrigkeit
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betrifft. Darliber hinaus ist es notwendig, ein gnégives Modell zu testen, welches sowohl
mediierende als auch moderierende Prozesse umftamstjie tatsachlichen Prozesse und

Mechanismen zu verstehen, die zu kollektivem Handeh Immigrantinnen fuhren.
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[. INTRODUCTION AND CONTEXT OF THE RESEARCH

To date, the topic of migration and migrants hasnbthe focus of various social scientific
studies. The very first question about this issua/at migration is and who immigrants are.
Several definitions have been proposed so far. é&@mple, according to the Oxford-
Reference-Online-Dictionary “migration involves t{raore or less) permanent movement of
individuals or groups across symbolic or politibalundaries into new residential areas and
communities”. Faist (2000) refers to immigrantstees people who stay abroad for more than

three months.

The factors that initiate a migration process ha@en considered to be one of the important
aspects in the migration literature. Do migrantgidte their migration voluntarily or
involuntarily? Conventionally, labor migrants arensidered to have voluntarily migrated,
and refugees and asylum seekers are classifieet@dfmigrants. Although this distinction is
still under debate, taking structural factors iatzount, which influence individual decisions,
is reasonable. Cohen (1987) argues that the dectsianigrate can be taken only under
certain conditions; therefore, it is not appropitd consider migration as a mere individual

decision (see Section 1.1.).

Another important aspect involves the issue abobkther immigrants constitute a
homogenous group or if they rather constitute @rogenous group which includes people
from various backgrounds (from different classesndgrs, ethnicities, and religiomesc).
Various immigrant groups arriving in receiving ctues already have diverse backgrounds
and existing identities. After migration, upward @ownward mobility processes in their
socio-economic conditions persist (Portes, 1994)d #heir ‘old’ and ‘new’ identities
“negotiate” (Ethier & Deaux, 1994). These aspects @nsidered in more details in the

sections 1.2. and 1.3.

Although this PhD project seeks a multi-disciplyyarew on migration and migrants, social
psychological frames and approaches will be usathtierstand under which conditions low-
status people (in the present research immigran®ermany) engage in collective actions in
order to challenge the disadvantageous living damd. The rationale and motivation behind
this conduct is that there has not been much relsear collective action of immigrants in
general, and immigrants from TurKeyin particular. Rather, most of the studies about
immigrants deal with the political (and social)dgtation of immigrants into the dominant

! By “immigrants from Turkey”, we mean people whognaited from Turkey to Germany, but who don’t
necessarily own a Turkish nationality.



system of the host countries via examining migramsting behavior, and/or party
identification €.g, Diehl & Blohm, 2001). However, the focus of theegent research is
socially challenging action by immigrants.

Before introducing theories and the empirical backgd of this work, some important
information on migration from Turkey to Germany Mik given as it is the context in which
this research takes place. To do so, the motivatadrthe two main forces involved in this
migration will be depicted: Germany and its demaofdgs immigrants on the one hand and
immigrants from Turkey on the other hand. Furtliee, negotiation of immigrants’ multiple
identities and the historical development conceynilass divisions within immigrant
communities will also be touched on. Eventuallg tonflicting intergroup relations between

Germans and immigrants will be dwelled upon.
1. A Quick View on Migration from Turkey to Germany

Labor recruitment in Germany can be traced batckddoundation of th&aiserreichin 1870
and to the following period of industrialization.g, Sassen, 2000; Schonwalder, 2006). In
1886, however, at the height of Bismarckian effeotduild the nation state, 30.000 Polish
workers were expelled from Germany (Soysal, 19841910, 1.26 million foreigners were
recorded in the Reich (Schonwalder, 2006). Althotighmigration process in Germany goes
back to the 18 century, migration from Turkey is a post WW-II plsenenon. Huge amounts
of Turkish Guestworkerstogether with like-minded Mediterraneans were tp@ewith
enthusiasmd.g, White, 1997; Martin, 1998) after the world warhelp Germany recover
from the economical hardships and shortage of &abde.g.,Cohen, 1987; Castles, Booth &
Wallace 1984; Penninx, 1982).

After 1945, the growing needs of Western GermaiflfRG) economy for laborers were
met by the twelve million refugees from the annexadtern territories (Bade & Oltmer,
2004). Later, escapes from Eastern Germany (GD®&igeed labor force until the year of
1961 when the intra-German border was hermeticabled (Bade & Oltmer, 2004; Cohen,
1987; Marshall, 2000). Afterwards, the main labaesruitment process based on bi-national
agreements, especially with Mediterranean coun{i®s5: Italy; 1960: Spain and Greece;
1961: Turkey; 1963: Morocco; 1964: Portugal; 198&nisia; 1968: Yugoslavia; Castles
al., 1984). On the other side, there were immigrant® wiere mainly motivated by the
economical prospects Germany had to offer. Butreeftwelling on their motivations, the
main characteristics of immigrants from Turkey Vo described.
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In the year of 1961, the official records show tl6&86.200 foreigners were living in
Germany and 6.700 of them were of Turkish origiheveas by 1998, 7.319.600 foreigners
were officially registered and 28.8% of them (2.2B38) had come from Turkey (Abadan-
Unat, 2002). In 2003, the figure raised to 7.33@.@ieigners with a decrease of the Turkish
population to 1.877.661 (Kaya & Kentel, 2005). Thgure excludes the naturalized (about
forty seven thousand) immigrants of Turkish origwhich is why the population seems

smaller.

Beyond the numbers, it should be mentioned thatnigration process from Turkey to
Germany developed historically in different stageg, Abadan-Unat, 2002; Penninx, 1982).
In 1950s, individual attempts were made and privageliators were providing Germany with
labor power. The rapid growth of migration whichdhbasically been managed by the
governments and other agencies of two countrieggalre way for mass migration from
Turkey to Germany in the 1960s. On the base oéatyr which was signed on 1 September
1961 (and in 1964), Germany administered mass f&abmnport” from Turkey until the
recruitment of foreign labor force was stopped tluehe economical crisis in 1973 (for a
review see Abadan-Unat, 2002 and Penninx, 1982).

However, recruitment stop was applied mainly fae tinskilled non-EC foreign workers
(Martin, 1998). Family unification and recruitmenttransitional and seasonal sectors caused
the flow of migration between two countries to d¢oné (Penninx, 1982). In fact, the figures
show only a moderate decline in foreign-worker esgpient in Germany after 1973 and an
increase in the number of unemployed foreignergetteer with an overall increase of the
foreign population: the numbers of foreign residentreased from nearly 3 million in 1970
to 4.1 million in 1974 and 4.6 million in 1982 (Glas et al., 1984). Increased family
unification led to one million residents of Turkistationality living in West Germany in
September of 1974, about 600.000 of whom were wsrfgenninx, 1982).

The most prominent issue after the 1970s was thisida of staying in Germany, which is
contrary to expectations of both members of theé bosntry and the immigrants themselves
(e.g., Abadan-Unat, 2002; Castles, 1985). Thus, a new whach is characterized by
citizenship debates, racism, institutional discnation, unemployment, and cultural
production, began (Abadan-Unat, 2002; Cohen, 18&#shall, 2000; Soysal, 1994; Penninx,
1982). Other relevant topics like an increase inophobia, ethnic business, ethnical and
religious organizations, and immigrants demandialifipal rights were added to the agenda



in the 1990s.Today, these topics are still the maamifestations of migration in Germany in

general and migration from Turkey in particular.

1.1. Motivations of Migrants to Initiate Migration

The most assumed motivation of migration has blaerptospect of employment and better
living conditions in the host societies which attranigrants to leave their own countries. It
has been argued that hope for a better life wighhislp of the network, for e.g. relatives and
friends, who already live in the receiving counainyd provide information, jobs, and housing
for prospective newcomers, make migration mordyike.g, Abadan-Unat, 2002; Bierbrauer
& Pedersen, 1994).

However, as Portes and Walton (1981, p. 25) argmelyiduals migrate for a number of

different reasons which operate in certain stradtiactors:

Quite clearly, individuals migrate for a numberdifferent causes—desire to escape
oppression and famine, financial ambition, famibumification, or education of
children. Nothing is easier than to compile listssoch ‘push’ and ‘pull’ factors and
present them as a theory of migration. The custpraarvey reporting percentages
endorsing each such ‘cause’ might be useful asrtao$dirst approximation to the
guestion ‘who migrates’. In no way, however, doesxplain the structural factors
leading to a patterned movement, of known size @dingction, over an extensive

period of time.

It has been shown that the colonial and economedations and recruitment of labor force
are the main motivations behind the migration flogtween sending and receiving countries
which constitute the socio-structural context afiwdual migration processes (Cohen, 1987,
Sassen, 1996; Williams, Balaz & Wallace, 2004). &xample, sixty percent of the foreign
population in Great Britain is from former coloni@sAsia and Caribbean countries; most of
the Algerian emigrants live in France, just as 8f%he Tunisians and 61% of Moroccans do

(Sassen, 2000). Thus, it is apparent that

a freely reached decision can only operate withendonstraints of the opportunities
on offer. This general proposition applies with tgarar force to the decision to
migrate, where opportunities are tightly constrdiaad structured by such factors as
rural emiseration, employment and housing prosperasport costs, international
law, immigration policies, the practices of recmsnt by agencies and employers, and

the need for documents like passports, visas andk wertificates. In short, the



individual's resolve to migrate cannot be separdteth the institutional context in
which that decision was reached. (Cohen, 19875p. 3

In respect to motivations of immigrants from Turkewye early study showed thebad strait
was the first initiator of migration; 62.4% of thespondents indicated it as the first reason of
their migration (TIB, 1975). And other reasons likeaking money (13.4%), job scarcity
(11.4%), and paying debts (0.8%) were somehoweaeléd the economical conditions as
well. However, all these economically relevant cessthat individuals point out cannot be
separated from the broader socio-structural facewssargued by the scholars above. A very
recent research (Kaya & Kentel, 2005) asked “Eunck3” who live in Germany (N = 1.065)
for their reasons to migrate. Forty-four percenttled sample reported that they came for
family reunification. The amount of immigrants wheported coming for work was twenty-
one percent. Those born in Germany made up 26%eotample, and the rest (8%) named

education as their main reason. Thus, the histarf@nge in motivations is visible.

Apart from these motivations, two studies, one expental (Reicher, Hopkins, & Harrison,
2006) and the other interview-based (Hopkins, Raick Harrison, 2006), have been shown
how “construal of identity and of place” is linked mobility decisions. The two studies
showed that “fitting in® is an important variable in terms of mobility dgons. In the
experimental design “fitting in” was the only vdria which mediated the effect of nationality
salience on mobility preference. Authors argue peaiple’s mobility may be affected by the
degree to which particular places contribute toirtheense of personal continuity,
distinctiveness, self-esteem, and self-efficacywkler, mobility decisions may also be
shaped by people’s understandings of what movemeains for their abilities to maintain
and enact valued collective identities. In shongyt argue that identities frame mobility
considerations: all identities serve to put usun place by telling us where we would fit and

where we would not.

1.2. Negotiating Identities

Self-definition in terms of group membership is @mgoing process for immigrants. Most
immigrants usually arrive to the receiving courgrigith several pre-existing identities that
are overlapping, cross-cutting or competing (sttideoman, and worker, rural-urban etc.).
Besides, migrants may (continue to) identify witleit religion (in a superordinate way as a
Muslim or in a subordinate way as an Alevi or Synand with their ethnicity or nationality

2 Measured with two items: “I would not feel at hommere” and “l feel that | would fit in to the wayf bife
here”.



of their home countries (Turks, Kurds, Laz, ArmesiaAssyriangetc). Additional to that,
immigrants may identify with status categories te by the receiving state’s immigration
and integration policies asusléandef, immigrants, asylum seekegte And finally, they may

identify with hybrid categories such as “Germank&ly “Euro-Turks”, and so forth.

Along with self-definitions, social category defions by either German or immigrant
groups for immigrant groups from Turkey have beeretbped as well: minority (cultural,
ethnical or religious; Pazarkaya, 1995; SevimliQ@0Uzun 1993), diaspora or third culture
(Kaya, 2002a), transnational communities such asdHurks” (Abadan-Unat 2002; Caglar,
2001; Faist, 2000; Kaya 2002b), and even “BlackKanak-Attack). Mainly positive
connotations are attributed to the social categoabove. But, Kaya and Kentel (2005)
explain the misrepresentation of people with Turlesigin both in Germany and in Turkey:
whereas they are usually referred taAaslanderin Germany, the labels attributed to them by
the people in Turkey are usually derogatory suchrnalsetween”, “foreigner”, “German-like”
(Almanci), “degenerated”, “lost generations”. Oféity, Turkey defines them as either
“gurbetci” (synonym to emigrant but more sentiméntat “Almanya’daki vatandaslarimiz”
(our citizens in Germany). The immigrants who limeGermany are aware of the negative
connotations of their ascribed identities: “Here ave called/abanci(Auslander) and there in

Turkey they call ud&lmanct (quotation taken from Kaya & Kentel, 2005: 8).

In sum, the triadic relation between immigrantgitthomelands, and the country of their
settlement (Koopmans & Statham, 2001) impacts demtities of the immigrants. Within
social psychology literature, this process is tetrag a process of ‘remooring’ by Deaux and
his colleaguese(g, Ethier & Deaux, 1994). leaving one place in whidentity has been
enacted and supported, and coming to a new locatimre identity must be resituated and
often redefined. Thus, one important issue in thestigation of identities is to what extent
these threefold identities are accepted and infieathby immigrant individuals. Therefore, a
scientific investigation about immigrants’ iderggi and identity-related themes require
attentive efforts.

1.3. Class Differentiation within Immigrant Popudet

Another important aspect of migration is the chaimgeass structure. The current situation of
immigrants from Turkey is substantially differerttah its predators. @stergaard-Nielsen

% In Germany, foreigner as a term correspondsusiander However, particularly, guestworke{Gastarbeitey

() after the World War Il have been referred tddaslander Turkish workers have generally been addressed in
the official German discourse as “guestworker” réigner” (Auslander) or “co-citizen” (Mitblrger) agell

(Kaya & Kentel, 2005).
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(2003) indicates that, on the one hand, numbefudtish entrepreneurs, on the other hand,
numbers of unemployed Turkish workers are incregasirGermany. Self-employment among
immigrants from Turkey has been growing regulaRgcoud, 2002). In 1970, less than two
percent of non-German workers were self-employetiply 1998 this figure climbed to 8.8%

(Ozcan & Seifert, 2000). A part of this developmisndue to the fact that many non-Germans
had not, until a few years ago, been legally eattitio start their own business (H6nekopp,
2003). By 1998, there were 279.000 non-German grEneurs. The 51.000 of them who
were Turkish origin provided jobs to 265.000 pessof which 40% were German workers
(Ozcan & Seifert, 2000). This represents 18.3% i total number of economically

independent non-Germans in Germany.

Thus, class divisions among immigrants from Turlkeg apparent in all measures of
class—income, occupation, wealth, and educatior differences stem, on the one hand,
mainly from already existing class divisions (lowaand upper classes) among immigrants
before they migrated to Germany. And on the otlardh the historical development of the
social life conditions of immigrants in Germanydsao unemployed immigrants on the one
side, and to big business owners like Oger, onother side. In other words, an immigrant
individual has experienced either vertical (e.gnf worker in Turkey to worker in Germany)
or horizontal (e.g., from worker in Turkey to busss runner or unemployed worker in

Germany) class differentiation due to mobilizatpyocesses.

2. Intergroup Relations and Conflict in Germany

The streams of international migrants after theo8dd/Norld War led to the establishment of
numerous new ethnic groups in Western Europeantgesinsuch as the Turks in Germany.
Thus, intergroup boundaries between “newcomers” afiatives” developed.
Institutionalization (citizenship, religion, langye etc) is a key issue in determining whether
a boundary between groups is blurred or rdt Alba, 2005). Citizenship is a fundamental
aspect of intergroup boundary, because it govetness to fundamental rights in a society
and “confers not only political rights but greateredom to leave and re-enter a society along
with protection from deportation. More subtly, itfexcts the sense of membership and the

willingness to make claims asserting rights.” (AIBA05, p. 27).

In terms of bright versus blurred boundaries, Gewynlaas until recently exemplified the
former in the domain of citizenship. Until 1990etReichs- und Staatangehdrigkeitsgesetz
(Nationality Act of the German Empire and State)18f13 was the only legal basis for



naturalization in Germany. The legislation is foumdwork very slow compared to other
European countriese(g., Soysal, 1994; Kastoryano, 2002). After the changethe
Nationality Act in 1990, thousands of Turkish atis gradually became German citizens. For
example, in 1993, 12.915 Turkish citizens natuealjzn the year of 1999 this figure climbed
tremendously up to 103.900 (Kentel & Kaya, 2005)néw item was adopted in German
citizenship law in 2000 whickBymbolicallystopped the naturalization on the basis of blood
kinship us sanguinis The precondition for a German citizenship isegght year residency
of one of the parents or the holding of an unlichitesidence permit since at least three years.
Under the new law, children who fulfil the precamat acquire citizenship at birtfug sol,

but at the age 23, the youngster is expected toleldéar one of their two nationalities. Thus,
the new citizenship law permits the descendantmofigrants to acquire dual citizenship for
at least a certain period of time which Kaya andnti€e (2005) call it as a limited

“hyphenated” citizenship.

The citizenship policies as well as other sociall golitical rights which have been
gradually given to immigrants show that holding #tatus of a “foreigner” or “immigrant”
does not enhance and facilitate their economidakand political lives (for immigration and
its aftermath see.g., Portes, 1994) or well-beinge.@., Branscombe, Schmitt & Harvey,
1999a). When the economic programs first begantanig were conceived to be temporary,
and their stay was defined by the constraints ahemic cycles (Schonwéalder, 2006).
Guestworkerswere denied many of the basic civil rights. Therr@an Foreigner Law of
1965, for e.g., declared that foreigners enjoybakic rights, except for the basic rights of
freedom of assembly, freedom of association, freedd movement and free choice of
occupation, place of work and place of educatiord protection from extradition abroad
(Soysal, 1994). But the same law guaranteed the dabor market rights for EC nationals
(Martin, 1998).

The extension of rights and the removal of theustay obstacles for foreign workers to
obtain an equal status have developed gradually fif$t rights granted, early on, were trade-
union and collective bargaining rights, and someiaobenefits (Abadan-Unat, 2002;
Schonwalder, 2006; Soysal, 1994). Other economit sotial rights followed, soon after
guestworkershad established themselves in the host countBes.yet, apart from the
foreigners’ councils (Ausl&nderbeirat), which hams alvising character on the local level,
foreigners in Germany have no institutionalizedreteds of access to the political process
(Koopmans & Statham, 2001).



It has been shown that the reciprocal desire t@ini migration processes, as mentioned in
the previous part, resulted in conflicting relasobetween groupse(., Alba, 2005;
Chryssochoou, 2000; Esses, Dovidio, Jackson & Aongt 2001; Esses, Jackson &
Armstrong, 1998). Conflict is simply defined asexqeived incompatibility of goals (Smith &
Mackie, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). The incompdtiies of goals might be diverse. One
reason for conflict is assumed to be the unequagsacfor “newcomers” to socially valued
resources such as income, property, and cultuoalysts. That is to say, to serve the need by
means of immigration does not imply for the reasgvcountry to provide better conditions
for immigrants (Abadan-Unat, 2002; Bouchard & CHand2001; Kastoryano, 2002; Martin,
1998; Soysal, 1994).

For example, immigrants might experience incomiétibwvhen foreign workers are laid
off in somewhat greater numbers than native workpesticularly during the periods of
economic declinese(g, Zegers de Beijl, 2000). Since the beginning of 1070s the
differences in unemployment ratio among immigraotrkers and workers who are German
Federal citizens is unequal (Honekopp, 2003; MdksBA00). For example, in 1991, the
unemployment rate for foreigners was 10.7% whetbas for Germans was only 6.3%
(Goldberg, Mourinho & Kulke, 1995). This figure daad in 2001 for Turkish nationals:
unemployment was highésamong Turkish laborers, with about 21%, whered Bd the

Germans were unemployed (Honekopp, 2003).

Beyond the discrimination in employment, incompiitibs in housing, schooling, and
geographical and/or occupational segregation (Cag@01; De Jong, 2001; Kalter &
Granato, 2002; Rogler, 1994; Sen, 1997) might mesof the problems which immigrants
may face in everyday life in Germany. However, soofethe host society members
(Germans) might still, to some extent, perceive igramts as competitors who will take away
their jobs, housestc. (e.g, Fertig & Schmidt, 2001). They might perceive thréierbrauer
& Klinger, 2002; Florack, Piontkowski, Rohmann, Bal & Perzig, 2003; Jackson, Brown,
Brown & Marks, 2001), hold attitudes as prejudicel aliscrimination against immigrants
(Klink & Wagner, 1999; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew Meertens, 1995; Wagner, van Dick,
Pettigrew & Christ, 2003), they might show xenoplkakactions (Boehnke, Hagan & Hefler,
1998), or they desire immigrants to assimilateht® system and culture of the host country
(van Oudenhoven, Prins & Buunk, 1998).

* Unemployment rate varies across different groupsinomigrant laborers. For example, at present,
unemployment rate for laborers from Portugal, Sgsiabout 11 and 12%, respectively, which is cleallove
the total unemployment rate. Rates for Italians @nekeks are about 15% (Federal Statistical Offieen@ny).
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On the other side, immigrants might, to varyingeexis, feel deprived of an equal access
(e.g.,Moghaddam & Perreault, 1992). Especially oldersoméght fear that their children and
grandchildren will be assimilated and thus willddkeir traditional culture in the new society.
Immigrants might have difficulties in acculturatigdorenczyk, 1996; Dion & Dion, 2001;
Klinger & Bierbrauer, 2001; Zick, Wagner, van Diék Petzel, 2001) and have prejudices
against the majority group (Dion, 2001). Some @nthmight live together closely in certain
guarters of the cities such as Kreuzberg in Bealitd Ehrenfeld in Kalin.

So far, different aspect of conflict that stemsnfranequal socio-economical and political
conditions between immigrants and host country gnoembers was summarized. The social
identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) argues thainflict between groups make group
membership highly salient for the group memberghtnsame way, the intergroup relations
between so-called “natives” (Germans) and “newcst@nmigrant,Auslander, AussiedIr
etc) in Germany make the group membership salienth&o itnmigrants. Moreover, it is
reasonable to expect the salient group membership8ect collective action of immigrants.
It has been put forward by various theories andlatdd by several researchers that devalued
or low-status group members are more likely to gega actions in order to improve the
group’s living conditions and favor for their grdsipinterests. A critical factor is the
identification with low-status groups and how thesequal conditions and the intergroup
relations are perceived by immigrants: perceivegridation or gratification in individual or
collective positions can either trigger or underenihe action of immigrants. In the next
chapter, relevant theories on this issue will bespnted. During the empirical work these

relationships were investigated in relation withestfactors.

® Ethnic migrants (Germans) especially from the farfBast Block countries are referred toAassiedler
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[I. COLLECTIVE ACTION

It has been argued that “stability or change inithiergroup hierarchy depends primarily on
the actions of the disadvantaged group. Furthgoulao thinking and social science theory
agree that social change is usually the resultemipfe acting together.” (Wright, 2003, p.
409). In the psychological tradition, responsesnalviduals who experience social injustice
have revealed the variability and multidimensiawyadf such acting (for a review see Lalonde
& Cameron, 1994). Wright (2001) indicates that ¢éhisra vast array of specific behaviors that
a disadvantaged group member might exhibit. Thisab®eral spectrum varies from inaction
(when no action is taken at all) to violent prot&satween these ends a multitude of potential
actions can be found. Therefore, when any investigaof disadvantaged group actions is
planned, conceptual framework for categorizing ¢hspecific behaviors is required at the
beginning. Wright, Taylor and Moghaddam (1990) haveposed a framework based on
three distinctions: the first between inaction actlon, the second between actions directed at
improving one’s personal conditions (individualian) and actions directed at improving the
conditions of one’s entire group (collective acjiomhe third distinction is between actions
that conform to the norms of the existing sociatesn (normative action) and those that
violate existing social rules (non-normative acjioiihe result is a set of five discrete
categories of behavior: inaction, individual norimatversus non-normative action and

collective normative versus non-normative action.

Wright (2001) argues that whereas inaction involve®vert attempt to alter the status quo,
individual normative actions are socially acceptexhaviors directed at improving one’s
personal statuse(g.,educating oneself, asking for a raise). Individouah-normative actions
are attempts at individual mobility to violate salaiules (cheating with one’s taxes, criminal
activity and so forth). Socially accepted acts mdied to enhance group status like collective
bargaining, political lobbying and voting are reésf to as collective normative actions. But,
the efforts to improve the status of one’s ingrthat violate the understood societal rules like
illegal protests and civil disobedience are defiasdcollective non-normative actions. It is
also argued that a single individual can engageoltective actions as long as he or she is
acting on behalf of an ingroup. Consequently, acpskpgical framework is proposed in
which categories are determined rather by the ‘aataientions than by the number of actors,
the specific content or the eventual outcome ofitten.
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To date, the definition of collective action hashegroposed by several researcherg.(
Foster & Matheson, 1995; Kelly & Breinlinger, 199%tandermans, 1997; Reicher, 2004;
Veenstra & Haslam, 2000; Wright, 2003). For examleight et al. (1990) refer to it as a
behavior that one acts as a group member in ocd@nprove the conditions of the entire
group. The most common assumption in the diffedfinitions is that collective action
refers to any action that serves to enhance thectwke status of disadvantaged, subordinated
or low-status groups. The second common featureitatie definitions is that collective
action maybe done individually (signing a petitioor) within the group (marching in a
demonstration). This supports the view that calecaction is not determined by the number
of participants, or by the specific content or éuahoutcome of the action. It can be engaged
by a single individual. Wright (2003) argues that tlemand of a sole hunger striker in prison
for an improved treatment of all prisoners is alemive action, because the intent is to
change the conditions of the whole group. On tlierohand, for example, a large group of
students gathering together to complain about afiafti exam to a professor may not be a
collective action. Whether it is a collective aatior not is determined by the question if an
individual student’s or an entire group’s test sca targeted. Thus, collective action is a
specific case of intergroup behavior that it intertd improve the circumstances of the

ingroup.

Collective action has relatively recently become af the major interests of the social
psychological research. A number of potential exgleons has been proposed for the lack of
the attention to collective action: The focus omokatory research and difficulties in
designing of a research which elicit and measuranmgful collective action were the most
attenuated ones (seeg, Kelly & Breinlinger, 1995: Reicher, 1996; Wrigt20p01). Wright
and Tropp (2002) argue that until recently, thedgtof collective action had been left up
primarily to sociology. During the 1970s and 1980, resource mobilization approaehg,
McCarty & Zald, 1977) assumed that structural anghpizational variables determine the
likelihood of collective action. More recently, sological perspectives have expanded to
include more psychological concepts (seeday, Gamson, 1992; McAdam, McGarthy, &
Zald, 1996). And within psychology, self-categotiaa theory (Turner, Hogg, Oakes,
Reicher, & Wetherell, 1987) and social identitydahe(Tajfel, 1979; Tajfel & Turner, 1986)
have formed the basis for a new perspective onpgrand intergroup relations.
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3. Intergroup Theories of Collective Action

3.1. Self-Categorization Theory

According to self-categorization theory (SCT: TurnE985; Turneret al, 1987), individual
needs, standards, beliefs and motives primarilyerdeéhe the behavior, when personal
identity is salient. On the contrary, when peopbksisial identity is activated, people come to
perceive themselves as more interchangeable exesmgfiaa social category than as unique
personalities defined by their individual differescfrom others. Under these conditions,
collective needs, goals and standards are prinkanyexample, Verkunteyn and Hagendoorn
(1998) have found that when the personal identitysalient, individual differences in
authoritarianism are the major predictor of Dutdiidents’ prejudices against Turkish
migrants. In contrast, when social identitye( national identity) is primed, ingroup
stereotypes and ingroup standards primarily preatiifudes toward Turkish migrants. It is
important to clarify, whether the personal or tloeial identity is more salient, because this
shapes how a person perceives, interprets, evajuatd responds to situations and to other

people.

Related assumptions are formulated by the SCT m&fset@ in order to indicate the basic
mechanisms underling the self-categorization pmcése of the basic assumptions is that
“the self-concept is the cognitive component of plsgchological system or process referred
as the self” (Turneet al., 1987, p. 44). Further, self-concept comprises madififerent
components and it functions as situation spec8ielf-concepts are categories and they are
based on the perception of intra-class similariéied inter-class differences between stimuli
(category) — the principle of meta-contrast. Inteup conflict and competition are more

likely to produce a strong meta-contrast betwegnomp and outgroup.

Self-categorizations exist as part of a hierardrsgatem of classification. There are at least
three levels of abstraction of self-categorizati(am). the superordinate level of the self as
human being; (b) the intermediate level of ingrawpgroup categorizations based on
similarities and differences between human beihgs tiefine one as a member of certain
social groups; (c) the subordinate level of perkosalf-categorizations based on
differentiations between one-self as a unique idd& and other ingroup members that
define one as a specific individual person. We wdl more into the depth concerning the
intermediate level of abstraction when we reviesiaddentity theory (SIT: Tajfel & Turner,
1986).
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One key assumption about the formation of ingroufgi@up categorizations is the salience
of a specific category. It is proposed that catggalience is a function of “accessibility”
(perceiver’'s readiness) and “fit”. Accessibilityshéo do with the extent to which certain
categories are available within our cognitive systand the extent to which we are
accustomed to use them; and accessibility reflegtgpast experiences (learned expectations
about the environment), present expectations, anekret motives, values, goals, and needs
(see also Turner, Oakes, Haslam & McGarty, 1994).

Another key determinant of category salience is ‘& between categories and the
organization of stimuli in the world. Fit referstioe degree to which the criteria which define
the category match reality (identical with the id#fameta-contrast; see also Oakes, 1987;
Oakes, Haslam, & Turner, 1994), and it underlies twnditions. First, for a social category
to become psychologically activated the differenbetween ingroup members must be
smaller than those between ingroup and outgroup beesr(the principle ofomparative fi
and further, the similarities and differences minstconsistent with a perceiver's content-
related expectations about ingroup and outgroupgeaies (the principle aformative fij. In
this way, similarities and differences must be csiest with a person’s normative beliefs
about the substantive social meaning of the seceaitgory (Oakes, Turner, & Haslam, 1991).
Thus, the two major features of a social categoeynimership are the degree of internalization
of or identification with an ingroup, and the cetity and evaluative importance of a group

membership in the self-definition.

Being called arimmigrant or a Auslander(foreigner), being part of a mostly immigrant
work team, discussing the rights of immigrants vatime immigrants who favor it and some
Germans who oppose it, all these experiences nmfakesdcial category of immigrant or
Auslandersalient to immigrants. Such factors are calledditamal, situational factors by
Smith and Mackie (2000) which make social identigcessible to immigrants. Cultural
emphasis on the group membership through diffeagati the cultural attribute®.Q.“Turks
do not live in a western modern way” or “Turks dmt fit in European values and culture”),
and person’s participation in immigrant or ethnrganizations are identified as long-term,
stable factors which make categories accessible, The process of accessibility is

summarized in Figure 1 which is taken from Smitd &ackie (2000).
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Figure 1. Factors that make the social identityeasible (from Smith & Mackie, 2000, ch. 6;
fig. 6.2, p. 210)

Temporary situational factors

Direct reminders | Presence of out-group members | Being a minority | Intergroup conflict
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l

Accessibility of social identity as a group member

I’'m immigrant

Germans’ and immigrants cultural attributes gréndividual is politically active in immigrant's
strongly differentiated in society organizations
Culture emphasizes group membership Individual thinks often about group membership

Long-term, stable factors

As a result of these accessibilities, one can defwe self, in terms of group membership, to
the extent to which a person is identified with timenigrant group. Acquisition of immigrant
identity goes along with cognitive and emotionabgasses that result with “we” (ingroup)
and “they” (outgroup) categories (Tajfel & Turn&B@86). Seeing the other ingroup members
as similar €.g, “We immigrants agree on most important issue$king the ingroup
members €.g, “l feel warmth for my immigrant group membersgnd treating them with
fairness and altruisnme(g, “I donate to immigrant organizations”) lead pksof perceive the
other immigrants as “we”. At the same time the out@ is perceived as homogeneoes (
“Germans are all alike”). Category membership iterded by social identity theory which is

summarized in the following.

3.2. Social Identity Theory

Individuals define themselves and are defined lherst as members of a group (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). A group is conceptualized as a cttla of individuals “who perceive
themselves to be members of the same social cgtegftare some emotional involvement in

this common definition of themselves, and achiexmes degree of social consensus about the
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evaluation of their group and of their membershigt.i’ (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, p. 15). That
is, social categories are conceived as cognitigstthat segment, classify, and order the
social environment, and thus enable the individaaindertake many forms of social action.
They create and define the individual's place ioety. According to theoretical principles of
social identity theory (Tajfel & Turner, 1986, )1

1. Individuals strive to achieve or maintain pagtsocial identity.

2. Positive social identity is based to a largeeeikbn favorable comparisons that can
be made between the ingroup and some relevant caygy the ingroup must be
perceived as positively differentiated or distifiom the relevant outgroups.

3. When social identity is unsatisfactory, indivédisi will strive either to leave their
existing group and join some more positively distigroup and/or to make their

existing group more positively distinct.

Further, three classes of variables which influeintergroup differentiation in certain social
situations were put forward by social identity thsts. First, group membership must be
internalized as an aspect of self-concept. Secthedsocial situation must allow intergroup
comparisons that enable the selection and evatuatio relevant attributes. Third, the

outgroup must be perceived as a relevant compagsmrp.

Thus, SIT postulates that individuals define thdweseto a large extent in terms of their
social group memberships. Put another way, sod@itity consists of the individual's self-
image that derives from the social categories thvthe individual perceives him- or herself
to belong to, and from the value and emotional iBance ascribed to that membership.
Because people strive to maintain or enhance plositive self-concept, they are motivated to
view their ingroup as more favorable than relevanttgroups. When the positive
distinctiveness of one’s own group is not salienisonot reflected in the existing basis of
comparison, members who maintain identificationhwibeir group may seek alternative
dimensions for comparison that favor the ingroupnmy attempt to regain feelings of
positive distinctiveness by more active means. Tinay develop negative attitudes toward
outgroups, show enhanced allegiance to their ovauror directly discriminate against

other groups to regain a realistic advantage.

Then, how does an individual immigrant value himherself if the immigrant group is
devaluated as low-status and disadvantaged indsesiociety? According to SIT, one of the
three following strategies will be chosen in ordermaintain a positive social identity:

individual mobility, social creativity, or sociahange/competition. Individual mobility is an
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option for low identifiers and refers to the stggtdor actually quitting —or, where this is not
possible, psychologically dissociating from the {status group. A Turkish immigrant who
adopts the mainstream customs and values in Gerimamyexample for this. By contrast, the
strategies of social creativity and social chang®feetition are both group solutions. Social
creativity does not entail any actual change in pbsitions of the groups. Instead, group
members are encouraged to change the nature oftdrgroup comparisons, emphasizing
new outgroups, new dimensions or new values. Togasl of “Black is beautiful” in the

1960s, and poor Turkish immigrants comparing thévesewith the people in their home
countries instead of with Germans are possible ei@sn Social change can be put into
practice by individuals through working for the hitg of the group of immigrants. That is,
social change refers to the strategy of improvimgdverall societal situation of a group held
in low status or esteem. Besides, some resear(Meramendey, Klink, Mielke, Wenzel, &

Blanz, 1999b; Smith & Mackie, 2000) add anotheatsyy called recategorizatibwhich can

be exemplified as thinking of both Turks and Gerasas Europeans.

SIT assumes that especially social and historioahtexts, beliefs about specific
characteristics of intergroup situations (beliesteyn) influence the choice of these strategies
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turneet al.,1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1996). According to SIT,st i
necessary to consider three sets of conditionsrderoto understand how members of
subordinated groups will act. The first relate tbether such people will act individually or
collectively. Thus, when the boundaries betweergmies are seen as permeable so that
people can succeed by distancing themselves frengitbup, they will indeed follow such
individualistic paths — this would be the strategfy‘exit”. However, when boundaries are
seen as impermeable and where, no matter what @e® the persons fate will be tied to

group membership, then people will act collectivelthis would be the strategy of “voice”.

Put another way, the crucial factor which determinesponses to low status is whether
cognitive alternatives to the status quo are abkla— whether other solutions are
conceivable. Where status relations are percewdx immutable, social identity is assumed
to be secure. Thus, the only way to improve sadiahtity is through individual mobility. If
instead, it is possible to conceive an alterndtivihe status quo — because the status hierarchy
is perceived as illegitimate or unstable — thetraegy of social change becomes more likely.

The relationship between the belief system (TafelTurner, 1986; also called socio-

6 Recategorization model has been postulated by t@aeand colleagues (Gaertner, Dovidio, Anastasio,
Bachman, & Rust, 1993; Gaertner, Mann, Murrell, &vidlio, 1989; Gaertner, Rust, Dovidio, Bachman, &
Anastasio, 1994).
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structural variables by Boen & Vanbeselaere, 20t Mummmendey, Mielke, Wenzel, &
Kanning, 1996; Mummmendest al, 1999b) and strategies for achieving a positiveiato
identity for members of low-status groups is showfigure 2 (taken from Haslam, 2001, p.
38). According to this conceptualization, if immagts perceive the group boundaries as
impermeable and the group relations as insecusgyifimate and unstable), then it is more
likely for them to perceive conflict and thus bebasollectively to challenge outgroup’s

superiority.

Figure 2. Strategies for achieving a positive dadentity for members of low-status groups
(from Haslam, 2001, ch. 2; fig. 2.5a, p. 38)
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3.3. Perceived Grievances
3.3.1. Perceived Discrimination

Given the assumption that most cases of discrimoinatre systematically constructed and are
thus best understood in terms of imbalance of pobstween the advantaged and the
disadvantaged social groups, theories of intergrelgiions are appropriate for understanding
discrimination and its related effects (Kelly & Brénger, 1996; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994;

Operario & Fiske, 2001; Taylor & McKirnan, 1984; iBer, 2004; Wright 2001; for

institutionalized discrimination see Pettigrew, @&R8 From an intergroup relations
perspective, discrimination represents a situatibare an individual is treated unjustly on the
basis of membership in a disadvantaged group. Jqié86, p. 289) states that
“discrimination refers simply to differential treaént of individuals on the basis of their

social category by people or the institutional gie they create and enforce”. The level at
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which perceived discrimination occurs has specliiehavioral implications: Perceived
discrimination against the group as a whole leadsdilective action €.g., social protest),
whereas perceived discrimination against the persassociated with individual behavior
(Foster & Matheson, 1995; Guimond & Dubé-Simard83;9Lalonde & Cameron, 1994;
Mummendey, Kessler, Klink, & Mielke, 1999a).

In the next section, two lines of research will bammarized: The first one is
personal/group discrepancy and the second is dheuttribution of discrimination. Within
each research lines somewhat inconsistent findalgsut disadvantaged group members’

responses to discrimination have been found.

3.3.1.1. Perceiving Personal versus Group Discation

One perspective suggests that members of disadpahgroups tend to minimize subjective
perceptions of discrimination. Accordingly, membefsdisadvantaged groups (for example
women) concede that their group is a target ofugliieg, yet tend to deny that prejudice
affects them, personally (Crosby, 1982). This psiadjical phenomenon, which is referred to
as the personal/group discrimination discrepaneg, lleen observed across several different
minority samples (Taylor, Wright, & Porter, 1994ayfor, Wright, Moghaddam, & Lalonde,
1990). By minimizing perceptions of personal disgnation, people may maintain a sense of
prediction and control over personal outcomes bsEagperceiving oneself as a victim

undermines feelings of self-efficacy and self-est¢Ruggiero & Taylor, 1997).

According to the review by Postmestal. (1999) mainly three explanations in the literature
could be distinguished: personally motivated exalems €.g9.,Crosbyet al., 1989), socially
motivated explanations (Taylet al.,1990), and availability explanations (Moghaddeinal.,
1997). The first explanation accentuates the ptioiedunction of the denying or avoiding of
painful emotional consequences that would resolinfthe acceptance of the self as worse
than others. The second explanation focuses onatheunt of discrimination that is
experienced by the group and emphasizes the daabhsan be obtained by accentuating the
disadvantaged group’s position as the source ofdiserepancy. The third explanation
suggests that people use heuristics to arriveeat jldgments: Because there are more people
in their group, more discriminatory events shoubthe to mind for the group rather than for
the individual; and possible acts of discriminat{on of privilege) should be more available
as the target group increases in size.

However, recently it has been proposed that thgmuhts at the group level and at the

individual level are of a fundamentally differersitare and hence not comparable (Major,
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1994; Postmest al., 1999; Tayloret al., 1994). The discrepancy results from the different
comparison standards that are used to make judgnaddut the individual self and the
groups, and the different motives that operateaah eof these two identity levels. In other
words, the personal judgments are made by meaas a@iterpersonal comparison process,
whereas the group judgments are made by means adhtargroup comparison. Thus,
judgment mechanisms are different for personal- gmmaip-level ratings of discrimination
(Major, 1994; Postmest al.,1999).

3.3.1.2. Attribution of Discrimination

Apart from the personal/group discrepancy explamatan alternative perspective posits that
members of disadvantaged groups express suspidiont grejudice and discrimination.
Accordingly, they tend to attribute ambiguous negatfeedback to prejudice and
discrimination (Major & Crocker, 1993). A well-knawstudy by Crocker and her colleagues
(Crocker, Voelkl, Testa & Majorl991) illustrates this psychological phenomeneferred to

as attributional ambiguity After receiving negative interpersonal feedbaokmf a White
confederate, African American participants variad their reactions and attributions:
Participants who believed the confederate was awitkeir race attributed the feedback to
prejudice, whereas participants who did not have kinowledge tended to internalize the
feedback. By attributing ambiguous negative feekliacprejudice, minorities can avoid the

debilitating effects of internalizing rejection afadlure.

There are a number of benefits that stigmatizeglpemay derive from attributing poor
outcomes to discrimination: They can maintain tiself-esteem when being confronted with
failure by locating the cause of their failure e tprejudice of others rather than in their own
actions (Crocker & Major, 1989; Crocket al, 1991). In doing so, stigmatized people can
maintain their high-performance self esteem (Ruggi& Taylor, 1997) and low levels of
depressed affect (Crocket al, 1991) relative to people who do not attributartifeslure to
discrimination. Despite the advantages gained fattnbuting failure to discrimination, there
is evidence to suggest that stigmatized people aiten reluctant to attributing to
discrimination (Ruggiero & Marx, 1999; Ruggieroe8te, Hwang, & Marx, 2000; Ruggiero
& Taylor, 1995, 1997). In a series of experimeRsgggiero and her colleagues demonstrated
that stigmatized people attribute their failurediscrimination only when they are virtually

certain that they have been discriminated against.

While attributions to discrimination may not be themary choice of lower status group

members, they can help to promote collective actitven they do occur. Minority group
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members engage in collective action only when tpesceive discrimination according to
Taylor and McKirnan (1984). It is argued that allergroup relations pass through the same
stages in the same sequential manner, thoughrbhlef time spent at any stage will depend
on specific historical and social realities. Acdagdto the model, an immigrant’s social
position develops when social stratification tagésce on the basis of ascribed membership.
This membership will be seen as illegitimate amulaeed when thinking of stratification as
something based on individual achievement or woWhthin this new structure, it is

legitimate to challenge the higher status grouphengrounds of individual worth and merit.

The crucial factor in promoting collective actios a shift from internal attributions to
external attributions. In respect to this pointyldaand McKirnan suggest that an ideology of
individualism in western cultures leads individuals prefer internal over external
attributions. Causal attributions and social congosns are identified as key processes
underlying changes in intergroup relations. Inst@&dattributing for lack of success to
insufficient ability of individuals, attribution texternal factors such as to discriminatory
actions of the dominant group is required (Rappad®77). Gurin, Gurin, Lao, and Beattie
(1969) showed that Blacks attribute their sociasiffan to more discrimination than to
personal causes, they aspire non-traditional Bjalok more and are more likely to engage in
collective action. Attributions to discriminatiohauld, however, not prevent group members
from searching for other possible causes for tipe@or outcomes. Rather, Ellemers and
Barreto (2003) argue that making internal attritnsi for failure may help identify problems

and difficulties and may significantly contribute the improvement of the situation of the

group.

3.3.2. Relative Deprivation

In psychological studies, the feeling of relativepdvation (RD) has also been put forward in
understanding and explaining collective actierg( Gurr, 1979). The construct of RD was
first articulated by Stouffer and his colleagu&ouffer, Suchman, De Vinney, Star, &
Williams, 1949). RD theory was developed during 8ezond World War to explain a series
of unexpected relationships between feelings aéfsation and one’s position in the army.
Studies showed that increasing objective incomeawming living standards do not always
increase satisfaction with these aspects. Peopatdions to objective circumstances depend

on their subjective comparisons.

The key issue: choice of comparison referemMi®st social psychological research

beginning with Festinger’s (1954) social comparisiogory focuses on comparisons to other
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individuals or groups. Festinger’'s theory proposest people prefer comparing their own
situation to the situation of people who are likeerh, but in slightly better situations.
According to the RD theory (Runciman, 1966), chateomparison referents vary between
individuals. A person (1) chooses the dimensiomvbith to compare; (2) chooses to compare
either to others or to oneself at other pointanret (3a) if comparing to oneself, chooses the
points in time with which to compare; (3b) if comipg to others chooses those others; (4)
chooses to compare oneself as an individual ta atlé/iduals or chooses to think of oneself
as a group member and compare one’s group to gtbaps; (5) chooses groups with which

to identify; and (6) chooses groups with which éonpare one’s own group(s).

With whom do disadvantaged group members comparasblvesTollowing Festingers’
(1954) proposal, it is more reasonable to expechibegs of disadvantaged groups to compare
themselves to other disadvantaged group membaais asutheir family and friends, or to their
personal experiences and expectations, rather tloanadvantaged group members.
Consequently, they may not think of themselvesissddantaged. Concurringly, studies have
shown that within disadvantaged groups it is oftenhthe most disadvantaged members, but
the more privileged ones who engage in collectioon (Gurin & Epps, 1975; Pettigrew,
1972), since the latter are the most likely to makibdjective social comparisons with
members of more advantaged groups (Taylor & Moghagdl994). Contrary, Tyler and
Smith (1998) argue that members of disadvantagedpgrwho enjoy personal advantages
may prefer to compare downward to other, less fat@ members of their group rather than

comparing their group’s less fortunate situatiothi® situation for a more privileged group.

Social networks and contexts can either prevergndorce particular comparison choices
(Gartrell, 1987). For example, the bias toward Einothers in wage comparison choices may
reflect the segregation of the work environment j(Mal1994) and the tendency toward
similarity in friendship networks (Gartrell, 1987)When members of an unfairly
disadvantaged group work or live primarily with adtaged group members, they are more
likely to choose an advantaged group member faakoomparison (Major, 1994).

Distinction between egoistic and fraternal depriwvat The distinction between egoistic and
fraternal RD is formally introduced into the sociology litersguby Runciman in 1966. The
first term refers to a sense of person-relatedddmatage; the second refers to a sense of

group-related disadvantage (see Table 1). Focusingass, status, and power hierarchies in

" Instead of original labels as “egoistic” and “frata@l” RD, recently “individual (-level)” or “persai’ and
“group (-level)” deprivation terms are usezld.,Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995; Tyler & Smith, 1998herefore,
in further parts these terms will be used.
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Britain, Runciman asked when inequality is trareslainto grievance and why so often it is
not. In the original study, Runciman measured frete RD by asking British and Welsh
people whether manual workers were doing much b#ten white-collar workers. When a
person reports a willingness to rise out of hisugraonembership, then, he is dissatisfied with
his position as a member of what he perceived thibgroup (egoistic RD). But if a person
wants to rise with his group, then, he is dissatistvith the position of what he perceived to
be his group relative to other groups in the lagyatem (fraternal RD). This distinction is

illustrated in Table 1.

Table 1. Types of RD by Runciman (1966; taken fidion, 1986, table 9.1, p. 167)

Individual’s position in the ingroup

Satisfied Unsatisfied
Group’s position in societ Satisfied Doubly gratified Egoistic RD
PSP Y| Unsatisfied| Fraternal RD Doubly deprived

Pettigrew (1967, 1978) have argued that group R&hignportant concept for understanding
ethnic and intergroup relations. Group RD was sggiaiéd in Pettigrew’s (1967) integrative
outline of social comparison processes. VannemanPattigrew (1972) assessed the group
RD by asking about the respondents’ personal ecangains over the past five years in
relation to their ingroup as well as to the outgran four American cities in which capable
Black candidates ran for mayor in the late 19603 early 1970s. Their survey data from
White residents confirmed Runciman’s typology amdved that group, but not personal
deprivation predicted “competitive racism”. LatPettigrew and Meertens (1995) showed the
same by asking respondents whether over the pastéars people like themselves (in the
country) have been better or worse off than mosplegeof their minority group living there.
They assessed the impact of group deprivation atami and subtle prejudice toward

minorities in four European countries.

While the political power of deprivation appearslie located in a sense of collective
disadvantage (Kinder, 1998), much research has iexdnthe impact of personal RD on
behavior or attitudes, however. As Walker and Betw (1984) have noted, personal RD
only involves intraindividual and interindividuabmparisons and therefore cannot explain
intergroup phenomena adequately. Personal RD edyliio elicit experience of stress, while
group RD seems to be an important precursor fdectte action (Dion, 1986; Dubé-Simard
& Guimond, 1986; Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983; Ttipa&k Srivastava, 1981; Vanneman
& Pettigrew, 1972; Walker & Mann, 1987). Relativdgw studies have investigated group

23



RD in relation with behavioral outcomes such aslirezss to participate in protests or other
collective actions; and these non-experimental istudonducted with real social groups
provided significant correlations between group BREM intergroup outcome®.(., Dubé-
Simard & Guimond, 1986; Grant & Brown, 1995; Guirdo& Dubé-Simard, 1983;
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Wrigét al, 1990).

Smith and Ortiz (2002) argue that unfortunatelg, itiitial promise of RD as an explanation
for collective behavior has not been fulfilled. Smrmvestigations strongly support RD
models €.g., Pettigrew, 1978; Runciman, 1966; Vanneman & Pty 1972; Walker &
Mann, 1987) but others do na&.g., Gaskell & Smith, 1984; Thompson, 1989). However, a
argued by Smith and Ortiz (2002) most of the negateviews of the RD neglected the
theoretical distinction between group RD and peabdRD (.9., Finkel & Rule, 1986;
McPhail, 1971). It is the feelings of group RD thabmote political protest and active
attempts to change the social system (Pettigre®/7;19anneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Walker
& Mann, 1987). In contrast, personal RD is relategersonal reactions to disadvantage such
as quitting one’s job, juvenile delinquency or gwylogical depression (Kawakami & Dion,
1992; Mark & Folger, 1984).

In terms of the relationship between personal adig RD, Ellemers (2002, p. 247-248)

argues as the following:

There is no logical or self-evident connection kestw two forms of deprivation. This
can be illustrated by the literature on the soethppersonal/group discrepancy, which
reveals that people may be perfectly happy abait gersonal situation, even though
they indicate that their group as a whole is disatizged €.9., Major, 1994; Martin,
1981). In other words, people can respond difféyetat the same situation, and to
understand their behavior it is important to predibo will be most likely to perceive

the situation in interpersonal or rather in intergy terms.

Untangling the contradictory findingdn the first quantitative review by McPhail (1971)
32% of the studies were reported as nonsignifictho indicated a low magnitude of
association, 7% represented a moderate relatiahleas than 1% represented a high relation
between deprivation and participation in urbanstidtiowever, the total 39 tests which were
included in the review had a wide variety of measuSubsequently, RD was dismissed as an
explanation for collective behavior as researchaidted toward resource mobilization

models of collective behavior (Klandermans, 1989).
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In their meta-analytic review Smith, Pettigrew avidga (1994, cited in Smith & Ortiz,
2002) included research distinguishing betweengmaisand group RD. Because of the subtle
distinction or ambiguity in asking the respondeait®ut their RD, the authors distinguished
between three types of social comparisons: (1jpetsonal comparisons between oneself and
another ingroup membee.g.,a working woman compares her situation to anotmking
woman), (2) comparisons between oneself and armrauggnemberd.g.,a working woman
compares her situation to a working man), (3) gr@up comparisons between one’s own
group and another group (a working woman compdresituation for working women with
working men). In the meta-analysis they determiiiag rules in order to include the research
in the analysis. First, RD must be considered esusal variable. Second, respondents must
be asked directly about their experience. Third, RDst be defined as a comparative
construct. Fourth, RD must refer to discrepanches disadvantage the person or group.
Finally, the relation between the respondent amdctbmparison target must be clear. After
reviewing 350 studies published or presented betwi7 and 1995, 35 studies, mostly
representing populations in the United States, weileded.

The outcome measures included self-reported paation in riots, militancy, using
violence to achieve political goals, readinessltezla road, block bulldozers, or spike trees,
approval of violent politics or civil disobediencand pressuring employers to hire more
ingroup members. The analysis revealed that growgrdup comparisonsd¢(17) = .63)
were significantly higher related to collective belor and attitudes than (a) comparisons
.19,4° = 133.36,p < .05), and (b)
68.87,p < .05). The researchers
concluded that the findings support Runciman’s inaly distinction and social identity
interpretations of RD (Ellemers, 2002; Kawakami &l 1993; Smith & Spears 1996;
Walker & Pettigrew, 1984). In sum, the researclmrggested that when RD is measured

between the respondent and an ingroup ment(i7)

comparisons to personal experiende-(86) = .34,

correctly so that the level of comparison target dre feelings included in the question, it is

related to important outcomes.

Further, it has been argued that it is not justgleception of the degree or magnitude of
deprivation relative to another group (cognitive)RBat is important, but also the perceived
illegitimacy or feeling of injustice (affective cqgranent; c.f. Grant & Brown, 1995;
Kawakami & Dion, 1995; Martin, 1986; Vanneman & tRgew, 1972). Dube-Simard and
Guimond (1986) have differentiated the cognitivenponent as the perception of inequality
(economical gap), and the affective component asfeékling of discontent (dissatisfaction)

when examining the motivations behind social ptsteSach respondent is asked to indicate
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to what extent s/he is satisfied with his or henqwesent situation and future prospects in
comparison to other Francophones and in compatsémglophones. Researchers show that
group discontent has a main effect on activism,civhs not the case for either personal

discontent or their interaction.

The role of attribution of deprivation in action giaipation. DeCarufel (1984, cited in
Dion, 1986) has suggested that the concept of petecontrol may help to explain why
reactions to group RD run from militancy to resigma. Gurinet al. (1969) performed a
series of factor analyses of Rotter's I-E scalehwhe data collected from 1.600 Black
American college students and found two orthogahalensions: personal versus system
control. Whereas personal control refers to anviddal’'s own sense of efficacy concerning
his or her influence on certain events, systemrobmvolves the respondents’ tendency to
blame either him or herself or the social system tfe social and economic problems
confronting Black Americans. Those who blamed tystesm were more likely to favor group

action to counter racial discrimination and havevpusly taken part in civil rights protests.

Extending Gurinet al's research Dion (1986) has proposed a two-dimeasimodel for
predicting responses to group RD (an adapted medeksented in Figure 3). The two axes
correspond to political efficacy (perceived perdorantrol) and individual versus system
blame (system control), respectively. Differencaspblitical efficacy are assumed to be
motivational in the sense of determining the attior passivity of the response to group RD,
whereas variations in individual versus system lkelgonesumably influence whether the
response is constructive or destructive. As casdsm from Figure 3, these two axes define
four quadrants or categories of reactions to gri@dp direct political participation, indirect
political support, militancy and violence, politiggpathy and resignation.

Figure 3. Typology of responses to group RD (adhfstam Dion, 1986, fig. 9.1, p. 175)

High political efficacy

Direct Political Participation Militancy & Violence
High High
system individual
blame blame
Indirect Political Support Political Apathy & Resignation

Low political efficacy
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3.4. Integrated Models for Collective Action

Kawakami and Dion (1992) propose an integrative ehdldiat brings together the theories of
self-categorization, social identity, and relatideprivation. The model begins with the
determinants of category salience which influendeetiver personal or group identity is
salient. Personal identity salience is associatild wwtragroup comparison, where negative
and illegitimate outcomes lead to personal relatleprivation, a negative personal identity
and individual actions. Conversely, group identiglience is associated with intergroup
comparison, where negative and illegitimate outcomead to group relative deprivation, a

negative group identity and group actions.

Ellemers (2001) considers how social identity amdative deprivation theories can
complement and extend each other. Relying on thesfof these two different theories she
concludes that the difference is to be found in ¢hghasis rather than in the underlying
principle. RD theory and research has mainly foduse the behavioral consequences of
(perceived) outcome of inequality and injusticejleIsIT has a broader focus on intergroup
perceptions. The second difference is that SITpsyehological theory, while RD originated
from a sociological / political science traditioand has mainly been used in works on
collective action. Another difference is that SIashmostly focused on cognitive and
motivational determinants of personal versus somehtification, while RD has mainly
addressed behavioral consequences of personakvgmsup deprivation. And there is also a
methodological difference: SIT has been developedhe basis of laboratory experiments,

whereas RD has constructed through behavioral wésens in natural settings.

Considering these differences, Ellemers (2001) lcoles that RD theory emphasizes the
evaluation which depends on the referent outcomexeived injustice of a current outcome
is an important motivator of behavioral action; ategrivation feelings may occur regardless
of one’s social status. According to SIT, the podisy that different comparisons can be
made, depends on the salience in the social corgentting with personal or social identity;
illegitimacy is an important factor in engaging d¢ollective behaviors; the way people are
treated can also affect people’s self-definitioranfely, legitimacy considerations may
determine whether people are more likely to engageinterpersonal or intergroup
comparisons which influences which action formd & chosen); lower social status bolsters

collective action.

Mummendeyet al. (1999a) argue that SIT attenuates the cognitipecsof identification,

whereas RDT emphasizes the role of motivating emsetand expectations of improvement
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in the conditions through collective efficacy. Basm this understanding, they aimed to show
the difference in the strategy preference and fmrave the explanatory power of the separate
SIT and RDT models in their empirical work with Ea&Sermans. They found that the
individual strategies directly and negatively rethto identification, whereas the collective
strategies were directly connected to strong negafeelings of fraternal resentment.
Furthermore, the relation between identificatiord aollective strategies was completely

mediated through fraternal resentment.

Apart from integrative attempts as mentioned abadeight (2001, 2003) suggests an
integrated model in order to understand colleciiggon and inaction as presented in Figure
4, below. Wright (1997; 2001) argues that, conaisteith Tajfel (1978) and others (see
Ellemers, 2001), assessment of boundary permsainity be the most important of the three
belief structure assessments in determining disgdgad group behavior. If the intergroup
boundaries are perceived to be closed, the individill adopt a “social change orientation”
(Tajfel, 1981). This orientation is marked by iresed identification with the ingroup, an
enhanced motivation to improve the position of thgroup, and an interest in collective
action (see Ellemers, 1993; Wright & Taylor, 199&;ght et al, 1990). However, legitimacy

and stability assessments in terms of intergrolgtioms are important predictors for actions.

Figure 4. Individual versus collective action amédtion (from Wright, 2003, fig. 20.1, p.
410)
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Assessing legitimacy and stability when group bamed are closedlt is clear that the
assessments of legitimacy and stability are mosurately considered as continuous
according to Wright (2001). That is, situationslvoé seen as more or less just and more or
less stable. However, action and inaction repredisctete categories (one either takes action
or one does not), that is, a relatively discretmtpat which the situation is seen as “unstable
enough” and/or “illegitimate enough”. Thus, the ¢onation of the assessments of legitimacy
and stability leads to four alternatives (see T&)leAt the one extreme, the relative position
of the group is believed to be both legitimate atable; that is the status differences are
based on principles or norms that are acceptedisggddantaged group, and members of
disadvantaged group do not question their plad@ensocial structure. Speaking in terms of
SIT, cognitive alternatives to the present situatwe not recognized and collective action is
not considered. The result is inaction. At the ptbgtreme, the inequalities between the
groups are seen as illegitimate and instable. Beithe principles that support the status
hierarchy nor the inevitability of the hierarchyascepted. Disadvantaged group members see
unfairness, believe the situation can change, atidve that the ingroup has the necessary

resources and capabilities to achieve that chargeresult is collective action.

Assessing legitimacy and stability when group bawied are highly restricted (tokenism).
Although theories like SIT have represented boungarmeability as a continuous variable,
most of the relevant research has operationalizethdary permeability as a dichotomous
distinction between “open” (best represented byWhesternmeritocraticideal) and “closed”
(best represented by forced segregation) contexisrding to Wright (2001). And he argues
that in contemporary North American society, andnmany other intergroup contexts,
individual mobility is neither completely imposstb{closed) nor entirely meritocratic (open).
Instead, group boundaries are often restricteg. (Pettigrew & Martin, 1987) so that access
is systematically blocked for most qualified mensbef the disadvantaged group, whereas a
small number of disadvantaged group members arepsteat into advantaged positions.
Extreme restrictions on boundary permeability regula form of intergroup discrimination
are referred to as “tokenism” (Wright & Tropp, 200& a number of studies (Wright, 1997,
Wright & Taylor, 1998; Wrightet al, 1990) it has been shown that disadvantaged group
members faced with an entirely closed context prdferuptive forms of collective action.
However, when as few as 2% of the qualified ingron@mbers are allowed to access to
advantaged positions, individual actions becomeaé¢ponse of choice. Thus, it appears that

even the slightest hint of boundary permeabilityyraadermine interest in collective action.
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In other words, tokenism elicits a unique and pua#lg disturbing response pattern (see
Table 3).

Wright (1997, 2001) argues that the tokenism effeanultifactorily determined. In part,
tokenism leads to a preference for individual actiwy focusing attention on personal
identities and encouraging interpersonal social gamsons with the few successful tokens
holding high status positions. Tokenism may undeemcollective action by refocusing
attention away from the intergroup social comparsswith the advantaged outgroup, as well
as by obfuscating the intergroup context regargiegceived legitimacy and stability of the
intergroup status hierarchy. Consistently, Wrighd &aylor (1998) found that participants in
a laboratory experiment who were faced with a tedaancontext perceived less collective
injustice than those faced with completely closedergroup boundaries. In addition,
participants tended to prefer inaction or individe@rmative action in the open context, while
those in the completely closed condition showeery gtrong preference for collective non-
normative behavior. Individual non-normative actiwwas the most selected response in the

tokenism condition.

Further, Wright and his colleague (Wright, 2003;i§kt & Tropp, 2002) consider two
extensions to the discussion of boundary permégbikirst, they differentiate between
external (structural) and internal (psychologicbBrriers to boundary permeability, and
second, they emphasize the importance of consgiéhnis permeability as a continuum rather
than a dichotomy and the significance of a contekeled “tokenism”. External barriers
include physical and structural factors that redunckviduals’ chances of moving from the
disadvantaged group into a more advantaged groupeSf these external barriers include
ascribed characteristics that cannot be changed ace, gender), social norms and practices
that prevent members of the disadvantaged group feaving their own group or joining the
outgroup €.g., prejudice and discrimination by the advanced grobpth direct and
institutional), or geographical distances that safgathe groups. Most of the existing work on
boundary permeability has focused on these extdawébrs. Internal barriers, on the other
side, are described as perceptions of the intepgbmundaries. Strong identification with the
ingroup is shown as serving the psychological bartd perceived boundary permeability,
that is, strong ties with and psychological attaehtnto the ingroup are likely to lead the
individual to believe that he or she simply coulat teave the group (Ellemers, Spears, &
Doosje, 1997; Spears, Doosje, & Ellemers, 1997ns8quently, ingroup identification may
lead to an interest in collective action by redgcihe perceived permeability of group

boundaries.

30



Based on his colleagues’ and his work, Wright (30&ues that the judgments about a

social context (permeability, stability and legitiny) are not independent:

Restricted boundary permeability (tokenism) notyoabfuscates the potential for
individual mobility, but also affects perception$ legitimacy and stability. The
success of very few disadvantaged group membermsaappo undermine interest in
collective action by focusing attention on persaagher than collective injustice, and
by reducing confidence about the illegitimacy o thtergroup context. This in turn
may reduce confidence in the instability of therowp’s position. Thus, it appears
that the impact of restricted boundary permeabitity collective action is at least

partially mediated by perceptions of legitimacy amstability. (p. 238)

Further, Wright (2001) argues that the feelingslisbatisfaction and anger are closely linked
to perceptions of the legitimacy of the social stinwe. Dissatisfaction with one’s position
indicates a sense of entitlement. If a disadvauctaggeup member believes that his or her
ingroup deserves more, this directly implies theg present state of affairs is perceived as
unfair or illegitimate (Major, 1994). The feelingf dlegitimacy that results from the
viewpoint that one’s group deserves higher statudsetter treatment is an essential step on
the road to collective action, because this feglirayides the motivation and the justification
for actions that may be socially disruptive andeptially costly or even dangerous (Tajfel,
1981; see also Hogg & Abrams, 1988).

Wright and Tropp (2002) conclude that (a) the imdlal’'s psychological connection with
the ingroup; (b) the propensity to make group-lesetial comparisons with a dominant
outgroup that lead to strong feelings of collectredative deprivation; (c) the individual’s
assessment of, and subsequent rejection of, tiegyday for individual upward mobility; and
(d) the assessment of the ingroup’s low-statustiposas illegitimate and controllable are the

roots of collective action.
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lll. EMPIRICAL EVIDENCES AND RESEARCH QUESTIONS

In this section, we first, summarize the resultd #ren, present our framework and research

guestions.

4. Empirical Evidences

Empirical evidences are presented in three paitst, Hindings on the SIT assumptions
(ingroup identification and belief system) are givén order to do so, we summed up the
research conducted in both experimental and fiektings. The experimental studies are
distinguished in two parts as well: We summarizeel $tudies which ingroup identification
was tested as DV and the studies where the strafegige was examined as DV. Second,
research results on perceived grievances are piegsegna way that on the one side, findings
on perceived discrimination and its attribution depicted and on the other side, research on
relative deprivation are reviewed. Third, studiegs amllective action of immigrants from

Germany and other countries are mentioned.

4.1. Findings on the SIT Assumptions

The relations between belief system and stratetjias individuals adopt to deal with a
negative social identity are not studied much mltterature. The impact of belief system has
been shown in a few experimentald, Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2000, 2002; Ellemers, Doosje
van Knippenberg & Wilke, 1992; Jackson, Sullivamarihish & Hodge, 1996) and field
studies €.g, de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Mummendt\al, 1996; 1999b). However,
within each research designs inconsistent findimggee been evidenced. In the following, the
results of these different research designs aiewexd.

4.1.1. Results from Experimental Studies
4.1.1.1. The Effect of Group Status and Belief 8ysbn Ingroup Identification

Ellemers, van Knippenberg, de Vries and Wilke ()9®&nipulated group status (high, low)
and measured permeability and identification. Adouy to the results, members of high
status groups show more ingroup identification thrembers of low status groups. Members
of low status groups with permeable boundariestifjeless with their group than members
of low status groups with impermeable boundarié®e Jecond experiment showed that group
members with high individual ability identify lesgth their ingroup when upward mobility is

possible than when upward mobility is not possibl&us, only when group members
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perceive a realistic opportunity for gaining a menship of a higher status group, do they

show decreased ingroup identification.

In another study, group status (high, low), groize §minority, majority), and permeability
were taken as IVs and identification with the ingvavas taken as DV (Ellemessal.,1992).
A significant three-way interaction was found: Whgroup boundaries are permeable,
members of high status minorities show relativétgrsy ingroup identification. However, the
expectation that permeable group boundaries wowddultr in diminished ingroup
identification in low status minorities was not fiomed. Also, a significant interaction effect
of group size and permeability indicated strongeroup identification in minority groups
with permeable boundaries than in permeable mgjgribups, while there is no significant
difference in ingroup identification between mirgrand majority groups with impermeable
boundaries. The researchers stated that minordypgmembers identify relatively strongly

with their ingroup when they might become membémsnother (majority) group.

Soon, two other experiments were conducted with-dtatus group members (Ellemers,
Wilke & van Knippenberg, 1993) where ingroup id&o#ition was DV, and legitimacy
(ilegitimate treatment), stability and permealilivere taken as IVs. The findings showed
that when the group boundaries were impermeable hes a significant interaction of
stability and legitimacy occurred: Ingroup iderd#tion was stronger in the impermeable
condition as well as in the illegitimate conditioncomparison to permeable and legitimate
conditions. Thus, these three conditions jointlgate a situation in which collective injustice
was resolved by collective status improvementsltiaguin a strengthening of group ties. In
the next experiment, however, only main effectegfiimacy was found: When participants
perceived that assignment to groups was more hegfi@ they reported stronger ingroup

identification.

In sum, in the first pair of experiments by Elleset al. (1988) members of low status
groups identified less with the ingroup when grdaqundaries were permeable rather than
impermeable, as predicted (Experiment 1). HoweweExperiment 2, permeability affects
were limited to high ability individuals, that i® individuals for whom movement to a higher
status group was a realistic possibility. In thé@dhexperiment (Ellemer®t al., 1992),
stronger ingroup identification was observed whenurfgaries were permeable rather than
impermeable. In a fourth experiment (Ellemetsal., 1993, Experiment 1) permeability
influenced ingroup identification as before (Ellemet al., 1992) but also interacted with

legitimacy and stability of group status. In a Hifexperiment (Ellemer®t al, 1993,
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Experiment 2), permeability had no effect on ingradentification (Ellemer®t al., 1993),
but legitimacy. Unfortunately, no explanation wdteed for the discrepant findings across
these studies.

4.1.1.2. The Effect of Belief System on StrategyiCéa

Ellemers and her colleagues manipulated only onéwor of the proposed belief system
variables and tested their effect on ingroup ideation (1988, 1992). Only in one study they
manipulated all three structural characteristicd gave their participants the opportunity to
engage in individual mobility and/or social compet/change (Ellemerset al, 1993,
Experiment 2). Results showed that permeability gtability had a significant main effect on
the strategy choice. However, the impact of legtisn was marginal and no interaction
between the three belief system variables was mddaiEllemers and her colleagues have
argued that permeability of group boundaries shdaddcrucial to determining whether
individual or collective strategies are used. Guilee strategies should be preferred when
boundaries are impermeable, whereas individualesfies should be chosen when boundaries
are permeable. However the results of their rebesuggest that the effects of permeability of

group boundaries may be more complex.

To test the effect of permeability on the use o€igomobility and social creativity
strategies Jacksaet al. (1996) conducted three experiments. In the fixpeement they used
laboratory-created groups but in the second expanirthey took real-life groups as cigarette
smokers vs. non-smokers. Their results supportedhypothesis about using social creativity,
however, no support was found for the choice ofsih@al mobility strategy. Permeability of
group boundaries revealed no effect on the soauddility choice in the first two experiments,
but in the third experiment it was found that tfilee of permeability on social mobility was
opposite than the SIT hypothesis postulates: Thathe participants distanced themselves

more from their ingroup when boundaries were sesamaermeable.

Boen and Vanbeselaere (2000) tested the prediabiosscial identity theory with 187 male
students (age from 12 to 14-year-olds) who wereretf a choice between five behavioral
alternatives: acceptance of one’s unfavorable jositndividual mobility through normative
or non-normative means, and collective action bymative or non-normative means.
Contrary to SIT, it was found that stability hasignificant impact on the behavioral choice
when the high-status group is open, but not whes anly minimally open or even closed.
The form of the interaction between stability arkioness was completely opposite to the

prediction by SIT. Moreover, an unstable statutedénce leads to 47% of the respondents in
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the open conditions to opt for collective normataation, while 63% of the group members
engage in collective action in minimally open cdiadis. And only 28% (open condition) and
23% (minimally open condition) select individualrnative action. In the closed unstable
condition, 26% of the group members select indi@ldaormative action, 29% prefer
collective normative action, and 32% display a @mefce for collective non-normative
action. Therefore, researchers argued that an hlastatergroup stratification results in a
preference for collective action regardless of tpenness of the high-status group like
Ellemers (1993) found.

In another study (Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2002) 5ddestts (age between 11 to 12 years)
were involved in a four-way factorial design whietas created by manipulating the
legitimacy of the low group status, the stabilifytieat status, the permeability of the group
boundaries, and the perception of the individualugr members’ abilities. Once more the
interaction between permeability and legitimacyd &etween permeability and stability, as
well as the three-way interaction between permigp#tability, and legitimacy were not
significant. However, the main effects of all théisese factors were significant.

4.1.2. Results from Field Studies: Belief Systerd lis Effect on Strategy Choice

Field studies by Mummendey and her colleagues (Mentdayet al., 1996, 1999a, 1999b)
revealed more complex results when they testesdumyrdentification as a mediator between
belief system and strategy choice among East Gexmamngitudinal and cross sectional
analyses (Mummendest al., 1996) showed a negative path of identificatiosdoial change,
but no significant path of stability nor of legitamy was found. Impermeability yielded
stronger identification as well as seeking for abahange. Besides, not any assumed
mediation effect of identification was detected. wéver, in another study, they
(Mummendeyet al, 1999a, Study 1) found significant indirect effecdf perceived
permeability and stability on strategy choice. Tisatngroup identification mediated between
perceived permeability as well as perceived stgh@ind strategy choice (social and realistic

competition).

Nevertheless, another study by Mummendewgl. (1999b) provided significant paths of all
three belief system variables to social competjtimut not any mediation: Perceived stability,
illegitimacy and permeability increased feelings swicial competition. To test possible
interaction effects, two levels of each variablaavereated by computing median splits. The
main effects were consistent with the results ofhpanalysis, moreover, a marginally

significant interaction between stability and peaiméty emerged, but it was qualified by a
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second order interaction involving also legitimaciie predicted permeability effect can only
be observed in the high-stability and low-legitimamondition. Subsequently, respondents
perceiving the intergroup situation as unstablgjtilmate and permeable were defined as
assimilators (n = 90), while those perceiving itstable, illegitimate and impermeable as
separatists (n = 82). And, as expected, separfitists3.08,SD = .91) exhibited significantly
more social competition than assimilatdw£ 2.48,SD=.74,t(170) = -4.70p < .001).

In sum, Mummendey and her colleagues’ work (199899b) revealed a marginal

interaction between belief system variables onaaampetition (Mummendest al, 1999b)

on the one hand, and a significant mediation efbéadentification of belief system variables
(perceived permeability and stability) on strategjppoice, on the other hand. By using the
frame of Mummendey and her colleagues, inter-@tabetween group identification and a
farmers’ political protest in the Netherlands weested by de Weerd and Klandermans
(1999). Participation in a political protest wasiceived as the participation in a specific form
of collective action (any action individuals unddet as group members rather than as
individuals). De Weerd and Klandermans (1999) psego adding a new (behavioral)
component to the already existing three constigiehsocial identity. According to SCT and
SIT, a cognitive component is the process of categtion, an evaluative component is the
assessment of the groups’ position relative todhather groups, and an affective component
refers to the degree of attachment to the groupategory. In their longitudinal study, the
researchers conceived ingroup identification assisting of an affective and a behavioral
component which have the largest impact on the\behal' hus, the mentioned farmers were
asked whether they identified strongly with othamiers (yes/no), whether they felt more
committed to farmers than to any other occupatignalip (yes/no), and whether they were
members of a farmers’ organization. Permeabilitsc@gtion of the farmers was assessed by
asking if it would be easy for them to find anotfay. Stability was obtained through asking
optimism/pessimism about future. And the illegitopatem asked how just or unjust the
income of farmers was compared to other groups$énsbociety. Collective action (protest
participation) was defined as the action preparssiaed actual participations within the last

two years.

The findings of de Weerd and Klandermans (1999Wslgothat none of the belief system
variables (permeability, stability, legitimacy) had influence on the ingroup identification,
but permeability and stability affected action @eguiness than in opposite direction to what
SIT suggests: farmers who perceive group boundagesnore open and who are less

pessimistic about the future (stability) were mailing to participate in collective action.
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But in the third wave of the study, they found tfainers who are more pessimistic about the
future have more often participated in collectieian. These farmers might be the ones who
experience the situation worse than other peopterdmg to the researchers. In the case of
ingroup identification no effect of participatioowd be observed. However, participation in
collective action did have an impact on identificatat the behavioral level. Participation in
farmers' organizations (the behavioral componeimgroup identification) was higher among
those who participated in collective actions. Reg&s concluded that at least in the case of
behavioral identification, causality between idgodition and action participation goes in
both directions. Consequently, their hypothesesutl@m mediational effect of ingroup

identification were not confirmed.

Consequently, the few attempts which include alte¢h belief system variables
(permeability, legitimacy and stability) as indedent variables have all come to inconsistent
results and some of them are not concurring wiehShlr assumptions(g., Ellemerset al.,
1993; Mummendet al., 1996, 1999b; Boen & Vanbeselare, 2000, 2002). dtheg, these
relations will be tested in the context of migratidhe specific hypotheses are formulated at

the end of Section 5.

4.2. Findings on Perceived Grievances
4.2.1. Perceived Discrimination and Its Attribution

Major and colleagues conducted a series of expetsn® examine the conditions under
which people believe that they are targets of dhgoation, and the role of legitimacy

appraisals in moderating this construal. In thst fexperiment, Major and Schmader (2001)
showed that students of ethnic minorities who esel@ystem justifying ideologies perceive
less personal discrimination. In the second expamimAfrican-American students were

found to be more likely to attribute feedback tejpdice rather than to their own personality
when the feedback was negative than when it wasiysand when the evaluator could see
them in contrast to when the evaluator could nbese effects did not occur for European-
American students. Similarly, Crocker, Major, See€1998) found that the recognition that
disadvantage is not simply a personal experiengegxtends more broadly to other members
of one’s social group, increases one’s group comsciess and one’s acting in favor of the
group. Likewise, the judgment that the group’s disataged status is illegitimate and the
blame for that disadvantaged status on discrinonatather than on deficiencies of the group
itself, as well as the development of a positiveugridentity are found to be important factors

in acting in favor of the group.
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In relation to race discrimination, Hewstone andpdas (1982) showed that information
concerning differences between Whites and BlackBritain (rate of arrest, unemployment,
educational achievement, and occupational statusye wattributed less to internal
characteristics and more to discrimination by B&atkcontrast to Whites. Kluegel and Smith
(1986) state that the most important factor in lemging inequalities between classes, races,
sexes and so on is the attribution of the caus@seqguality. They argue that, for example, if
race discrimination goes back to a few prejudicatividuals, then no change to the overall
stratification system is necessary. But if it rooisthe system itself, then the dominant

ideology cannot be maintained.

Verkuyten (2005) examined with a discursive anegjtstance how ethnic discrimination is
presented and the ways that people account forimis@ation. One of his interviewees (a

Turkish man) attributes discrimination to the indivals’ shortcoming (Excerpt 13, p. 82).

Interviewer: Yeah, but surely there are a lot more unemployagidgaers than
unemployed Dutch people.

Kadir (Turkish man): Yes, that’s right, but er, their ofauilt.

Interviewer:Do you think?

Kadir: Yeah, sure thing. Look, I've never been to schaskhn the Netherlands, but
if 1 really want a job, | get job offers like evavhere. It's got nothing to do with
discrimination, those people have liked themseteeblame, sure thing. If a person

wants like something, then he will get ahead.

4.2.2. Consequences of Perceived DiscriminatioiGiaup Identification

Research in the social identity theory traditions demonstrated that group members
frequently react to both threats to their groupnidg and to discrimination with increased
group identification and cohesioe.§.,Branscombe, Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1999k Thi
prediction has been supported by research involkiatprically disadvantaged groups, such
as African Americans, where perceptions of disanation across situations increase group
identification (Branscombeet al, 1999a). The predicted positive relationship betwe
perceptions of discrimination and group identificathas been observed in women (Crosby,
1982, 1984; Gurin & Tonwsend, 1986); homosexuals@a et al, 1998); Jews (Cozzarelli
& Karafa, 1982); nonmainstream college groups (D8oBarn, 1975); and for ethnic groups
(e.g, Tayloret al, 1990). To the extent that people identify witpaaticular group, they are
likely to show increased awareness and sensitteitjpformation related to that group and

may be particularly vigilant for discrimination. Bas group members differ in their group

38



identification, members of the same group migherpitet group-related information in very

different ways, as well.

Identity threats may be coped with by adopting aemgroup-based strategy (Branscombe
& Ellemers, 1998; Ellemers & Van Rijswijk, 1997; ttdn et al, 2001). Specifically,
perceptions of discrimination might strengthen ttfexation with those who share the stigma.
When taking this more group-based approach, memtfedevalued groups are likely to
engage in social creativity by rejecting dominardup standards and instead placing greater
emphasis and value on how they differ from the dami group (Tajfel & Turner, 1986).
Several studies have revealed that when conframiiddiscrimination, disadvantaged group
members disidentify with the normative standarddhaef dominant group and increase the
relevance of dimensions on which the ingroup igirtss (Croizet & Claire, 1998; Major,
Spencer, Schmader, Wolfe, & Crocker, 1998; SteEd97). Ellemers, Spears and Doosje
(1997) have shown that members of low-status graum@snore likely to pursue the strategy
of leaving the group when their identification @M rather than high. In another study (Spears
et al, 1997), it is found that threat to distinctivenassl group status leads to an enhancement
of identification when individuals feel stronglytathed to their group, but to a decrease in

identification when individuals feel only weaklytathed to their group.

Jettenet al. (2001) have argued that enhanced social idertidicacan ultimately act as a
buffer against the threat of social rejection thacrimination represents. In two studies,
Jetteret al. (2001) examined the effects of perceived discratiom on the meanings of group
identification and how group identification medmtéhe relationship between perceived
discrimination and different meanings and affecta@sequences of group membership.
Strong support was obtained for the prediction thatceptions of discrimination were

associated with increased group identification.

Postmes and his colleagu@d®©99) have reported that the difference in idesgtfon with
low- and high-status groups exerts an importantoefbn the degree of perceived group
discrimination and privilege. Identification onha$ an impact on the group ratings, but no
effect on the personal ratings. That is, only sjratentifiers with a low-status group, for e.g.
women, report more discrimination, whereas higlagniified men acknowledge that their
group is privileged. The researchers conclude linatidentifiers are opportunistic in how
they present themselves to the ingroup as web #iset outgroup, which concur with the other
findings (Ellemers, Barreto, & Spears, 1999; Reictal.,1995).
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Scheeperset al. (2003) showed that perceived discrimination camction as a way to
confirm a social identity on the one hand, and asativator facilitating collective action
against an outgroup, on the other hand (instrurhémtation; Scheepers, Spears, Doosje, &
Manstead, 2002; Spears, Jetten, & Scheepers, 2B¥ed on social identity theory
Scheepers and colleagué®03) hypothesized that both functions (identignformation
function and instrumental function) are stimulateg group identification. People who
strongly identify with a group will be most willinp confirm this group based identity, and
they also should be willing to work for the groupdagpromote action when things are going
bad (Ellemers, Spears, & Doosje, 1997; OuwerkeekGidder, & de Vries, 2000; Tajfel &
Turner, 1986). Moreover, researchers have illustk#hat identity confirmation is prevalent in
contexts where the group’s value is reinforced, #mas relatively secure, but that the

instrumental function will be especially preval@rten the value of one’s group is threatened.

4.2.3. Relative Deprivation in Relation with Ingmldentification and Collective Action

Tougas and Veilleux (1988) note that group relatieprivation is conceptually related to
social identification because the extent of a p@ssalentification with an aggrieved group
strongly influences their perception of their digawtage in the first place (Ellemers, 2002;
Smith, Speras, & Oyen, 1994; Taylor & McGarty, 20@dright & Tropp, 2002). Women, for
example, only become aware of their disadvantagatliss in the workplace if they see
themselves in terms of gender-based social ide(fi#yak & Haslam, 1998; Skevington &
Baker 1989; Tougas & Veilleux, 1988).

The findings of the study by Tropp and Wright (1p@3so confirmed the association
between strength of ingroup identification and regp@f RD among disadvantaged group
members (Latinos and African Americans). They useditems, one measuring the cognitive
component of RD and the other assessing the afeecomponent, for five comparison
targets (two group-level and three personal-levadiad comparisons). The item for the
cognitive component of RD was as the following: “Mbyou say that you are [your ethnic
group is] better off or worse off than ...” To measuhe affective component of RD the
following question was used: “How angry or satidfiare you about your [ethnic group]
situation relative to ...”. Additionally, support farollective action was measured with a
single item (“Members of our ethnic group mustlstegether and work as a group to change
the position of all members of the group”). A reggien analysis revealed that only two
measures (ingroup identification and affective gr&D in comparison with Whites) uniquely

accounted for a significant portion of the variaicéhe support for collective action.
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As a result, respondents of Tropp and Wright's @9tudy reported significantly more
group-level deprivation in comparisons with Whitésan in comparisons with other
minorities. The two-way interaction between ingradentification and the comparison target
was significant: While high identifiers reported maodeprivation than low identifiers in
comparison with other minorities, this differenagtvieeen high- and low-identifiers was even
greater in comparison with Whites. In terms of pasd-level deprivation, both high- and
low-identifiers were satisfied with their personsituation relative to ingroup members.
However, high-identifiers were significantly lesatisfied than low-identifiers with their
personal position relative to members of other mipgroups. When the comparison group
was Whites, the difference between high- and logwnidiers became even larger in a way
that high-identifiers indicated clear feelings @rgonal deprivation. Thus, high identification
with the ingroup and comparison to an advantagemjroup combined to produce the
strongest feelings of group-level and personalll®®®. In other words, individuals who
identify strongly with their ingroup and who makengp-level social comparisons with more
advantaged outgroups feel the most RD and are likebt to support collective strategies for
social change. The perceived intergroup relatignghialso important in the choice of the
social change strategy (Tropp & Wright, 1999, @3)21

Social comparisons with Whites may represent a eoisqn with the dominant group

in the status hierarchy; the group that is seehetaesponsible for the subordinate
status of the ingroup; the group that maintains sugports the status quo; the group
that is perceived to have a greater degree of @oover and access to recourses and

higher status positions.

Tropp and Brown’s (2004) results revealed thattijgng with one’s group and seeing one’s
group as deprived predict support for collectiviasmc At the same time, the results diverge
from those of previous research in some notablesw&pecifically, while both group
deprivation and group identification were signifilg associated with interest in collective
action, only group identification was a significaotedictor of involvement in collective
action. Researchers argued that this is the casaube the most research and theory
concerning collective action has been based oriestud willingness to engage in collective

action.

Other research findings also show that identifamatimoderates the relation between
deprivation and behavioral intentions for actiorrtipgation. In their collective action

research, Kelly and Breinlinger (1996) found thaltective RD as a correlate of participation
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intention was more important for strong than wedkntifiers. Another study that was
conducted one year after the first conduct alsdicnad that collective RD was significantly
related to collective protest, informal participetj and individual protest.

Via experimental design, the mediating role of treé&agroup deprivation was shown by
Boen and Vanbeselaere (2002) by performing a liegisgression on the (binary) choice for
collective non-normative action, with the manipidatcheck of legitimacy as predictor. This
analysis indicated that perceived legitimacy wasigmificant predictor of the choice of
collective non-normative action. However, when tiea group deprivation was included in
the regression, perceived legitimacy was no lorgignificantly related to collective non-

normative action, whereas relative group deprivati@s.

Feelings of group deprivation have been found toctwenected to perceptions of group
injustice (Martin, 1986; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 193720 support for separatist and
nationalist attitudese(g, Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983), to social protdiirt(& Dion,
1987; Walker & Mann, 1987), to support for affirnvat action (Tougas & Beaton, 2002), to
willingness to engage in collective action (GranBgwn, 1995; Kawakami & Dion, 1993;
Tougas & Vellleux, 1988)and to collective actio(Brewer & Silver, 2000; Kelly & Kelly,
1994; Tropp & Brown, 2004; Wright & Tropp, 200fyr a meta analysisee als@&Gmith &
Ortiz, 2002).

4.3. Findings on Collective Action of Immigrants

Most of the studies dealing with immigrants’ pagation in host countries mainly stem from
research on institutionalized politics among thgnamt groups: the research on immigrants’
organizations and how they organize and/or mobillmamselves. Currently, one research
body has a special focus on migrants’ claim-makeng, Bousetta, 2000; Koopmans, 2004;
Koopmans & Statham, 2001; Stathamal, 2005; Vermeulen, 2005). Another focus lies on
transnational identities, organizations and pditnong migrants which attenuates how the
politics in receiving countries are shaped througmigrants’ organizations and institutions
and are influenced by immigrants’ homeland coustfgeg, Caglar, 2001; Kaya, 2002; Moja,
2005; Jstergaard-Nielsen, 2003).

For example, Diehl and Blohm (2001) showed that 3%%he Turkish immigrants were
members of voluntary associations in Mannheim (@mn@&ny). Turkish migrants showed the
lowest levels of association with German clubs;irtiparticipation takes place mostly in
Turkish clubs. However, these clubs strongly reflemmeland identities and have little to do

with German political issues. Their activities amestly religious or cultural activities relating
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to the home country, most associations restrictegir tpolitical lobbying to internal
discussions or were strictly involved in homelasdues. The researchers concluded that
institutional settings in Germany as well as migreesources act to demobilize political
participation rather than promote it. For instanttesre are restrictions in the constitution
which are related to the political participation thie foreigners in German politics: Only
human rights that are relevant to political pap@tion are granted to foreigners by the
constitution, other rights are granted only to Gamncitizens. Also, voting rights for
immigrants are rare, and immigrants holding Turkistionality are not even allowed to vote

on a local level in Germany.

Furthermore, Glatzer (2004) compared Turkish, dtgliand German youth (N = 1200) in
terms of organizational membership and politicatipgation. The researcher illustrated that
signing a petition is the most frequent action (44Pat all respondents (Germans included)
participate in, and that political demonstratioke@the second place (32%). Participation in a
trade union strike (13%), writing a letter to aipolan (8%), working in a citizen initiative
(8%), membership to a political party (5%), and kweg in a political office (5%) were the
other forms of participation. Forty percent of tlespondents, however, indicated that they
did not participate in any actions listed. In amhif fifty-five percent of the immigrants
identify with both countries and they identify alsteequally with them, which researchers
referred to asmbivalent identificatich Another study investigated the political partatipn
of Italian, Greek, and Turkish young adults (Weltzg 2000) that of the survey data was re-

analyzed in the present research with a socialmdggical perspective.

Bousetta (2001) demonstrated that political acésitof ethnic minorities in England are
taking place within the narrow boundaries of thétjgal and social fields. Ethnic minorities
seek to achieve political objectives by mobilizifeflows from community and voluntary
organizations. There is often an extension to thetial participation which is truly political.
Bousetta argues against the classical definitiopafifical participation because of its failure
in understanding political participation of ethmanorities. Important influences of social
organizations and neighborhoods on the politicatigpation of immigrants have been
stressed by other scholars, as well. Both socialor&s facilitate the maintenance of social
boundaries and ethnic identities, and thus cangk®nterest in homeland or in host country
politics (e.g9.,Passy & Giugni, 2001; Sanders, 2002). Kezhpl. (2000, p. 97) points out the
important functions of ethnic organizations asfti®wing:

8 Some other scholars refer to it as dual identificarather than ambivalent identification by armgithat a
person can simultaneously identify with both sogi@ups which can be a positive attribugegg(,Simon, 2004).
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The literature underscores three main functionsetbinic associations: first, the
adjustment of migrants into the host society; sdcotne reaffirmation or the
transformation of migrants’ ethnicity in the newaonment; and third, the mediation
between migrants and the home community in the isgndountries. Despite the
important contribution of this large literature,wfehave considered the political
significance of ethnic associations as they create platforms for claim advancing in
the host public sphere.

A study from the U.S. (San Francisco) showed thhin€se-Americans have maintained
strong ties with the people in their country ofgimi (Lien, 2004): 22% of the respondents
reported that they have contact with their homelpedple at least once a week. Sixty-eight
per cent reported that they pay close attentiothéonews and events that happen in Asia.
Moreover, they participated in diverse forms ofifcdl actions: working with others in the
community to solve a problem (16%), signing a pmtitfor a political aim (10%), donating
money to a political campaign (8%), joining puhin@etings, political rallies, or fundraisings
(7%), and contacting government officials (6%). iBes, 43% of the respondents prefer to
call themselves “Chinese”, 40% “Chinese-America?% “Asian-American”, 4% “Asian”,

and only 1% refers to itself as “American”.

A social psychological study by Deawt al. (2006) examined the ideological positions
(attitudes about social diversity and status inétyyaf immigrants in relation to willingness
to engage in collective action in the U.S. Theisumsption that identification mediates the
relationship between ideology and collective actionentation was confirmed for all
immigrant groups (White, Black, and Latino immigig)n They found differences in ethnic
identification for immigrants who have been in ti&s. fewer than eight years versus those
who have already been there for eight years ande.nidoth White and Black, and Latino
immigrants who have been in the U.S. for fewer tleaght years showed no relationship
between ethnic identification and acceptance ofjuaéty. Whereas the association between
those variables was .17 for white immigrants wheehlaeen in the U.S. for more than eight
years, and it was in the opposite direction forcR&aand Latino immigrants (-.16). That is,

Black and Latino immigrants who strongly identifythvtheir ethnic group reject inequality.

Another social psychological study by Moghaddam &wmdreault (1992) examined the
individual and collective mobility strategies witB13 first-generation minority group
members in Canada. Mean age was 37 years, 42%beided university education. Multiple

regression analyses showed that “individual-asaioih” action was preferred by the
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immigrants who reported high legitimacy of the G#iaa system. And, “collective-

multiculturalism” action was positively associatgdh perceived group discrimination.

Moreover, research based on a model of life spaeldement suggests that the period of
late adolescence and young adulthood is the driticee for the development of identity,
including commitment to values, ideologies and gsuConcurringly, research suggests that
political activity increases throughout the adufe,| peaking at midlife (Conway, 1985;
Milbrath & Goel, 1982). That is why we conductee thresent work only with young adults.
Because diverse definitions for generation have Ipgeposed in the social science literature,
we avoided to use the term generation. Accordingade (1994), for example, the people
who hold another citizenship than German and whe leeen living in Germany for at least
ten years represent the first generation of imnnitgral heir children who were born and have
grown up in Germany are the second generation, ealsetheir grand children are the third
generation immigrants. On the other hand, basedMannheim’s historical sociological
definition of generation, Glatzer (2004) argued ihamigrants who came from 1955 (when
the bilateral migration was initiated) to 1973 (whié was officially stopped) are the first
generation. The historical time period between 18@d 1991 (Germany’s unification) is

referred to as the era in which second generatmnigrants came.

5. Framework and the Research Questions

The social psychological approach which was con@zied by Pettigrew (1996) is adopted
in the present work. His approach focuses on thgorevel analysis that can be defined as
the intersection of macro- and micro-level procsss®ituational factors as face-to-face
interactions underlie the meso-level social psyotichl processes and behavioral outcomes.
The meso-level approach assumes that macro fastmfs as immigration policies of the
different governments, the laws, and the unemploynnate constitute the socio-structural
bases of immigration. On the other side, therenaiero-level bases as prejudice, racial or
discriminatory attitudes of the individuals from tbo“natives” g.g., Germans) and
“newcomers” (immigrants). And immigrants’ percepisp attitudes and behaviors are
construed under these environmental conditionsevieryday interactions between various

ethnic group members.

Accordingly, the perceptions and attitudes of immaing individuals (meso-level) originate
both in their personal characteristics (individlealel) and in their group memberships
(group-level). Put straightforward, because indmald belong to many different groups and
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categories, their social identity is necessarilgdaaon the memberships of a variety of
groups, some of which become more or less salet @sult of circumstances. In the same
way, perceived discrimination and deprivation fiegd may result from and vary to some
extend to group belongingness. So, additionallyingividual-level variables, the present
analysis includes group-level variables in order utederstand collective action of the

immigrants coming from Turkey who live in Germany.

According to social identity theory (Tajfel & Tumel986), conflictual relations between
groups make the group membership salient to thepgnoembers. Thus, it is reasonable for us
that the intergroup relations between so-calledtivea” (Germans) and “newcomers”
(immigrants) in Germany since the first migratioraw® make the certain social group
memberships salient to immigrants. In this respéhe,triadic relation between immigrants,
their homelands, and the country of their settlenf€nopmans & Statham, 2001) impacts the
identities of the immigrants. Within social psyobgy literature, this process is termed as a
process of ‘remooring’ by Deaux and his colleag(eeg, Ethier & Deaux, 1994): Leaving
one place in which identity has been enacted apgasted, and coming to a new location
where identity must be resituated and often redefinThus, one important issue in the
investigation of identities is to what extent thetheeefold identities are accepted and
internalized by immigrant individuals. In this peof we will measure ingroup identification

with country of origin as well as with Germans axgslander

Relying on SIT, we will ask how does an individirmimigrant value him or herself if the
immigrant group is devaluated as low-status andddiantaged in the host society? According
to SIT, one of the three following strategies via# chosen in order to maintain a positive
social identity: individual mobility, social creaily, or social change/competition. Only
social change refers to the strategy of improviredverall societal situation of a group held
in low status or esteem. SIT assumes that espedadlial and historical contexts, beliefs
about specific characteristics of intergroup situa influence the choice of these strategies
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turneet al., 1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1996). Put another way, it is
necessary to consider three sets of conditionsriteroto understand how members of
subordinated groups will act: perception of pernildggbabout the group boundaries,
perception of legitimacy and of stability about theergroup status relations. But, the results
of both experimental and field studies, which hbeen conducted with other than immigrant
groups, indicate inconsistent findings as we sumrtein up in the previous sections.

However, based on SIT conceptualization, we asdiateif immigrants perceive the group
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boundaries as impermeable and the group relatisngsecure (illegitimate and unstable),

then it is more likely for them to perceive conflasnd engage in collective action.

At this point, our definition of collective actioshould be mentioned. We take collective
action as any action that is done by a group memnb@rder to favor the group interests or to
enhance the collective status of disadvantagedpgrewy., Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996;
Klandermans, 1997; Reicher, 2004; Veenstra & Hasi00; Wright, 2001, 2003; Wriglet
al., 1990), which does not necessarily exclude the viddals’ interests or status
enhancement. To us, any action which is initiatethvor individual interests may also serve
enhancing the collective interests or status. Theze independent from the initial
motivation, collective action occurs when at thel @encollective gain is reached. Related to
this, collective action may be done either indialliy (e.g, signing a petition) or within the

group €.g, marching in a demonstration) as some scholargeaggg, Wright, 2001, 2003).

Another important factor having impact on colleetiaction is perceived grievancesd,
Kelly & Breinlinger, 1996; Lalonde & Cameron, 199&ettigrew, 1986; Simon &
Klanderman, 2001). One of the perceived grievamedise perception of discrimination and
another is the relative deprivation. The level d&tichi perceived discrimination occurs has
specific behavioral implications: Perceived disdnation against the group as a whole leads
to collective action, whereas perceived discrimoraiagainst the person is associated with
individual behavior €.g., Foster & Matheson, 1995; Lalonde & Cameron, 19%milarly,
two forms of relative deprivation have been shoveny#lding fundamentally different
responses: Personal RD is likely to elicit expareeaf stress, while group RD seems to be an
important precursor for collective actioa.qf, Dubé-Simard & Guimond, 1986; Vanneman &
Pettigrew, 1972; Walker & Mann, 1987). Relativegnf studies have investigated perceived
group discrimination and group RD in relation witehavioral outcomes like collective
action; and they show inconsistent results. Morgoseme scholars propose an integrative
model that brings together the theories of selégatization, social identity, and relative
deprivation (Ellemers 2001; Kawakami & Dion, 199&right 2001, 2003). To us, another
crucial factor is the causal attribution of griewas, because it has been argued that in
promoting collective action it is decisive to ditrie the causes of grievances to external
factors €.g, Gurinet al.,1969, Kluegel & Smith, 1986; Simon & KlandermaB801; Taylor
& McKirnan, 1984).

Hence, our integrated model that is based on therigs and models of SIT, perceived

discrimination, RD, and casual attribution is désg@d in Figure 5. The grey colored fields in
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the figure illustrate specific assumptions in thedel which are separately tested. On the one
hand, (a) the positive effects of perceived grayel discrimination and relative deprivation
on collective action via system-blame (a mediatimodel), (b) and the interaction between
perceived discrimination and the affective comparmdndentification with country of origin
were analyzed. On the other hand, interaction betwelief system variables (perception of
permeability, legitimacy, and stability) based dif &ssumptions and citizenship status was
tested. The symbol “x” between the boxes repres#msassumed interactions. And the

symbol “+” represents the positive relationships.

Figure 5. The framework for research relying on tteories and models of SIT, perceived
discrimination, RD, and attribution theory.
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In the literature, these theoretical constructsewmartially studied. But taken as a whole, the
research have illustrated that ingroup identifmati(Kelly & Kelly, 1994; Kelly &
Breinlinger, 1996; de Weerd & Klandermans 1999; @it al, 1998; Simon, 2005; Sturmer
& Simon, 2004; Veenstra & Haslam, 2000), beliefteys (Boen & Vanbeselare, 2000, 2002;
de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Ellemetsal, 1988, 1992, 1993; Mummendetal, 1996,
1999b; Wright, 2003; Wright & Tropp, 2002), perasivdiscrimination (Gurin, Gurin, Lao, &
Beattie, 1969; Hewstone & Jaspars 1982; Lalonde &n€&ron, 1994; Moghaddam &
Perreault, 1992; Taylor & McKirnan, 1984), groudatre deprivation (Dubé-Simard &
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Guimond, 1986; Grant & Brown, 1995; Foster & Maites1995; Guimond & Dubé-Simard,
1983; Gurr, 1979; Dion, 1986; Kawakami & Dion, 199&ipathi & Srivastava, 1981,
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Walker & Mann, 1987;i§Nt, Taylor & Moghaddam, 1990),
and system-blame (Dion, 1986; Gueanhal, 1969) are the predictors of collective action. We

also propose citizenship status as another importarable.

In the present research, it is assumed that difteedfective or behavioral) components of
ingroup identification will exert their effects aollective action either as mediators or as
moderators. Specifically, the behavioral compor@ningroup identification is assumed to
positively mediate between perceived discriminateomd collective action, whereas the
affective component is assumed to positively maeethis relationship. Moreover, in our
model we think of perceived grievances (perceiveslg discrimination and group RD) to
affect collective action of immigrants via attribrt process (system-blame): The more an
immigrant attributes the reasons of perceived gnees to system the more that person

engages in collective action.

Relying on SIT which argues that social and histdricontexts influence the choice of
mobility strategies (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turnefr al., 1987; Hogg & Abrams, 1996), we
suppose that citizenship is one of those impodanial contexts. Because citizenship is a key
issue in terms of intergroup perceptions and behmavi.g, Alba, 2005; Koopmans &
Statham, 2001), and it leads to status differantiavithin immigrant groups. Therefore, we
assume that belief system of the immigrants’ (geroa of less permeable intergroup
boundaries, perception of less legitimate status$sefmans, and perception of less stable

intergroup relations) will be moderated by citizeipsstatus of them.

In each study, the research frame is specifiedermg of variables and their assumed
relations. Explicitly, at the beginning of each dstuthe relevant model with its particular

hypotheses are given.
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IV. STUDY 1

In accordance with the general framework of theaesh which was illustrated in Figure 5,
(p. 48) the variables and their assumed relationsStudy 1 were specified as follows. The
hypotheses were limited to the variables which baen included in théuslandersurvey97

(Weidacher, 2000) by DJI (Deutsches Jugendinsti@grman Institute of Youth). The

Auslandersurvey9had been conducted with a relatively large samplgoung immigrants

from Turkey living in Germany, and it involved at s variables (perceived discrimination,
identification with one’s country of origin, andltExtive action) which were concerned in the
research at that point in time. On these grouridsas plausible to do the first explanatory
analyses with this data set. Thus, Study 1 involvwd@ secondary analysis of
Auslandersurvey9data. The specific hypotheses of the study wemade seen below (see

also Figure 6).
Hypotheses about ingroup identification:

H1l: Respondents who are already German citizens @sd who are interested in
naturalization to Germans will identify less wittetr country of origin, and their ethnic

group living in Turkey.

H2: Behavioral component of identification with edty of origin will positively relate to
affective component of identification with countrforigin, and to ethnic group.

Hypotheses about collective action:

H2: Respondents with high education level will nepoore collective action.

H3: The effect of affective component of identificd with country of origin on collective
action will be moderated by interest in naturalmat Strong identifiers who are
interested in naturalization to Germans will reporbre collective action. The similar
relationship will be found for ethnic group affiian as well: Respondents who strongly
identify with their ethnic group living in Turkeynd who are interested in naturalization

will report more collective action.

H4: The effect of perceived discrimination variabte collective action will be moderated by
the affective component of identification with cdwyn of origin, by ethnic group

affiliation, and by interest in naturalization.

50



H5: The more discrimination is perceived in publie more respondents participate in
collective action. Similarly, perceived nationabamligious discrimination leads to more
collective action. And, the behavioral componentdaintification with country of origin

mediates these relationships (see Figure 6).

Figure 6. A path model for Study 1 for three dimens of perceived personal discrimination
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6. Method

6.1. Procedure and Participants

The data were collected via personal-verbal ingsvei on the basis of a fully structured
guestionnaire in the time period of December 14961% February 10, 1997 (see the
introduction of the survey by MARPLAN in Appendig, Il). The sample was composed of
Turkish immigrants who resided in West Germany.hElgundred and thirty interviews (men
=422, women = 408) were evaluated. Four hundreldfamteen respondents were recruited
from big cities, 416 from small cities. The questiaire$ were sex specifically formulated

and submitted to the respondents in both GermarTaridsh.

The respondents’ age ranged from 18 to 25 yeafswArespondents (5.4%) were the only
child in the family, but the rest had at least ¢hog more siblings. Most of the respondents
(71.8%) were single and more than the half of tresgles (about 60%) lived together with

their family. Besides, 27.3% of the sample was redrrand seven of them were divorced.

° The questionnaires for the Turkish female samjlgénd (36)and the male sampldigend (35)as well as
the codebookJugend.pdfand the file structurel(gend.savare available on the internet.
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Regarding the educational letfelalmost half of the participants (48.7%) had reedian
elementary school degree, whereas 18.7% had recemeondary, and 10.1% high school
degrees in Germany. However, 22.4% had no eduedtoegree from Germany at all, but
some of them had received their degrees in Turke$%: elementary school, 4.5%:
secondary school, 1%: high school degree). In rttpehe occupational education, 33.9% of
the participants held an apprenticeship certificatel 2.3% had completed vocational school
training. Only a handful respondents had a highelleaf occupational education (five
respondents held a technical school certificatesettheld a degree of university of applied

science, and three had a university degree).

Concerning the employment stattys49% of interviewees were employed, whereas 9.5%
were unemployed (35% of the respondents did ngiores to this item). From employed
interviewees 3.6% had a family business, 2.9% wezelancers, whereas the rest were
workers. About 72% of the sample had an unlimitedidence permissioruribefristete
Aufenthaltserlaubnignd Aufenthaltsberechtigungwhereas 14.7% of the respondents held a
limited residence permissiorbdfristete Aufenthaltserlaubniand Aufenthaltsbewilliguny
and 10.2% of the participants either hold or haympliad for German citizenship

(EinbUrgerung beantragt

6.2. Measures

Table 2 gives an overview of operationalizatiortbed constructs, with variable numbers and
scale types (see Table 1 in the Appendix, p. ¢il,the original, German operationalizations).
Constructs which were excluded because of unadadeptaissing values are given in Table 2
(see Appendix, p. Xlll). We report the validitiesdareliabilities of the measures in the
Resultssection as those were not reportedAirslandersurvey9(see Mittag & Weidacher,
2000).

Ingroup ldentificationconsisted of three components: affective and dehelvcomponents
of identification with the country of origin, andhaic group affiliation. We measured the

affective component of identification with countoy origin with two items: feeling at home

19 Education level of parents varied from no gracmat{25.4% of the fathers and 45.8% of the moth&rs)
university degrees (1.6% of the fathers and only mothers). Nevertheless, most of the parents fthdre
elementary school (51.1% of the fathers and 39%h@®imothers), or secondary (13.4% of the fatheds&8%
of the mothers) or high school degrees (3.5% ofdtteers and 1.2% of the mothers).

1 Whereas 73.5% of fathers were employed, 10.1% weemployed; and 11.4% were pensioners. From
employed fathers, 55.1% were workers, but othere wéher employees (5.8%) or freelancers (9.1%)aar a
family business (2.7%). But most of the mothersengensioners (57.2%), and less than the half (34v@8te
workers. Only a few mothers (5.5%) were unemployst, of all working mothers, 21% were workers,%.7
had a family business, and 5.7% were employees.
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during the stay in Turkey (from 1 “I feel immedigteat home” to 6 “I don't travel to
Turkey”) and the perception of themselves by thend@ountry people (from 1 “never” to 6
“travel not”). We took these two items as indicatan the basis of two separate findings.
First, it was shown that “feeling at home” is a gamnent of identity construal (Hopkies al,
2006; Reicheret al, 2006); and second, Turkish immigrants are usuadly perceived as
Turks, but rather as Germans or eveisasmanersor asGerman-likege.g.,Kaya & Kentel,
2005; White, 1997).

The behavioral component of identification with oty of origin was obtained with the
guestions about visiting Turkish clubs/cafés in r@amy (from 1 “there is not such a
possibility” to 4 “visit regularly”), and particigen in activities of Turkish organizations (1 =
yes, 2 = no), which were defined as youth assaciafisports clubs, cultural organizations,
and others. The importance of the behavioral comapbaf ingroup identification was shown
by Klandermans and his colleagues (de Werd & Klamdas, 1999; Klandermans, Sabucedo,
Rodriguez & de Weerd 2002; Klandermans, SabucedBofiriguez, 2004), especially in
relation to protest participation. The third componof ingroup identification (ethnic group
affiliation) refers to the belonging to ethnic gpsusuch as Armenians, Cherkesians, Kurds,
Las, and others living in Turkey. This dimensionsvessessed via a five-point scale ranging

from 1 “very strong” to 5 “not at all”.

Table 2. Operationalization with variable numberd acale types

Construct Dimension Indicators and scale type

Ingroup Country Affective When people live in Germany for a long time and

Identification of component  then visit Turkey, some might experience a
origin difference. What is it like for you? Do you feel at

home immediately, quiet fast, after some days, or
after a long time? Or do you feel always foreign?”
(v0338)
1 “I feel immediately at home” to 6 “I don't traveab
Turkey”
When you stayed in Turkey for some time, for
example on vacation, the people there would very
often, often, sometimes, rarely, or never consider
you as German®0339)
1 “never” to 6 “l don't travel not”
Behavioral In several cities in Germany, there have been Ehrki
component  clubs and cafés for youngsters as meeting points. D
you often visit these clubs and cafes? (v0360)
1 “no, there is not such a possibility” to 4 “yebyisit
regularly”
Do you participate in activities of...?
Turkish youth association (v0559)
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Turkish sport club (v0560)

Turkish cultural association (v0561)
Other (v0562)

1“yes”, 2“no”

Ethnic
group

In Turkey, there are various ethnic groups (fay.,e.
Armenians, Cherkessians, Kurds, Laz) that a peraon
feel belonging to. What is it like for you? Haveuyo
emotional affiliation to such group? (v0361)

1 “l feel very strong affiliation” to 5 “not at all -
reverse coded

Perceived personal Public sphere
discrimination

In daily life, Germans and Turks are often unequal
treated. Have you such an experience? Do you feel
yourself as discriminated by Germans?

At school / work (v0363)

In neighborhood (v0364)

In shopping (v0365)

In clubs (vO366)

In discos (v0367)

1 “not discriminated against” to 4 “very much
discriminated against”

Nationality

In daily life, it is possible for a person to be
discriminated. Can you tell me how often you have
experienced such discrimination on the basis of
your nationality? (v0618)

1 “very often” to 5 “never” - reverse coded

Religion

In daily life, it is possible for a person to be
discriminated. Can you tell me how often you have
experienced such discrimination on the basis of
your religion? (v0619)

1 “very often” to 5 “never” - reverse coded

Collective action

Please indicate what you havesdsmfar.
A letter to a politician (vO586)
Public discussion (v0587)
Working in a political office (v0588)
Working in a committee (v0589)
A letter to the media (v0590)
Party entrance (v0591)
Citizen initiative participation (v0592)
Working in a political group (v0593)
Money donation to a group (v0594)
Signing a petition (v0595)
Legal demonstration (v0596)
lllegal demonstration (v0597)
Trade union strike (v0598)
Other strike (v0599)
Boycott (v0600)
l=yes,2=n0

Interest in naturalization

Can you consider natzaéibn to Germans?
1 =Inany case
2 = Perhaps
3 = Probably not
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4 =1In no case
5 = Already own / applied for

Demographics Gender v0693; 1 = man; 2 = woman

Education v0053;
1 = Not any degree
2 = Elementary school (Hauptschule)
3 = Secondary school (Realschule)
4 = High school certificate (Gymnasium)
5 = Other

Employment  v0067; 1 =yes; 2 =no

Occupation v0056
1 = Family business (Familienbetrieb)
2 = Worker (Arbeiter)
3 = Employee (Angestellter)
4 = Freelance (Freiberuflich)
5 = Self-employed (Selbstandiger)

Residence v0077

status 1 = Limited residence (Aufenthaltsbewilligung)
2 = Limited residence (befristete Aufenthaltserlzisp
3 = Unlimited residence (unbefristete
Aufenthaltserlaubnis)
4 = Unlimited residence (Aufenthaltsberechtigung)
5 = Applied to citizenship
6 = Naturalized to German citizenship
7 = Don’'t know

Perceived discriminationinvolved three dimensions. The first one is therspeal
discrimination experience in public sphere (schaartk, neighborhood, shopping, clubs, and
discos) whichwas measured with four-point scales varying fron(“dot discriminated
against”) to 4 (“very much discriminated againstTihe second dimension involved the
perception of personal discrimination concerning’smationality and the last dimension is
the perceived personal discrimination based orgicgli Perceived national and religious
discrimination were obtained via five-point sca{@sm 1 “very often” to 5 “never”) which

were reversely coded.

Collective actionwas assessed with 15 items via dichotomous scgesnp type). Iltems
were listed as writing a letter to a politician &85), participation in a public discussion
(V0587), working in a political office (V0588) onia committee (V0589), writing a letter to
the media (V0590), membership in a political paf¥0591), participation in a citizen
initiative (V0592), working in a political group (0693), donating money to a group (V0594),
signing a petition (V0595), participation in a leg®&0596) or in an illegal (V0597)
demonstration, participation in a trade union stiiK0598), or other form of strike (V0599),
and boycotting (V0600).
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Demographicvariables like gender (1 = man; 2 = woman), edocafl = not any degree; 2
= elementary school degree; 3 = secondary schagkedg4 = high school certificate; 5 =
other), employment (1 = yes; 2 = no), occupation=(family business; 2 = worker; 3 =
employee; 4 = freelance; 5 = self-employed), ansidence status (limited residence
permission = 1, 2; unlimited residence permissioB, 4; applied or naturalized to German

citizenship = 5, 6; don’t know = 7) were attained self-report scales.

7. Results

7.1. Procedure

In order to realize the goal of the study, firbg walidities (both explanatory and confirmatory
factor analyses) and reliabilities of the scalesewmoven. Then, ANOVA tests, moderation
analyses, and a path model (structure equation Ingd&EM) were run. Explanatory factor
analysis (EFA) serves the examination of the dinoeradities of the scales. The selected
extraction method is Maximum Likelihood (ML), whick also the selected estimate method
for all SEMs (CFAs and path model). SEM is a cditat of statistical techniques that allows
for a set of relationships between one or more(INdependent variables), either continuous
or discrete, and one or more DVs (dependent vasapkither continuous or discrete, to be
examined. In SEM, both IVs and DVs can be eitheasneed variables (directly observed), or
latent variables (neither unobserved, nor diredgerved;e.g, Schumacker, & Lomax,
2004; Ullman & Bentler, 2003). The main advantaf¢he latent variable method is that the
measuring error and complex relations between bimsaare estimated. The process of
modeling could be thought of as a four-stage pice®del specification, model estimation,
model evaluation, and model modificatiang, Bentler & Wu, 2002; Byrne 2001; Ullman &
Bentler 2003).

Via SEM, a theoretically postulated model withdtausal relations can be estimated for the
population from the given sample. The model esesdbr path coefficients, and their
standard errors are generated under the implisiiraption that the model fit is very good.
However, fit-indices are affected by sample sizsiridbution, and variance (Hu & Bentler,
1995). Therefore, cut-off values for the indicessinioe interpreted carefully. The suggested
fit-indices are the Comparative Fit Index (CFI; Ben 1990), the Root Mean Squared Error
of Approximation (RMSEA; Steiger & Lind as cited Byrne, 2001), and the Standardized
Root Mean Squared Residual (SRMR; Bentler, 199%).aAdd Bentler (1999) recommend

consulting at least two of these indices while wkaal cut-off values could be wrong due to
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different problems €.g. measurement specification of the model, small $arsjze). And,
they suggest cut-off values as close to .95 forGRé& approximately .06 for the RMSEA
and a value around the .08 for the SRMR. For thepteteness of the statistics, also jhe
goodness-of-fit-statistic as well as th#df should be indicated. This relationship should
ideally be 2:1 and acceptably, 3:1 (Marsh & Hoceu&85). In the present research addition
to these fit-indices mentioned above, P-close vVREIURMSEA which is the probability value
associated with the test of close fit (> .500 iggasted by Byrne, 2001), was also provided

for.

Besides, via SEM, both normally and non-normallgtributed sample techniques are
applicable. When the data are generated from nomalty distributed populations and/or
represent discrete variables, then, one of thellision free weighted procedures.d, ADF,
WLS, GLS) are suggested to be usedy( Curran, West & Finch, 1996; Schumacker &
Lomax, 2004). Similarly, Bentler (2003) suggestingshe matrix which contains sample
polychoric (correlation between ordered categorialiables) and polyserial (correlation
between continuous and ordered categorical vagabterrelations as well as Pearson
correlations to fit the model. However, in the @xitof SEM, it has been verified that there
are circumstances when ignoring the ordinal natdirdne variables (owing to an underlying
continuous normally distributed variable that wevdhaot been able to measure) and using
ordinary correlations for continuous variables l&d minimal distortion. For example,
Coenders, Satorra and Saris (1997) compared diffecerrelational approaches.«,
continuous, polychroic and polyserial) and reportedt without latent variables Pearson
correlations outperformed the others; and with nateariables, the Pearson correlation
approach lacks robustness against transformatronseibut otherwise, it can perform as well

as the alternative approaches.{ polychoric and polyserial approaches).

Unfortunately, nothing seems to be known aboutrtistness of this methodology
to violation of normalityrelative to the robustness associated with treating ordinal
variables (with a certain number of categories,hwiertain distributions) as
continuous at reasonable sample size. If at somglsasize the polychoric/polyserial
methodology is hard to downgrade due to a normaligtation, while ordinary
correlations are easily destroyed legitimately déwg scores, then we certainly

should use “polys”. If on the other hand, ordinaogfrelations yield more robust

12 Browne and Cudeck (1993) refer to the problem afepting models with acceptable fit-indices evea th
parameter estimation does not apply to the pomuaflhat is why the researchers recommend lookirthea
confidence intervals for parameter estimationsalue between .05 g < .10 is acceptable for RMSEA.
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results than the ordinal methodology, in practi@skould do the technically wrong
thing and treat the ordinal variables as continudissyou can see we have ambivalent
feelings about this methodology. (Bentler, 2003)14

Nevertheless, both Maximum Likelihood Chi-square_(jt; Browne, 1982; Joéreskog, 1967)
and Satorra-Bentler Scaled Chi-square (B Satorra & Bentler, 1994) methods are
recommended as reported by Cureaml. (1996), when non-normal data is used. Moreover, it
has been proposed that sample size, plausibilitythef normality and independence
assumptions needed to be considered in the seleatian appropriate estimation technique
(e.g, Bentler, 2003; Curraet al, 1996; Ullman & Bentler 2003). ML and the scaled. M
estimators may be good choices with medium to lasgeples and evidence of the

plausibility of the normality assumptions.

Based on the suggestions and empirical proof alaate, analyses were realized. Whereas
item analyses, explanatory factor analyses andhiéties were done with SPSS 12.0, all the
SEMs (CFAs and path model) were carried out with@®15.0 (Arbuckle, 2003; Arbuckle &
Wothke, 1999). Also, when needed, the robust MLho@twas performed via EQS 6.1
(Bentler, 2003) to get robust fit indices and stadderrors.

7.2. Data screening

The data screening for Study 1 took place in sésteps. First, the number of the missing
values of the central variable (dependent variatiéective action) were counted out. While
the data screening showed only a few random missasgs (7), deletion was preferred as
recommended by several authoesg( Tabachnick and Fidell, 2001; Ullman & Bentler,
2003). Thus, the sample was reduced to 823. Fer etriables the missing values more than
10% were checked, and when detected, they weréed€leBut, the variables with less than
5% missing values were imputed with EM (ExpectatMaximization) imputation method
which is a maximum likelihood-based approach (seeelEs & Peugh, 2004: Little & Rubin,
1987). EM is an appropriate method of imputing migglata when there is evidence that the
data are missing at random (MAR) or missing congbyedt random (MCAR).

7.3. Normal Distribution and Multivariate Outliers

In order to determine the extent and the shapeoohality, the data were examined for

evidence of outliers, and both for univariate andltivariate normality (skewness and

13 Table 2 (in Appendix) represents the variables there excluded due to having more than 10% missing
values.
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kurtosis of the distributions). Because structugeiation analyses (like all other analyses
which are based on the general linear model) prestnat the data distribute multivariate
normal. In SEM literature, it has been argued thatous important problems occur with
normal theory estimatorseg, ML, GLS) when the observed variables do not have
multivariate normal distribution: (a) Thé goodness-of-fit test is not expected to produce an
accurate assessment of fit which can lead to rage¢bo many (> 5%) true models; (b) all
parameter estimates and standard errors are egptrtee biased which yields too many
significant results€.g, Bentler 2003; Ullman & Bentler, 2003; West, FinrICurran, 1995).
Even if every variable in a set is normally distitiéd, it is still possible that the combined
distribution is not multivariately normal. Theregortesting multivariate normality (Mardia,
1970) is widely recommended. Moderately non-norraalvariate distribution requires
skewness > 2 and kurtosis > 7, for severely nomabunivariate distribution, skewness > 3
and kurtosis > 21 (Curraet al, 1996; Wesket al, 1995).

We examined the normality of the observed varialllesugh histograms using SPSS
DESCRIPTIVES. The dichotomous (nominal scale withhave done...” or “I have not
done..., yet”) dependent variable (collective actioeyealed severely negatively skewed,
and, simultaneously, positively kurtoic items, assented in Table 3. The severe univariate
negative skewness showed the asymmetry of theldistm, which was a long left tail in the
distribution. Third item (v0588, “working in a pttal office”) had the maximum skewness
value in the scale: -9.42. On the other hand, ib®iloution was peaked at an extreme level
which meant a severe univariate positive kurtogie ame item also had the maximum
kurtosis value in the scale: 86.99). Two exceptioiih acceptable skewness (-1.01 and -
1.87) and kurtosis (-.98 and 1.49) values werenisg a petition” (v0595) and “legal
demonstration” (v0596) items. This normality can ibeerpreted as that these two items
represent the political action repertoire of thetipgants which can also be seen from the
frequencies. From the sample, 226 of the respoadepbrted that they have already signed a
petition, and 131 people reported participating iegal demonstration.

In terms of univarite non-normality (high skewneasd/or kurtosis values) all other
variables of the study with interval scales werenmadly distributed. When multivariate non-
normality was recognizedyootstrappingwas performed to handle violations in normality
assumptions (Byrne, 2001; West al, 1995; Yung & Bentler, 1996; Zhu, 1997).
Bootstrapping serves as a resampling procedurehiighwhe original sample is considered to
represent the population. Multiple subsamples anelamly drawn from this population and

provide the data for empirical investigation of thariability of parameter estimates and
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indices of fit. The method also provides for tegtof the stability of goodness-of-fit-indices

relative to the model as a whole (Bollen & Steif93; Kline, 1998) and of the stability of

model parameter estimates (Kline, 1998; Stine, 192Mg & Bentler, 1996). Bootstrapping

can be applied with AMOS 5.0 even for samples witiderate sizes (Yung & Bentler, 1996).
Nonetheless, Nevitt and Hancock (2001) suggestnapleasize of 500 or greater, and a
bootstrap sample of 250. Additionally to the baagstmethod, CFA with robust ML was run

for collective action (DV) in order to compare tiesults (Currart al.,1996).

Table 3. Univariate skewness and kurtosis valueddpendent variable for N = 823

Collective action Frequency Percentage Skewness Kurtosis
A letter to a politician (v0586) 28 3.4 -5.15 24.58
Public discussion (v0587) 92 11.2 -2.47 4.10
Working in a political office (v0588) 9 11 -9.42 6.89
Working in a committee (v0589) 94 11.4 -2.43 3.91
A letter to the media (v0590) 27 3.3 -5.25 25.68
Party entrance (v0591) 11 13 -8.49 70.26
Citizen initiative participation (v0592) 31 3.8 . 21.73
Working in a political group (v0593) 21 2.6 -6.03 4.33
Money donation to a group (v0594) 52 6.3 -3.60 10.9
Signing a petition (v0595) 226 27.5 -1.01 -.98
Legal demonstration (v0596) 131 15.9 -1.87 1.49
lllegal demonstration (v0597) 36 4.4 -4.47 18.02
Trade union strike (v0598) 49 6 -3.73 11.94
Other strike (v0599) 31 3.8 -4.86 21.73
Boycott (v0600) 59 7.2 -3.33 9.09

Note. Frequency refers to all positive responses (aggetinthe “I have done” option); also percentages ar
given in the next column.

7.4. Scales

Since no validity and reliability tests for the etmicts were provided in the
Auslandersurvey9Mittag & Weidacher, 2000), both EFAs and CFAs were for the first

time in the present work.

7.4.1. EFAs

The selected extraction method was ML. Since theroened factors were assumed to be
correlated, the Promax rotation was selected (Trabek & Fidell, 2001). All the factor
loadings and the factor cross loadings over .20eweported (Rost & Schermer, 1986),
because after the rotation the low values becorgbehj and higher values become lower
(Tabachnick & Fidell, 2001).

Affective component of identification with countrfyorigin. Two items (feeling at home
during the stay in Turkey and being considered asm@an by the home country people)
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loaded under one-factor (Eigenvalues: 1.61, .3%) wie same factor loading of .89 and with

a relatively high total variance of 80.37%.

Behavioral component of identification with coundfyorigin. Four items of participation in
Turkish organizations and one item of visiting Tighkclubs/cafés were included in the EFA.
Eigenvalues indicated a one-factor model (1.98, a4 .80) with a total variance of 38.15%.
However, the item ‘visiting Turkish clubs/cafés’cha negative factor loading (-.59) which
indicated a two-factorial structure. The rest fadtadings (for the items of participation in

activities of Turkish organizations) were quietisattory: .72, .60, .59, and .57.

Perceived personal discrimination in public sphekeone-factor model (Eigenvalues: 3.09,
.74, .51etc) for five items explained for the total variande5@.50%. Factor loadings ranged
from .64 (for the fifth item “perceived discriminan in discos”) to .77 (for the fourth item

“perceived discrimination in clubs”).

Collective action.Five factorswere differentiated (Eigenvalues: 3.29., 1.54, 1.242,
1.03, .95etc), however, the first factor explained 21.91% o tiotal variance. The other
factors did not contribute much to the explainadlteariance (10.25%, 8.28%, 7.46%, and so
on). Regarding factor rotation, four items (pagation in an illegal demonstration, signing a
petition, involvement in public discussion, and Wing in a political office) cross loaded,
whereas two items (writing a letter to a politiciand participation in a legal demonstration)
could not produce significant factor loadings. Trakegether, it was plausible to conclude a
one-factorial model as suggested by Klandermans laadco-workers (de Weerd and
Klandermans, 1999; Klandermaret al, 2002, 2004), however, the last conclusion was

reached after CFA results.

7.4.2. CFAs and Reliabilities

CFAs were performed to establish discriminant vlidf the research variables, that is, to
show that each of the scales in the study measudiffierent construct and that there was no
overlap or concept redundancy among the scalesexBmnine the strength of the links

between constructs and their indicators (itemsg mheasurement models for the latent
constructs were estimated simultaneously. The samebus estimation of the measurement
models allows the examination of the relations leetwitems and their latent constructs as
well as the relations between constructs themselMas is an alternative to series of separate
tests of single measurement models (Heyder & SdhrA@D3). Furthermore, one also gets
information on whether the items load on only thamget variables or other dimensions, too.

At first, congeneric model, where all the paranei@re freely estimated was tested. Then,
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with reference to modification indices (MlIs), aftative model specifications were applied.
During the analyses, every correlation betweenretgans was justified and interpreted
substantively (Byrne, 2001). All the estimates wpreduced by using AMOS 5.0 and the

estimation method ML.
7.4.2.1. Ingroup ldentification

Three different CFAs were compared in terms of liegtdices. Hypothesized CFA models
were first-order-correlated (Figure 7), second-prdand third-order modéls In the
beginning, first-order correlated CFA was perform&d do so, items of participation in
activities of Turkish organizations were summedang taken as a measured indicator of the
factor behavioral component. The result showediet gatisfactory model fityf = 8.203,df =

3,p =.042; CMIN/DF = 2.734; CFl = .990; RMSEA = .04®:close = .501; SRMR =.0184).
According to the findings, two items of the affeeticomponent had .85, and .71 factor
loadings (inter-item correlation was= .61,p < .01). Factor behavioral component revealed
factor loadings of .70 for participation in Turkisinganizations, and .48 for visiting Turkish
clubs/cafés (inter-item correlation was .33,p < .01). And ethnic group affiliation indicator

loaded on its construct with .63.

Whereas the affective component of identificatiothwcountry of origin correlated
negatively with both behavioral component=(-.16,p = .013) and ethnic group affiliation (
=-.24,p = .000), behavioral component and affiliation pi@sly covaried { = .39,p = .000).
Similarly, affective component showed a negativeficient (-.31), conversely, behavioral
component (.50) and ethnic group affiliation (.produced positive path coefficients, when a
second-order CFA was run. Besides, fit indices fasttorder factor loadings were identical
in the second-order CFA. Finally, third-order CF#y, which participation in Turkish
organizations included its indicators, was tesidwe model produced an unacceptable model
fit (x* = 1485.025df = 14,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 106.073; CFIl = .000; RMSEA = 8%-
close = .000). Consequently, the first-order caterl model was adopted. Affective
component negatively correlated with other facidue to non-reverse coding (see footnote
21).

14 Theoretical latent constructs which are measurediifierent indicators (items) are referred astfoeder
factorial model. A second-order factor model is avith one or more latent variables whose indicatanes
themselves latents. The same principle is validtfiar third-order factor model: third-order laterariables
consist of second-order latent indicators. Alltfirsecond- or third-order factors can be correlateeach other.
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Figure 7. Hypothesized first-order correlated fachmdel for ingroup identification.
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Figure 8. Result of the first-order correlated éaehodel for ingroup identification.
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7.4.2.2. Perceived Discrimination

The first run of the first-order (correlated) mddshowed a relatively poor fit{= 242.240,
df = 13,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 18.634; CFl =.910; RMSEA = .148close = .000; SRMR =
.0513). After modification’§ which were based on the Mls, the fit improved samgally
(y* = 48.949,df = 11, p = .000; CMIN/DF = 4.450; CFl =.985; RMSEA = .06B:close =
.084; SRMR = .0255). The factor loadings for tlems of perceived discrimination in public
sphere were .79 (item 3), .78 (item 2), .70 (itdm @83 (item 4), and .56 (item 5). Cronbach’s
Alpha coefficient for perceived discrimination irulgic sphere was satisfactory as well
(o = .84). The inter-factor correlations between pemed discrimination in public sphere and
national discriminationr(= .53,p < .001), and religious discrimination € .47,p < .001)
were acceptable, but the interrelation betweengdezd national and religious discrimination

was quiet highr(=.70,p <.001).

7.4.2.3. Collective Action

According to the theoretical differentiation by tAaslandersurvey9vesearchers (Mittag &
Weidacher, 2000), collective action consisted oé¢hfactors: conventional, unconventional-
legal, and unconventional-illegal participation. tBoconventional (writing a letter to a
politician and to the media, donating money to &tipal group, membership in a party,
working in a political group, and in a politicalfee) and unconventional-legal (signing a
petition, participating in a legal demonstrationtrade union strike, a citizen initiative,
working in a committee, and public discussion) ipgration included six actions while
unconventional-illegal participation consisted direle items (participation in an illegal
demonstration, in a strike, and boycott). The negeas theoretically differentiated three
factors without any empirical proof, and no assuamptvas proposed regarding interfactor
correlations. However, in the present CFA, two maypotheses were of interest: whether a
three-factor model for collective action with sim@tructure (each variable loading only on
one factor) fit the data, and whether significasivariances between the factors occur. Thus,
first-order three-factor (correlated) model for leotive action was tested (see Figure 9).

However, as illustrated in Table 3, univariate nalitg was violated, and according to

!5 A second-order CFA was also calculated, but itilted with the same fit indices. However, througeand-
order CFA, factor loadings for the first-order fast on the second-order could be seen: .60 foreperd
discrimination in public sphere, .89 for perceivedtional discrimination and .78 for perceived rielig
discrimination.

16 Correlation between the error terms of item 4disination in clubs) and item 5 (discrimination discos;
MI = 111.619); and between the error terms of ieand perceived national discrimination item (Mb56.213)
are plausible.
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multivariate kurtosis (643.511 with normalized estte of 408.734), the measured variables
did not distribute normally. Therefore, first, MLithv bootstrap method was applied, and then,

robust ML results were obtained.

Figure 9. Hypothesized first-order correlated fachmdel for collective action which is based

on the conceptualization of Mittag and Weidach@0(®.

o 1

A letter to a politician |<—@
. 1

| Aletter to the media =)

: : 1
Conventional Money donation to a group«<——e)

activities 1
Party entrance =)

1

| Working in a political grou#—@
1

Working in a political office|<—@

1
Signing a petition |<—@

| Legal demonstration

1 C
: - 1
Trade union strike |<—@
RC)
e

Unconventiona
legal
activities

Citizen initiative

| Working in a committee

1
Public discussion |<—@

. 1
lllegal demonstration |<—@

Other strike |<i@
1
Boycott |<—@

Unconventiona
illegal
activities

ML estimation resulted with a relatively poor mofiein the first run §* = 543.312df = 87,

p = .000; CMIN/DF = 6.245; CFIl = .740; RMSEA = .08@:close = .000; SRMR = .0621).
Both standardized and unstandardized weights iteticeery low factor loadings of item 4
(V0591.: party entrance) and of item 6 (V0588: wogkin a political office) which were the
most highly skewed and kurtoic items in the nortgatest. In addition, several misfit
resources were determined regarding modificatiatices (LM test; Ullman, 2001). For
example, error term of item 12 (V0598: trade unstrike) co-varied with the third factor
(unconventional-illegal; Ml = 63.500). Moreover rar term co-variances between items 1
(V0586) and 2 (V0588, MI = 46.184), between itens (Y0598) and 14 (V0599, MI =
44.629), and between items 10 (V0595) and 11 (VOBB6= 40.408) were recognized. These
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error co-variances might indicate systematic mesasant errors in item responses
(characteristics specific either to the items othi® respondents; Aish & Jéreskog, 1990) or a
high degree of overlap in item content (Byrne, 200though worded differently, items
might ask essentially the highly correlated behavié-or example, it is more likely for a
person who works in a political office (item 2; \&® to write letters to politicians (item 1;
V0586). Similarly, one might participate in bottade union strikes (item 12: V0598) and
other strikes (item 14: V0599). Alternatively, whesomeone participates in a legal
demonstration (item 11: V0596), it is more likelyr fhim/her to sign a petition (item 10:
V0595). In other words, these correlated errors likaly to reflect redundancy in item
contents. Modification indices of regression weggailiso indicated a number of cross loadings
(e.g., between V0586 and V0588, MI = 42.013) which actofor the substantial

misspecification of the hypothesized model.

Thus, a three-factorial correlated model revedhed tonventional participation consisted of
three items as writing a letter to a politiciard{.4to the media (.62), and donating money to a
political group (.38). Unconventional-legal panpation involved items of public discussion
(.68), working in a committee (.49), and citizeniative (.34). Items of illegal demonstration
(.35), other strikes (.77), and boycotting (.51)thgaed under unconventional-illegal
participation. Regarding interfactor correlatiohswever, conventional and unconventional-
legal participation were highly inter-correlated=.77,p < .001), whereas unconventional-
legal and unconventional-illegal participation caried moderatelyr(= .55, p < .001).
Moreover, the relation between conventional andoowentional-illegal participation was
relatively low ¢ = .22,p < .001). However, when items of conventional andamventional-
legal participation were pooled together for a néwA, the model fit got worsey{ =
115.442 df = 26,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 4.440; CFIl = .884; RMSEA = .083:close = .021;
SRMR =.0463), and was therefore not acceptable.

In the next runpootstrappingfor 250 samples (seeg Nevitt & Hancock, 2001) was used
in order to get robust ML results. The run of Bolitiné’ method revealed no estimation
problem (minimum was achieved) while the bootssamples were generated, and the model
fit better for 223 bootstrap samples, but worse2fbisamples with an overall model fit at p =

.112. That is, the Bollen-Stein correctpdvalu€® indicated that the hypothesized model

7 Bollen-Stein method is based on the transformetpamatrix which compares the unrestricted (sajrguhel
restricted (fitted) covariance matrices (see Byg@f)1).

18 Unlike EQS, AMOS program only provides adjuspedalue for analysis.
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should be accepted. Moreover, the expegfedhlue (130.829) is bigger than the obtaigéd
value (78.191) under the joint multivariate norryali

In terms of bias in parameter estimates, the faangiven by Nevitt and Hancock (2001)

was used: %bias =é(—6) 100% /6. Where asd represents an estimated standard error for a
given model parameteld represents the relevant true parameter standaod dihus, the
accuracy of parameter standard errors is evaluated percentages of bias relative to an
estimator’s appropriate true standard error. Reddias percentages were computed for each
standard error estimates. The calculation revetiatl the average bias for unstandardized
factor loadings was 17.569% D = 0.46, Min = -.48, Max = .73). In addition, thesam bias for
unstandardized factor inter-correlation was -31.1$%®= .30, Min = 0, Max = -.6). Since the
average bias for factor loadings and inter-con@hat exceeded the suggested percentage
(10%), the results were rejected. Beyond that, ®&®-corrected confidence intervals (Efron
& Tibshirani, 1993) for both unstandardized anchdtadized parameter estimates were all
excluded the zero. Put another way, bias-correctedfidence intervals indicated the
statistically significant lower and upper bondsaeting the conventional standards.

Nevertheless, MLy> and Satorra-Bentler Scaled were compared (Curraet al., 1996;
Nevitt & Hancock, 2001). Based on the hypothesiznedlel, the Satorra-Bentler scalgdest
of the robust ME? estimation was significangi(27, N = 833) = 107.863 = .000), which
means that the model should be rejected due td befiveen theoretical construct and
empirical data. In addition, the reliability coeigénts for three factors (sub-scales) turned out
to be rather low. For conventional, unconventideghl and unconventional-illegal

participation Cronbach’s Alphas were .43, .48, &8] respectively.

As a result, based on the findings of both EFA &fA, and Klandermans and his
colleagues’ (de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Klanderset al, 2002, 2004) suggestion,
who argued that the action repertoire of peopleiverse and context-dependent, a one-
factorial model was adopted. Consequently, all g@rhcollective action were taken together
into a single measure which ranged from 1 to 1kt & from fifteen actions an individual
can get the maximum value as 11. This time, Cramba&lpha was quite satisfactorg &
.73). Because very few respondents reported acftion in a political office (1.1%) and

party entrance (1.3%) the Cronbach’s Alpha wasutaled without these items as well, but

¥ There are two classes of options to run robughest techniques by EQS. One is robust ML and therds
AGLS. Since the latter requires larger sample sjz62500; Bentler, 2003), robust ML was appliedtfo latent
construct (collective action) with categorical icaliors.
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not any different Alpha was assessed. Therefotefifiden items were kept in the single

measure.

7.5. Findings on Ingroup Identification

We tested the first hypothesis with one-way ANO\A&cording to the results, the effect of
interest in naturalization on identification witbuntry of origin was significant~4, 822) =
7.28,p = .000). Bonferroni comparisons revealed thatoadpnts who were already German
citizens highly dis-identified with their country of originil = 3.11,sd= 1.08, n = 86). This
was followed by the group of respondents who weostiy interested in naturalizationsl &
2.82,sd = 1.13, n= 170). The least dis-identified, or pmother way, the most identified
respondents with their country of origin were tharigrants who never want to apply for
German citizenshipM = 2.31,sd= 1.11, n= 69). The results can be seen from Table

The effect of interest in naturalization on ethigioup affiliation was significant, too
(F(4, 822) = 16.66p = .000). In accordance with the previous ANOVAdimg, German
citizens identified least with their ethnic grouyarig in Turkey M = 1.73,sd=1.10, n = 86).
The identification level was gradually increasedewhhe interest in German citizenship was
lowered. The respondents who were never interdst€derman citizenship constituted the
highest identified group with their ethnic group Tarkey M = 2.92,sd = 1.41, n = 69).
Bonferroni comparisons showed that all the diffeeenbetween groups in terms of interest in
naturalization were significant. Taken together,t dust hypothesis about ingroup
identification was verified through the first ansdg: Immigrants with German citizenship or
who wants to become German citizens identify legh woth their country of origin and
ethnic group living in Turkey. The results are greed in Table 4.

Table 4. Results of two separate one-way ANOVAs

Independent Variable Dependent Variables

Interest in naturalization to German citizenship fesfive component Ethnic  group
of identification with| affiliation
country of origin

Factors M SD M SD

German citizens/applicants (n =86) 3.11 1.08 1.73 .101

In any case want to apply (n = 170) 2.82 1.13

Never want to apply (n = 69) 2.31 1.11 2.92 1.41

Note: Only significant mean differences based onfBwoni comparisons are given.

% The items of the scale were formulated in a wast tthe higher mean values show the less ingroup
identification.
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According to bivariate correlations results, oucs®l hypothesis was confirmed. The more
respondents participate in ethnic organizations waisits ethnic clubs/cafes (behavioral
component of identification) the more they identiiyth their county of origin r( = .08,

p < .05) and with their ethnic group living in Tuské = .18,p < .05; see Table 5). Although
the inter-correlations were relatively low, theatitions of the relations were in accordance

with our hypotheses.

7.6. Findings on Collective Action

The effect of education on collective action (H3swsignificant (3, 821) = 25.56p =
.000). Bonferroni comparisons revealed that immmggawith a high school level
(Gymnasium) reported the highest participationahective action 1 = 3.52,sd=2.33, n =

83). The high level of participation lowered whetendary schooM = 2.21,sd=1.76, n =
154) and elementary schodll (= 1.92,sd = 1.55, n= 401) degree holders were the case. The
respondents with no educational level reporteddhast participationN] = 1.70,sd= 1.37, n=
184). The differences between high school educatiod all others as well as between

secondary school degree and no education degreesiggificant.

7.6.1. Interaction Analyses

In order to test the interaction between continueaisables we used moderated regression
analysis ¢.f. Aiken & West, 1991) which base on the centeringaldes by subtracting the
mean from each scores. Then, interaction termsamgputed by multiplying the centered
independent variables with each other. When theessgn coefficient shows a significant
interaction effect, the slopes are tested indiMiguaModerated regression analyses were
separately computed for the indicators of ingrodgntification with country of origin (the
affective component of identification with countof origin and ethnic group affiliation).
According to moderated regression analysis rebi(&, (821) = 9.49p = .000), the interaction
between interest in naturalization and affectivenponent of identification with country of
origin was not significant. But direct effects aoftb variables were significant: Interest in
naturalization [§ = .14, t(3, 821) = 3.92,p = .000) and the affective component of
identification with country of originf{( = .13,t(3, 821) = 3.75p = .000) showed significant
direct effects on collective action. Similarly, thmteraction between interest in naturalization
and ethnic group affiliation was not significantcading to moderated regression analysis
result, however the direct effect on interest ituralization wasf{ = .13,t(3, 821) = 3.76;
F(3, 821) = 4.93p = .000).
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Moreover, the affective component marginally motkxta the effect of perceived
discrimination in public£ = .06,t(819) = 1.80p = .072; overalF(3, 822) = 5.30p = .000),
and of perceived national discriminatigh< .06,t(819) = 1.70p = .09; overallF(3, 822) =
10.79,p = .000) on collective action, both to lesser etgeBut ethnic group affiliation did
not show any moderation effect at all. Alike, nodarmation effect of interest in naturalization

was found for the effect of perceived discriminati@riables.

7.6.2. Mediation Model

Since the relation between independent variab¥es ferceived discrimination in public
sphere, perceived national, and religious discratiim) and mediator M: behavioral
component of identification with country of originand between mediator and dependent
variable {Y: collective action) should be tested for by thedrmton analysis according to
Schrout and Bolgét (2002), inter-correlations were checked througmpéé Pearson

correlations for two-tails.

As can be concluded from Table 5, significant, felatively low co-variances were gained.
Collective action (DV) was positively related widil research variables. The relations to
perceived personal national discrimination=(.13,p < .01), to perceived personal religious
discrimination § = .14, p < .01), and to the behavioral component of idesaifon with
country of origin ( = .18, p < .01) were significant. Similarly, perceived distnation
variables revealed significant positive relationdthwthe behavioral component of
identification with country of origin. Specificallyperceived discrimination in public was
positively related with the behavioral componentdentification with country of originr(=
.07, p < .05) as perceived national discrimination=(.12,p < .01) and perceived personal

religious discriminationr(=.16,p < .01) were.

% These researchers argue against the suggestioBarbp and Kenny (1986) who prerequisite the refeti
between independent and dependent variables.
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Table 5. Pearson correlations for two-tails for 1823

Scales 1 2 3 4 5 6 7
1. Perceived personal discrimination in pub 1

2. Perceived personal national discriminatic .49" 1

3. Perceived personal religious discriminatic .43~ 70" 1

4. Affective component of identification with .01 -04 04 1

country of origirt
5. Behavioral component of identification wi g 1+ e g9 4
country of origin

ok

6. Ethnic group affiliation 190 190 13 -147 18 1
7. Collective action 01 13 14 12" 18 03 1

f‘Low mean corresponds to strong identification, wiranother way, high mean refers to dis-identifaat
p<.05 p<.01

Concurring with Schrout and Bolger (2002), and ba basis of gained significant inter-
correlations between IVs and M and between M and W& applied the mediation analysis
for the model presented in Figure 10. The modeblwves the behavioral component of
identification with country of origin as the mediatfrom perceived discrimination variables
on collective action. Direct paths from perceivescdmination variables to collective action
were kept in the model to see whether these iefations disappeared after including indirect

paths.

Figure 10. Hypothesized path model.

Perceived personal
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national discrimination N identification wit
country of origin
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However, the first run revealed a just-identifieddaf? (x> = 0, df = 0) with two insignificant

paths of perceived discrimination in public andpefrceived national discrimination to the
behavioral component of identification with countoy origin. When these paths were
constrained to zero, an over-identified moddd £ 2) gave us opportunity to get the fit
indices. According to the findingg*(= .144,df = 2,p = .931; CMIN/DF = .072; CFI =1.000;

22 Just-identified models yield a trivially perfedt. fHowever, over-identified models, where there anore
knowns than unknowns (positive degrees of freedaar),produce fit indices.
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RMSEA = .000; P-close = .990; SRMR =.0030), aiphmediation was gained for perceived
religious discrimination. Whereas perceived relgia@iscrimination predicted the behavioral
component of identification with country of origifd = .16,p = .000), the behavioral
component predicted collective action (3 = A&, .000), but, the direct path from perceived
religious discrimination to collective action wagnzero and still marginally significant (3 =
.09,p = .073) which implies a partial mediation (Shr&uBolger, 2002). Figure 11 illustrates

the mediation analysis results.

Figure 11. Assessed path model.
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8. Discussion

In this study, we used three factors as indicdmringroup identification: the affectiv®and
the behaviordf components of identification with country of origiand affiliation with
ethnic groups (like Armenians, Kurds, Le&) living in Turkey. We obtained perceived
personal discrimination with three measures as: weliceived personal discrimination in the
public (.e., schools, neighborhood, discesc), perceived discrimination based on one’s
nationality, and on one’s religion. Collective actiwas a one-dimensional construct, that is,
participation constituted a single measure in diftedifferent actions according to both EFA
and CFA results.

First of all, our results verified our first hypetsis about ingroup identification. German
citizens as well as non-citizens who are interegtediaturalization to Germans identify less
with both their country of origin (affective compamt of identification with country of origin)

and ethnic group living in Turkey. Both the affeeticomponent of identification with

% The affective component of identification with ety of origin was measured by two items including
“feeling at home” and the consideration of homentoupeople living in Turkey.

% The behavioral component of identification withuotry of origin was measured by two indicatorsitirig
Turkish clubs/cafés and participating in activitedsT urkish organizations.
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country of origin and ethnic group were positivetyrelated to, although low, the behavioral

component of ingroup identification.

The inter-correlations between research varialdgsaled that the affective component of
identification with country of origin has almostraecorrelations with all three variables of
perceived personal discrimination. But, behavi@@hponent of identification with country
of origin and ethnic group affiliation were relatsignificantly —although to a smaller extent-
with discrimination variables: the more a Turkisilmmiigrant perceives personal
discrimination (public, national and religious disgination) the more s/he visits Turkish
clubs/cafes and participate in activities of Tulkizrganizations (behavioral component of
identification), and, likewise, the more they idgntvith their ethnic groups living in Turkey.
These results concur with the SIT findings whichmdestrate that perception of
discrimination is the main factor for strengthenthg identification (Branscomtleg al, 1999;
Jetteret al, 2002).

This heightened ingroup identification may be ailtesf immigrants’ inclination to preserve
self-esteem €.g., Branscombeet al., 1999; Crocker & Major, 1989; Ruggiero & Taylor,
1997). Or, put alternatively, it may be a resuliromigrants’ desire to regain self-worth after
they have experienced personal discrimination. éddentity theorists (Tajfel & Turner,
1986) postulate that individuals define themseliea large extent in terms of their social
group memberships and tend to seek a positivelddeiatity. This social identity consists of
those aspects of an individual’'s self-image whiehivae from the social categories to which
the individual feels him- or herself attached ta do the value and emotional significance
ascribed to that membership. In accordance withfiodings, immigrants from Turkey who
perceive personal discrimination show enhanced atment to their ethnic group, which is
one of the ways to regain feelings of positiveidigtveness by more active means (Tajfel &
Turner, 1986).

In addition to visiting Turkish clubs/cafes and tpapating in activities of Turkish
organizations, respondents report more participatiocollective action when they perceive
national and religious discrimination. ConcurringthwSIT, which argues that intergroup
conflict between social groups enhances the saieftchose social groups (categories), we
read this result as being the consequence of thensa of nationality and religion to

immigrants from Turkey.

Another result is that high education level resulith more collective action. And the more

an immigrant dis-identifies with the country of giri, the more they participate in collective
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action. In the same way, the behavioral componémdemtification with country of origin
heightens collective action. But, affiliation witme’s ethnic group living in Turkey did not
show the same effect — actually, it did not show significant effect. Altogether, the findings
seem contradictory: dis-identifying with Turkey reases collective action, just like the
behavioral component of identification does. Adalthis evidences how different
components of identification operate. The more ®irkimmigrants feel themselves as
foreigners in their country of origin the more thetygage in political activities in their host
country, maybe in order to improve their situatidghere. Put another way, they may feel
themselves as belonging to Germany rather tharutkey, and therefore, act to protect their
interests in Germany. Moreover, visiting clubs/eafand participating in Turkish
organizations in Germany increases collective acatrbich is compatible with the research on
resource mobilization demonstrating that organireti membership gives immigrants
opportunities to participate in political life inokt countries €.g, Diehl & Blohm, 2001;
Koopmans & Statham, 2001). Likewise, Klandermand &rs colleagues (de Weerd &
Klandermans, 1999; Klandermans, 2002; Klandernedred, 2002, 2004) illustrated that the
behavioral component of ingroup identification @mgational membership) is mainly

responsible for the participation in protests.

Other verification about how differently diverse ngoonents of ingroup identification
operate can be seen from the results of moderaimalyses. Affective component of
identification with country of origin moderatedff@ugh marginally, the effects of perceived
discrimination in public and perceived national cdiiination on collective action, but
behavioral component and ethnic group affiliatiad dot. Aside from that, the results of
Study 1 showed that interest in naturalization maigdel, although only weakly, the effect of
the behavioral component of identification on ociile action. To re-examine this
interaction, in the second study, instead of irdier@ naturalization, citizenship status

(German versus Turkish citizenship) of participamés included.

Nevertheless, we should point out that the foundvamtances between perceived
discrimination, ingroup identification and collaati action were low. One explanation
regarding discrimination could be that individual® biased in their perception when they
estimate personal discrimination. Research on pat&poup discrepancy has evidenced that
people report less personal discrimination compapethe amount of group discrimination
(e.g., Tayloret al, 1990, 1994). Therefore, it is reasonable to cwecthat our respondents
report less personal discrimination based on tiais Which leads to low inter-correlations. To

test whether perceived group-level discriminatielates to a greater extent with identification
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and collective action, the persons’ perception alloel group discrimination was included in
Study 2. Another explanation may be that the paston in political actions, which are
relevant to immigration issues, is missing in tlesearch, thus explaining the low inter-
correlations. Instead of asking immigrants aboeirtparticipation in political actions, they

should be asked about their participation in pmditactions related with immigration issues.

Besides, social identity theorists (Tajfel & Turn&886) propose that ingroup identification
is one of the key factors in understanding theoastiof subordinated group members,
explaining whether they will act individually or leectively. For collective behavior group
membership must be internalized as an aspect ofsdifeconcept, and be evaluated as
important for the self. Even though internalizataord importance of group membership were
not measured directly in Study 1, we indirectly swead it with indicators as visiting Turkish
clubs/cafés, participating in Turkish organizatioastivities, and ethnic group affiliation.
But, other social group identifications like iddit@tion with Auslandergroup and/or with
Germans were not assessed. Concurring with SITe[T&j Turner, 1986), we assume that
these social groups are highly salient to immigramecause of the conflicting intergroup
relations in Germany. Based on this assumption tv@nammigrants identify with low- or
high-status groups was one of the central concefnghe research. We presume that
immigrants from Turkey identify more with low-statgroups Auslanderand/or country of
origin) rather than with the high-status group (@ans). These relationships will be tested in

the second study.

Consequently, withAuslandersurvey9we could partially test our hypotheses. Only inter
relations between perceived personal discriminatiogroup identification and collective
action could be investigated. Other hypothesesgkample, the mediation effect of causal
attribution of discrimination could not be testéthe extent to which people attribute
discrimination to external factors (system in Gemgngs. immigrants themselves) increases
on the basis of ingroup identification, accordilmgour assumptions. Moreover, this causal
attribution of discrimination mediates the relasbip between perceived discrimination and
collective action. Crocker and Major (1989), foaexple, showed that identification with the

ingroup leads to the attribution of prejudice tbeeral factors.

Other untested relations involved the feelingseatétive deprivation (RD). We assume that
intergroup comparisons between Germans and imnigjtead immigrants to feel grolgD,
whereas interpersonal (intra-immigrants) compassiead them to feel persoraD. It has
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been shown that the reference group determinedetied of RD feelings. Based on this

rationale, we need measures directly asking foctimparisons between specific groups.

In the second cross-sectional research, we redtestiained inter-relations and analyzed the

remaining hypotheses.
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V. STUDY 2

We realized the first study with data from anotmesource (German Youth Institute),
therefore, we could partially examine our modalstrated in Figure 5 (p. 48). In Study 2,
first, the findings of Study 1 were cross-validateith modified measures. Then, the effects
of other variables suggested by social identitigtiee deprivation, and attribution theories on
collective action were investigated. Finally, weasined the impact of citizenship status on

collective action.

In this study, measures of perceived discriminatidentification with country of origin and
collective action were modified on the basis ofvpras findings which were not very
satisfactory. First, we measured group-level dmsutration, because the literature indicates a
positive relationship between collective action aedceived group-level rather than personal-
level discrimination. Second, identification witbuntry of origin (affective component) was
obtained with direct items rather than with indirendicators. Third, we assessed the
behavioral component of identification with counti origin through ethnic organizational
membership instead of visiting Turkish clubs/cadésl participating in activities of Turkish
organizations. And at last, collective action, whiconsisted of actions relevant to
immigration issues, was gained. Hence, we examimndubther the perceived group-level
discrimination leads immigrants to involve in calige action related with immigration
issues to challenge discriminatory conditions.hiis tvay, it is more likely to see under what
conditions and to what extent immigrants involveallective action in favor of their groups
or selves. Consequently, specific hypotheses regamhediation and moderation relations

were formulated as below:

Hypotheses about ingroup identifications and belystem variables:

H1: Respondents will report more identification twitheir country of origin (affective
component of ingroup identification) than withusl&anderor Germans. However,
citizenship status of the respondents will leaddifferences: Turkish citizens will
identify more with their country of origin amsuslandergroup (low-status groups) than
German citizens. However, German citizens will tifgnrmore with Germans (high-

status group) than other groups.

H2: Citizenship status of the mothers and the fathef the respondents will lead to
differences in affective component of ingroup idicdtion as well: If their mothers or
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fathers are Turkish citizens, respondents identifyre with their country of origimr
with Auslanderthan with Germans. However, the relationship will be vicesaefor
German citizenship holders, namely, Germans willheestrongly identified group.

H3: Behavioral component of identification with edty of origin (participation in ethnic
organizations) will lead to differences in affeeticomponent of identification with
country of origin: Respondents who participate thne organizations will identify
more with their country of origin andluslandey but less with Germans.

H4: Identification with low-status groupAiislanderor country of origin) will be negatively
correlated with perceptions of permeability anditliegcy, but will be positively
correlated with the perceptions of stability. Howevdentification with Germans will
be positively correlated with all belief system iahfes. In addition, the more
respondents perceive impermeability, illegitimaog atability the more they participate

in ethnic organizations.

H5: The effect of perceived permeability on idansfion with both high- and low-status
groups will be moderated by perceived legitimacy atability as well as citizenship
status of the respondents. Turkish citizens whagyee intergroup boundaries as less
permeable and intergroup relations as less legitirmad more stable will identify more
with their country of origin as well as withuslander However, German citizens who
perceive intergroup boundaries as more permealdeirgargroup relations as more

legitimate and less stable will identify more wia@rmans.
Hypotheses about relative deprivation:

H6: On the one hand, respondents with a high echumadtlevel will report more group RD,
and personal RD compared to Germans, but lessm@rB® compared tédwuslandey
than people with a low educational level. On thieeothand, respondents with high
income level will report less personal RD both caneol to Germans and £uslander
than people with a low income level. But, no citigkip status differences will be found
either on group or personal RDs.

H7: Among RD variables the highest mean value balfound for group RD. Moreover,
strong identifiers with low-status groups will reponore group RD and personal RD

compared to Germans, but less personal RD compasaasiander
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Hypotheses about collective action:

H8:

H9:

H10:

H11:

H12:

H13:

H14:

H15:

Highly educated people with high income wilpogt more collective action than people

with low-income and educational level.

(a) Strong identifiers with low-status groupoyntry of origin andAuslandey will
report more participation in collective action, Imat difference will be found in terms of
identification with high-status group (Germans)) (@tizenship status will moderate
this process.

The effect of identification with low-statusogips on collective action will be positively
moderated by group RD. Strong identifiers with Istatus groups who strongly feel
group RD will report more patrticipation in colleati action.

The effect of perceived permeability on cdile action will be moderated by perceived
legitimacy, stability, and citizenship status ot thespondents: Turkish citizens who
perceive intergroup boundaries as less permealdeirsergroup relations as less

legitimate and less stable will participate in eotlve action compared to others.

Respondents who feel personal RD comparedusianderwill participate more in
collective action when they feel group RD (doubépmvation), but we will not find

such effect for personal RD compared to Germans.

The behavioral component of identification lwitountry of origin (participation in
ethnic organizations) mediates the effect of p@extgroup discrimination on collective
action, whereas the affective component of idesgifon with country of origin

moderates this effect (Hypotheses tested in Stjidy 1

Perceived illegitimacy will be related to gpoRD, and group RD will predict collective
action. That is, group RD mediates between perdeilegitimacy and collective

action.

(a) The more an immigrant perceives grouprfisnation, and group RD the more s/he
blames the system for this; (b) the more an immigbdames the system the more s/he
participates in collective action; (c) a full mew@mal model where system-blame

mediates between group discrimination and RD, afidative action fits the data.
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9. Method

9.1. Procedure

At the beginning of the investigation, when we wateveloping research measures,
determining the appropriate social group (categoepresenting immigrants from Turkey,
was crucial; because it has been shown that peaplgotiate different categorical
memberships (foreigners, ethnic or religious mesiips) and consequently reach for a
desirable identity at the end of this negotiatierg( Ethier & Deaux, 1994; Timotijevic &
Breakwell, 2000). For example, Ethier and Deaux9(191994) illustrate how immigrants
form and reform their identities (remooring). Deg@000) points out the importance of the
topics like which identities are available to immaigts, how they choose among them, and

what the implications of various choices are. MearpWhite (1997, p. 754) concludes that

Turkish identities are forged from class, ethnicd areligious loyalties, from
institutional and media ethno spaces (created byn&es and by Turks themselves),
from shared regularities of interpersonal expeatetiof generalized reciprocity, and

in reaction to how Turks are defined (and redefiafter reunification) by Germans.

Hence, the importance of using adequate sociaggets for addressing immigrants was
apparent to us. Asking respondents about theittiftstion with a social group that they are
not familiar with or not identify with — put strdagforward, imposing a social category on
them — would have distorted the results. In ordeslarify this issue, we asked ten immigrant
students from Turkey who were registered at thdigpis-Universitat Marburg (Germany)
about their self-definitions. On the one hand, eigiudents indicated that they prefer the
categoryAuslandey because they used to this category and accoyliGgrmans call them
that. Among these, six respondents expressed amaneaess of the meaning Hwanderer
(immigrants), whereas the rest opposed this terguiag that their (grand)parents were
Zuwanderey but they are not any more. On the other hand, pexsons from the group
pointed out that they use bo#uslanderand immigrant categories interchangeably, but
without a complete knowledge of the distinction.sB& on the information that our
unrepresentative small sample provided us withwa#i as on the statements of other

researcf?, we decided to use the teruslander The same students were also asked to read

% The category of “Auslénder” (foreigners) predon@rzain German politics (see Koopmans & Statham1200
Furthermore, Turkish workers have generally beatrested in the official German discourse as “Guadtar”,
“Auslander” (foreigner) or “Mitblrger” (co-citizerKaya & Kentel, 2005).
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all questionnaires to identify any insignificanénts or terms, but only a minor change was

made afterwards.

Then, questionnaires which were either developedolngelves or adapted from other
research were pre-tested in December 2003 witht@@ests who were recorded at the
Psychology Department at the Philipps-Universita@irblirg. The results of the pre-testing can
be seen in section 10.2. Subsequently, a primameguwvith immigrants from Turkey was
conducted from February to April in 2004. In orderassess data, we contacted immigrant
individuals, associations, and universities in foitres of Hessen state (Marburg, Giessen,
Darmstadt, and Frankfurt) in Germany. The assamiatiwere classified in terms of their
ideological orientation ife., being left or right) and the sample recruitednfrahese
associations was tried to be kept in balance. kamele, the mosque®.(, Emir Sultan
Moschee in Stadtallendorf) and Islamic culturalasrigations €.g, Islamischer Kulturverein)
were assigned as right-wing oriented. The otherseveither determined to be left-wing
oriented €.g, Alevi-Bektasi Kultur Verein, Foderation der Denmnalische Arbeiter Verein)
or they could not be clearly distinguished in terafsideological stancese(g, Turkische
Beratungsstelle AW, Auslanderbeirat Stadtallendetf,Inter Turk Neustadt, Trakya Birlik).

After getting touch with the administration of eaelssociation their members were
recruited. Following the interviews, respondentsenesked whether they could provide other
contacts for the research which is a so-calledishall” strategy. Thus, additional contacts
were either generated from initial interviews imésv-ball” fashion or established directly in
residing areas via visiting ethnic cafés and cl@msultaneously, we contacted students from
different universities. After each interview, thaldnce of the sample in terms of demographic
variables (gender, education, inconst¢) was checked. Thus, 131 (67.9%) interviewees
were recruited fromAuslénderassociations, 45 (23.3%) from ethnic cafés anths;ld7
(8.8%) from universities. All participants coop@&mton a voluntary basis and they received
no money or other gratification for participatingarticipants were told that the study was
about their attitudes on different issues. Thdgdiin the questionnaires individually either in

associations, universities, cafés or clubs.

9.2. Participants

This study used a sample of 193 male (n = 101,%p.8nd female (n = 92, 47.7%)
immigrants from Turkey with an age range of 18 8y2ars i = 23.99,sd = .373). Most of
the respondents were single (68.9%), only aboutzater of them was married (25.9%), and a

few (5.2%) were living with their partner.
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The educational level of the respondents variethfeosecondary school degree (34.2%) to
a higher school (42.0%) or university (8.3%) degr®ely one person had no educational
degree, whereas two reported other degrees thathmeinlist. Altogether 48.3% of the
interviewees had a high school degree, whereas\dapp degree holders made up 34.2% of
the sample. However, according to records of th@9/®00 school term, 65.9% of the
Turkish students had elementary or secondary sathegiee, whereas only 13.4% of them
had a high school degree (Hinrichs, 2003). Thismagem terms of education, our sample was
not representative for the immigrant populationhwat Turkey origin; rather highly educated

immigrants were recruited.

Thirty-six percent of the respondents had less BGME personal incomes, 31% between
500-1000€, 22% between 1000-2000, and the rest (11%) had a monthly income of over
2000 €. Household income reports, however, demonstrdiatl 28.1% of the participants
came from the income group with less than 16034.8% between 1000-20@0) and 37.2%
over 2.000€. From the latter (high-income) group, only 3.7%dhine maximum household
income of over 5.00&. In sum, our sample looked as if not representivg immigrant
population from Turkey in respect to income, eitiRegarding personal income, 67% of the
respondents were from the lower income group —vibell600 Euro. At a first glance, this
represented an unequal distribution, however, wheuosehold income was taken into
account, this ratio was lowered to 28.1%. Thereaitevas seen that our sample represented

the distribution of immigrant population.

In respect to ethnicity, only 52.8% of the partamps reported an ethnic origin as Turkish
(37.8%) or Kurdish (14.5%). In terms of religionurdi (47.7%) and Alevi (36.3%)
immigrants as well as Atheists and others (10.9%pewncluded. Interviewees held either
German citizenship (51.3%) or Turkish citizensh$.( %), but 2.6% did not indicate any
citizenship status at all. Most of the respondentsthers were Turkish citizens (73.1%), but
about a quarter of the mothers (22.3%) were Gerataens and a few respondents (4.7%)
did not indicate their mothers’ citizenship stat&Respondents’ fathers showed a similar
pattern (21.8% German citizens, 73.6% Turkish eitg 4.7% gave no response). Moreover,

the sample was representative in terms of demogapkcept for education.

9.3. Measures

In Table 6, theoretical constructs with dimensiand item examples, and demographics with
operationalizations are given. All theoretical donsts were measured with six-point Likert

type scales ranging from 1 (strongly disagree) tosGongly agree), except relative
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deprivation (five-point scales), participation itheic organizations (yes/no question), and

demographics (see Table 6 for scale ranges). ThstiQunaire is presented in the Appendix
(p. VD).

Ingroup identification.In order to assess ingroup identification, resgonsl were asked for
their identifications with three social groups (@@ns,Auslander and country of origin),
separately. Items of ingroup identifications, whweére adapted from the studies by Luhtanen
and Crocker (1992), and Grieve and Hogg (1999),soreathe affective aspect of ingroup
identification. Three identification measures hadilar item sequences as well as the same
wording. For example, whereas the item “Belongm@ermans is very important to me” was
used to assess identification with Germans, “Balognép Auslénderis very important to me”
was used to assess identification withslander Additionally, the behavioral component of
ingroup identification was obtainec.§., de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999) to measure
identification with country of origin. In order tassess the behavioral component respondents
were asked to report whether they had taken patthenlisted organizations such as youth
association,Auslander cultural, and religious organizations, and spadubs. Thus, both

affective and behavioral components of identifi@atwith the country of origin were attained.

Belief systemThis measureonsisted of three different aspects of intergreelptions as
suggested by Tajfel and Turner (1986&., perception of the permeability of intergroup
boundary, perception of the legitimacy and theibtglof intergroup relations. All items were
adapted from Mummendest als (1999b) work. Items “No matter what effort sthakes, an
Auslanderwill never become a Germah” “In principle, it is not difficult for anAuslanderto
be considered as German” measured permeabilityrenbems like Auslandercan demand
to be as well off as Germans”, “Germans are edititte be better off than thauslandet
measured legitimacy. Stability was assessed withithms as “The current relationship
betweenAuslanderand German people just temporary®, “| think the relationship between

Auslandergroups and German people will remain stable fembxt years”.

Perceived grievancegirst, we obtained perceived group discriminatigrusing five items
including diverse aspects of discrimination. Petiogpof group discrimination was obtained
with such items as “In terms of conditions and opjaties at work, immigrants get a bad
deal compared to Germans”. Second, the feelingeelative deprivation were gained via
scales asking respondents to do two intragroup @mel intergroup comparisons. Each
comparison was reported by the respondents witheaitem scale. First, respondents were

% Reverse coded.
2" Reverse coded.
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asked to evaluate their own life situation in congmn to Germans, and then in comparison
to other immigrants, in order to asses persétias GroupRD was obtained by asking the
respondents to compare the life situatioMos$landeras a group to that of Germans. All three
items (two items for person&D, and one item for group RD) had a five-point arrawge
scale (1 = much better, 2 = a little bit betters almost the same, 4 = a little bit worse, 5 =

much worse).

Causal attribution of grievanceslo obtain causal attributions, we modified Coled a
Stewart’s (1996) measure into immigration contéktis measure consisted of two subscales
each with three items: system- vergusslanderblame. Whereas attribution of grievances to
the system in Germany refers to system-blame, Wledcattribution of grievances to the
individuals asAuslanderblame. Thus, items like “The difference in incobetween Germans
and Auslanderstems from labor market discrimination” measurstey-blame, whereas
items like “The differences in occupational statesween Germans amdislanderare due to

lower motivational levels of immigrants” were udedassesauslanderblame.

Table 6. Theoretical constructs with dimensions @éeioh examples, and demographics with
operationalizations

Construct Dimension Operationalization
Ingroup Germans E.g.,Belonging to ... is very important to
identification Auslander me.
Country of origin Affective
component

Behavioral E.g.,| have participated in ethnic youth
component  organization.

Belief system Perceived permeability E.g.,No matter what effort s/he makes, an
Auslandewill never become a German.
Perceived legitimacy E.g.,Germans are entitled to be better off
than theAusléander
Perceived stability E.g.,The current relationship between

immigrant groups and German people
will not change easily.

Perceived grievancesPerceived group E.g.,In terms of power and status in
discrimination society,Auslénderget a bad deal
compared to Germans.
Group RD When you compare the life situation of

Auslanderas a group with Germans, do
you think it is better or worse than that of

Germans?
Personal RD compared to When you compare your personal life
Germans situation with Germans, do you think it is

better or worse off than Germans?
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Personal RD compared to When you compare your personal life
Auslander situation withAuslander do you think it
is better or worse off than Germans?

Causal attribution of System-blame E.g., The difference in income between
grievances Germans anduslanderstems from labor
market discrimination.
Auslanderblame E.g.,The differences in occupational

status between Germans akaklander
are due to lower motivational levels of
Auslander

Collective action Have you done any of the listed actions
over the last five years?
I have acted as a speaker
| have worked for a campaign
| have attended meetings or workshops
| have raised issues in group/organization
I have broken the law
| have taken part in a rally/demonstration
I have signed a petition

Citizenship status 1 = German, 2 = Turkish, 3 = Other
Demographics Gender 1 = Male, 2 = Female
Education level 1 = Elementary school
2 = Secondary school
3 = High school
4 = University
5 = Other
6 = No degree
Income (personal and household) 1 = Below / leas 800 €
2 =500-1000 €

3 =1000-2000 €
4 = 2000-3000 €
5 = 3000-4000 €
6 = 4000-5000 €
7 = Above / more than 5000 €

Marital status 1 = Single

2 = Married

3 = Living with partner
Ethnicity 1 = Turkish, 2 = Kurdish, 3 = Other
Religious background 1 = Evangelic

2 = Catholic

3 = Sunni

4 = Alevi

5 = Atheist

6 = Other

* Reverse coded.

Collective ActionBased on Kelly and Breinlinger’'s (1996) workstltonstruct was assessed

by asking the respondents whether they took pdistad actions in the past five years on a
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Likert-type scale ranging from 1 (never) to 6 (veften). The scale was composed of seven
actions relevant to immigration issues: acting agp@aker for a particular group, spending
time working for a political campaigre g, fundraising), attending meetings, raising paditic
issues about immigration in groups or organizatidnsaking the lawe(g, blocking the road
with a street demonstration), taking part in ayralt demonstration, and signing a petition.
Kelly and Breinlinger (1996) who investigated thalective action of trade unionists and
women evidenced a four-factor construct, which =ted of working in a group, collective
protest, informal participation, and individual pst. As our main concern was collective
action, informal participation (involving two itenabout discussing immigrants’ issues with
friends or colleagues and reading articles, jowra watching films about immigrants’
issues) was not included in the data collectiond,Asince the first study evidenced very low
level of participation in individual protest, twtems (contacting members of the parliament
or the media) of this factor were not includedhe second study. Thus, only items for group

work and collective protest remained in our measure

Demographics Items asking about demographic backgrounds ofinterviewees were
added at the end of each questionnaire. They wezatem self-report scales which different
ranges, namely, gender (1 = male, 2 = female),atu@l degree (1 = elementary school, 2 =
secondary school, 3 = high school, 4 = univerdity; other, 6 = no degree), personal and
household income (1 = below / less than 500, 2G=B1D0, 3 = 1000-2000, 4 = 2000-3000, 5
= 3000-4000, 6 = 4000-5000, 7 = above / more tl@0=uros), marital status (1 = single, 2
= married, 3 = living with partner), ethnicity (1 Rurkish, 2 = Kurdish, 3 = other), religious
background (1 = Evangelic, 2 = Catholic, 3 = Su@hi Alevi, 5 = Atheist, 6 = other).
Respondents’, their mothers’ and fathers’ citizgnstatuses (1 = German, 2 = Turkish, 3 =

other) were assessed with identical scales.

10. Results

10.1. Procedure

First, pre-tests were realized in order to get taos validity of the measures. Basing on the
pre-test results, modifications were applied wheeded. The primary data collection was
followed by the EFAs and CFAs to obtain valid dirsemalities of the measures. All EFAS,
CFAs and other SEMs were tested with the extraati@thod of ML. After validity tests,

reliabilities were calculated through Cronbach’ld for the scales with more than two

items. The reliabilities of two-item scales werenputed with Pearson correlations.
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The interactions were computed either through aeslyf variance (ANOVA) or through
moderated regressions. We calculated ANOVA, onotiee hand, if an interaction between a
discrete and a continuous variable was assumedloTsp, we differentiated the continuous
variable into discrete categories by using meaitssgDn the other hand, if an interaction
between continuous variables was hypothesized, omgpated moderated regressions using
the Aiken and West’s (1991) method.

10.2. Pre-test for Measures

The developed and adapted measures were pre-iesigecember 2003 with Psychology
students who were registered at the Philipps-Usité@&rMarburg. They were recruited during
a social psychology seminar offered at the uniterd?articipants (N = 30) were mostly
Germans, only two of them had migrated from TurkByst, EFAs were done to test
construct validities, and then, reliabilities oetimeasures were checked. The chosen EFA
method was ML and, when needed, Promax rotation deae. We tested reliabilities via
Cronbach’s Alpha where more than two items were@lwved in the measure and via inter-
item Pearson correlations where only two items vieckided. No calculation was made for
one-item scales of relative deprivation. As cansben from Table 7, most of the scales
revealed satisfactory reliability coefficients. EFAsults and reliabilities for each measure
were reported in the following.

Ingroup identification In the pre-test, we measured only identificatidth Germans owing
to the German student sample. According to EFA,italins gathered under one factor
(Eigenvalues: 2.03, .89) with a 36.27% explaingdlteariance and with factor loadings of
77 (item 1), .64 (item 4), .54 (item 3), and .4@r( 2). However, we obtained a very low
Cronbach’s Alpha: .37. When item 2 (“I often regitedt | am a German”) was deleted, Alpha
increased to .62. Nevertheless, in the main sutlreysecond item was kept to compare the

results.

Belief systemAll belief system items were subjected to EFA #mel result showed a very
clear three-factor solution (Eigenvalues: 2.49221.45, .82 etc.) without any rotation and
with 53% explained total variance. Factor loadimgge quiet satisfactory for permeability
(item 9: .99, item 8: .60, and item 7: .47), stépifitem 2: .84, item 1: .82, and item 3: .70),
and legitimacy (item 5: .59, item 4: .58, item @0). However, when we calculated
reliabilities with Cronbach’s Alpha, we saw thagitenacy had a relatively low Alpha of .54.
But, when item 6 was deleted, it raised to .64nl&had no significant bivariate correlations,
neither with item 4 (.09 > .10), nor with item 5 (.24 > .10). Similarly, when item 7 was
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deleted, Alpha for permeability increased to .7&cduse inter-item correlation between item
7 and 8 was insignificant (.20,> .10). For the stability factor, both the religlicoefficient
and inter-item correlations were quiet satisfactd®ur finding for permeability was in
accordance with the work by Mummendetyal. (1999b) who found that the first item of
permeability and the second items of stability &gitimacy had low inter-item correlations,
which was why they excluded them in their furtherkv(Mummendeyet al, 1999a). But in
our analysis, instead of the second, the third i@fmegitimacy produced insignificant
correlations, and no item of stability did. Nevelgss, in the main study we kept those items

to be able to re-examine them.

Perceived group discriminatiorEFA for perceived group discrimination indicat@dne-
factorial model (Eigenvalues: 3.03, 1.16, et€) with an explained total variance of 54.63%
where 50.57% of this variance was explained byfiteefactor. However, two items (1 and 6)

cross loaded. Cronbach Alpha was quiet satisfadtorthe measure: .88.

Causal attribution of grievance8Vhen we subjected six items of causal attributeBEFA,
we differentiated two factors (Eigenvalues: 2.699] .58 etc) with a total variance of
68.45%. Factor loadings were satisfactoryAoslanderblame: .83 (item 4), .82 (item 5), .65
(item 6); the last two items of system-blame evad telatively high coefficients (item 3: .98,
item 2: .93, item 1: .70). Cronbachs’ Alphas intiéchreliable measures as .77 farslander
blame, and .88 for system blame.

Collective actionSeven items explained 74.38% of the total vagaaacording to the EFA
result. Eigenvalues indicated a one-factor solutienthe better fit (4.50, 1.10, .54 etc.),
because the first factor contributed 64.24% of thaance whereas the second factor was
responsible for only 15.73%. According to rotati@sults, item 1 produced an insignificant
factor loading, where items 2 and 4 cross loaddte measure had a very satisfactory
reliability (Alpha: .90).

As a result, the pre-test illustrated relativelyisfactory measures in regards to validity and
reliability. Although some items produced not adsqucoefficients (factor-loadings or inter-
item correlations) all items were decided to betkedurther data collection to confirm the

pre-test results.
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Table 7. Constructs with dimensions and relialkeiti

Construct Dimension Reliability
Ingroup identification Germans .37
Belief system Permeability .69
Legitimacy .54
Stability .81
Perceived group discrimination .78
Causal attribution of grievanceSystem-blame .88
Auslanderblame g7
Relative deprivation Group RD compared to Germans -

Personal RD compared to Germans -
Personal RD compared Aguslander -
Collective action .90

10.3. Primary Results
10.3.1. Data Screening and Normality

When we screened the data, we determined a fewingisglues amounting less than 5%
which we imputed with an EM algorithm. The EM algom imputation technique is one of
the ML estimation techniques for missing observaticcorrecting, and it is the most
appropriate method for handling random missingsrtiore details about EM imputation, see
Enders, 2001).

All items except collective action showed univa@ted multivariate normality. Collective
action items revealed relatively low mean valuesmum: 1, maximum: 6) as can be seen
from Table 8. Therefore, skewness and kurtosiseglare moderately high for all items
except item 4 (S = 1.39, K =.87) and item 7 (SZ1K = 2.21). Items are either positively
skewed (the distribution is asymmetric to the &dfte, a long right tail) or positively kurtoic
(the distribution is peaked than normal). Becausthese moderate skewness and kurtosis
values (Curraret al, 1996; Westet al, 1995), the items were changed into a normal

distribution by using the Logarithmic Transformati@abachnick & Fidell, 2001).

89



Table 8. Item formulations and descriptive measures

Items of collective action* M and d Sand K

1. | have acted as a speaker for a particular gfoupM = 1.37; sd = .96 S=3.08; K=9.40
immigrant issues.
2. | have spent time working for a political cangra) M = 1.53;sd =1.09| S=2.38;K=5.13
in immigrant issues.g.fundraising.
3. | have attended political meetings in immigraM = 1.53;sd =1.11| S=2.42; K=4.30
issues.
4. | have raised immigrant issues in groupd=1.90;sd=135| S=1.39, K=.87
or clubs.
5. | have taken part in a rally or a demonstratidh=1.57;sd =1.15| S=2.11; K=3.56
in immigrant issues.
6. | have taken part in illegal political activisien| M = 1.27; sd = .76 S =3.15; K=10.05
immigrant issuese.g.blocking the road with a street
demonstration.

7. | have taken part in actions of signing a patitiM = 1.77;sd =1.34| S=1.78;K=2.21
in immigrant issues. 1

* All items are in 6-point Likert-type: agree not at all 6 agree totally
M = means; sd = standard deviations; S = skewikesskurtosis

10.3.2. EFAs

Because we did not include both affective and behaal components of identification with
country of origin in the pre-test, we tested thédity of this construct, first, via EFA, and
then, via CFA. Additionally, unlike the pre-testewiested discriminant validity of perceived
grievances via EFA to see whether perceived grasprichination and RDs are distinct
constructs; and then, based on the EFA result wierpged CFA for this construct. For the

remaining measures, we conducted only CFAs basddeoimdings of EFAs of the pre-test.

Identification with country of originltems of both affective and behavioral componeifits o
identification were subjected to EFA. The resulbwhd that all items accounted for 63.17%
of explained total variance. Eigenvalues (2.36911601, .8%tc) indicated a three factorial
model. Whereas affective component items gatherelruone factor (factor loadings: 89,
.87, and .87) behavioral component split into taotdrs, one factor with youth association
(.73),Auslanderorganization (.71) and sport club (.67), anotlaetdr with religious (.77) and
cultural (.75) organizations. Cronbach’s Alpha foe affective component was satisfactory
(.86), however, for the first factor of the behawlocomponent (participation in youth
organizations) it was relatively low (.48). Thednitem correlation for the two items of the
second factor of the behavioral component (padicgm in cultural organization) was
satisfactory as well: .20. The inter-factor cortiela between two factors of behavioral
component was rather low € .22, p < .01), whereas both factors did not reveal any

significant correlation with the affective compohen
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Perceived grievance$Vith this primary data, we tested a potential conte/erlap between
the items of perceived group discrimination and RD.do so, we included all five items of
discrimination and three items of RD in the EFAeTiesults produced a two-factor model
(Eigenvalues: 2.77, 1.42, .98fc) with an explained total variance of 41.16%. Peex
discrimination items gathered under one factor wlih factor loadings of .74 (item 2), .62
(item 1), .61 (item 3), .61 (item 5), .51 (item And personal RD compared to Germans (.99)
and toAuslander(.43) gathered under one factor, however, groupcRi3s loaded with .32
on the discrimination factor and with .26 on RD.cAding to the inter-item correlations,
group RD did not have a significant correlationhmpiersonal RD compared guslander(r =
.01,p > .10), but, it was significantly related to parabRD compared to Germans=.34,p
<.01). Moreover, the inter-correlation betweencpared group discrimination and group RD
revealed a relatively moderate relationship=(.32,p < .01). However, the last conclusion
about the dimensionality of perceived grievanceslldide drawn after the CFA. Before
moving to the next section, we should note thatither-correlation between personal RD
compared to Germans and compareduslanderwas satisfactory, too € .41,p < .01).

10.3.3. CFAs and Reliabilities

In the following, the results of the CFAs based Mbh estimations for each scale are
presented. Modifications were made when neces&argr correlations were considered in
terms of content criteria, based on the argumenByaye (2001) who has put forward that
error correlation between item pairs are oftenratication of perceived redundancy in item

content.

10.3.3.1. Ingroup ldentification and Belief System

Ingroup identificationswere measured for three social groups (Germansjandey and
country of origin) with similar item wordings. Itesrof the scales were formulated to assess
the affective components of ingroup identificatioR®wever, for identification with country
of origin, we also obtained the behavioral compoménngroup identification. Therefore, we
included the affective component of identificatisith country of origin, first, in the CFA
with other affective components of ingroup idecations (with Germans andluslandey,

and then, in the second CFA, where both affectivel dehavioral components of
identification with country of origin were testedgether. For the affective components of
ingroup identification, we assumed that a thred¢eiacorrelated CFA model fit the data.
Thus, the factor analysis was performed simultasigotor identification with Germans,

Auslander and country of origin. The hypothesized CFA maddllustrated in Figure 12.
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Figure 12. Hypothesized three-factor (correlateh@nodel for ingroup identifications.
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Results showed that the three-factor (correlatemtjehdid not fit the data= 182.838df =
51,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 3.585; CFI =.828; RMSEA = .11¥lose = .000; SRMR = .1008).
The results can be followed from Figure 13. Akinthe findings of the pre-test, the second
items of all three scales cross-loaded: item 2ehiification with country of origin loaded on
item 2 of identification withAuslander(MI = 34. 666) and vice versa (Ml = 32. 370); and
item 2 of identification withAuslanderloaded on all items of identification of the Gema
scale Hence, CFA was re-performed without second itefhalloscales and seen that fit
indices were relatively more satisfactogy € 69.585,df = 24,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 2.899;
CFI =.932; RMSEA =.099; Pclose = .002; SRMR = ®43%hen we controlled for the error
term correlations between third items (Ml = 22.G8)d fourth items (Ml = 16.09) of
identification with Auslanderand country of origin, as expected, the fit turroed be very
good §?= 31.522df = 22,p = .086; CMIN/DF = 1.433; CFl =.986; RMSEA = .04%lose =
509; SRMR = .0373).

The standardized factor loadings of the items wpnet satisfactory. Identification with
Germans consisted of three items with factor logsliof .87, .70, and .45. For identification
with Auslanderfactor loadings of .80, .79, and .68 were record@ehtification with country

of origin had items with factor loadings as .871,.&nd .76. Only the inter-correlation
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between identification witiAuslanderand with country of origin was significant (.58,<

.001). And finally, Cronbach’s Alphas were satistag for all identification scales. The
Alpha was .70 for the identification with Germamdjereas it was .80 for identification with
Auslanderand .85 for identification with country of origifior descriptive features of the

scales see Table 3 in Appendix).

Figure 13. Result of three-factor (correlated) GRédel for ingroup identifications.
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Identification with country of originin this CFA, we took two components (affective and
behavioral) of identification with country of origiand we aimed to verify a three-factorial
structure that we obtained via the EFA (for hypsthed three-factor model see Figure 14).
According to the results, the three-factorial mditethe data very wellyf = 22.851,df = 17,

p = .154; CMIN/DF = 1.344; CFl =.981; RMSEA = .04Rrlose = .574), but the factor
loadings were slightly changed compared to EFA Iteskactor loadings of the items of
factor “participation in cultural organizations” veelowered to .54, and .38, whereas for
factor “participation in youth organizations”, onflge last two loadings were reduced (.79,
44, .30). Factor loadings of the items of affeetoomponent remained almost the same (.88,
.81, and .75) compared to the previous CFA, whdirafeective components of ingroup
identification were tested. As can be followed frdmble 3 in the Appendix, Cronbach’s
Alpha for the factor “participation in youth orgaations” was .48, and the inter-item
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correlation between two items of the factor “pap@tion in cultural organizations” was quiet

satisfactory (.20p < .01). The results of CFA can be seen in Figle 1

Figure 14. Hypothesized three-factor (correlateBA@nodel for identification with country

of origin.
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Figure 15. Result of three-factor (correlated) Cimadel for identification with country of

origin.
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Belief systemThe first CFA showed that the model could notdsted owing to the negative
error variance of the first item of perceived stighbiWhen this error variance was constrained
and the model was re-tested, unsatisfactory fiicesl {* = 54.904,df = 25, p = .001;
CMIN/DF = 2.196; CFl =.877; RMSEA = .079; Pclose.G¢47; SRMR = .0809), and an
insignificant factor loading of item 2 of perceivsetbility (-.10,p = .177) were gained. When
we deleted item 2 and re-did the analysis, the miitdecreased substantially{= 5.534,df

= 12,p = .938; CMIN/DF = .461; CFl =1.000; RMSEA = .00Bclose = .990; SRMR
=.0256). As a result, perceived legitimacy preseriie three items with satisfactory factor
loadings of .76 (item 2), .57 (item 3), and .4&ifit 1). Perceived permeability consisted of
two items with .82 and .69 factor loadings. Butigeéved stability remained one item (item 3)

which satisfactorily loaded on the relevant fatéf).

Consequently, our CFA of belief system revealededght item patterns than our pre-test
results and than Mummendeyal.s (1999a, 1999b) work. To us, different item cetesncies
were mainly due to the varied responses of theqodait groups. That is, we collected the pre-
test data from German students and Mummenretewl. (1999a, 1999b) conducted their
research with residents of East Germany, in whingy tsearched for the Eastern Germans’
perceptions of the intergroup relations betweendtasand Western Germans. However, in
our main study, our respondents were immigrantsnfrburkey and we asked for their
perceptions of the intergroup relations betwAesladnderand Germans. Therefore, due to the

sample characteristics different item patterng@asonable.

10.3.3.2. Perceived Grievances

Since the EFA result showed a two-factor modelpedormed a two-factor (correlated) CFA
to see whether perceived group discrimination &edéelings of RD were related but distinct
constructs. But, the first run of the model revdaenegative variance, which was caused by
the error term of personal RD compared to Germémrder to overcome this negative
variance, we constrained the error variance ofréhevant item. However, the result did not
show a fitting model)f = 84.947 df = 20,p = .000; CMIN/DF = 4.247; CF| =.778; RMSEA
=.130; Pclose = .000; SRMR = .0832). Then, we fiedliour model so that it consisted of
three factors, perceived group discrimination, peas RD, and group RD, which resulted in a
negative co-variance matrix. In the next step, waified our factor model so that the RD
construct was determined as a second-order fadtmhvincluded one factor for personal RD
items and one factor for the group RD item. Howethee model still did not fit the datg’E
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89.125,df = 21, p = .000; CMIN/DF = 4.244; CFl =.767; RMSEA = .13P¢lose = .000;
SRMR =.1110).

Finally, we released three RD variables from itddes and kept their inter-correlations. As
a result, we gained an acceptable modejfit (40.153df = 17,p = .001; CMIN/DF = 2.362;
CFIl =.921; RMSEA = .084; Pclose = .047; SRMR = ®@bTherefore, we decided to rely on
the latest CFA findings. Factor loadings for thecpeved group discrimination items were .73
(item 2), .62 (item 1), .60 (item 5), .59 (item 8hd .51 (item 4), which all were significant at
p <.001. In terms of inter-correlations between Widiables, similar estimates were obtained
with EFA: Group RD did not significantly correlameth personal RD compared &uslénder
(r =.01,p > .10), but, it was significantly related to perabRD compared to Germans=
.34,p < .001); and personal RD compared to Germans wagisantly related to personal
RD compared tcAuslander(r = .41,p < .001). Moreover, perceived group discrimination
significantly correlated with group RIOX € .38,p < .001), and personal RD compared to
Germansr(=.22,p < .01). But, it did not correlate with personal RBmpared tAuslander
(r =.03,p > .10).

Figure 16. Result of three-factor (correlated) GRddel for perceived grievances

Power and status |<i@
Finding a job |<i@
59",/ Education possibilitiebi@
&0~ | Payment |<i@
Social prestige |<i@

Perceived
group-level
discrimination

Group RD

Personal RD compared to Germﬁj
e

Personal RD compared &usland

Causal attribution of discriminatiarThis construct was differentiated as causallattion of
grievances to the system (system-blame), andusiander(Ausléanderblame). Each scale
consisted of three items. The two-factor correld@@&d model 1(2: 22.678df = 8,p = .004)
showed quiet satisfactory fit indices of CMIN/DE&25), and CFI (.948), but reasonable fit
indices of RMSEA (.098), and SRMR (.0602). The dadbadings for system-blame were
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.80, .78, and .50 for item 3, item 2 and item $pextively. And obtained factor loadings for
Auslandesblame were .86 (item 2), .69 (item 3), and .58n(itl). The inter-factor correlation
was not significantr(= .075,p > .10).

10.3.3.3. Collective Action

As we displayed in Table 9, most of the items ofleabive action violated univariate
normality, therefore, we did a log transformatiéllowing Tabachnik and Fidell’'s (2001)
recommendation, we checked the normality aftertittiesformation as well. Still, univariate
normality was violated by item 1 (Skewness = 2Rifrtosis = 4.19) and item 6 (Skewness =
2.48; Kurtosis = 5.02). For that reason, these iteims were excluded from the CFA and a
one-factor model was tested afterwards. The madealed relatively good fit indices as CFl
= .950 and SRMR = .0375 while other indices weresatisfactory f*> = 35.604,df = 5,p =
.000, CMIN/DF = 7.121; RMSEA = .179; Pclose = .Q0Agcording to the MIs, a missing
correlation between the error terms of item 5 atani7 (Ml = 24.418) was mainly
responsible for the low fit indices. This inter@rcorrelation is reasonable when we consider
that people who sign a petition is also more likelyparticipate in rallies or demonstrations.
After correlating the error terms, the model fichme much bettey{= 6.015,df = 4,p =
.198; CMIN/DF = 1.504; CFI = .997; RMSEA = .051;I6&e = .406; SRMR = .0199).
Consequently, collective action consisted of fiteams with factor loadings as .91 (item 3),
.86 (item 2), .77 (item 5), .72 (item 7), and .ik6r( 4).

10.3.4. Findings on Ingroup identification and B&bystem

Concurring with our first hypothesis, we found tbat participants identified more with their
country of origin, than withAuslander,and the least with Germans. According to t-test
comparison€, all differences between scale means were sigmificRespondents identify
more with their country of originM = 4.43,sd = 1.48:;t(192) = -13.18°, p < .001) than with
Germansi = 2.53,sd= 1.26); more withAuslanderM = 3.70,sd = 1.43;t(192) = -8.84p <
.001) than with German$/(= 2.53,sd = 1.26); and more with their country of origiM &
4.43,sd = 1.48) than witPAuslander(M = 3.70,sd = 1.43;1(192) = -6.88,p < .001). The
results are illustrated in Table 9.

8 Although absolute mean values were not obtainedtolEEM imputation, t-test for paired sample (caiket!
test) was used.

29 The t values are negative because of the ordeulmfactions. In ouexample, the order of subtraction is
irrelevant, so the sign is not important.
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Table 9. Results of t-test comparison and one-Wa@XAs

M SD
t-test comparison
Identification with country of origin 4.43 1.48
Identification with Germans 2.53 1.26
Identification with Auslander 3.70 1.43

One-way ANOVA results

Identification with Germans

Personal citizenship status
German citizens (n = 99) 2.75 1.26
Turkish citizens (n = 89) 2.31 1.19

Identification with Auslander

Father’s citizenship status
German citizens (n = 42) 4.09 1.23
Turkish citizens (n = 142) 3.60 1.47

Identification with Auslander

Mother’s citizenship status
German citizens (n = 43) 4.10 1.26
Turkish citizens (n = 141) 3.59 1.46

Identification with Germans

Participation in cultural organizations

Both cultural and religious organization (n = 18) .23 1.38
Participating in one type of organization (n = 56) 2.37 1.30
Participating in any type of organization (n = 1199.50 1.20

When we compared the ingroup identifications inmierof citizenship status of the
respondents via one-way ANOVA we found that the effect of citizenship statussealy
significant on identification with German&((, 187) = 5.98p = .015). That is, German
citizens identify higher with German®i(= 2.75,sd = 1.26, n = 99) than Turkish citizensl (
= 2.31,sd = 1.19, n = 89). Alike, we found a difference dfizenship status of the
respondents’ parents, but this time on identifarativith Auslander When the respondents’
fathers were Turkish citizens, respondents repwet identification withAuslander(M =
3.60,sd= 1.47, n = 142) thawhen their fathers wei@erman citizensM = 4.09,sd= 1.23, n
= 42; F(1, 183) = 3.73,p = 055). Similarly, when their mothers were Turkisitizens,
respondents identify lower witAuslander(M = 3.59,sd = 1.46, n = 141) thawhen their
mothers wereGerman citizensM = 4.10,sd = 1.26, n = 43F(1, 183) = 4.31p = 039).

%0 |n the following, because of missings in termsitizenship statuses, the values of degrees ofién@eof one-
way ANOVA results differ. That is, there are 188rtdpants who indicated their own citizenship stat
whereas only 184 participants indicated their feth@nd mothers’ citizenship status.
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Consequently, our findings about citizenship statiithe parents were contradictory to our

hypothesis. All one-way ANOVA results can be folkavfrom Table 9.

In the second hypothesis, we assumed that whenondspts participate in ethnic
organizations they will report strong ingroup idécation with their country of origin as well
as with Auslander but weak identification with Germans. Howevery ome-way ANOVA
revealed that participation in cultural organizaidhad an impact only on identification with
Germansk(2, 192) = 3.08p = 048). Patrticipation in both types of organizasidcultural and
religious) led to a stronger identification with 1@&ans M = 3.20,sd = 1.37, n = 18) than
participating in only one type of organizatiob & 2.37,sd = 1.30, n = 56), and than no
participation of any organization®(= 2.50,sd = 1.20, n = 119), which is contrary to our
hypothesis. The mean differences are presentedbfeD.

In the third hypothesis, we assumed that identificawith low-status groupsAUslanderor
country of origin) will be negatively correlated ttvi perceptions of permeability and
legitimacy, but will be positively correlated witthe perceptions of stability, and that
moreover, identification with Germans will be posty correlated with all belief system
variables. In order to get inter-correlations betwehose variables, we tested bivariate
Pearson correlations. As presented in Table 4 gpefdix), identification with Germans was
significantly related to perceived legitimaay £ .18,p < .05), whereas identification with
Auslanderwas positively related to perceived stability=.21,p < .01). But, identification
with country of origin was not significantly relaktéo any of the research variables. Namely,
the significant correlations were in direction afr dypothesis. Moreover, we found that the
more respondents perceive permeability the morey tparticipate in ethnic youth
organizationsr(= .15,p < .05).

In order to test whether the belief system (pereeipermeability, legitimacy, and stability)
of the respondents interact either on identificatidth high-status group (Germans) or with
low-status groupsAuslanderor country of origin), we computed three separatalerated
regressions (see Aiken & West, 1991). Before movo¢he results we should indicate that
our sample’s M for permeability = 2.72,sd = 1.60) and legitimacyM = 2.12,sd = 1.04)
were lower than the scale meahs<£ 3, a six-point scale ranging from 1 to 6), theé sample
mean of perceived stability was slightly higherrnththe scale mear( = 3.21,sd = 1.46).
That is, intergroup boundaries betwegunslanderand Germans seem to be perceived as
relatively closed (low permeability) and the pasitiof Germans seem to be perceived as less
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legitimate and the intergroup relation between ¢hgeoups seem to be perceived as more

stable (less likely to change).

A three-way interaction (moderated regression) betw belief system variables on
identification with Germans was insignificarf({, 192) = 1.71p = .109), but a two-way
interaction between perceived permeability andtiiegicy was significant(= -.16,t(185) =
-2.13,p = .035) which was qualified with a direct effedtmerceived legitimacyf( = .19,
t(185) = 2.60,p = .01). Similarly, three-way interaction on iddicttion with Auslander
showed that neither three-way nor two-way intecadiwere significant, but a direct effect of
perceived stability was3(= .21,t(185) = 2.82p = .005; overalF(7, 192) = 1.93p = .067).
When we calculated a three-way moderated regressomdentification with country of
origin, we saw that although the overall F was sighificant ¢(7, 192) = 1.46p = .183), a
two-way interaction between perceived legitimacyl atability was significantp( = .16,
t(185) = 2.09p = .038). In the second step, we controlled fordfiect of citizenship status.
To do so, two levels (low versus high) of each dfeBystem variable were created by
computing mean splits. Thus, we performed a 2z@itship status: German vs. Turkish) x 2
(permeability: low vs. high) x 2 (legitimacy: lowsy high) x 2 (stability: low vs. high)
ANOVA on identification with Germans, withAuslander and with country of origin,

separately.

According to the first 4-way ANOVA results, a thregy interaction between citizenship
status, legitimacy and stability on identificatisith Germans was significanE(l, 188) =
4.69,p = .032) and this effect was marginally qualifiegd & two-way interaction between
perceived permeability and stability(L, 188) = 4.26p = .041) and by a two-way interaction
between citizenship status and perceived legitim@t, 188) = 6.09,p = .015), and
significantly by a direct effect of citizenship &ta (1, 188) = 5.69p = .018). This result
challenged the previously moderated regressiorysisalvhich tested the interaction between
three belief system variables. There, we foundgaifstant two-way interaction between
perceived permeability and legitimady £ -.16,t(185) = -2.13p = .035) which was qualified
with a direct effect of perceived legitimacy € .19,t(185) = 2.60p = .01), however, the
overall F was insignificant. Mean comparisons rés@dhat German citizens identify highly
with Germans when they perceive high legitimacylbut stability M = 3.10,sd=1.29, n =
25), contrary to the Turkish citizenM (= 2.03,sd = .89, n = 26). Turkish citizens identify
with Germans at the highest level when they peectigh legitimacy but also high stability
(M =2.66,sd=1.56, n = 13). The results are presented iner40l
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Table 10. Means, standard deviations, and n fothree-way interaction between perceived
legitimacy, stability, and citizenship status oantfication with Germans

German citizens Turkish citizens
Low stability | High stability | Low stability) Hightability
M | 2.26 2.91 2.37 2.36
Low legitimacy |sd | 1.09 1.06 1.24 1.21
n | 34 16 27 23
M |3.10 2.97 2.03 2.66
High legitimacy |sd | 1.29 1.44 .89 1.56
n |25 24 26 13

The second 4-way ANOVA included once again the saan@bles as Vs, but this time DV
was identification withAuslander.The results revealed no significant interactidng, only a
direct significant effect of perceived stabilitiy({, 188) = 8.90p = .003) which concur with
the previous moderated regression result showiagdinect effect of perceived stability was
significant on identification wittAuslander(p = .21,t(185) = 2.82p = .005). Thus, it was
evidenced that when respondents perceive highlisgathiey identify more withAuslander
(M = 4.08,sd= 1.33, n = 76) than when they perceive low siighiM = 3.46,sd=1.43, n =
112). The third 4-way ANOVA was calculated for timeraction between citizenship status
and belief system variables on identification withuntry of origin. However, only a two-way
interaction between perceived legitimacy and stgbias significant If(1, 188) = 3.96p =
.048) where a marginal direct effect of perceiveéability accompanied this interaction
(F(1, 188) = 3.52p = .062). This finding was in accordance with threyous moderated
regression result where we found a two-way intevacbetween perceived legitimacy and
stability (3 = .16,t(185) = 2.09p = .038), but the overall F was not significantrthéNamely,
perceived high legitimacy and stability led respemd to identify more with their country of
origin (M = 4.78,sd = 1.36, n = 37) than perceived high legitimacy &l stability M =
3.93,sd=1.47, n =51). Table 11 illustrates the sigmifittwo-way interaction results.

Table 11. Means, standard deviations, and n forviap interaction between perceived
legitimacy and stability on identification with catny of origin

Low stability High stability
M |4.54 4.55
Low legitimacy |sd | 1.44 1.58
n 61 39
M |3.93 4.78
High legitimacy |sd | 1.47 1.36
n 51 37
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10.3.5. Findings on Perceived Grievances

One-way ANOVA was computed to examine the effedhefeducation level on the feelings
of relative deprivation as assumed in H6. The ANOMAult showed a significant effect of
education level on group RIF(2, 190) = 11.57p = .000) and on personal RD compared to
Auslander(F(2, 190) = 6.12p = .003). As it can be followed by Table 12, Bonde
comparisons evidenced that immigrants with a lowcation level reported the least group
deprivation M = 3.07,sd= 1.05, n = 28) compared to middM E 3.44,sd= .90, n = 66) and
high M = 3.89,sd= .79, n = 97) educational level immigrants. Oa tiontrary, immigrants
with low education were the most deprived on thesqeal level in comparison with
Auslander(M = 2.86,sd= 1.14, n = 28) than middI&A(= 2.25,sd = .96, n = 66) and highM(
=2.22,sd=.72, n = 97) educational level holders.

Second one-way ANOVA was computed to compare thénigs of relative deprivation in
terms of income. Both the effects of personal inecamd household income were tested.
However, a significant result was found only foe #iffect of household income on personal
RD compared t&uslander(F(2, 163) = 2.96p = .055). Bonferroni comparisons showed that
immigrants with middle household income felt moe¥gmnal deprivation in comparison to
Auslander(M = 2.46,sd = .91, n = 87) than immigrants with high househioicbome U =
2.12,sd= .83, n = 61, see Table 12). Moreover, as assuaitekenship status difference was

not significant on any of the RD variables.

In general, respondents reported more group RD=(3.61,sd = .91) in comparison to
personal deprivations concurring with the assunmptd H7. Group RD was significantly
higher than personal RD compared to Germ#{i92) = -9.24p < .001), and personal RD
compared toAuslander(t(192) = -13.96,p < .001). Moreover, personal RD compared to
Germans wasM = 2.89,sd = .98) significantly higher than personal RD comglto
Auslander(M = 2.33,sd = .90; t(192) = 7.68,p < .001). T-test comparison results are
presented in Table 12. However, contrary to theurassl effect, strong identifiers with
Auslanderreported less personal RD compared to Germisihs @.75,sd = 1.06, N = 89)
than weak identifiersM = 3.01,sd= .89, N = 104), which was a marginal relatiéifl 192)
= 3.36,p = .068). One-way ANOVA results can be seen frormld@42.
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Table 12. Means, standard deviations, and n fativel deprivation

M SD
One-way ANOVA results

Group RD
Educational level
Low (n = 28) 3.07 1.05
Middle (n = 66) 3.44 .90
High (n = 97) 3.89 .79

Personal RD compare fusléander

Educational level

Low (n = 28) 2.86 1.14
Middle (n = 66) 2.25 .96
High (n = 97) 2.22 72

Personal RD compare f&usléander

Household income
Middle (n = 87) 2.46 91
High (n = 61) 2.12 .83
Personal RD compare to Germans

Identification with Auslander

Strong identifiers (n = 89) 2.75 1.06
Weak identifiers (n = 104) 3.01 .89
t-test comparison

Group RD 3.61 91
Personal RD compared to Germans 2.89 .98
Personal RD compared fuslander | 2.33 .90

Note: Only significant results are given.

10.3.6. Findings on Collective Action

As a result of testing the effect of education ammbme we found that only the effect of
household income on collective action was significg(2, 163) = 3.67p = .028). High
household income was defined as a monthly inconee 2000 Euro, whereas between 1.000
and 2.000 Euro was referred to as middle income,wrder 1.000 Euro household income
was taken as low income. As can be seen from Te&l8onferroni comparisons showed that
respondents with high household inconh £ .21,sd = .33, n = 61) participated less in
collective action than middle household incomw £ .41,sd = .52, n = 57) and than low
household incomeM = .41,sd = .50, n = 46). Thus, our first hypothesis abouoitective

action was confirmed only by the effect of housdhntome.

In the next hypothesis (H9a), we assumed that gtidentifiers with low-status groups
(Auslanderor country or origin) will participate more in ¢ettive action, but no difference in
terms of identification with the high-status gro{§permans) will be gained. Contrary to our

hypothesis, we found no significant difference the effect of identification neither for
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Auslandemor for country of origin. But the difference be@n low versus high identification
with Germans on collective action was significasippaesented in Table 13: Strong identifiers
with Germans participated more in collective actidvh= .41,sd = .52, n = 88) than weak
identifiers M = .26,sd= .38, n = 105F(1, 192) = 5.10p =. 025).

Table 13. Means, standard deviations, and n fdectle action

M SD
Household income
Low (n = 46) 41 .50
Middle (n =57) 41 52
High (n = 61) 21 .33
Identification with Germans
Strong identifiers (n = 88) 41 52
Weak identifiers (n = 105) 26 .38

Note: Because of EM imputation and log transfororathe M
and sd values are not absolute.

10.3.6.1. Interaction Analyses

When we controlled for the effect of citizenshigtas (H9b), the previous results were
challenged. Because citizenship status is a dichotis variable, we transformed
identification measures into dichotomous variabliessmean splits. Thus, a 2 (identification
with Auslander high vs. low) x 2 (citizenship status: Turkish ¥&erman) ANOVA was
computed and results revealed a significant intenadetween those variables({, 188) =
7.64,p = .006). That is, low identifiers wihuslanderparticipated more in collective action
when they held Turkish citizenshiM(= .40,sd = .50; n = 50) than when they held German
citizenship M = .24,sd = .40; n = 51). Strong identifiers, however, papated less when
they held Turkish citizenshipM = .21,sd = .34; n = 39) than when they held German
citizenship M = .41,sd= .49; n = 48). For the result see Table 14.

In the second two-way interaction, identificatioithwcountry of origin was included in a 2
(identification with country of origin:high vs. low) x 2 (citizenship status: Turkish vs.
German) ANOVA. Once more, the two-way interactiossvsignificant (1, 188) = 4.47p =
.036). As can be followed from Table 14, low id&o#tion with country of origin led
German citizens to participate less in collectietioms M = .25,sd = .36; n = 42) than
Turkish citizens M = .41,sd = .50; n = 38). But for strong-identifiers thidext was vice
versa: German citizens participated mdve< .38,sd = .50; n = 57) than Turkish citizen®i (
=.25,sd=.39; n = 51).
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Table 14. Means, standard deviations, and n for-wagp interaction between in-group
identification and citizenship status on collectaation

German citizens| Turkish citizens

Identification withAuslander

Weak identifiers M |.24 40
sd | .40 .50
n 51 50

Strong identifiers M | .41 21
sd | .49 .34
n 48 39

Identification with country of origin

Weak identifiers M| .25 41
sd | .36 .50
n 42 38

Strong identifiers M| .38 .25
sd | .50 .39
n 57 51

Another interaction was tested using moderatedessgon analysis for the interaction
between identification with low-status groups amdugp RD on collective action (H10). Both
identification withAuslander( = .14,t(189) = 1.88p = .062;F(3, 192) = 2.25p = .084),
and identification with country of origir(= .16,t(189) = 2.26p = .025;F(3, 192) = 2.57,
p = .056) showed that only the direct effect of gré&®D was significant.

Because we assumed a significant interaction betvbedef system variables (perceived
permeability, legitimacy, and stability) and citiship status on collective action in H11, we
calculated a four-way ANOVA. According to the 2t{oenship status: German vs. Turkish) x
2 (perceived permeability: low vs. high) x 2 (pevee legitimacy: low vs. high) x 2
(perceived stability: low vs. high) ANOVA, only agsificant interaction between perceived
legitimacy and stabilityR(1, 188) = 6.93p = .009) was significant. And, this interaction was
qualified by the direct effects of perceived perbikiy (F(1, 188) = 3.75p = .054) and
stability (F(1, 188) = 5.11p = .025). According to mean comparisons, when nedeots
perceive high legitimacy and high stability thepog more participation in collective action
(M = .53,sd = .56, n = 37) than when they perceive high legty but low stability N =
.19,sd = .33, n = 51), than low legitimacy but high sta&pi(M = .30,sd = .38, n = 39), and
than low legitimacy and low stabilityM = .32,sd = .46, n = 61). According to the direct
effect of perceived permeability, the more permeabtergroup boundaries lead to more
collective action ¢ = .39,sd = .50, n = 85) than the low permeability conditidm = .26,sd
= .40, n = 103). For the means and standard dewmtof two-way interaction please see

Table 15. Similarly, direct effect of perceivedtslidly showed that when intergroup relations
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are perceived to be more stable, collective adnoreases moreM = .41,sd= .49, n = 76)
than when it is less stabl® (= .26,sd= .41, n = 112).

Table 15. Means, standard deviations, and n forviap interaction between perceived
legitimacy and stability on collective action

Low stability High stability
M |.32 .30
Low legitimacy |sd | .46 .38
n 61 39
M |.19 .53
High legitimacy | sd | .33 .56
n 51 37

In the following hypothesis (H12), we assumed tliealings of group RD and personal RD
compared tcAuslanderinteract on collective action (double deprivatiobyit group RD and
personal RD compared to Germans does not intdraicir to the interaction analysis, we
should recollect the insignificant relationshipveeen group RD and personal RD compared
to Auslander(r = .01,p > .10). However, as can be seen from Table 4gpeadix), personal
RD compared to Germans was significantly relatetth bo group RD (= .34,p = .01) and to
personal RD compared tduslander(r = .41,p = .01). Consistent with our hypothesis, the
interaction between group RD and personal RD coetptrAuslander(p = -.24,t(185) = -
2.63,p = .009) was significant according to the three-wagderated regression analysis
(F(7, 192) = 2.30p = .029). However, simple slope test revealed tmdy the slope of low
personal RD was significant({89) = 2.77p < .01). That is, individuals with low personal
RD compared tAuslanderparticipate more in collective action when theglfsmore group
RD which is not expected. Our expectation was ith@dividuals who highly deprived within
their ingroup (Auslander) and also deprived collety as a group participate more in

collective action.

In the following, we reported the results correging to the hypotheses of our first study.
We tested whether the behavioral component of ifileation with country of origin
(participation in ethnic organizations) mediates #ifect of perceived group discrimination
on collective action, and whether the affective poment of ethnic identification moderates
the effect of perceived group discrimination (H1B8)amely, the cross-validation of the
findings of Study 1 was aimed to be realized. Treessseimed relations are illustrated in Figure
14.
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Figure 17. Hypothesized model for the cross-vaidadf the findings of Study 1.

Perceived Affective component of
group X identification with
discrimination country of origin
+ +

v

Behavioral component of _
identification with . Collective
country of origin action

Testing mediation requires a significant relatiopshetween independent variable (X) and
mediator (M), and between mediator and dependemahla (Y), according to Schrout and
Bolger (2002) who argue against the prerequisitgiomship between X and Y. However, as
can be seen from Table 4 (in appendix), we did fimmt any significant relations neither
between perceived group discrimination (X) and bairal components of identification
(Ms), nor between Ms and collective action (Y).de&red group discrimination neither relate
to participation in cultural organizations € .00, p > .10), nor to participation in youth
organizations r( = -.00, p > .10). The inter-relationships between particgratin cultural
organizations and collective action £ .11, p > .10), and between participation in youth
organizations and collective actiom € -.00, p > .10) were not significant, either.
Consequently, an assumed mediation analysis coold be tested. Nevertheless, the
correlation between participation in cultural orgations and collective action was non-zero
and positive which indicates that the more somgarécipates in cultural organizations the
more s/he takes part in collective action. Besidedest the interaction between perceived
group discrimination and affective component ofnidfecation with country of origin, we
computed a moderated regression. However, thetsesubwed an insignificant interactigh (
=-.02,t(189) = -.33,p = .740;F(3, 191) = 3.25p =. 023), but a significant direct effect of
perceived group discriminatiofi € .19,t(189) = 2.60p = .01).

10.3.6.2. Mediation Models

In order to examine mediation effects, first, meament models, then structural models were
tested. The simultaneous estimation of the measmemodel allows the examination of the

relations between items and their latent constraste/ell as the relations between constructs
themselves. This is an alternative to series ohisgp tests of single measurement models
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(Heyder & Schmidt, 2003). Furthermore, one als@ g#ormation on whether the items load

on only their target variables or on other dimensjdoo.

According to our hypothesis (H14), group RD medidtetween perceived legitimacy and
collective action. The bivariate correlations begweperceived legitimacy and group RD=
-.23,p < .01) as well as between group RD and colleasteon ¢ = .16,p < .05) were found
to be significant, but, the inter-relation betwgerceived legitimacy and collective action
was not { = -.00,p > .10; see Table 4 in Appendix). Significant irterrelations between IV
(perceived legitimacy) and M (group RD) and betwkeand DV (collective action) allow us
to test the mediation model (Schrout & Bolger, 2002easurement model demonstrated that
the model fits the data wel{= 34.764,df = 24,p = .072; CMIN/DF = 1.448; CFI = .985;
RMSEA = .048; P-close = .497; SRMR = .0434). Afsatting a structural model, all fit
values as well as inter-relations between perceiegitimacy and group RDr (= -.24,

p < .01), and between group RD and collective acfion .16,p < .05) remained almost the
same. But the inter-correlation between perceivagitimacy and collective action, even
though it was still insignificant, turned into besttive ¢ = .02,p > .10), which implies a

suppression according to Schrout and Bolger (2002).

Finally, to confirm H15, it was tested, whether teys-blame mediates between group
discrimination as well as RD and collective actidn. do so, four measured variables were
inserted in the measurement model. After a modiboa between the fourth item of
discrimination and the first item of system-blanh & 48.08), very satisfactory fit indices
were obtainedyf = 97.864,df = 69, p = .013; CMIN/DF = 1.418; CFl = .975; RMSEA =
.047; P-close = .584; SRMR = .0511). All estimdtasthe factor loadings were satisfactory

atp =.001. Table 16 illustrates factor loadings a#l a&the fit indices and covariances.

In terms of correlations between error terms, is\i@und that items 4 (participating in a
demonstration) and 5 (signing a petition) of thikeotive action correlated positively € .43,
p < .001), whereas item 1 (“In terms of power aradus in societyAuslanderget a bad deal
compared to Germans”) and item A(Slanderare more badly paid than Germans”) of the
perceived discrimination were associated negatifrety-.33,p < .001). In addition, item 4 of
the perceived discrimination and item 1 of the exysblame (Auslanderpossess lower
incomes than Germans, because they are discrirdirsgjainst on the job market.”) were
positively related to a substantial extent .55, p < .001). All these inter-correlations

between error terms were justified consideringdbwatent overlap between items.
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Table 16. Results of measurement model

Model Goodness of Fit
Null model v’ (DF = 91, N = 193) = 1238.52p,= .000,
y?df = 13.610

Four factor (correlated) model  y*(DF = 69, N = 193) = 97.864,= .013 CFI = .975,
RMSEA = .047, P-close = .584, SRMR = .0511,

y’/df = 1.418
Factor loadings
P. group Group RD System-blame Collective
discrimination action
.70 - .86 .92
.65 73 .86
.65 .51 a7
.56 72
.53 .70
Inter-correlations
1 2 3 4

1. Perceived group discrimination 1

2. Group RD 38 1

3. System-blame 65 48" 1

4. Collective action 78 15 34" 1

*p < .05, ** p<.001

Regarding the inter-correlations, the measuremertdemresulted in significant and positive
relationships between IVs and M, and between M BNd System-blame was related to
perceived group discriminatiom € .65,p = 001), to group RDr(= .48,p = 001), and to
collective action( = .34,p = 001). Moreover, the relationship between DV &rglwere also
significant: Collective action positively correldtevith perceived group discrimination €

.28,p = 001) and with group RD € .15,p = 05).

After structural paths were a set, the model regethe same good fit indiceg’ & 97.864,
df = 69,p = .013; CMIN/DF = 1.418; CFI = .975; RMSEA = .0&-close = .584; SRMR =
.0511) with an inter-correlation between residualsperceived group discrimination and
group RD ( = .38,p < .001). The obtained significant paths led frormcdmination to
system-blamer(= .55,p < .001), from group RD to system-blanre< .27,p < .001), and
from system-blame to collective action%£ .28,p < .001). That is, the assumed mediation
effect of system-blame was obtained and the matéhd data very well. In Figure 14, the

obtained coefficients of the structural model witlkevious inter-relations are presented.
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Figure 18. Result of structural model
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Schrout and Bolger (2002) stated that when thereéctlieffect & x b equals the total effect
(c), then the effect of X on Y is completely mediat®dM; when the indirect effect does not
equal the total effect but is smaller and of thme&aign, then the effect of X on Y is partially
mediated by M. The standardized indirect effectt th@ obtained for perceived group
discrimination & = .55,b = .28, anda x b= .15) was not equal to the total effect but serall
(c = .19, see Table 4 in appendix). We can thus caolecthat the effect of perceived group
discrimination was partially mediated by systennida Alike, for group RD, we found the
indirect effect & = .27,b = .28,a x b= .07) to be smaller than the total effect=(.16, see
Table 4 in appendix), which indicates a partial ragadn, as well. In Table 17, we presented

the results of direct, indirect, and total effeassessed via mediation analyses.

Table 17. Path coefficients assessed via mediatiatyses (N = 193)

Collective action

Explained Variance 12%
System-blame direct (total) 34
Perceived group discrimination Direct effect €¢) 11
Indirect effecté x by .15
Total effect .26
Group RD Direct effect ¢") -.02'
Indirect effectaxb .07
Total effect .05
Tp>.05.

In order to test a possible interaction betweemgieed group discrimination, group RD, and
system-blame which is by definition undetected Il tpath analysis, we performed a
moderated regression analysis. Any interactionceffeé = .02,t(185) = .22,p = .822; (7,
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192) = 1.99p =. 059) but the direct effect of system-blame wiggificant ¢ = .17,t(185) =
1.93,p = .055).

11. Discussion

11.1. Findings on Ingroup Identification and Belfstem

First of all, it is essential to refer to the reas®hind the differentiation between the affective
and the behavioral components of ingroup identifices. In addition to the other scholars’
arguments and empirical evidence on the dimenstgnaf ingroup identification €.9.,
Jackson, 2002; Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Tajfel &mnler, 1986; van Dick & Wagner,
2002), Ellemers, Kortekaas and Ouwerkerk (1999Wslgbthat cognitive self-categorization
can be separated from emotional involvement wighgtoup and only emotional involvement
predicted group members’ behavioral responses@sup favoritism, in group ratings and
outcome allocations. Furthermore, Klandermans ansl d#ssociates (de Weerd &
Klandermans, 1999; Klandermams al., 2002, 2004) added a behavioral component of
ingroup identification to cognitive, affective, amgtaluative components as a result of their
theoretical reasoning and empirical findings. Tlegued that the cognitive component of
ingroup identification refers to the process okgatization, whereas an affective component
is the degree of attachment to the group or cayedgBasically, group identification is
conceptualized as akin to the affective compondrgoaial identity which has the largest
impact on someone’s behavior. An evaluative compbige the assessment of the group’s
position relative to that of other groups. Finalthe behavioral component of ingroup
identification is defined as the voluntary membegysbf identity organizations, namely,

participation in organizations.

In the present study, on the basis of those argtsvaem findings, we measured the affective
components of ingroup identification with GermaAsislandeyr and country of origin. And
additionally, we conceived identification with cdognof origin as consisting of the affective
and the behavioral components. Consequently, wesssd the affective components of
ingroup identification through the identical itemshereas the behavioral component of
identification with country of origin was assessad items asking about participation in
ethnic organizations. Since our CFAs showed thegcave components of identifications
were distinct (only identification withusl&nderand with country of origin were related to
each other at = .55,p < .001), and the behavioral component of idergtfan with country

of origin was a two-dimensional construct (parttipn in cultural, and youth organizations
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were differentiated and the inter-correlation betwéhose was = .22,p < .01), we included

those factors as separate variables in the fuathalyses.

Our findings showed that among immigrants from Byridentification with the country of
origin is significantly higher than identificatiomith Auslanderor with Germans. Actually,
the latter is the least identified group among ¢hsescial groups. These findings are in line
with the results of other studies which show thabag other multiple identities immigrant
groups perceive ethnic identity as the most impréad thus identify more with their ethnic
background (Phinney 1989, Phinney & Alipuria 199€e also Crockest al.,1994). But also,
these findings concur with the empirical evidenckiclw shows the “self” composed of
multiple memberships (Ashmore, Deaux & McLaughliohye, 2004; Reid & Deaux, 1996;
Ethier & Deaux, 1990, 1994; Reicher, 2004). It bagn argued that the self is a complex
system that can be defined at various levels ofratison, namely, individuals can define
themselves in terms of their personal and socettitles €.g, Tajfel 1981, 1982; Turnest
al., 1987). Moreover, one belongs not to only one $agmaup rather than to various social
groups which are differentially salient to him/her different conditions €.g, Reicher &
Hopkins, 2001; Reicher 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 198Hence, according to these different
memberships, one has a range of social identifi@esimmigrant can refer to himself, to
varying extents and under diverse conditions, a&wmtdnderas a Turk, or as a German with
emotional significance and meaning attributed & #pecific category (group) membership.

An important finding to us is, however, relativdligh level of ingroup identification with
Auslander(M = 3.70,sd = 1.43 where the scale mean is 3). Self-categaovizatheory
(Turner, 1985Turneret al, 1987) assumes that the level of identificatieflects the extent
to which people are willing to perceive themseleterms of a particular group membership
in a specific context. In this context, it may baportant to distinguish between group
memberships as self-selected or externally assigaétis evidenced in experimental settings
that voluntarily chosen group identification isostger than assigned groupd.,race, gender
etc) identification (Ellemerset al., 1999; Perreault & Bourhis, 1999). Self-selectedsus
externally assigned memberships may moderate thentsxto which individuals feel

committed to a lower status group (Turner, Hoggnéu & Smith, 1984).

Then, it may be needed to distinguish between vendthslanderis a voluntarily chosen or
an externally assigned group (category) accordinttpe immigrants. Koopmans and Statham
(2001), for example, argue that categories likeniigrant”, “foreigner” or “minority” are

imposed on immigrants mainly by the host countryiges and its “native” population.
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Similarly, building on the basic argument that tHeave been referred to @aslanderby
Germansa small group of university students with immigoatibackground (from Turkey)
preferred this category over the category “immigirdor their self-definitions when they
were asked at the beginning of the research. Osie begument why they do not prefer the
category “immigrant” was that they are settlerst their (grand)parents were immigrants.
This exemplifies how an initially but externallysagned or imposed categorjuslandey
becomes, more or less, internalized (over time)rewl meanings attributed to the categories
develop. Put another way, this is how identitiesction €.g., Reicher, 2004) and negotiate
(Deaux, 1996; Deaux, Reid, Mizrahi, & Cotting, 19%xthier and Deaux, 1990, 1994).
Hence, after a long history of immigratiohuslandercategory has become a category which

immigrants feel to belong to.

Social identity theory has characterized identifama with social groups as a way of
defining the individual’'s place in society (Tajf& Turner, 1986; see also Reicher 2004).
Researchers have considered various dimension$imh wocial identities can differ in terms
of their meanings for group members (Brown & Witlig, 1984; Deaux, 1996; Deaax al,
1999; Ellemerset al, 1999; Jackson & Smith, 1999). How the meaninde@hg a group
member might differ as a function of how the grauposition in the social structure is
perceived, is an important aspect to be consid@esides, social identification is not only a
process reflecting what group members have in combu it also reflects how the ingroup
differs from other groups. Although both intragrosipilarity and intergroup differentiation
effect group identification (Deaugt al., 1999; Jackson & Smith, 1999; Jetten, Spears, &
Manstead, 1996; Tajfel & Turner, 1986), the relatstrength of these two aspects of group
definition may differ. Some groups may define thelwss primarily in terms of who they are

not.

It has been shown that people negotiate differategorical memberships (e.g., immigrant,
foreigner, Turk, Muslim) and consequently reach dodesirable identity at the end of this
negotiation €.9., Ethier & Deaux, 1994; Timotijevic & Breakwell, 20D Thus, people are
engaged in a meaning-making process, and in aftramstion of meanings and of contents of
multiple memberships. This category negotiationuog@t an individual level to establish the
continuity of identity and at an interindividual danintergroup level to respond to
distinctiveness requirements and to balance thaioakhips both with the host community
and with the members of the ingroup (TimotijevicB&eakwell, 2000). Deaux (2000) points
out three issues that seem underdeveloped in théexdoof immigration research: the

complexities of the comparison processes, the ragot of identities, and how people
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choose among different possible identity optiond famally the context within which identity

iS manifest.

Building on the framework and evidence mentionedvab it is probable to conceive that
immigrants from Turkey have been negotiating tha@éntities and one meaningful identity
they reached idwuslander This connects the issue with the content of iitke(iReicher, 2001,
2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Maybe for young aduitom Turkey, the catego#uslander
has no negative connotations and meanings as leasif@lied. Considering that this social
category is one that was historically constructgdtheir ex-generations (their parents or
relatives), a transmission of the meanings atteéub the categorpuslénderby the new
generations might be expected. This is, in some, wagfirmed by our findings about the
identification with Auslanderas a function of the citizenship status of theepts of the

respondents.

When the citizenship status was taken as high-nj@ercitizenship) and low-status (Turkish
citizenship), and the means of ingroup identifimasi were compared, it was found that
respondents with parents who were German citizbotgh (mothers and fathers) identified
more strongly witPAuslanderthan those with Turkish parents. On the one htmsl,implies
that even though older generations of immigrantseturalized to Germans, they continued
perceiving themselves @dsislandey which can be taken as a sign of intergroup pebitiga
Crossing to the higher status have facilitated y@ngthe rights for naturalized immigrants,
but in terms of other aspects of intergroup refeionmigrants might still perceive intergroup
impermeability. On the other hand, although haviigh-status parents, respondents’ strong
identification withAuslanderimply a transmission between generations (forgeererational
transmission of values in immigrant communities Naeck, 2001, and Phalet & Schonpflug,
2001).

However, when the respondents themselves were @Geitizens, they identified more with
Germans than Turkish citizens did. Taken togettierse differences imply that when both
respondents and their parents hold the high-stat@ermany, on the one hand, there is an
impact by the parents on the young immigrants’ tiigrchoice which results with a high
level of identification with the low-status groupuslande). But on the other hand, a new
generation engages in a meaning-making processhwhesults in a high level of
identification with the high-status group (Germar@yir finding on the difference in ingroup
identification showed the importance of perceptiaristhe intergroup relations between

Auslanderand Germans. The more respondents perceive iotgrgrelations as stable the
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more they identify withAuslander(r = .21,p < .01; see Table 4 in appendix). This was also
confirmed by the three-way moderated regressiomtresiere only a direct effect of stability
was significant. Moreover, the more respondentegee legitimate status of Germans the
more they identify with this high-status group=(.18,p < .05).

Moreover, we found that participation in culturaganizations increase identification with
Germans. Respondents who participated in cultugdrozations (both cultural and religious
organizations were included) identified strongethwbermansNl = 3.20,sd= 1.37, n = 18)
than respondents who do not participate in anyrorgéions M = 2.50,sd= 1.20, n = 119).
Thus, in our sample, cultural organizations seerhaee a positive impact on attitudes of
immigrants toward Germans or on acquiring Germamtity. We also found that the more
respondents participate in ethnic youth organimgtithe more they perceive intergroup
boundaries betweeAuslanderand Germans as permeable. Consequently, theskésrasel
contrary to the point of view arguing that ethniganizations facilitate maintenance of social
boundaries€.g, Passy & Giugni, 2001; Sanders, 2002), but in atatce with the point of
view arguing that ethnic organizations mediate ketw immigrants and home country
community (Kempet al, 2000).

Besides, most of the studies on acculturationeggras adopted by Turks showed that Turks
in Germany and in the Netherlands prefer integndti¢klinger & Bierbrauer, 2001; Zagefka
& Brown, 2002; van Oudenhovaest al, 1998; White, 1997). Alike, Piontkowskt al. (2000)
showed that Turks in Germany are particularly profidheir cultural group and perceive
themselves to be a typical member of their groud ah the same time they have an
integration attitude, but they perceive impermeghbilConcurringly, our results, although
insignificant, showed that the less permeable gnterp boundaries betwe&uslanderand
Germans, and the less legitimate the status of @wsns perceived the more identification
with country of origin and withAuslanderemerge. These findings were in line with SIT
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and with Ellemeet al. (1988), but contrary to Ellemees al. (1990)
which revealed opposite findings than SIT assumtio

In the following, we examined the effect of peragv permeability on ingroup
identification, and perceived legitimacy and st&pivere taken as moderators. In the context
of migration, however, citizenship status is ready responsible for providing differential

status for immigrants. And the status of groupsv(l@rsus high) has been shown to have an

3 Integration is a combination of heritage cultunel ¢he dominant culture of the host country thareotvay of
acculturations.
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effect on ingroup identification, and belief systeariables moderate this process (Ellemers
et al, 1988, 1990, 1993, 1997; Spears, Doosje, & EllemE®97). In our sample, we found
that perceived stability has an impact on iderdifin with Auslandet?, it interacted with
perceived legitimacy to reveal an effect on idéraifon with country of origiff, and
citizenship moderated the two-way interaction beivelegitimacy and stability on

identification with Germarné.

In some ways, our results are different than previndings. First of all, we measured
identification with both low- and high-status greypsimultaneously. And we compared
ingroup identifications in terms of the effects lmdlief system of the respondents and the
citizenship status they hold. As a result, we didl obtain a significant effect of perceived
permeability at all, which is not in accordancehniirevious research where impermeability
yielded stronger identification (Ellemees al., 1988, 1992; Mummendest al., 1996), but in
accordance with others (de Weerd and Klanderma®89;1Ellemerset al., 1993) where

permeability had no effect on ingroup identificatio

11.2. Findings on Perceived Grievances

In the present study, respondents engaged in ha#rgroup (between Germans and
Auslande)y and interpersonal/intragroup (within Germans Aarslander “I” as a person)
comparisons. Put another way, we asked about tgpes of social comparisons based on
Smith, Pettigrew and Vega's (1994; cited in Smith @rtiz, 2002) suggestions: (1)
interpersonal comparisons between oneself andgmoup member (aAuslandercompares
his situation to anotheAuslandey, (2) interpersonal comparisons between onesealf an
outgroup member (aAuslandercompares his situation to another German), (2rgnoup
comparisons between one’s membership group antiengrtoup (auslandercompares his

group situation to Germans).

Our results showed that immigrants with low edwratlevel reported the least group
deprivation compared to immigrants with middle &mgh educational level. On the contrary,

immigrants with low education were the most deptive the personal level in comparison to

32 When respondents perceive high stability theytifiemore with AuslanderM = 4.08,sd= 1.33, n = 76) than
when they perceive low stability(= 3.46,sd= 1.43, n = 112).

3 perceived high legitimacy and stability led respemts to identify more with their country of origid = 4.78,
sd= 1.36, n = 37) than perceived high legitimacy bkowd stability (M = 3.93,sd= 1.47, n = 51).

3 German citizens identified strongly with Germartsew they perceived high legitimacy but low stapi{¥ =
3.10,sd=1.29, n = 25), contrary to the Turkish citizéNs= 2.03,sd= .89, n = 26). Turkish citizens identified
with Germans at the highest level when they peszkivigh legitimacy but also high stabilityl (= 2.66,sd =
1.56, n=13).
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Auslander Moreover, immigrants with low household incomk feore personal deprivation
in comparison tcAuslanderthan immigrants with high household income. Akgb findings
suggest that the most disadvantaged members afishdvantaged group (lower education
level and lower household income) perceive lessidaion when they comparkuslanderas

a group with Germans, and perceive more personalvRén they compare themselves with
other Auslander The reason might be that the disadvantaged memtfedisadvantaged
groups are the most likely to make subjective doc@amparisons with disadvantaged
members of advantaged groups (Taylor & Moghadd&@84)l However, within group they
are most likely to make subjective social comparsseith more advantaged members of the
ingroup, which is in line with Festingers’ (1954joposal. Festinger proposes that people
prefer comparing their own situation to the sitoatiof people who are like them, but in

slightly better situations.

The respondents of the present study reported grotg RD (intergroup comparisolt =
3.61,sd=.91) than personal RD compared to Germans fiatsonal comparisom = 2.89,
sd=.98), and than personal RD compareduslander(interpersonal comparisol] = 2.33,
sd = .90). That is, immigrants from Turkey both agraup and as a person feel themselves
deprived in terms of their life conditions in comigan to Germans which concurs with Tropp
and Wright's (1999) findings showing that minorigyoup members reported significantly
more group RD in comparison to Whites than in comspa to other minorities. The high
level of group RD might represent a comparison \hn dominant group which is seen to be
responsible for the subordinate status of the imgrthat maintains and supports the status
qguo, and is perceived to have a greater degreerntifat over and access to recourses (Tropp
& Wright, 1999). On the contrary, people may bas$iad with their personal situation, even
though they see that their group as a whole isddaataged €.9., Major, 1994; Martin,
1981).

Contrary to other findings, we did not find any aamce for the relationship between
identification with low-status groups and group RElemers, 2002; Fajak & Haslam, 1998;
Skevington & Baker 1989; Smith, Speras, & Oyen,49%ugas & Veilleux, 1988; Tropp &
Wright, 1999; Wright & Tropp, 2002). But, in oursearch, strong identifiers withuslander
reported, even though the difference is margiras Ipersonal RD compared to Germavs (
= 2.75,sd = 1.06, n = 89) than low identifiers withuslander(M = 3.01,sd = .89, n = 104)
which is not concurring with the findings of Troppd Wright (1999) who show that high-
identifiers with their ingroup indicated clear fiegjs of personal deprivation when the

comparison group was Whites.
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Furthermore, the respondents of the present stifidlytded the grievances almost equally to
external forces. Mean values of both system-blame=(3.60,sd = 1.14) andAuslander
blame M = 3.69,sd = 1.23) slightly exceeded the scale me&ns=(3). This is not in line with
the results of Verkuyten and Thijs (2002) wherekEuattributed the reason for discrimination
less to their ingroup. In addition, researchersagbthat the more Turks identified with their
ethnic group the less they attributed discrimimatio internal factors. According to the
intercorrelations in the present study, the mospaeadents identified witiuslanderthe
more they attributed discrimination to the systenGermany i = .17,p < .05), but to the
Auslandergroup, as wellr(= .15,p < .05). That is to say, identification with a l®status
group (here,Auslandey does not always prevent immigrants to attribute teasons of

discrimination to their own group.

It is how one of Verkuyten’s (2005) intervieweesT(@kish man) attributed discrimination

to the immigrants:

Look, I've never been to school here in the Netradk, but if | really want a job, |
get job offers like everywhere. It's got nothingdo with discrimination, those people
have liked themselves to blame, sure thing. If @q@e wants like something, then he

will get ahead (Excerpt 13, p. 82).

Among university students, Hewstone and Jaspai@2j18howed that Blacks attributed the
differences in life conditions between Whites anthcBs in Britain less to internal
characteristics but more to discrimination. Coniagly, in our sample, perceived group
discrimination was positively related to systemnadaf = .53,p < .01), but not tAAuslander
blame ¢ = -.08,p < .01). One explanation might be the number ofelien derived from
attributing poor outcomes to discrimination (for imaining self-esteem see Crocker &
Major, 1989; Crockeet al, 1991; Ruggiero & Taylor, 1997; and for low levelsdepressed
affect see Crockest al, 1991). Moreover, it can be concluded that our@anattribute their
grievances to discrimination because they are ioetteat they have been discriminated
against (Ruggiero & Marx, 1999; Ruggiero, SteeleyaHg, & Marx, 2000; Ruggiero &
Taylor, 1995, 1997). In addition, we recognized tersonal RD compared &uslandemwas
negatively correlated witAuslanderblame ¢ = -.18,p < .05), but personal RD compared to
Germans was positively related to system-blame (15,p < .05). Namely, our respondents
attributed their personal deprivation less to fheslandereven though they feel personally
deprived in comparison to anoth&uslanderBut they attributed their personal deprivation to

the system when they compared their personal Engtvith another German.
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11.3. Findings on Collective Action

Some scholars demonstrated that it is often theeradvantaged members of disadvantaged
groups who engage in collective political actionu(@ & Epps, 1975; Simon &
Klandermans, 2001; Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972).nWaihighly educated middle class
members of disadvantaged groups were shown tocipatie more in collective action than
other layers. We took the socio-economic statuarasdicator of being disadvantaged and
measured it, in a conventional way, by educatiorelleand income (both personal and
household). And we assumed that a high level ota&tilbn and middle income would lead to
more participation. Our finding revealed a sigrafit difference effect only of household
income. Respondents with a high household incomenilnty income of more than 2000
Euro;M = .21,sd = .33, n = 61) participated less in collectivei@tithan respondents with a
middle household income (1.000-2.000 Euvb= .41,sd = .52, n = 57) and less than those
with a low household income (under 1.000 Euvb= .41,sd = .50, n = 46). That is to say,
immigrants from middle to lower income levels papate more in collective action
compared to those from high income levels. The lewel of participation among the
immigrants with high income can be taken as ancatthn of the individual mobility
preferences rather than social change attemptée(®ajTurner, 1986; for successful tokens

see, for example, Wright, 2001).

We obtained no indication about the relation betwiegroup identification with low-status
groups Auslanderand with country of origin) and collective actioancurring with the field
studies’ results (Mummendegt al., 1999b; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999). Alike
Mummendeyet al. (1996), the inter-correlation between identifioatiwith country of origin
and collective action was negative, yet it was sighnificant ¢ = -.11, p >.10). More
interestingly, we found that strong identifiers witermans (high-status) participated more in
collective actioni = .41,sd= .52, n = 88) than weak identifiefgl & .26,sd= .38, n = 105;
F(1, 192) = 5.10p =. 025) which is not compatible to the SIT assuams. According to SIT,
strong identification with low-statug\@slanderor country of origin) would result with more
collective attempts. It has been shown that pemble strongly identify with a group should
be willing to work for the group and promote actwhen things are going badly (Ellemets
al., 1997; Ouwerkerlet al, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

However, when we controlled for the effect of @tiship status, the previous results were
challenged. Strong identification withuslander(M = .41,sd = .49; n = 48) or country of
origin (M = .38,sd = .50; n = 57) led German citizenship holders &otipipate more in
collective action than Turkish citizens (for stradgntifiers withAuslandemM = .21,sd = .34,
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n = 39; for strong identifiers with country of aimgM = .25,sd = .39; n = 51). Conversely,
weak identification withAuslander(M = .40,sd = .50; n = 50) or country of origifM = .41,
sd = .50; n = 38) led immigrants with Turkish citizmp status to participate more in
collective action than German citizens (for weadnitgfication withAuslanderM = .24,sd =
40; n = 51; for weak identification with countryarigin M = .25,sd=.36; n = 42).

This time, it was confirmed that those who idenstyongly with a low-status group while
holding high status (German citizenship) are moitkng to work for the group and promote
action (Ellemerst al., 1997; Ouwerkerlet al, 2000; Tajfel & Turner, 1986) than low-status
respondents (Turkish citizens). As Ellemers anddodeagues (Ellemerst al, 1997; Spears
et al.,1997) showed, strong identification with the ingganay lead the individual to believe
that s/he simply could not leave the group everughos/he hold high status within the
society—German citizenship. Alternatively, weakrtigers with a low-status group who
hold low status (Turkish citizens) are more willitegwork for the group and promote action
than high-status (German citizenship) immigrantamidly, weak identifiers are not likely to
pursue the strategy of leaving the group (Ellene¢ral., 1997) but rather work for the group
when they have low-status—Turkish citizenship.dbdratory settings, the impact of group
status on the ingroup identification was examirteltemerset al., 1988, 1992, 1993; Jackson
et al. 1996—Experiment 1). In the research when realgrteips were included, however, the
status difference within the low-status group was$ mvestigated in terms of collective
strategies (Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2000, 2002; ded\&&landermans, 1999; Jacksenal.
1996—Experiment 2; Mummendey al, 1996, 1999b). However, our results suggest that no
only strong identification with low-status grouptkalso the status difference within the low-
status group lead to a variation in collective @ctitherefore, both variables should be taken

into account.

Another examined relationship included the intecscbetween ingroup identification and
feelings of relative deprivation on collective acti We did not gain a significant interaction,
neither between identification withuslanderand group RDK(3, 192) = 2.25p = .084) nor
between identification with country of origin andogp RD &(3, 192) = 2.57p = .056).
Rather, we can report that the direct effect olgr&D 3 = .14,1(189) = 1.88p = .062;B =
.16, 1(189) = 2.26,p = .025, respectively) was significant. This reddlii not confirm the
findings of Kelly and Breinlinger (1996) who showddat group RD as a correlate of
participation intention was more important for sgothan for weak identifiers. But, as it is
apparent, the researchers examined the interamtidhe intention for participation; however,

we tested the interaction on the real participatiotmich might be responsible for the
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difference in results. Nevertheless, our findingagas withTropp and Brown’s (2004) result

which revealed group RD as a significant main potediof involvement in collective action.

So far, only a few conducts including all beliefsegm variables can be found in the
literature. And from those, either significant maifiects of some of belief system variables
(Ellemerset al., 1993; Jacksoet al., 1996; Mummendeegt al., 1996)° or main effects of all
three belief system variables were verified (BoenV&nbeselaere, 2002). In terms of
interactions, either a marginal interaction (Mumuo@net al., 1999b) or no interaction
(Ellemerset al., 1993), or contradictory results to SIT assumpti(lsen & Vanbeselaere,
2000; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Ellemers, 1988ksoret al., 1996) were assessed.
More specifically, according to the findings of Morandeyet al. (1999b), a marginally
significant interaction between stability and pealméty evidenced that the predicted

permeability effect can only be observed in thénkstability and low-legitimacy condition.

In contrast to SIT, de Weerd & Klandermans (19@®)nfd that perceived permeability and
stability led to more willingness to participatedallective action among farmers, but in the
third wave of the study, farmers who perceived miasgability participated in collective
action more often. According to the findings of Ksmn et al. (1996), the participants
distanced themselves more from their ingroup wheunbaries were seen as impermeable.
Moreover, perceived stability had a significant aop on the behavioral choice when the
high-status group was open, but not when it wasimaltly open or closed (Boen &
Vanbeselaere, 2000); and an unstable intergrowgif&tation resulted in a preference for

collective action regardless of the openness ohifle-status group (Ellemers, 1993).

Yet, in the research summarized above, the stdttlne articipants has not been controlled
for. Nevertheless, we included the status of thepordents and tested the interactions
between citizenship status and belief system vimsabn collective action. The analysis
revealed only a significant interaction betweercpered legitimacy and stability. According
to mean comparisons, when respondents perceiveldggimacy and high-stability they
report more participation in collective actioll (= .53,sd = .56, n = 37) than when they
perceive high-legitimacy and low-stabilitiv(= .19,sd = .33, n = 51), than low-legitimacy
and high-stability M = .30,sd = .38, n = 39), and more than when low-legitimacg low-

% Ellemerset al. (1993) showed that permeability and stability fmdignificant main effect on the strategy
choice, but the impact of legitimacy was quiet nr@gaj Mummendeyet al. (1996) showed that impermeability
yielded stronger search for social change. The fin® experiments of Jacksoet al. (1996) showed no
significant effect of permeability at all.
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stability M = .32,sd = .46, n = 61) are perceived. These interactioagevqualified by the

direct effect of perceived permeability as weltlzes direct effect of perceived stability.

As a result, in our analysis, instead of the exgrbatteractions between three belief system
variables, a two-way interaction between perceiegitimacy and stability was obtained. At
a first glance, the direction of the interactionsw@posite to what SIT assumes, however
concurs with the previous studies (Boen & Vanbesela2000; de Weerd & Klandermans,
1999; Ellemers, 1993). But our results were distfrmm the previous work that the obtained
significant interaction was not between perceivegtneability and stability (Boen &
Vanbeselaere, 2000; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1988er between perceived legitimacy
and stability. Instead of low-legitimacy and lovedsility conditions, our respondents reported
more participation in collective action under higigitimacy and high-stability conditions.
Considering the sample mean value of perceivedineaty M = 2.12,sd= 1.04 over 3) it is
reasonable to conclude that even under a highireayity condition the perceived legitimacy
might not be high enough. And high-stability me#mst the relationship betweduslander
and Germans will not change easily, that is, thengle is not excluded at all.

Converse to the SIT assumptions, the direct spniti effect of perceived permeability
demonstrated that more permeable boundary resultere collective actionM = .39,sd=
.50, n = 85) than the less permeable boundary tondM = .26,sd = .40, n = 103). Some
scholars have argued that in many intergroup cositedividual mobility is neither
completely closed nor entirely open. Instead, grtopindaries are often restricted.d,
Pettigrew & Martin, 1987; Wright, 2001) in a wayatha small number of disadvantaged
group members are accepted into advantaged pasitidnle access is systematically blocked
for most qualified members of the disadvantagedugrdExtreme restriction on boundary
permeability is referred to as tokenism (Wright &pp, 2002; Wright, 2001). And it has
been shown that disadvantaged group members faitedamw entirely closed context prefer
disruptive forms of collective action (Wright, 199%®%/right & Taylor, 1998; Wrightet al,
1990); when as few as 2% of the qualified ingrowgnthers are allowed to access advantaged
positions, individual actions become the resporfsehoice. Thus, it appears that even the

slightest hint of boundary permeability may undereninterest in collective action.

Then, we were concerned about the controversiahtioelship between perceived
permeability and collective action that we founde \WWay distinguish between the external
and internal barriers for permeability as Wrightlairopp (2002) suggest. External barriers

are the social obstacles such as exclusion fronbémefits that high-status group members
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enjoy, whereas internal barriers may come fromnstrimgroup identification, due to which
individuals might believe that s/he could not le&étve group. The authors argue that ingroup
identification increases interest in collectivei@aatby reducing the perceived permeability of

group boundaries.

Besides, the significant direct effect of perceivadbility indicated that engagement in
collective action occurred regardless of the pgamkpermeability as Ellemers (1993) found:
Not the perceived less stabild (= .26,sd = .41, n = 112) but rather the more stabile
intergroup relationNl = .41,sd = .49, n = 76) led to more participation in cotiee action.
However, perceiving collective disadvantage asabistimplies a belief that the group is able
to address their collective disadvantage throudleaove effort €.9, Mummendeyet al,
1996, 1999b; see also Tajfel & Turner, 1986). Asakeady argued, our item wording of
perceived stability did not entirely exclude theacbe in intergroup relations, but rather
implied that the change is not easy. Thereforés reasonable to think of our result as not

absolutely against the SIT assumptions.

In addition to the interaction analysis mention&ém\e, we tested the interaction between
group RD and personal RD comparedAtsslanderon collective actionfy = -.24,t(185) = -
2.63, p = .009). Basing on double deprivation concept aihé&man (1966), Foster and
Matheson (1995) found a significant interactiorwssn personal and group RD. This is not
confirmed by our result: Individuals with low persd RD compared toAuslander
participated in collective action more when theglfgroup RD. For the respondents who

highly perceive personal RD comparediiasiander such effect didn’t occur.

Moreover, group RD has been shown as an importacupsor towillingness to engage in
collective action (Grant & Brown, 1995; Kawakamil®on, 1993; Tougas & Veilleux, 1988)
and tocollective action (Birt & Dion, 198Brewer & Silver, 2000Dion, 1986; Dubé-Simard
& Guimond, 1986; Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983; Ke#lyBreinlinger, 1996;Kelly &
Kelly, 1994; Tougas & Beaton, 2002; Tripathi & Srivastava, 198fgpp & Brown, 2004;
Vanneman & Pettigrew, 1972; Walker & Mann, 198Vright & Tropp, 2002Wright et al.,
1990; also for a meta analysiseSmith & Ortiz, 2002). Our results showed that therenan
immigrant perceives group RD the more s/he engaygesllective actionr( = .16,p < .05).
We found a positive relationship between persorald@mpared to Germans and collective

action ¢ = .18,p < .05), too.

De Weerd and Klandermans (1999) found that whiléh baffective and behavioral

components of ingroup identification (ethnic orgaation participation) impact the
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willingness to participate in political protest angofarmers, the behavioral component is the
only one which also has an influence on actualippétion. Therefore, researchers suggest
that being a part of an organization is more imgrarthan experiencing a strong emotional
bonding to a social group. The correlation betweanicipation in cultural organizations and
collective action in our study was non-zero andtp@sas well ( = .11,p > .10). One of the
flaws of our conduct is, however, using a self-remrale to assess ethnic organization
participation. We did not control whether an orgation is classified as a cultural, religious
or Auslénderorganization by the respondents. Especially duitiegapplication of the survey,

it became evident that respondents had difficultiedifferentiating the type of organizations.
Particularly, respondents raised questions abowttbacategorize Alevi organizations: Is it a
religious, or a cultural, or aAuslanderorganization? Based on this, we argue that thdtsesu

about ethnic organizational participation have miamytations.

Boen and Vanbeselaere (2002) showed that group Ridiates between perceived
legitimacy and the choice for collective non-norvataction. We tested this mediation as
well, but without distinguishing between normatimed non-normative collective action
basing on the factor analyses (both EFA and CFa)lte. After setting a structural model,
inter-relations between perceived legitimacy anougrRD ¢ = -.24,p < .01), and between
group RD and collective actiom € .16,p < .05) remained almost the same. But the inter-
correlation between perceived legitimacy and ctilecaction, even though insignificant,
turned positive (= .02,p > .10; beforer = -.00,p > .10), which is a sign for suppression
(Schrout & Bolger, 2002). One main reason for guppression might be not including non-
normative actions akin to Boen and Vanbeselaer@2RWevertheless, our finding about the
inter-correlation between group RD and the peroeptf illegitimacy (Kawakami & Dion,
1993, 1995; Martin, 1986; Vanneman & Pettigrew,2)9%8nd group RD and collective action
(Birt & Dion, 1987; Brewer & Silver, 2000; Dion, 88; Dubé-Simard & Guimond, 1986;
Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983; Kelly & Breinlinger9g6; Kelly & Kelly, 1994; Tougas &
Beaton, 2002; Tripathi & Srivastava, 1981; Trop@Bg&wn, 2004; Vanneman & Pettigrew,
1972; Walker & Mann, 1987: Wright & Tropp, 2002; Myt et al, 1990) are in accordance

with other results.

Moreover, studies (Crocket al, 1998; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; Tajfel & Turnedgd6;
Tougas & Veilleux 1988; Smitlet al, 1994; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984) have shown that
social injustice is not enough to motivate memlaérdisadvantaged groups to act collectively
to improve their lot. Rather, social injustice h&s be internalized and subjectively

experienced by the victims of it and suffering tabe perceived as not something individual
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but collective. Likewise, the judgment that theup® disadvantaged status is illegitimate and
the blame for that disadvantaged status on diseatian rather than on deficiencies of the
group itself, as well as the development of a pasigroup identity are found to be important
factors in acting in favor of groupge.Q, Kluegel & Smith). The crucial factor in promoting
collective action or social change is a shift imisa attribution from internal attributions for
lack of success (for example, insufficient abilitgp external attributions such as
discriminatory actions of the dominant group (Gueinal., 1969; Major, 1994; Rappaport,
1977; Simon & Klandermans, 2001). In their polimi collective identity model, Simon and
Klandermans (2001) argue that collective identitgightens the awareness of shared
grievances, and conversely reinforced by that—airditdonal causal relation. The
relationship between collective identity and adaged attributions are also proposed to be
bidirectional in that they tend to reinforce eadhen. Moreover, researchers argue that an
external force such as a specific out-group, ahaiiy or the system must be blamed for the

group’s predicament for the behaviors that semdavor of the ingroup.

Based on these previous findings, in our analysessexamined whether collectively shared
grievances (group-level discrimination and relatidorivation) lead to collective action and
whether system-blame mediates between shared gdesddiscrimination and/or RD) and
collective action. The obtained significant patbading from discrimination to system-blame
(r = .55,p <.001), from group RD to system-blanre<.27,p < .001), and from system-
blame to collective actionr (= .28, p < .001) verified our hypothesis concurring witre th
previous work €.g, Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Tougas & Veilleux 19&8nith et al,
1994).
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VI. CONCLUSIONS

We conducted this research to understand undernwduaditions immigrants from Turkey
living in Germany engage in attempts to social gearHence, collective action relevant to
ingroup identification, belief system, perceivetegances and causal attributions were tested.
The main motivation behind this conduct was to examvhether those variables trigger or
whether they undermine immigrants’ participationcwilective action. In the following, we
first summarize the modifications made in the measwf Studies 1 and 2, and then, we
move to the comparisons of the findings of bothdigs. The further tested relationships are
summarized in the next section which is followedthg limitations and implications of the
research.

12. Modifications of the Measures of Study 1 and 2

Theoretically, collective action takes place whepeason behaves as a member of a group
and his/ her individual action is orchestrated vather group members in order to advance
the group interests as a whokeg, Wright et al., 1990; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999;
Wright, 2001, 2003). It is reasonable to suggestudtidimensional construct for collective
action of immigrants concurring with the studiespolitical participation (for a review, see
Brady, 1999; Catellani, 1996; Schultze, 1995). Hesve dimensionality of political
participation has been found to vary accordingh® gocial context. For example, Kelly and
Kelly (1994) found that in terms of trade-union @hwement a one-dimensional model seems
the most accurate and realistic. Klandermenal. (2002, 2004) suggest a one-dimensional
model for farmers’ protest participation which toollace in the Netherlands and in France. In
the present research, we found a one-dimensiomatreat for immigrants’ participation in
collective action as well. Both in Study 1 and &j@ns gathered under one factor. However,
the used items differed in the first and secondlystiActions which were relevant to

immigration issues were included in the secondystud

Since the dimensionality of ingroup identificatidtas been showne(., de Weerd &
Klandermans, 1999; Ellemeet al, 1999; Klandermanst al., 2002, 2004; Jackson, 2002;
Luhtanen & Crocker, 1992; Tajfel & Turner, 1986nvaick & Wagner, 2002) we measured
both the affective and the behavioral componentsngfoup identification. The affective
component is the degree of belonging to or idemaiion with the particular social group
which has been shown as the most predictive cormpongerms of responses (Ellemets
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al., 1999), whereas the behavioral component of ingrolgmtification is defined as the
membership in ethnic organizatione.d, Klandermans, 2002). Moreover, political
opportunity structure €.g., Schover & Vermeulen, 2005), claim-making or reseur
mobilization €.g., Diehl & Blohm, 2001; Koopmans, 2004; Koopmans & tBsan, 2001;
Stathamet al., 2005; Vermeulen, 2005), ethnic politics.d., Bousetta, 2000, 2001), and
ethnic civic community researcte.g., Tillie, 2004) have attenuated the importance of
organizational membership of immigrants in host itoas. Within social psychology,
Klandermans and his colleagues showed that org#mah membership (the behavioral
component of ingroup identification) is the mairdictor of protest participation (de Weerd
& Klandermans, 1999; Klandermans, 2002; Klandernetrad, 2002, 2004).

Building on these findings, we measured the affecand the behavioral components of
ingroup identification in both studies with sligldifferences. In the first study, only
identification with country of origin was assessasl the affective component and it was
differentiated into two factors: identification Wwitcountry of origin (Turkey) and the
affiliation with the ethnic group living in Turkeyln the second study, the affective
component was a one-factorial construct. Furtheemidentification with three social groups
(country of origin andAuslanderas low-status groups, Germans as a high-statugpywas
asked to the respondents in the second study. 8agahe behavioral component of ingroup
identification both Study 1 and 2 consisted of gemsking whether respondents participate in
the ethnic organizations. In addition to that, he tfirst study, item of visiting ethnic
clubs/cafes was included. The first study reveaedne-factorial construct whereas the
second study showed a two-factorial construct.hin latter, participation in cultural and in

youth organizations were distinguished.

Another modified measure was perceived discrimamatit has been shown that people tend
to underestimate the actual discrimination theyegigmce at the personal level, whereas they
overestimate the discrimination at the group levéhe so-called “personal/group
discrimination discrepancy” has been observed acdd$erent minority samples (Taylat
al., 1990, 1994). Recently, however, instead a disarep it has been explained that
judgments at the personal and at the group leeetifierent in nature and thus incomparable
(Major, 1994; Postmest al.,1999; Tayloret al.,1994). The personal judgments are made by
means of an interpersonal comparison process, afdle group judgments are made by
means of an intergroup comparison. Thus, in thst fatudy, perceived personal level
discrimination was assessed. But, owing to a redbti low level of inter-relationships

between assumed variables, and due to the literathich has indicated group level rather
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than personal level discrimination as the main jgted of collective actiong.g, Crockeret
al., 1998; Scheepemst al, 2003), we assessed perceived group level distatmon in the
second study. In Study 1, perceived personal ldiggrimination contained three aspects of
discrimination which was verified by the empiricalalysis (CFA): perceived discrimination
in the public, perceived discrimination due to aneationality and religion. In Study 2, items
asking about people’s evaluations of discriminattbat Auslanderface with have been
included and as a result, a one-factorial constmast obtained.

Finally, citizenship status was obtained in thetfstudy by an item asking about the interest
in naturalization, whereas in the second studytem asking about the status that respondents
hold at the measurement point of time was appldow we move to the comparisons
between the findings of the first and the secondlyst Then, we will conclude the further
findings in the next section which were not invgated in the first study but in the second

one.

13. Comparisons of the Results of Study 1 and 2

First of all, the results of Study 1 and 2 verifiegr hypothesis about ingroup identification.
In the first study, we found that German citizeasaeell as non-citizens who are interested in
naturalization to Germans identify less with bdthit country of origin (affective component
of identification with country of origin) and etlinigroup living in Turkey. In the second
study, although this was not confirmed, we founat tBerman citizens identify more with
Germans. In terms of relationship between the affecand the behavioral component of
ingroup identification, first study revealed thattiv the affective component of identification
with country of origin and ethnic group were pogty correlated, although low, with the
behavioral component of ingroup identification. §impositive relationship was found in the
second study as well, however, the relationship weats significant. Further than, in the
second study, we found that participation in etlomganizations (cultural and religious) led to

a stronger identification with Germans.

Mainly, we assumed that the behavioral componentngfoup identification mediates
between perceived discrimination (either at thespeal level or at the group level) and
collective action, whereas the affective compor@ningroup identification moderates this
relationship. In Study 1, we found significant mtelations between the dimensions of
perceived personal discrimination, the behavioramgonent of identification with the

country of origin and collective action. Howevernly perceived personal religious
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discrimination was partially mediated by the bebaali component of identification with the
country of origin. In Study 2, these correlationsrg/re-examined with perceived group level
discrimination, yet no mediation model could betddsowing to insignificant inter-
correlations: significant inter-correlations wereither assessed between perceived group
discrimination (X) and behavioral components ofnidfecation (Ms), nor between Ms and
collective action (Y). Nevertheless, the correlatibetween participation in cultural
organizations and collective action was non-zerd paositive which indicates that more

participation in cultural organizations goes alaovith more collective action.

As assumed, education and income level showedfisigmi impact on collective action.
However, in the first study, we found a significamipact of education level whereas in the
second study, the effect of income was significAegtording to the results, immigrants with
high-education level (Study 1), but low to middleusehold income (Study 2) participate
more in collective action. The reason that we cotifind any significant effect of education
in Study 2 might be the sample characteristic. T$ah the second study, respondents were
from relatively high educational level.

In terms of moderation, our findings of the firstidy showed that identification with the
country of origin marginally moderates the effeatperceived discrimination (in public and
due to nationality) on collective action. Asiderfrahat, although weakly, the results of Study
1 showed that interest in naturalization moder#teseffect of the behavioral component of
identification with the country of origin on collide action. However, those moderation
effects were not confirmed in the Study 2 whereda&& was collected from another sample
of immigrants from Turkey. Further, no interactibetween interest in naturalization and
affective components of identification was obtainedthe first study. Conversely, it was
found that citizenship status moderates the affectomponent of ingroup identification
according to the results of second study: Immigravito weakly identify with their country
of origin participate more in collective action whihey have a Turkish citizenship. On the
contrary, strong identifiers with their country ofigin participate more in collective action
when they hold a German citizenship. Consequetitigse results contribute to the SIT
(Tajfel & Turner, 1986) that collective action ofimigrants can be a function of the degree of
identification with the low-status group; but alsbow the importance of the status of
immigrants (citizenship status), which determirtesltasic as well as the socio-political rights
and opportunities that immigrants enjoy like reseumobilization and political opportunity
theories state (Bousetta, 2000, 2001; Diehl & BlpR®01; Koopmans, 2004; Koopmans &
Statham, 2001; Schover & Vermeulen, 2005; Statbhat.,2005; Vermeulen, 2005).
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The results of two studies illustrate the importawnt perceived discrimination in terms of
collective action and are in accordance with theviaus findings which have been showing
that perceived discrimination against the group ashole leads to collective action (Foster &
Matheson, 1995; Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983; Law&8dCameron, 1994; Mummendey
et al., 1999b). However, distinct from the previous resbame found that both levels of
discrimination are related to collective actionr (fioe inter-correlations see Table 5, and Table
4 in appendix). Actually, our results indicate tiparticularly in the migration context the
inter-relations between perceived discriminatiorgroup identification and collective action
are rather more complex. When a person perceivas ghhe is discriminated against
individually due to his or her nationality or rabg s/he engages in collective action as well.
Thus, the significant relationships between botlelke of perceived discrimination (personal
and group) and collective action support our arguntieat both levels can trigger collective
action. Like the group judgments, personal judgmenwhich develop through an
interpersonal comparison process, can underpinctiiective action if this interpersonal
comparison concerns one’s nationality and religtotihis could possibly be ascribed to the
salience of these identities to the person. That may be probable that a person may define
him- or herself in terms of his or her national@ypd/or religion (group memberships).
Therefore, even at personal level, s’lhe may pezcsiore discriminatory experiences. Thus,
this finding does not support the “personal/groige@pancy” phenomenon, rather it can be
taken as a sign that the personal aspect is netyppersonal but also socia.., Reicher,
2001, 2004; Tajfel & Turner, 1986).

Regarding inter-relations, in the first study, veeirfid that the more a Turkish immigrant
perceives personal discrimination (in public, naéiband religious discrimination) the more
s/he visits Turkish clubs/cafes and participates autivities of Turkish organizations
(behavioral component of identification with coynaf origin), and the more s/he identifies
with her or his ethnic groups living in Turkey. ine second study, however, no significant
inter-correlation between those variables emer@emsequently, the results of the first study
concur with the SIT findings which demonstrate thatception of discrimination is the main

factor for strengthening the identification (Braostbeet al, 1999; Jetteet al, 2002).

Moreover, the first study revealed that the affectcomponent of identification with the
country of origin was negatively but the behaviaramponent of identification with country
of origin (participation in ethnic organizations)asv positively related to participation in
collective action. Although insignificant, thesednrelations showed the same direction in

the second study: (a) the less identification witie country of origin, and (b) the more
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participation in ethnic organizations the more edilve action. These findings are in
accordance with resource mobilization research.(Diehl & Blohm, 2001;Koopmans &
Statham, 2001), which shows that among immigrargskwmdentification with the ethnic
background heightens their political participaticemyd in accordance with other social
psychological research (de Weerd & Klandermans918®andermans, 2002; Klandermans,
et al, 2002, 2004), which shows the behavioral compor@nta significant predictor of
collective action. Put another way, the weak fegbh belonging to Turkey leads immigrants
to act in favor of their interests in Germany. Awiditing clubs/cafes and participating in
Turkish organizations in Germany increases thelilective action which implies a positive
function of ethnic organizations in the host socidthey mediate between immigrants and
host country communitye(g.,Bousetta, 2001; Kemgt al.,2000; Sanders, 2002).

14. Extending Findings in Study 2 and Relevant G@nans

In contrast to the first study, in the second sfudg measured ingroup identification with
Auslanderas well as with Germany in addition to identificat with country of origin.
Therefore, some further inter-relations could beegtigated. One of the distinctive results of
the second study is that participation in cultuaganizations leads to stronger identification
with Germans among immigrants. This result is me lvith the other research results which
show the importance of ethnic organizations relevardifferent outcomese(g., Bousetta,
2000; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Diehl & Bloh2001; Klandermanset al, 2002,
2004; Koopmans & Statham, 2001; Schover & Vermeukf9; Tillie, 2004) and reflects
one of the important functions of ethnic organiaas which is put forward as adjusting the
immigrants to the host society (Bousetta, 2001; gKetal.,2000). Moreover, in the second
study we could examine the inter-relations betwbehef system of the immigrants and
ethnic organization participation which evidenckdttthe more permeability is perceived the
more participation in ethnic youth organizationsesplace. Thus, becoming a member of an
ethnic organization is related to the degree tleatneability of the group boundary between

immigrants and Germans is perceived.

Research has pointed out the differential outcomesrms of ingroup identification which
is caused by status differences (Ellenaral, 1988, 1990, 1993, 1997; Speatsal.,1997).
In the second study, we searched for the factagnmj a role in identification with both high-
and low-status groups. Regarding identificatiorhwitgh-status group (Germans), one of the
factors found to be significant is the citizensbiptus of the immigrants: German citizens
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identify more strongly with Germans than do Turkistizens. This confirms the previous
social psychology research which indicates the mapae of the individuals’ status (Ellemers
et al.,1988, 1992, 1993). Once again, belief system bkagaplay a role in identification with
the high-status group. The more legitimate the Geghsituation is perceived the stronger
identification with Germans turns out to be. Furthere, German citizens identify strongly
with Germans when they perceive high legitimacy lout stability, which is different than
that of the Turkish citizens. They identify with @&ens at the highest level when they
perceive high legitimacy but also high stabilityorGequently, the status of the immigrants
within the host society and the perception of legacy and stability of the relationship
betweenAuslanderand Germans, together influence the identificatioth the high-status

group.

We also investigated the factors affecting the fifieation with the low-status group. The
second study evidenced that identification with linve-status groupAuslandey positively
relates to perceived stability of the intergroulatien. More interestingly, identification with
Auslanderis a result of the citizenship status of the reslemts’ parents. When the parents
(both fathers and mothers) are German citizengoretents report stronger identification
with Auslanderthan when their parents were Turkish citizens. Whespondents perceive
high stability they identify more witAuslanderthan under a low stability condition. Finally,
perceived high legitimacy and stability lead regpents to identify more with their country of
origin. In sum, these results show the importarfa@tizenship status and the belief system of
the immigrants regarding ingroup identification lwiboth high- and low-status groups.
According to SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986), statudfdiences between groups (high versus
low) generate different intergroup behaviors folevant groups. However, in migration
context, within low-status groups (compared to Gars) there are sub-groups who hold
differential status. This is mainly apparent imisrof citizenship status. Being a citizen of the
host country versus being not and also the beystesn of the individual immigrants, play an
important role in ingroup identifications accorditagour results.

Aside from that, when we compared the ingroup ifieations regardless of citizenship
status and belief system we found that identiftcatvith the country of origin is significantly
higher than withAuslander(the second most identified group) which was agagh than that
with Germans (the least identified group). Why domigrants identify most with their
country of origin? SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) prages two main motivations behind
identification with a social categorization: (a) opke apply social categorizations to

themselves and others to clarify their perceptibthe social world and their place within it
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and thus render it more meaningful and predictaide, identification reduces subjective
uncertainty (see also Grieve & Hogg, 1999), andb@jause social categorizations can be
used to define and evaluate oneself, people trideatify with those categorizations that
reflect favorably on self-conception and thus,-gslieem, i.e., identification can maintain or

enhance self-esteem.

Within a complex and dynamically changing environinef intergroup relations, people
may encounter a lack of external validation foritttoevn identity (for example, being in a
foreign culture; see.g, Breakwell, 1986; Ethier & Deaux, 1994; SachdeBé&urhis, 1993;
van Knippenberg & Ellemers, 1993). When the positiistinctiveness of one’s own group is
not salient or is not reflected in the existingibasf comparison, members who maintain
identification with their group may seek alternatidimensions for comparison which favors
the ingroup or they may attempt to regain feelinfjpositive distinctiveness by more active
means (Tajfel & Turner, 1986); they may developateg attitudes toward the outgroups and
show enhanced commitment to their own group. MogeoStevens and Fiske’s (1995) recent
social survival perspective identifies belongingtas most important group motive because it
disambiguates expectations about self and othetstars facilitates planning for action. A
similar conclusion was made by social identity aesbers €.9, Grieve & Hogg, 1999;
Hains, Hogg, & Duck, 1997; Hogg & Hains, 1996).the second study, we used the items
measuring belonging as the basis of the ingrounptifiization as well.

Another possible explanation for (the continuatidnthe identification with the country of
origin in our sample might be the experience oéahre.g., Branscomlet al, 1993; Doosje
et al.,1995; Ellemeret al.,1997). It is believed that strength of identificatprecipitates the
way individuals perceive and respond to threat.ofij@vic and Breakwell (2000) argue that
moving into a social context very different frometbriginal threatens identity; then, identity
changes are likely to occur, especially when migrahappened under forced rather than
under voluntary conditions. Ethier and Deaux (199994) showed that among Hispanic
students, the meaning of that identity differecaesult of perceived threat.

In sum, immigrants who newly come to Germany migbkhtify with their country of origin
either on the basis of the motives such as reduamogrtainty, maintaining/enhancing self-
esteem (Grieve & Hogg, 1999; Tajfel & Turner, 198a&hd belonging (Stevens & Fiske,
1995) or due to perceived or to real experienddrefat (Bierbrauer & Klinger, 2002; Florack
et al., 2003; Jacksoret al., 2001). Ever since the first labor migration waeenflicting

intergroup relations between the groups of immitgamd Germans, which are characterized
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by structural (Caglar, 2001; De Jong, 2001; Honekap003; Kalter & Granato, 2002;
Marshall, 2000; Rogler, 1994; Sen, 1997) and squsgchological discrimination (Klink &
Wagner, 1999; Pettigrew, 1998; Pettigrew & Meertdi¥95; Wagneet al.,2003), the social
category of Turkey or Turks may have become molierg¥ to immigrants or identification
with the country of origin is reached as a posiiidentity after “negotiations”d.g., Deaux,
2000; Ethier & Deaux, 1990, 1994). That is, Turlesya social category may (still) hold the
positive connotations and meanings (the conteidenftity; see foe.g.,Reicher, 2001, 2004)

among those immigrants.

The similar arguments can be made for the ideatiic with Auslandey which is the
second most identified category (see discussioStofly 2 for the other aspects of ingroup
identification). Moreover, seeing oneself asfarslanderis to conceptualize social reality as
organized in terms of dominance relations and tupg a subordinated position within those
relations and probably engage in challenging theatoelations and subordination (see for
e.g.,Reicher, 2004; Simon & Oakes, 2006); “the paricidocial identity that is salient in a
given context will determine who is seen as simaad who is seen as treated as different,
who is embraced as an ally and who is rejectednaalian” (Reicher & Hopkins, 2001, p.
385). And self-categorization theory (Turnet al., 1987, 1994; Drury & Reicher, 2000)
suggests that social identity is a model of on@'siton in a set of social relations along with
the actions that are possible and proper (legigingtven such a position. Thus, the self-
definition in terms of group membership of immigarirom Turkey showed the multiple
character of social identitye(g., Ashmore, Deaux & McLaughlin-Volpe, 2004; Reid &
Deaux, 1996; Ethier & Deaux, 1990, 1994; Reiché&04). However, one of those social
identities is more salient dependent on the interngrcontext (Tajfel & Turner, 1986; Turner
et al, 1987; Reicher 2004). For example, within a gradnere both Germans and immigrants
are presentAuslanderor Turk identity might salient to an immigrant finoTurkey based on
the perception of intra-class similarities and rixtlass differences (meta-contrast principle).
However, based on the same social-categorizatiogiple a person might categorize him or
herself as German, namely perceive more similéétyveen self and Germans than Turks or

other immigrants.

Using a longitudinal design, Ethier and Deaux ()96#amined how Hispanic students
maintain their ethnic group identification durinbeir first year at Anglo universities.
Students’ ethnic identities are initially assoahtevith the strength of their cultural

% For social identity salience in experimental sejsi see foe.g.,Levine & Reicher, 1996; Stapel, Reicher &
Spears, 1994; and for social identity saliencénéndrowd see foe.g.,Reicher, 1984, 1987, 1996.

134



background; over time that link weakens, and sttedanipport or “remoor” their ethnic
identity with culturally relevant activities at swbl. Students from strong cultural
backgrounds become involved in activities thatrgjtieen their ethnic group identification;
students without such backgrounds perceive coldesgmore threatening, which then predicts
less favorable ethnic group perceptions and, utBiyalower group identification. In sum,
ethnic identity is supported by environmental sinoes (cultural background); its fluidity is
visible across changing contexts (home to schauill identity negotiation takes multiple

forms (varying with the importance of the identitythe individual).

Other factors, which might be responsible for theation of ingroup identification, could
be within-group relations. For example, group memmlshow more ingroup identification
when they receive more personal respect from thlbaw ingroup members (see Branscombe
et al, 1999). Moreover, the group size is shown as Wegldlistinct identities: Relatively
small groups offer their members more of a distsuttial identity than majority groups.(,
Simon, 1997). In addition, it has been argued peatple in collectivistic cultures are more
inclined to make intergroup comparisons (Triand@90) thus incline more to identify as a
group member (for collectivistic attitudes of Turks Germany see Bierbrauer, Meyer &
Wolfradt, 1994). Family socialization practices waiare characterized as teaching about
ethnic culture and pride, and having ethnic objectthe home (for family socialization of
Turks see fore.g.,Nauck 2001 and Phalet & Schonpflug, 2001; of Mari#\mericans see
Bernal et al., 1990) may have an impact on ingroup identificatiparticularly for the
identification with country of origin. Beyond them@anations which base on the intergroup
relations and socio-contextual factors, individd#ferences may play a role in ingroup
identification. As shown, higher individual abilitgads to a lower level of identification (see
e.g., Boen & Vanbeselaere, 2000). The acculturationteggras of immigrants which stems
from the maintenance of cultural identity and dengroup contacte(g., Berry, 1997, 2001)

may also play a role on the self-definitions imterof ingroup membership.

Beyond the factors strengthening ingroup identifara(identification as DV), identification
(identification as IV) with the ingroup is one diet important factors affecting collective
action. Moreover, strong feelings of group relatileprivation which base on the group-level
social comparisons with a dominant outgroup, reecof the possibility for individual
upward mobility (even though the boundaries aregieed as permeable, and the assessment
of the ingroup’s low-status position as illegitimatnd controllable) have been proposed to be
the roots of collective actiore(g., Wright & Tropp, 2002). These proposed factors viaken

into account in Study 2 together with citizenshigtss and demographics, and were tested.
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First of all, we included the SES variables in #malysis. The only significant result is that
immigrants with low and middle household incometipgrate more in collective action than
do high household income participants which conauith the findings showing highly
educated middle class members of disadvantagegg@s participating in collective efforts
more than other layers (Gurin & Epps, 1975; SimorKi&ndermans, 2001; Vanneman &
Pettigrew, 1972).

In terms of identification, we found that thosentg/ing strongly with Germans patrticipate
more in collective action which contrasts our agstioms. Nevertheless, we found significant
interactions between identification with tleev-status group and the citizenship status which
confirms SIT (Tajfel & Turner, 1986) and empiricilidies (Branscombe & Ellemers, 1998;
Ellemerset al.,1997; Kelly, 1993) with a complementary mannertrBitose who identified
weakly with their country of origin and witAuslanderparticipate more in collective action
when they own Turkish citizenship. Strong identdgiehowever, participate more when they
hold German citizenship. So, these results indidaenot only the ingroup identification, but
also the citizenship status should be taken intco@ut when collective action of the

immigrants is investigated.

SIT argued that strong identification with low-sigtgroups leads to collective attempts
when the cognitive alternatives to the status guehether the intergroup boundary between
high- and low-status groups is perceived as impalbhee the high-status groups’ position is
perceived as illegitimate; and the intergroup retais perceived as instable — are available.
We included all these three belief system variabbgether with the status of citizenship in
the separate interaction analyses. We found a fisigni two-way interaction between
perceived legitimacy and stability. However, lilke tprevious studies (Boen & Vanbeselaere,
2000; de Weerd & Klandermans, 1999; Ellemers, 1991 direction of the interaction was
opposite to SIT assumptions. The previous work ake a significant interaction between
perceived permeability and stability (Boen & Vanddasre, 2000; de Weerd & Klandermans,
1999), but we found a significant interaction betwegerceived legitimacy and stability when

we controlled for the citizenship status.

Our respondents reported more participation inectife action under high-legitimacy and
high-stability conditions instead of low-legitima@and low-stability conditions which SIT
assumed. But the sample mean value of perceivéthiagy M = 2.12,sd= 1.04 over 3) led
us to conclude that even under a high-legitimaayden the perceived legitimacy might not
be high enough. And high stability perceptioM € 3.21,sd = 1.46) means that the
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relationship betweeAuslanderand Germans will not change ea¥ljywhich does not exclude
the change at all. However, SIT assumptions andptiegious work mainly base on the
dichotomous variables as Wright (2001, 2003) hagedt That is, a combination of three
dichotomous variables (permeable-impermeable, itegie-illegitimate, and stable-instable)
is assumed to produce either individual or collectction. However, we measured that the
situation would be seen more or less just (illeggtie enough) or more or less stable (unstable
enough). Thus, concluding that our results areradidtory to SIT is not appropriate.

The direct significant effect of perceived permégbdemonstrated that when respondents
perceive intergroup boundaries more permeable ¢hggge more in collective action. In the
laboratory setting, Wrighet al. (1990) showed that rather than collective actespondents
endorsed individual actions till they were told ttlihe high-status group was completely
closed. Then, more disruptive forms of collectivaian were favored by the respondents.
Thus, in the migration context, it seems that il immigrants are more likely to band
together and favor the group interests even ifethera possibility to pass into a high-status
group, which is formulated in the present studyp@soming or being considered a German.
Strong identification withAuslanderor country of origin may serve as a psychologizatier
to perceived boundary permeability; that is, strieg with and psychological attachment to
those groups may lead the individual to believe tiea or she simply could not leave the
group (Ellemerst al.,1997; Spearst al.,1997). Wright and Tropp (2002) argue that ingroup
identification increases interest in collectiveiactby reducing the perceived permeability of
group boundaries. However, owing to practical reaseve could not control for the

identification in the same analysis because it ddwave meant a five-way interaction.

Besides, the significant direct effect of perceivadbility indicates that collective action
also occurs regardless of the perceived permealtitemers, 1993). More stable intergroup
relation leads to more participation in collectizetion. Conversely, SIT (Tajfel & Turner,
1986) and some other scholars argued that, Mummendeyet al, 1996, 1999) perceiving
the intergroup situation as unstable implies that group is able to address their collective
disadvantage through collective effort. That isstability is conceptualized and measured
more like efficacy as Wright and his colleague @ktj 2001, 2003; Wright & Tropp, 2002)
argue. In our research, this meaning can be reeedrin the item formulation as well. The
item is asking whether the relationship betwéerslanderand Germans will change easily.
The respondents may perceive that there is a cHaneechange of the relationship, but it is

37 Item wording of stability: “The current relatioriphbetweenAuslanderand German peopleill not change
easily.”
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not easy, which can be reformulated like a lotfédres are needed. Therefore, a direct effect
shows that, even though it is not easy, the reggsdengage in collective action which is in
accordance with SIT.

Another factor that Wright and Tropp (2002) proposaccordance with other scholars (Birt
& Dion, 1987; Brewer & Silver, 2000;Dion, 1986; Dubé-Simard & Guimond, 1986;
Guimond & Dubé-Simard, 1983; Kelly & Breinlinger9d6; Kelly & Kelly, 1994; Tougas &
Beaton, 2002; Tripathi & Srivastava, 198Irppp & Brown, 2004Vanneman & Pettigrew,
1972; Walker & Mann, 198 Wright et al., 1990) that another important factor in terms of
collective action is group RD. First, we tested thlee demographics have impact on the
degree of the feelings of deprivation. We found tlhbhereas education played a role in the
feelings of group RD and personal RD compareditsiandey household income was a
factor that leads to greater perceived personakcBMDpared to otheAuslander Immigrants
with a low education level reported the least gralgprivation but the most personal
deprivation in comparison wituslander Immigrants with a low household income felt
more personal deprivation in comparisonAigslanderthan immigrants with high household
income. These findings suggest that the most desstdged members of the disadvantaged
group (lower education level and lower householmbine) perceive more deprivation when

they compare themselves with otAerslander

This implies that the most disadvantaged membersnare likely to make subjective social
comparisons with other members who are more adgedtaithin the group (see Taylor &
Moghaddam, 1994). This also implies that the heggmeity among immigrants in terms of
living conditions and economical and social oppwoitias leads not only to the deprivation
within the group but this heterogeneity undermities feeling of shared grievances.d.,
Simon & Klandermans, 2001) and thus collective mftes which aim at favouring the
interests of the entire group. In the second stuayfound that immigrants from middle and
lower household income levels report more partiogpain collective action compared to
those from high income levels. Then, for the imrargs with a high household income the
individual mobility rather than social change atpgsnmay be more likely (Tajfel & Turner,

1986; for successful tokens see, for example, WrZ@01).

In our study, among the deprivation feelings, gr&®kIp showed significantly the highest
mean, like Tropp and Wright (1999) found among mmeority group members. The high
level of group RD can be the case for those whosatisfied with their personal situation,

even though they see that their group as a whales&lvantagede(g., Major, 1994; Martin,
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1981), or might be taken as representing a congaristh the dominant group which is seen
to be responsible for the unequal status differenibetween ingroupAuslande)y and
outgroup (Germans; Tropp & Wright, 1999).

In contrast to the previous findings (Ellemers, 20Bajak & Haslam, 1998; Petta & Walker,
1992; Skevington & Baker 1989; Smith, Speras, & ©QyE994; Tougas & Veilleux, 1988;
Tropp & Wright, 1999; Wright & Tropp, 2002), we diubt find a significant relationship
between identification with low-status groups amdup RD. But, although marginal, we
found that respondents with strong identificatiomhwAuslanderreported less personal RD
compared to Germans than weak identifiers. This sa¢ concur with the findings of Tropp
and Wright (1999); they found that a strong idecsifion with ingroup leads to more personal
deprivation when the comparison group was Whitdthotigh it has not been studied in the
literature much, we tested double deprivation éffed. Runciman, 1966). However, our
results showed that individuals with low personBl €&mpared t&uslanderparticipate more
in collective action when they feel more group RBiah is not concurring with the findings
of Foster and Matheson (1995).

And we showed that system-blame mediates betweereiped group-level grievances
(perceived group discrimination and group RD) aaliective action. The mediation process
is in line with the argument and research showivag individual members of a disadvantaged
group are more likely to band together and chableag advantaged outgroup when they
attribute this disadvantage to the social strutwowaditions. Studies show that suffering from
social injustice has to be perceived not as arviddal issue but as a collective problem to
motivate for acting collectively and realize thegp interests (Crockeat al, 1998; Kluegel
& Smith 1986; Lalonde & Cameron, 1994; Tajfel & Ter, 1986; Tougas & Veilleux 1988;
Simon & Klandermans, 2001; Smitt al, 1994; Walker & Pettigrew, 1984). The crucial
factor in promoting collective action is the cauatifibution to discriminatory actions of the
dominant group or to the system (Gueinal., 1969; Major, 1994; Rappaport, 1977; Simon &
Klandermans, 2001). Our findings concur with thoesearch.

15. The Limits of the Research and Further Recordatams

We should mention some limits of the research Herst of all, the indifference between the
findings of Study 1 (a partial mediation) and 2 (nediation) may be due to the measurement
error. Or it may be that a mediation model is validy for the perceived discrimination at
personal level but not at group level. At leasg finst study revealed that the personal level
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discrimination relevant to nationality and religiaea also related to collective action.
Nevertheless, in order to conclude this point safehd to identify the resource of the
difference we suggest measuring both levels ofridmcation simultaneously with more
appropriate measures which can clearly differemtibétween personal and group level

discrimination, especially when discrimination at one’s nationality and religion.

A second important limit is that generalizabilitydther age groups than young adults is not
likely. Considering the historical development ier@®any in terms of immigration issues and
the intergroup relations between immigrant groupd &ermans, both generational and
cohort differences between the age groups existeb@r, the results are not comprehensive
for all immigrant groups; similarities emerge invhethnic identities work, but their structure
and content differ for each group as do their baralimplications €.g.,Hurtado, Gurin &
Peng 1994). Besides, education and income as SH&bles and gender differences were
controlled for in both studies. However, Study 2alved immigrants who have relatively
high educational level. Therefore, the results tlithe generalizability. In addition, another
important SES variable, employment status, wascanotrolled for, which might have caused

differences.

For further work, we recommend longitudinal reshadesigns to test the fluidity in
identities. Also the empirical work eliciting theensonal meanings of social group
memberships which change over time, and are bed¢rstood in the context of socio-
historical events is needed. Thus, first-hand actsoaf how social category systems actually
work together can be achieved through integratiegnsights of the narratives of immigrants
into carefully designed empirical studies. Moreovactual testing of any new theoretical
conceptions that reflect dual or multiple sociabugyr memberships is crucial. Also, testing
one integrative model which embraces both mediatimmd moderations simultaneously is
recommended to understand the actual processanerithnisms leading to collective action
of immigrants. Having a longitudinal rather thawwss-sectional design provides opportunity
to elicit the causal relationships. Particularlytihe migration context, it is necessary to show
that either perceived discrimination leads to ggeningroup identification or vice versa or
that the relationship between strong ingroup ideation and perceived discrimination is bi-
directional. For example, Zomerat al. (2004) indicate that especially in cases where no
previous disadvantage of the group has been exgexdeor no social movement exists, social
identity salience and group level perception iliykto follow from rather than precede

collective disadvantage (see also Simon & Klandesna001).
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Moreover, other important factors such as the e&pee of the contact, and the perceived or
actual reactions of the host country members shbelthken into account in further works;
depicting the roots of discrimination and confligquires considering content, context,
conditions, and power relations between groupsf¢T& Turner, 1986; also see Reicher,
2004). In regard of labor migration, there are tsvdes with different motives or driving
forces: host countf§ and immigrants. An individual immigrant's decisidor migration,
however, can only operate within the constraintsthed opportunities: Employment and
housing prospects goes along with the need for rdeats like passports, visas and work
certificates, transportation costs, internatioaal,land immigration policiestc. (e.g.,Castles,
1985; Cohen, 1987; Portes & Walton, 1981; Sasse00;2WVilliamset al, 2004). And after
the migration, the inequality in terms of opporties, which is reflected as discrimination
and intergroup conflict, can be experienced by igramts €.g., Pettigrew 1998; Portes,
1994).

The unequal or discriminatory conditions which ingnants encounter can be demolished,
however, not only by the endeavors of immigrants diso by the collective action of host

society groups’ members.

Where these [real or imagined in-group interestg imcompatible with another
group, so that what the out-group seeks is at #perese of the in-group, then the
outcome is more likely to be mutual antagonism dsgrimination. On the other
hand, where the interests are concordant—both grewgrking towards a common

objective—then a more amicable relationship is npwobable (Brown, 2000, p. 226).

In this research we focused on the immigrant sltteugh examining the attitudes and
behaviors of immigrants from Turkey. So far, we athto understand the underpinning social
psychological factors that affect the collectivéi@t of this particular social group. However,
relying on arguments by Snow and Oliver (1995), avgue that undermining factors of
migrant mobilization are as follows: pre-existingogpings and affiliations among

immigrants from Turkeyd.g, Alevi-Sunni, Turkish-Kurdishetc); lack of social networks

which promote the collective action; lack of fative social contexts; intergenerational
transmissions of political values and values alsmgial and political equalities; and lack of

group interaction within the migrant groups.

3 An enormous amount of people that were mobiliZzédraund the world after World War Il to recoveoin
the economical hardships and labor shortages,cplatly in West Europe. Between the 1950s and 19@s
United States imported almost 5 million Mexican ks, and 30 million people moved from southernopar
and North Africa to work in northern Europe (Kritgeely & Tomhardasi, 1981).

141



Rather than a lack of interaction, a conflictudatienship between immigrant groups may
undermine the collective action as well. For exanpllandel (1989) emphasizes how the
social context influences the expression of idgriiy describing Greeks and Turks who are
bitter enemies in their home countries but can fomcommon purposes as immigrants in
Germany. But the conflictual relationship betweanks and Kurds seems to remain stable
even after immigration to Germang.g., Ostergaard-Nielsen 2003). Thus, the issue is not
merely if immigrants from Turkey are incorporatedoi various legal and organizational
structures of the host society. They have beennizgd, although without formal citizenship
status €.g, Abadan-Unat, 2002; White, 1997; Ostergaard-Niels2003; Soysal, 1994).
However, the organizational life of immigrants iagmented not only by nationafffywithin
the immigrants from Turkey (Turks, and Kurdtc) and within immigrant population in
general (Greeks, ltalians, ex-Yugoslavians, GerRassiansetc), but also by political
stances (left-wingers, nationalists, religioasc). Although there is a high level of
organizational activity among immigrants, this does have a centralized and representative
character. Most of the organizations are groundsg ocally; they are not even nationwide,
and not internationally organized. Nonetheless,the last decade, immigrant groups
(particularly immigrants form Turkey) have startdorient themselves toward the life in
Europe, and the organizations established sinae thiect this orientatione(g., Abadan-
Unat 2002).

However, the heterogeneity of immigrants in terrhéving conditions and socio-political
rights is another undermining factor for collectiaetion. Today, after Turks, Italians
represent the second largest immigrant group liinGerman$®. Another old cohort is the
Greek labor migrants. As non-EU citizens, Turksenbeen experienced several limits about
migration, stay and working conditions, whereadidtes and Greeks (since the Greece’s
entrance in EU in 1981) have not been faced witlchmlimits as EU country citizens
(Hinrichs, 2003). Differential inequalities betweenmigrants who migrated from Turkey
and those who migrated from EU countries show ineotdimensions, as well. If one
compares different nationalities in terms of unamgpient rate, for example, it is the highest
among Turkish laborers—about 21% in 2001, comp&weabout 15% for both Italians and
Greeks (Hinrichs, 2003). In addition, the ineqyalietween Turks and other non-German

groups in terms of citizenship, political and sbeights have been apparent. The cultural

39 Horizontal hostility among immigrant groups hasdrae apparent, too.

40 By far, the largest first-generation immigrant gpe are Turks, followed by Yugoslavians and immigsa
from the other European countries (ltaly, Greeaafugal, and Spain). For the second generationrériking
changes somewhat, but still Turks represent tlgegdrgroup (Hinrichs, 2003).
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distance or misfit of Turkish immigrants comparedhose who come from EU territory has
been attenuated. Moreover, segregation and disatteg of Turks has been one of the major
debates as well as the main focus of the scientdgearch. An unequal treatment of
immigrants from Turkey compared to the so-calledn@ immigrants from former East
Block countries, who enjoyed the citizenship rigiMsen they migrated, has also weakened

the collective action of immigrants as a whole.

Furthermore, individuals from disadvantaged groopght not engage in collective action
because they might benefit from opportunities falividual-based advancement (Snethal,
1994) or they have the slightest prospect that thaght. A tokenism effect seems to us as
one of the important undermining factors for cdikee action and for the mobilization of
immigrants. Wright (2001) stated that a few sucdtegstokens create uncertainty which
replaces strong interest in collective action vatlpreference for individual non-normative
action. Consequently, there are several factors weasee as important in understanding
collective action among immigrants. Depending om rtasearch aims it would be of a great

interest to investigate one or more of those factor
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SURVEY QUESTIONS AND OPERATIONALIZATION OF STUDY 1

Introduction by MARPLAN
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Auftrag der Technischen Universitat Chemnitz-Zwickand des Deutschen Jugendinstituts
eine Untersuchung Uber die Lebensbedingungen alistdrer Jugendlicher in Deutschland
durch.

Diese Untersuchung soll dazu beitragen, mehr Madsia fir die Situation auslandischer

Familien in Deutschland zu bekommen.

Wir bedanken uns im Voraus fur Ihre freundliche ésstiitzung, ohne die diese Studie nicht
maoglich wére.
Forschungsgesellschaft mbH

Marktplatz 9 63065 Offenbach
Telefon (069) 80 59 -0



Table 1.Auslandersurvey9with operationalization of the theoretical constsuin German,

and question and variable numbers

Teilnahme an politischer Bitte gehen Sie die Mdglichkeiten nochmals durcas wavon
Partizipation haben Sie schon gemacht?
F135 (V0586-V600) A Briefe an Politiker schreiben

B Sich in offentlichen Versammlungen an Diskussiobeteiligen
C Ein politisches Amt lbernehmen

D In einem Mitbestimmungsgremium im Betrieb, in deh@8e, in
der Ausbildungsstatte mitarbeiten

E Briefe zu politischen oder gesellschaftlichen Therae eine
Zeitung, den Rundfunk oder das Fernsehen schreiben

F In eine Partei eintreten, aktiv mitarbeiten

G Mitarbeit in einer Burgerinitiative

H In einer anderen politischen Gruppierung mitmachen

J Eine Partei, Blrgerinitiative oder politische Grigrgpng mit
Geldspenden unterstitzen

K Sich an einer Unterschriftensammlung beteiligen

L Teilnahme an einer genehmigten politischen Dematistr

M Teilnahme an einer nicht genehmigten Demonstration

O Teilnahme an einem gewerkschaftlich beschlossetreikS

P Teilnahme an sonstigen Streikaktionen

Q Beteiligung an einem Boykott

(1) Habe ich bereits gemacht
(2) Habe ich noch nicht gemacht

Benachteiligungen Es kommt vor, da3 man im Leben benachteiligt Kid@hnen Sie
F142 (V0617-V0619) mir sagen, wie haufig Sie aus folgenden Griinden
Benachteiligungen erfahren haben. War das jewelis aft, oft,
manchmal, selten oder nie?

A wegen lhres Geschlechts

B wegen Ihrer Nationalitét

C wegen lhrer Glaubenszugehdrigkeit

(1) sehr oft
(5) nie
(8) weild nicht

Diskriminierungserfahrungen | Deutsche und Tirken werden im taglichen Leben paufgleich
F75 (V0363-V0367) behandelt. Haben Sie auch diese Erfahrung gemgé&hien Sie
sich selbst gegeniiber Deutschen nicht, wenig, sidek sehr starl
benachteiligt?

A in der Schule bzw. am Arbeitsplatz? (V0363)

B wo ich wohne? (V0364)

C beim Einkaufen? (V0365)

D in Clubs, z.B. in Schach-, Sport- oder Jugendcl(W§366)
E in Discos oder bei anderen Veranstaltungen? (V0367)

(1) Nicht benachteiligt

(2) Wenig benachteiligt

(3) Stark benachteiligt

(4) Sehr stark benachteiligt




Fremdheitsgefuhl im
Herkunftsland
F56 (V0338)

Wenn Menschen fir langere Zeit in Deutschland lebed sie
kommen dann zu Besuch in die Tirkei, kann sichges
gegenuber friher geandert haben. Wie ist das Ineinih Fuhlef
Sie sich sofort, ziemlich schnell, nach einigen dragu Hauseg
oder fiihlen Sie sich sehr lange bzw. immer fremd?

(1) fuhle mich sofort zu Hause

(2) fuhle mich ziemlich schnell zu Hause

(3) fihle mich nach einigen Tagen zu Hause
(4) fuhle mich sehr lange fremd

(5) fuhle mich immer fremd

(6) reise nicht in die Turkei

\Von Menschen im Heimatland
als Deutsche betrachtet?
F57 (V0339)

Wenn Sie sich jetzt fur einige Zeit, z.B. in demi€e, in der
Turkei aufhalten, werden Sie dann von den Mensdoensehr
haufig, haufig, manchmal, sehr selten oder ni®elstscher
betrachtet?

(1) nie

(2) sehr selten

(3) manchmal

(4) haufig

(5) sehr haufig

(6) reise nicht in die Turkei

Volksgruppenzugehdorigkeit
F73 (V0361)

In der Tirkei leben verschiedene Volksgruppen (Amnenier,
Tscherkessen, Kurden, Las) denen man sich zugefiibien
kann. Wie ist das bei Ihnen? Haben Sie eine gefiitilige
Bindung an eine solche Volksgruppe?

Ich fuhle mich . . ..

(1) sehr stark mit einer Volksgruppe verbunden

(2) stark mit einer Volksgruppe verbunden

(3) ein wenig mit einer Volksgruppe verbunden

(4) sehr wenig mit einer Volksgruppe verbunden

(5) uberhaupt nicht mit einer Volksgruppe verbunden

deutsche Staatsbirgerschaft
annehmen
F78 (V0382)

Koénnen Sie sich vorstellen, dal3 Sie die deutsche
Staatsbirgerschaft annehmen?

(1) ja, auf jeden Fall

(2) ja, moglicherweise

(3) nein, wahrscheinlich nicht
(4) nein, auf keinen Fall

(5) vorhanden/beangetragt

Ethnische Konzentration, Mediennutzung und kulturele Partizipation

Besuch von Jugendclubs/Cafés
der ethnischen Gruppe
F72 (V0360)

In vielen Stadten Deutschlands sind in den vergamgdahren
turkische Jugendclubs und Cafés entstanden, dieeffpunkten
von turkischen Jugendlichen geworden sind. BesuBiediese
haufiger?

(1) Nein, es gibt hier keine solchen Angebote
(2) Nein, ich gehe nicht dort hin

(3) Ja, ich besuche sie hin und wieder

(4) Ja, ich besuche sie regelmafiig

Grunddaten zur Person

Geschlecht

F160 (V0693)

Befragte Person ist: (1) mannlich; (2) weiblich

vV



héchster Schulabschluf} in
Deutschland
F21 (V0053)

Welchen hochsten allgemeinbildenden Schulabscrdb@rmSie in
Deutschland erreicht?

(1) noch keinen Schulabschluf3

(2) Hauptschulabschluf3

(3) Realschulabschluf3, Mittlere Reife oder Fachksetia
(4) Gymnasialabschlul3, Abitur, Fachoberschulab&chhler
Fachhochschulreife

(5) Anderen Schulabschlu3, welchen?

hoéchster Schulabschlul im
Herkunftsland
F22 (V0054)

Welchen héchsten allgemeinbildenden Schulabschdb@rn Sie in
der Turkei erreicht?

(1) Keinen Schulabschluf3

(2) Primarschulabschluf3

(3) MittelschulabschluR?

(4) Abitur

(5) Anderen Schulabschlu3, welchen?

hochster Berufsausb- Abschlu
F24 (V0056)

fVelchen hochsten beruflichen Ausbildungsabschlifghn&ie?

(1) abgeschlossene Lehre

(2) beruflich-schulischer Ausbildungsabschluf3, z.B.
Berufsfachschule, Handelsschule oder Schule des
Gesundheitswesens

(3) Ausbildungsabschluf? an einer Fachschule oderf&&kademie,
auch Meister-, Technikerschule abgeschlossen

(4) Fachhochschulabschluf

(5) Hochschulabschluf3 oder Universitatsabschlufl3

(6) Habe (noch) keinen Aushildungsabschlul3

Heute erwerbstatig?
F32 (V0067)

Sind Sie heute erwerbstétig?

(1) Ja
(2) Nein

Berufliche Position heute
F34 (V0069)

In welcher beruflichen Stellung sind Sie heute ebstitig?

(1) mithelfender Familienangehoériger in einem Fantbetrieb
(2) Arbeiter

(3) Angestellter

(4) freiberuflich tatig, z.B, Arzt, Rechtsanwalteydtinstler
(5) selbstandiger Gewerbetreibender

welcher aufenthaltsrechtliche
Status
F42 (V0077)

Welchen aufenthaltsrechtlichen Status besitzen Sie?

(1) Aufenthaltsbewilligung

(2) befristete Aufenthaltserlaubnis

(3) unbefristete Aufenthaltserlaubnis
(4) Aufenthaltsberechtigung

(5) Einbilrgerung ist beantragt

(6) Ich bin in Deutschland eingebiirgert
(7) Weil3 nicht

Welcher Familienstand
F81 (V0385)

Welchen Familienstand haben Sie?

Ledig

A Lebe bei meinen Eltern und habe noch keine femt&schaft
B Lebe bei meinen Eltern und habe schon eine festad¢tschaft
bzw. bin verlobt

C Lebe allein und habe noch keine feste Partnerschaf

D Lebe allein und habe schon eine feste Partneitdehaf bin




verlobt

E Wohne mit meiner Partnerin zusammen
Verheiratet

F lebe mit Ehepartnerin zusammen

G Ehepartnerin wohnt Gberwiegend woanders
Getrennt lebend, geschieden, verwitwet

H habe keine feste neue Partnerschaft

J wohne mit meiner neuen Partnerin zusammen
K habe neue Partnerin, die woanders wohnt

Geschwisterzahl
F13 (V0020)

Wieviele Geschwister haben Sie?

Vi




QUESTIONNAIRES OF STUDY 2

Fachbereich Psychologie der Philipps-Universitat Meburg
AG Sozialpsychologie
Prof. Dr. Ulrich Wagner & Dipl. Psych. Meral Gezici

Befragung zu aktuellen gesellschaftlichen Themenbeichen

Liebe Teilnehmerinnen und Teilnehmer!

Mit dem vorliegenden Forschungsprojekt sind wir Biaimein Bild Uber lhre Einstellungen
zu aktuellen gesellschaftlichen Themen und Ihregrdichen Winsche zu bekommen.
Deshalb bitten wir Sie, die folgenden Fragen zunhearten.

Bitte beantworten Sie die Fragen sorgfaltig undstéhdig; dies wére eine grol3e Hilfe fur
unser Forschungsprojekt.

Wir mochten betonen, dass es keine richtigen adsclien Antworten gibt. Es interessiert
uns Ihre_ Meinung

Selbstverstandlich werden lhre Daten anonym behiande

Fir Ihre Teilnahme mochten wir uns im Voraus helelhedanken!

Bitte flllen Sie diesen Fragebogen alleine aus!

Eine kurze Erklarung zum Ausfullen des Fragebogens:

In diesem Fragebogen werden Ihnen verschiedeneagessprasentiert. Bitte geben Sie zu
jeder Aussage an, wie stark Sie der Aussage zusimmBitte kreuzen Sie dazu jeweils die
Zahl an, die ihrer Antwort am nachsten kommt. DeiruBeispiel:

Ich esse gerne Schokolad%t'mr:ighl:bzirhaulct oxe@oe |Simme VZOJI und ganz

Eine ‘1’ bedeutet, dass Sie der Aussage "Ich esse gernekd@atie" Uberhaupt nicht
zustimmen, eine‘6’ bedeutet, dass Sie der Aussag# und ganz zustimmen Die Zahlen

‘2" bis ‘5’ stellen entsprechende Abstufungen d&enn Sie wie im Beispiel die 2 angekreuzt
haben, bedeutet dies somit, dass sie der Aussabeelse gerne Schokolade" eher nicht
zustimmen.
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Zunachst mdchten wir Sie zu verschiedenen Formenpaditischer Aktivitat befragen, an
denen Sie in den letzten finf Jahredglicherweise teilgenommen haben.

Ich war als Sprecher fur eine bestimmte Gruppezdia| . -
Thema Zuwanderung arbeitet, aktiv. e : DOOBOO G | sehr haufig

Ich habe Zeit mit der Arbeit an einer politischen | |
Kampagne (z.B. Spendenaktionen) zum Theme i @ @ @ @ ® ® ! sehr haufig
Zuwanderung verbracht. ! i

Ich habe an politischen Treffen oder Workshops zum D@06 6

Thema Zuwanderung teilgenommen. e sehr haufig
Ich habe in Gruppen oder Vereinen das Thema o
Zuwanderung zur Sprache gebracht. UENNORORORORORO) | sehr haufig
Ich habe an einer Kundgebung oder Demonstration zum DOBOD G ® sehr haufig

Thema Zuwanderung teilgenommen.

Ich habe an illegale politische Aktionen zum Thema !
Zuwanderung teilgenommen (z.B. StraRenblockaden biei | @ @ @ @ ® ® | sehr haufig
einer Demonstration). : :

Zuwanderung teilgenommen. sehr haufig

Ich habe ein Unterschriftenaktionen zum Therr}ﬁle DB GG 6

Im Folgenden finden Sie verschiedene Gruppen ugdi@sationen aufgelistet

a) Bitte beantworten sie fir jede Gruppe/OrganisatidnSie Mitglied sind, und ob Sie
regelmafig Treffen und Veranstaltungen besuchen

b) Wie oft werden in der jeweiligen Gruppe politischieemen diskutiert?

No (a) Sind Sie Mitglied (b) Werden in dem Verein/der
27 Gruppe politische und soziale
Themen diskutiert?
1 Kunst-, Literatur-, oder a0 neinO ne: Q@3 @ G ® :oft
Kulturgruppe ! ! i
2 Religiése Gruppe oder jaO ! neinO ne: ©@B®® G ® ! oft
Organisation i i i
3 Jugendverband oder -club a0 | neinO ne @G @O ® |oft
4  Auslandergruppe oder iaO | neinO ne @G ®® ® |oft
Organisation j | |
5 Sportverein jaO neinO nie DO 0BG G oft
6 Andere (Bitte unten angeben): nie OB ® 06 ® oft

Im Folgenden finden Sie einige Aussagen zu lhrentifikation mit verschiedenen Gruppen.

Bitte geben Sie bitte an, wie stark Sie sich mit@euppe der Deutschen identifizieren, auch
wenn Sie nicht die deutsche Staatsangehoérigkeiizbas

Zu den Deutschen zu gehdren, ist mir $ekrmme Uberhaupl‘: stimme voll
wichtig. nicht zu : ORURORONORO ' und ganz zu
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Haufig bedaure ich, dass ich Deutsche/lf stimme tiberhaupt, . stimme voll
bin. nicht zu CRCRCRORORG) i und ganz zu
Deutsche/r zu sein, spiegelt sehr gut méingmme tiberhaupt ' stimme voll
Personlichkeit wieder. nicht zu ! DOOB®O® } und ganz zu
Im Allgemeinen bin ich froh, dass ich stimme tiberhaupt ' stimme voll
Deutsche/r bin. nicht zu JCRCRRROROR0 und ganz zu

Bitte geben Sie an wie stark Sie sich mit der Geuggr Auslander identifizieren.

Sghdber;rc\a,rii?;;r?irdseéﬁﬁljﬁt?;rlinnen zZu stimr::iecr:]tbzeurhaupté DB @G @ Sﬂ?gaenioz"u
Eiil.mg bedaure ich, dass ich Auslénder/iftimr:ii rl;thZeurhaupté DO ® ljtrilrc?rgr:aen\;ozllu
e e PATE 0 © 0 © 0 0 | o)
L\rrsjsglrl]%(—:érrr};sninbeizrr:. bin ich froh, dass i:fbtimr:iirgjtbzeurhaupté DO G ljtrilrc?rgr:aen\;ozllu

Bitte geben Sie an, wie stark Sie sich mit Mitghiedlhres Herkunftslandes identifizieren.

Zu meinem Herkunftsland zu gehoren, iststimme tiberhaupt ' stimme voll
mir sehr wichtig. nicht zu : ORORORONORQ E und ganz zu
Haufig bedaure ich, dass ich aus dem Larimme Uberhaupti stimme voll
meiner Herkunft stamme. nicht zu I DRCRURORORT) . und ganz zu
Aus meinem Herkunftsland zu stammen, stimme Uberhaupti stimme voll
spiegelt sehr gut meine Personlichkeit vt N ORORONONORO RN ganz zu
wider. | I

Im Allgemeinen bin ich froh, dass ich aus stimme tberhaupt | stimme voll
meinem Herkunftsland stamme. nicht zu WRORORORORO 1 und ganz zu

Wenn Sie lhren eigenen Lebenssituation mit den $2&ein vergleichen, geht es lhnen besser

oder schlechter als Deutschen?

Meine eigene Lebenssituation ist im Vergleich zwiSehen... (bitte Zutreffendes ankreuzen)

viel besser | etwas besser

ungeféhr gleich

etwasduelr

viel schlechter

O O O

O

O

Wenn Sie lhre eigene Lebenssituation mit der vatesen Auslandern vergleichen, geht es
Ihnen besser oder schlechter als diesen?
Meine eigene Lebenssituation ist im Vergleich zdeaan Auslandern... (bitte Zutreffendes

ankreuzen)
viel besser | etwas besser ungefahr gleich etwasdtir viel schlechter
O O O O O




Wenn Sie die Lebenssituation von den Ausléandermgessmt mit der von Deutschen

vergleichen, geht es Auslandern in Deutschlanddoester schlechter als Deutschen?

Auslandern geht es im Vergleich zu Deutschen tte(Eiutreffendes ankreuzen)

viel besser | etwas besser ungeféhr gleich

etwasduelr

viel schlechter

O O O

O

O

Wie denken Sie Uber die Beziehungen zwischen Adskénund Deutschen?

Ich glaube, dass das Verhéltnis zwischen Auslandedn ~ stmme | stimme
Deutschen in den nachsten Jahren so bleibt wigtes i| Uberhaupt ©+ O @ @ @ ® ® ; voll und
nicht zu | , ganz zu

Das bestehende Verhéltnis zwischen Auslandern| ungtimme stimme
Deutschen ist nur von voriibergehender Dauer. iberhaupt ; O @ @ @ © ® : vollund
nichtzu ' ganz zu

An dem bestehendem Verhaltnis zwischen Auslanderistimme stimme
und Deutschen kann sich so leicht nichts &ndern. iberhaupt ; O @ @ @ ® © | voll und
nichtzu ' ganz zu

Auslander verdienen es nicht, dass es ihnen heutgimme | stimme
schlechter geht als den Deutschen. tiberhaupt | O @ @ @ © © ' voll und
nichtzu 1 ganz zu

Auslander kénnen verlangen, dass es ihnen genaiso gstmme . stimme
geht wie den Deutschen. tberhaupt 1 @ @ @ @ ® ® : vollund
nicht zu ! ganz zu

Es ist gerechtfertigt, dass es den Deutschen bgsbdr stimme | stimme
als den Auslandern. aberhaupt | O @ @ @ ® ® | vollund
nichtzu | ' ganz zu

Ein Auslander kann sich anstrengen wie er willkann|  stimme | stimme
niemals ein Deutscher sein. iberhaupt | O @ @ @ © ® | voll und
nicht zu ' ganz zu

Fur Auslander ist es im Prinzip keine Schwierigkals stimme stimme
Deutscher angesehen zu werden. tberhaupt | @ @ @ @ © © | voll und
nichtzu ' ganz zu

Es ist fur Auslander fast unmoglich, als Deutsgherstmme | stimme
angesehen zu werden. iiberhaupt 1 @ @ @ @ ® ® : vollund
nichtzu . ganz zu

y . . : timme | stimme
Ausla|r|1de;]r ftt)e?tzen Wer:uger Macht und Status in d%rzerhaupt DO ® @G ® ' vollund
Gesellschaft als Deutsche. nichtzu ' ' ganz zu
. . vy . . stimme : | stimme
Aubslz_indtler hafl:_;eg Wlenlger I;]/Iogllchkelten, enenUbermUpt D@3 ®® ® ! vollund
Arbeitsplatz zu finden, als Deutsche. nichtzu ' ganz zu
. . . . timme | stimme
Agslander besitzen weniger Zugang zu einer guteu efhaupt | D @ ® @ G ® | voll und
Bildung als Deutsche. nichtzu ! ! ganz zu
stimme | . stimme

Auslander werden schlechter bezahlt als Deutsche. | tberhaupt | @ @ @ @ ® ® ! vollund
nichtzu ! ' ganz zu

. . : ; stimme : : stimme
Aluslanderhbesnzen weniger gesellschaftliches Amsgh iberhaupt | © @ ® @ © ® | voll und
als Deutsche. nichtzu | | ganz zu
Auslander besitzen niedrigere Einkommen als Deetsch stimme | . stimme
weil sie auf dem Arbeitsmarkt diskriminiert werden. “r?i‘zmi‘ilpt RORCGRORORORG) i ‘;‘:'n;";i

X



Die Unterschiede in der gesellschaftlichen Stellung

Auslandern und Deutschen hat ihren Ursprung 'uziqugjpt DOB®G 6 ivsct)il?“u”r“lg
okonomischen, sozialen und politischen Systenmyihi ., | ganz zu
Deutschlands. ' '
Das oOkonomische, soziale und politische Systemstimme ! stimme
Deutschlands ~stellt gesellschaftliche Ungleichingiteiiberhaupt | @ @ @ @ @ ® ' voll und
zwischen Deutschen und Ausléndern her. nichtzu 1 ganzzu
Die Unterschiede im beruflichen Status zwischenstimme | | stimme
Deutschen und Auslandern entstehen durch | digerhaupt : D@ ®®® : vollund
niedrigere Motivation von Auslander. nichtzu | | ganz zu
Die Unterschiede in der gesellschaftlichen Stellung | b
zwischen Ausléandern und Deutschen entstehen dadurg ttlerl’Tl]’]rSSpt | DOB @G ® | \f‘ct)'l?“u”r‘]g
dgss die einzelnen Zuwanderer sich nicht genlgengcni,, ! | ganz zu
Mihe geben. '
Auslander kénnen die Ungleichheiten in Deutschlandstimme | stimme
verringern, indem sie sich mehr anstrengen. iberhaupt | O @ @ @ © ©® ' voll und
nicht zu ' ganz zu

Wie alt sind Sie: Jahre

Welches Geschlecht haben Sie:
O mannlich
O weiblich

Ungefahre Einwohnerzahl Ihres Heimatortes?

Wie ist Ihr Familienstand?
O ledig/ alleinstehend
O verheiratet

O auf Dauer mit Partner/in zusammenlebend

Bei wem/mit wem zusammen wohnen Sie?
O alleine
O mit Ehemann/Ehefrau/Partner/in
O bei den Eltern
O mit Freunden oder in einer WG

Wieviele Menschen leben in Ihrem Haushalt? (Eltddmder, Freunde und Sie selbst

eingeschlossen)

Welchen Schulabschluss haben Sie? (Bitte zutredfeadkreuzen)

Hauptschulabschluf3

Mittlere Reife

Abitur / Hochschulreife

Fachhochschule / Universitat

Anderer Abschluss (bitte benennen):

Keinen Abschluss

O|0|0O|0|0|O

a



Wenn Sie mal alles zusammenrechnen: Wie hoch ispéhsdnliches monatliches Netto-
Einkommen, also nach Abzug der Steuern und Sozialversicigemm Bitte zutreffendes
ankreuzen

unter 500 Euro

500 bis unter 1000 Euro
1000 bis unter 2000 Euro
2000 bis unter 3000 Euro
3000 bis unter 4000 Euro
4000 bis unter 5000 Euro

Uber 5000 Euro
Wenn Sie mal alles zusammenrechnen: Wie hoch sstndaatliche Netto-Einkommen, das
Sie alle zusammen in_Ihrem Haushaltin dem Sie leben, also nach Abzug der Steuern und
Sozialversicherungen? (Bitte zutreffendes ankreuzen

OO0O0O0O0O0O0

unter 500 Euro O
500 bis unter 1000 Euro O
1000 bis unter 2000 Euro O
2000 bis unter 3000 Euro O
3000 bis unter 4000 Euro O
4000 bis unter 5000 Euro O
iiber 5000 Euro O
Welche Staatsangehdrigkeit haben:
Sie selbst lhr Vater: Ihre Mutter:
Deutsch O |Deutsch O |Deutsch O
Turkisch O |Turkish O |Turkisch O
andere 0O andere O andere O
(Bitte benennen): (Bitte benennen): (Bitte benennen):
Welcher Religion gehoren Sie an?
O Evangelisch O Allevitisch
O Katholisch O Keine
O Sunnitisch O andere

Welcher ethnischer Herkunft sind Sie?

Wir danken Ihnen sehr fiir lhre Mitarbeit!
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Additional Documents for Study 1 and Study 2

Table 2. Deleted items due to large missing vajoese than 10%

Variable | Name Missing
number Percentage
V0067 | Today employed? 35.0
V0069 | Occupation today 51.3

Table 3.M*, sdand reliabilities of the scales of Study 2 for N33

Variables M sd Reliabilities
Identification with German group 2.53 1.26 .70
Identification withAuslandergroup 3.70 143 .80
Identification with country of origin 4.43 1.48 .85
Participation in cultural organizatioffs 0-2 range - 20%*
Participation in youth organizatichs  0-3 range - A48
Perceived permeability 2.72 1.60 .57*
Perceived legitimacy 2.12 1.04 .61
Perceived stability 3.21 146 -
Perceived group discrimination 3.72 1.47 .75
Group RD compared to Germans 3.61 91 -
Personal RD compared to Germans 2.89 97 -
Personal RD compared fuslander  2.33 90 -
System-blame 3.60 1.14 .72
Auslanderblame 3.69 1.23 .74
Collective actioh .33 45 .90

#Reliability coefficients were calculated with siragfPearson correlation for two-tales.
® Because dichotomous variables were summed upatiye is increased.

¢ Log transformations were implemented for the gesh collective action, therefore, M and sd areegias z
values rather than raw M and sd (M = 1.79, sd =.33)

" p<.01.

“1 Although there is not any absolute mean for thestoicts due to EM imputation, mearss values and
reliabilities (Cronbach’s Alpha fro more than twe#n scales, Pearson correlation for two-item syalese
given. All scales involved six-point Likert typeade except RD variables, which means the absola@nmsfor
six-point scales were 3 and for five-point scalesen2.5.
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Table 4. Bivariate correlations between researciabkes of Study 2

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10
1 Collective action 1 .192* A57* 184 .064 .022  -.107 111 -.004 .069
2. Perceived discrimination .192** 1 .318** .196** .024  -.039 .003 .034 -031 -110
3. Perceived group RD A57%  .318** 1 .344* .007 -.001 .045  .153* .055 .020
4. Perceived personal RD-Germans A184*  196**  .344** 1 411 - 149* -.129 .000 -.154* .039
5. Perceived personal RBuslander .064 .024 007 .411* 1 -.109 .031 -010 -065 -.011
6. Identification withAuslander .022 -.039 -001 -.149* -.109 1  .492* 141* .053 .066
7. Identification with country of origin -.107 .003 .045  -129 .031 .492** 1 .063 .008 -.060
8. Participation in cultural organizations 11 .034 153* .000 -.010 .141* .063 1 .225% .095
9. Participation in youth organizations -.004 -.031 055 -.154* -.065 .053 .008 .225** 1 -.059
10. Identification with Germans .069 -110 .020 .039 -011 .066  -.060 .095  -.059 1
11. Perceived permeability .031 -.381* -120  -.048 .028 -.120 -.048 .088  .153* .049
12. Perceived legitimacy -.003 -132 -.232** -.035 -.065 -.097 -.104 -.054 -.098 .180*
13. Perceived stability .100 .008 -.106 .038 097 .207** .088 .060 -.011 .046
14. System-blame 244*  B34**  38T7** .155* .059  .169* .059 .079 .085  -.050
15. Auslanderblame -.013 -.081 .034 -025 -181* .153* 127 .012  -.018 .023
16. Gender -.063 -.094 -.083 .011 -.082 .027 .088 .034 -020 -.106
17. Education .144* .058  .331* 115 -.202* -058 -.059 .183* .029  -.030
18. Personal income -046  -.170* 024  -112 .050 -.160* -.099 .023 077 .019
19. Household income -131 -118 051 -128 -.164* .010 -.030 -.006 .034 -051
20. Citizenship status -.004 -.010 .053 .032 .097 -029 -073 -034 -009 -177*

The correlations are significant at two-tails
*p<05,*p<.01.
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Table 4. Bivariate correlations between researciabies of Study 2 continued

11 12 13 14 15 16 17 18 19 20
1 Collective action .031 -.003 100 .244**  -013 -.063 .144* -046  -.131 -.004
2. Perceived discrimination -.381** -132 .008 .534**  -081 -.094 .058  -.170* -118 -.010
3. Perceived group RD -120 -.232** -.106  .387** .034 -083 .331* .024 .051 .053
4. Perceived personal RD-Germans -.048 -.035 .038 155  -.025 011 115 -112 -.128 .032
5. Perceived personal RBuslander .028 -.065 .097 .059 -.181* -.082 -.202** .050 -.164* .097
6. Identification withAuslander -.120 -.097  .207** .169*  .153* .027 -.058 -.160* .010 -.029
7. Identification with country of origin -.048 -.104 .088 .059 127 .088 -.059 -099 -030 -.073
8. Participation in cultural organizations .088 -.054 .060 .079 .012 .034 .183* .023 -.006 -.034
9. Participation in youth organizations 153* -.098 -.011 .085 -018 -.020 .029 077 .034  -.009
10. Identification with Germans .049 .180* .046 -.050 .023  -.106 -.030 019  -.051 -.177*
11. Perceived permeability 1 .185* -.052 -.246** .020 .010 -.037 -.008 .053 .014
12. Perceived legitimacy .185* 1 044 -252** .030 -.028 -.088 -.048 -.002 -.055
13. Perceived stability -.052 .044 1 -.003 111 -.005 -.227** -.085 -.018 .035
14. System-blame -246* - 252%* -.003 1 .044  -.056 .004 -058  -.046 .093
15. Auslanderblame .020 .030 11 .044 1 .169* .041 .106 114 -126
16. Gender .010 -.028 -.005 -.056 .169* 1 123 -157* .030 -.174*
17. Education -.037 -.088 -.227** .004 .041 123 1 -.226* -062 -.119
18. Personal income -.008 -.048 -.085 -.058 106 -.157*  -.226** 1 .291**  .187*
19. Household income .053 -.002 -.018 -.046 114 .030 -062 .291* 1 .067
20. Citizenship status .014 -.055 .035 093 -.126 -.174* -.119 187* .067 1

The correlations are significant at two-tails
*p<05,*p<.01.
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