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Preface
This study deals with the content, nature and determinants of the mutual images
of the Dutch and the Turks and concentrates on the way these images influence
their mutual intercultural communication. As a member of an ethnic minority
group, I confess to having a special interest in the subject. This dissertation
undoubtedly reflects my own preferences and concerns.
My gratitude extends to all institutions and persons who have contributed to
the completion of this dissertation. Without their presence and support, I would
certainly have not succeeded.
First of all, I particularly want to thank the Information Centre for Scientific
Advice (Wetenschapswinkel) and Babylon, Centre for Studies of Multilinguism
in the Multicultural Society, Tilburg University, the Netherlands, for having
made this project possible through their generous financial support and research
facilities. In this regard, Marise Pols-Haighton, the former head of the
Information Centre for Scientific Advice, deserves special mention.
Of the people I am indebted to, I especially want to thank Wasif Shadid, who,
as a promoter and supervisor, enthusiastically stimulated me. I deeply appreciate
the inspiring way in which he guided and coached this project, and the faith he
had in me.

I also want to thank the members of the Social Advising Committee, Willem
Arts, Dide Sarman, Wiebe de Jong, and man Dogan, who, each in their own
way, made important contributions to the success of this research project. I am
particularly grateful for their comments and suggestions in the early stages of the
project, which helped to guard its social relevance.
This research would not have been possible without the assistence of those
who helped me to get into contact with the respondents in this study. I wish to
thank Mr Doornbos, head of the Research Department of the City Administration
of Tilburg, who arranged an extensife sample of Turkish and Dutch adults living
in that city. I also thank Necati Ak ahuseyin, Gulsum All,ayrak, Osman Dogan,
Roy Stekelenburg, and Betty de Groot, community development workers in
Rotterdam, who provided me with respondents and helpfully activated their
network for further assistance. A special thanks to all respondents, who
generously cooperated in the long interview sessions and patiently answered our
questions.
Everyone who has done it, knows that writing a dissertation is hardly possible
without the support of one's social network. The presence, encouragement, and
assistance of my wife, family, friends, and collegues has proved crucial.
Especially my two sons, Dianto and Renzo, who were born in this period,
brought so much happiness to my life that I always found the energy, inspiration,
and motivation to continue. They created an atmosphere that made creativity a
joy and a must. I dedicate this thesis to them.
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Introduction
In the past few decades a great variety of migrant ethnic groups have settled in
the Netherlands. The social-economic position of these groups is weak: they
relatively more often suffer from unemployment, occupational disability or are
otherwise dependent on social security benefits. In the beginning of the nineties
about half of the households of those ethnic groups, against thirty percent of the
Dutch households, enjoyed an net income of lower than 2500 Dutch guilders a
month. In the Dutch context these groups are indicated as ethnic minorities or
ethnic minority groups: These groups are concentrated in the cities, and within
those cities in a few areas, commonly referred to as concentration areas.
According to the Social and Cultural Planning Office, a governmental agency
conducting independent scientific research, this concentration of ethnic minority
groups deserves special attention. A study on the issue of segregation and
integration of ethnic minorities in Dutch society, conducted in 1995, reported that
seven percent of the population consisted of ethnic minority groups, while in
Amsterdam, Rotterdam and The Hague, the proportion was about thirty percent.
Housing districts with a majority of ethnic minority groups are not exceptional
(Tesser et al., 1995: 419; SCP, 1998: 259-261). The study also shows a high level
of concentration within the cities. Because of that, geographically speaking, the
ethnic minorities and the ethnic Dutch population live highly segregated from
each other. 1his segregation is reported to be different for each ethnic minority
group. Turks and Moroccans, for example, were found to be considerably more
segregated from the ethnic Dutch population than Surinamese, Dutch Antillians
and Southern Europeans. Neighbourhoods that are exclusively populated by
ethnic minority groups are not found in the Netherlands.
Due to the disproportionate numbers of ethnic minority residents and their
visible cultural diversity, often having distinct languages, religions and customs,
a multicultural image of Dutch society has emerged. In the neighbourhoods,
however, the increased clustering of ethnic minority groups was associated with
growing social tension between them and the ethnic Dutch population, and
decreasing social cohesion in the local communities. It was also associated with
the neighbourhood getting increasingly abandoned by the ethnic Dutch. In the
scientific literature and in popular speech, these phenomena are repeatedly
related to social and cultural tensions that arise from perceived diversity in
habits, lifestyles or cultures (cf. SCP, 1998: 264). The joint existence of such
diverse groups in these neighbourhoods, is characterised by a lack of mutual
social contact, especially with the Dutch population. The number of contacts tend
to drop when the level of concentration increases: members of ethnic minority
groups living in neighbourhoods with limited numbers of ethnic minorities,
report having more contact with and receive more visits from ethnic Dutch
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people than those living in neighbourhoods with high numbers of ethnic
minorities. The proficiency of the Dutch language determines the lack of contacts
to a great extent. Among Turks, however, no relationship was found between
Dutch language proficiency and the level of concentration of ethnic minorities
(Tesser et al., 1995: 196-199).
This lack of contact is not something new. Several studies reported that
informal relations between Dutch and Turks in their neighbourhoods are rare.
Usually, however, ethnic minorities hive more contact with ethnic Dutch persons
than the other way around. At the beginning of the eighties Kaufman and
Verkoren-Hemelaar (1983: 90) reported that only 15% of the Dutch had any
contact with Turks and Moroccans, while 30% of these groups reported having
contact with Dutch residents. The available community studies claim that, in
general, existing relations are superficial, and are often limited to saying hello in
the streets and an occasional visit (Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 89-95;
De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 53; Van Hoorn, 1987: 82; Van der Pennen,
1990: 41)2 While the ethnic minorities in the neighbourhoods tend to focus
primarily on their ingroup, they nevertheless report feeling the need for associating
with the Dutch. In the early nineties, twenty to forty percent of the Turks report
having as much or more contact with Dutch people as with their ingroup (Tesser et

al., 1995: 203).
Turks also report having more contact with the Dutch than Dutch people
report having with ethnic minority groups. Hulsbergen and Mik (1980: 121)
reported early in the eighties that only seven percent of the Dutch mentioned
wanting more contact with members of ethnic minority groups. Twenty percent
of the Turks reported wanting more contact with the Dutch. Similarly,
Anderiessen and Reijndorp (1989: 179) found out that ethnic minorities,
especially those with an urban background, more frequently indicate wanting
more contact with Dutch people. Sometimes they prefer moving to
neighbourhoods with lower levels of segregation (cf. Blauw & Ravestein-Willis,
1984: 8). Neighbourhood studies also reported ethnic Dutch residents being open
to contact with ethnic minorities who have, according to them, culturally adjusted
(cf. Schuringa, 1989: 93, De Jong, 1990: 11, Abraham-Van de Mark, 1984: 38,
Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 110). At the same time the groups
prefering more contact with the Dutch, want the Dutch to accept them the way
they are. Because they think that the Dutch are not willing to do so, they rrefer
avoiding such contacts (cf Van Niekerk e.a., 1989: 68, Van der Pennen, 1990:
62). At that point both groups blame each other for avoiding social contact.
The aversion against mutual contact is often explained from the negative
mutual images, which se produced by the groups in question, while evaluating
mutually perceived cultural differences. According to De Jong & Van de Grinten
(1987: 65-64) cultural differences almost instantly lead the culturally distinct
groups to mutually constructing negatiw outgroup images. They assume that the
Dutch tend to label unpleasant events as caused by the deviant cultures, and
explain the low social-economic position of those groups by pointing to their
cultural backgrounds. Some, Van Hoorn (1987: 75-176) for instance, find that
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cultural factors are less important in ethnic stereotyping than social structural
factors, such as age and professional status. He concluded that ethnic minorities
are only judged negatively by Dutch respondents, if they are not older than the
respondent and if their professional status is lower. Dutch residents with a low
professional status reject members of ethnic minority groups, even if they have a
high professional status. These people prefer other Dutch people with a low
professional status as a neighbour.
Whatever explanation is suggested for the aversion against mutual contact, it is
clear that, in fact, many of those groups have a hard time accepting each other.
This can be illustrated by the story of a Dutch woman, a respondent, who reflects
on the state of interethnic relations in her neighbourhood, and whose image of
the Turks is dominated by perceived threat and feelings of suspicion.

'Everyone has his or her own life within his or her own group. I am not
looking for contact withforeigners either. Many people here cannot bear
the sight of foreigners. I...1. Those 15% of Dutch people who still live
here also want to leave this mess. If I was only surrounded by Turks, I
would also leave. One is pushed away by them. Whenever a building or a
supermarket becomes empty, a Turkish grocer 's shop or cafe moves in.

Soon, If we don't watch out, there will only be Turks left in the

neighbourhood. I...1 They find the Dutch inferior. I...1 The friendly ones.
especially, are not to be trusted. I...1 I do not feel any compassion or

understanding because of their problems in adjusting to Dutch society.
They do not want to cooperate and they are plain stupid: 90% of them is

illiterate. I do not even think of adjusting to them. After all, it is my
country. We are stuck with them. Our society would be better off if they
were spread over the city. In one go, we would then get rid of lots of
problems. If it were up to me. I would have them all go back.'

To some of us, the confession of this middle-aged Dutch woman may sound like
the discourse of a racist. Others may be more understanding, and interpret it as
the statement of despair of a person trapped in the frustrating experience of
having to share a neighbourhood with people of different cultural backgrounds.
This case confronts us with the extreme reality of those who live in ethnically
mixed neighbourhoods, and who question the feasibility of life in a multicultural
society. The same neighbourhood can, however, give rise to an entirely different
observation. This account of a Turkish male respondent, whose frame of
reference includes a fairly positive image of the Dutch, may serve as an example.

'I find this neighbourhood nice and full of life, with happy people and
nice neighbours. Maybe the Dutch are a little afraid ofus, but no one is
really frightened of one another. I like to have Dutch neighbours. I...1 I
find that Turks should live more scattered all over the city. That would
benefit their integration. I would like to live elsewhere, but all my friends
live here; my Dutch friends as well. I...1 The Dutch find that we should
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adjust, as ifwe owe them that. But we are not doing anything wrong, are
we? It is very much possible to keep one's culture and reckon with Dutch

society. We only ask for understanding for our needs. We want to keep
our language, our culture, and our religion. They will have to accept us
the way we are. I...1 Some people have great language problems or are

not able to adjust culturally, like my parents-in-law. But they still are
very sweet and gentle people who are trying hard.'

In the frame of reference of this Turkish man, a positive image of the Dutch is
expressed, reflecting his need to develop more contacts with them and his
readiness to adjust to Dutch society. It also reflects lis belief that it is still
possible to preserve Turkish culture. Moreover, he makes a plea for compassion
and wishes that the Dutch would accept Turks. He insists that a multicultural
society is attainable since it is possible to preserve one's culture and conform to
Dutch society at the same time. On the other hand, the task of engaging in social
relations with the Dutch and adopting certain cultural codes at the same time,
within the moral context of reduced acceptance, confronts him with ambivalent
feelings, conflicting loyalties, and defensive reactions.
The frames of reference outlined in the two cases can be considered to be the
result of mutual stereotyping. In this study, this mutual stereotyping is considered
to be a mayor factor influencing the development of mutual contact, and, at the
same time, results from the evaluation of these contacts. The concept of mutual
stereotyping refers to the process in which the Dutch and the other ethnic groups
are engaged when they compare themselves (the ingroup) with the other,
attribute characteristics to themselves and to the other groups (the outgroups),
and evaluate and label those characteristics. Usually, in the process of mutual
stereotyping, the characteristics of the ingroup are considered to be positive and
the image of the outgroup is considered to be negative. The images formed in
such a process are complexes of beliefs, feelings, and evaluations. These
complexes serve to distinguish the ingroup from other groups, as they help to
draw, or confirm, the line between the groups concerned and to explain the
mutual beliefs, feelings, and behaviours.
The mutual images and their content, nature and determinants are central in
this thesis. The thesis is focused on the mutual stereotypes of the Dutch and
Turks who live in the same neighbourhood. This study is to provide an insight
into the content, nature and determinants of the mutual stereotypes of both
groups. This is a first point of interest. In the argument above at least two
decisive factors were presented, on the grounds of which it might be expected
that the results of the processes of stereotyping among Dutch and Turks may
substantially differ from each other. These are, first, their distinct cultural
backgrounds, and, second, their related social position as majority and minority.
The second factor implies an imbalance of power, inherent to minority
relationships (Tajfel, 1978). The effect of this, can, for example, be that the
responsibility of reducing the cultural differences between them and the Dutch is
usually imposed on the ethnic minorities, who may tend to struggle with the
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consequences of that task. A second point of interest is the issue of the possible
effect of the level of concentration on the content, nature and determinants of
mutual stereotypes of both groups. In the Dutch context, the concept of minority
refers to a low social position and to a quantitatively minor position as well. For
some mixed neighbourhoods, such a picture may, however, not be entirely valid.
There are situations in which ethnic groups may quantitatively form the majority.
Also, for example, in some old city quarters, owing to their influence in local
policy, the label of ethnic minority in the original sense may not correspond to
their actual social position. Consequently, in such sit .ations, one must be
reluctant to speak of a 'real minority relationship' characterised by the
dominance of the Dutch and the subordination of ethnic minorities:
With these issues in mind, the research problem is formulated as follows:

'What are the differences and similarities between the Dutch and Turks

with regard to the content, nature and determinants of their mutual
images?

The focus of this study is on neighbours in concentration

areas. The concerns
about the future of Dutch society are often expressed with reference to
interethnic relations in these neighbourhoods. This is where members of various
ethnic groups are inevitably confronted with each other, and where problems
may escalate. When this happens, their mutual images will influence their
perceptions and, possibly, the course and outcome of their interaction. To study
the effect of the level of concentration of ethnic minorities on the nature of
mutual stereotyping, data of concentration areas with a high level of
concentration will be compared with data of concentration areas with a low level
of concentration. High concentration areas are selected in Rotterdam, and low
concentration areas in Tilburg. The level of concentration, however, is always
related to the proportion of ethnic minority groups in the municipality in
question. In this study a comparison will be made of people living in
neighbourhoods which are situated in different urban contexts: that of the city of
Rotterdam, where the proportion of ethnic minority groups is considerable, and
the city of Tilburg, which contains a much smaller proportion of such groups.
This means that, on the one hand, not only the level of concentration differs, but
also the urban ethnic context. In the analysis we will cope with this issue. On the
other hand, this means that in Rotterdam a highly concentration area in Tilburg
would probably not be labelled as a concentration area. The results reported in
this study for the neighbourhoods in Tilburg, must, however, not be taken as
relevant for neighbourhoods in Rotterdam (or any other city) with comparable
levels ofconcentration ofethnic minorities.
Turks are compared with the Dutch because, together with Moroccans, Turks
are more segregated from the Dutch than other ethnic minority groups (Tesser et
al., 1995: 419; SCP, 1998: 259-261). The Dutch find their relationship with
Turks very problematic (cf. Leeflang, 1996: 46-49). As a consequence most of
the ethnic attitudes of the Dutch are about Turks (cf Arends-T6th & Van de
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Vijver, 2000: 161). The most important reason, however, is that the Turks are
among the largest immigrant group in the Netherlands. Understanding the mutual
relationship of Dutch and Turks may therefore contribute the most to the
understanding of the dynamics of interethnic relations in multiethnic
neighbourhoods.
In the next paragraphs we will focus on a selection of literature on the nature
and quality of interethnic relations and on the mutual images of the Dutch and
ethnic minority groups in ethnic concentration areas o f Dutch cities.

1.1

Mutual stereotyping in concentration areas

Research on interethnic relations and, especially, on ethnic images in residential
areas has been mainly carried out in the eighties. Some of the studies focused
primarily on the impact of the concentration of ethnic minorities in urban
neighbourhoods. Other studies emphasised the social history of the
neighbourhoods concerned. A few studies stressed the outcomes of interactions
between the local community and the newcomers in those neighbourhoods.

The level of concentration of ethnic minorities is generally considered an
important situational factor that determines the nature and course of interethnic
relations and mutual images. As there is no consensus in the literature on when to
speak of low, medium, and high concentration, the influence of this factor is not
entirely clear. The only thing certain is that the proportion of ethnic minorities in
the areas under study exceeds the proportion for the city or municipality as a
whole, which varies from 10 to 50%. Another point is that the areas concerned
are not of similar size. Sections on a city map, city quarters and neighbourhoods,
blocks of houses, and (parts of) streets with a concentration of ethnic minorities
have been selected as areas in the studies mentioned.
A relationship exists between ethnic concentration, on the one hand, and the
nature of interethnic relationships and stereotyping, on the other, is often
claimed. For example, that an increase in the number of migrants will result in a
decrease in interethnic contacts and, at the same time, in an increase in the
frequency of conflicts and acts of hostility. Generally, under such circumstances,
mutual aversion towards interethnic contacts is said to be high and the majority
o f people in the neighbourhood will resist an increase of such contacts, mainly in
an attempt to avoid conflict. For Turks, specifically, it has been reported that the
level of their interaction with the Dutch and their orientation towards Dutch
society tend k) decrease when the level of concentration of ethnic minorities in
the neighbourhood concerned increases (Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983:
104; Bovenkerk et at., 1985: 316-318; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 50-57;
Van der Pennen, 1990: 78; Tesser et al., 1995: 81-88).
The effect of the level of concentration on mutual images is, however,
ambiguous. Many studies indicate that, in areas of high concentration as well as
in areas of low concentration, the proportion of Dutch persons with a negative
attitude towards other ethnic groups is high. Other researchers found negative
beliefs and feelings of social isolation, powerlessness, and threat only in high-
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concentration areas. On the other hand, according to some scholars, negative
attitudes and ethnic conflicts have been observed to be more intense in parts of
neighbourhoods where the concentration of ethnic minorities is low, but where
concentration in adjacent areas is high. Especially for low·concentration areas,
research produces contradictory results (Hulsbergen & Mik, 1980: 39, 48-49;
Visser et al. 1985: 194-195; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 50). Entzinger &
Van Praag (1994: 149-153), however, found no relationship between the level of
concentration of ethnic minorities and the proportion of Dutch people who
reported having negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities. Except for the
percentage of Dutch people who reported finding ethnic minorities annoying. An
increase was found, but only in areas with over 20% of ethnic minorities.
According to Entzinger & Van Praag (ibid.) over the years the negative beliefs
were also at a constant level. In 1992, for example, 57 percent of the Dutch
reported finding that the country was 'full'. This percentage was exactly the same
as in 1966. This means that also at the level of society at large an increase in the
proportion of ethnic minorities did not strongly affect the extent to which the
Dutch reported having negative attitudes towards ethnic minorities.
Another perspective in this regard is presented by studies that adopted the
perspective on urban development, of the Chicago school. These studies
concentrated on the social history of the neighbourhood. This perspective of the
Chicago school took ecological processes of the distribution of plants and
animals as an analogy for social change, and as a model for their theoretical
descriptions. The processes concerned intra-community invasions of species
foreign to the area. Such invasions eventually result in a change in the type of
occupants. The theory led to one of the most enduring models used to describe
social change induced by migration in urban areas, known as the succession
model. In the social processes described by this model, one social group is trying
to occupy the territory of another group. In the end, the population changes
through the replacement of one residential group by another (succession).
Describing the process of succession of ethnic communities in a certain area, the
theory establishes a relationship between the quality of interethnic relations,
outgroup images, and the settlement of migrants. Such a process has a phase of
penetration, that is, when the first newcomers arrive, followed by a phase of
invasion, a period characterised by an accelerated increase in the number of
newcomers. Next is the phase of stabilisation, in which the increase stops and
ethnic communities emerge. In the subsequent phase, the phase of succession the
immigrants form a numerical majority, their culture becomes dominant, and the
neighbourhood becomes dominated by an ethnic infrastructure (Cf. Van Niekerk,
1989: 105-108, 112-116; Blauw, 1985: 279-280; Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 143147; Abraham-Van der Mark, 1984: 11, 16-17; Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar,
1983: 138-139; Vermeulen, 1990: 238-242; Van der Pennen, 1990: 55).
Whether the theories of the Chicago school apply to the processes of
demographic and social change in Dutch concentration areas has also been
discussed in the studies mentioned above. Frequently, authors did not observe a
phase of succession in the eighties, while others insisted that succession had
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taken place at some locations in certain neighbourhoods. In the micknineties, De
Jong (1995: 9) argued that succession had occurred in several neighbourhoods in
the city of Rotterdam. He claimed that, unlike phat was stated in the original
theories, the phase of succession concerns the joint succession of many different
ethnic groups. These observations illustrate, that in the literature, interethnic
relations observed between Dutch and Turkish neighbours are mainly described
within the context of the process of invasion. In other words, much is unclear
about the state of interethnic relations and outgroup images during the phase of
development of 1 cal ethnic communities (stabilisation)4 and during the phase in
which the native population is replaced or is (numerically) dominated by the
newcomers (succession). Consequently, scientific information on issues like
mutual stereotyping, interethnic relations, and social interaction in a multi-ethnic
neighbourhood that is dominated by ethnic minorities, is scarce. Recent small
scale qualitative researches of Verkuyten, De Jong, & Masson (1993a,b) and
Verkuyten (1997) only focus on the beliefs ofDutch residents in such areas.
Indications that changes in mutual images mly have taken place can be found
in general research, mainly among Dutch youth and adolescents, on stereotyping
and prejudice. In the eighties and nineties, different and sometimes contradictory
trends in stereotyping and prejudice were reported. As a group, the Dutch
appeared to have a more negative attitude towards Turks than visa versa, but
some studies showed that the level of prejudice against ethnic minorities tended
to drop during the eighties. Researchers suggested that the Dutch were getting
used to minorities. Others reported a rise in prejudice in the same period, due to
the weakening of the social taboo on expressing negative beliefs about migrants:
In other words, it is not clear whether or not a relationship can be found between
changes in the demographic composition of the neighbourhood and changes in
the nature of interethnic relations and mutual images.
The third perspective in research on interethnic relations adopted the frame of
reference derived from Elias & Scotson's (1994) theory on the relationship
between the original population of and newcomers to a neighbourhood, the

established and the outsiders, respectively. The theory concentrates on the
reactions and attitudes of the established when they are confronted with
newcomers from adjacent neighbourhoods, who are perceived as outsiders. The
established experience the arrival of these outsiders as a threat to their way of
life, and a factor that makes their neighbourhood vulnerable to social and
physical decay. In reaction to this threat they try to dominate the outsiders, shut
them out of the local community, label them as deviant, and attribute to them
negative characteristics such as dishonesty and lack of discipline, social
cohesion, neatness, and hygiene.
Dutch researchers who adopted Elias and Scotson's perspective, described the
development of the interethnic relations and the image the Dutch constructed of
the ethnic outgroups accordingly. They reported that the original Dutch
population perceived ethnic minorities as intruders in their territory: their houses,
entrance halls, streets, squares, community centres, neighbourhoods and working
places. The manifestly visible presence, the increasing number of grocery shops,
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pubs, and mosques, and the relatively large number of members of ethnic
minority groups bothered the Dutch. They complained about the nuisance caused
by those foreigners who, as they concluded, did not want to behave according to
local standards of decency, and, thus threatened the culture and lifestyle of the
local community. Unable to control their behaviour, the Dutch considered these
groups as 'not approachable', dissociated themselves from them as much as
possible and demanded their cultural and social adjustment. At the same time,
they blamed ethnic minority groups for isolating themselves from Dutch society.
Eventually, they developed a c :fensive attitude towards these migrant groups.
After the eighties, Elias and Scotson's theory was quickly dismissed as
unsuitable in the Dutch context. It was also criticised for reflecting the point of
view of the established. Consequently, the point of view of the outsiders, i.e., the
migrant groups, was underexposed. Due to the popularity of the theory, however,
extensive knowledge was produced about the experiences, stereotyped beliefs,
and prejudiced behaviour of the Dutch with respect to migrant groups. (Cf.
Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983; Bovenkerk et al., 1985; De Jong & Van
der Grinten, 1987; Vermeulen, 1990; Van der Pennen, 1990; Van Niekerk,
1989).

A feature that characterises the perspectives described above is the prominent
idea that, before the influx of migrants, the neighbourhoods were local
communities: Migration is considered to have changed those former
neighbourhoods into residential areas that are characterised by the absence of
social interaction and by the lack of consensual beliefs on how to live together in
the available geographical space. Some social scientists, with the ideal of a local
community in mind, label this situation as a state of social disintegration, while
others speak of a lack of social cohesion in this regard. Cultural diversity and
overrepresentation of ethnic groups with a low social status are presented as the
main causes. In local governmental policy, such areas are known as problematic
neighbourhoods, and the level of concentration of low status ethnic minorities is
stressed as one of the indicators to identify them. In essence, ethnic minorities are
presented as part of the problem, and de-concentration (spreading them over all
residential areas) is perceived as part ofa possible solution .8
It has to be stressed that the conceptualisation of the multiethnic
neighbourhoods as lacking social cohesion has far reaching consequences'. Since
social cohesion presupposes a local community, local governmental policy to
improve liveability in urban mixed neighbourhoods mainly aims at creating an
interethnic community with meaningful social relations and effective
interactions. The limited success of the efforts of local governments shows that
this approach is not feasible:0 One example of the huge barriers that have to be
broken down is the lack of consensus between the groups on how to share the
neighbourhood. In the Dutch context, reaching consensus on valued local
practices presupposes irgotiating about cultural values, habits, practices, norms,
and so on, or imposing these on (some of) the outgroups. In practice, this need
for consensus is one of the sources of miscommunication, irritation, and conflict
between ethnic neighbours. This is the case especially because the Dutch usually
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define the problems and formulate the solutions. The following critical comment
of a female Dutch respondent illustrates this situation.

'I do not understand many of our people. They feel uncomfortable with

the knot in the curtains of the Turks. They refer to it as the "Turkish

knot". In their eyes, a Dutchman would not do such a thing. The
aversion used to be larger, because of the things they did differently.
They were not like us. The Dutch in this neighbourhood wonder how on
earth one can clean one's window with a piece of cloth instead of with a
chammy, wipe one's doorstep with a hand brush, or mop without bleach.
Why do they put mattresses on the ground or hang their laundry outside

when it rains? There is always something wrong. Now it is about crime,
drugs, etcetera. But I think it is all about lack of respect. They dare to

ask their female Turkish neighbour, for example. why there is no
underwear hanging outside on the line. This is something you don't do.
Then they are surprised to get an angry reaction.'

The wish to influence the lifestyle and social behaviour of ethnic minorities
seems to be very much alive in Dutch society. Recently, one of the aldermen of
the City Council of Rotterdam initiated a new project, called the 'City
etiquette '.11 In an attempt to make the city courteous and friendly again, he urged
the citizens to start discussions about and to formulate mutually agreed good
manners. A representative group of residents of each neighbourhood has to come

together to make a list of relevant rules on how to behave and how to take other
people into consideration. This vision of how to establish consensual norms
among the city population resembles the attempts in the eighties to 'civilise'
Moroccans and Turks. Those attempts failed completely and backfired. In fact,
they contributed to mutual aversion and gave rise to the development of an
increased social distance between the two groups. According to the literature,
shortly after the inf'tux of the newcomers, the Dutch residents turned their backs
on them. Together with the issues of tolerance and acceptance, this issue of
adjustment is an important aspect of intergroup relations and mutual stereotyping

ofDutch and Turks.
On the basis of this review of the selected literature on interethnic relations in
mixed neighbourhoods, the following remarks can be made. The type of factors
influencing ethnic stereotyping and their effect, can vary strongly with the level
of concentration of ethnic minorities. A factor that is effective in one context
may not have the same effect in another. The available literature does not provide
us with an criterion to decide from before which variables to include in which
context. The results of previous research mostly relate to the phase in which the
ethnic migrants arrived to settle in the neighbourhoods. Data on the mutual
relationships and mutual stereotyping in a following phase of stability in which
the level of concentration is not increasing anymore, are not available. In that
respect, this study can fill the gap.
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1.2 The content of this book
This book consists of eight chapters. In Chapter Two, the structure and content of
group images is discussed and the distinction between cognitive, affective, and
evaluative images is worked out. Next, the main factors that influence the
formation of ethnic images are discussed. The focus is on social demographic
and social economic factors, and on different types of perceived threat, for
instance, with respect to the ingroup's social economic position, ci 1ture, social
geographic territory, and community.
In Chapter Three the framework of research is presented. It contains further
explication of the design in which the Dutch and Turkish inhabitants of some
neighbourhoods in the cities of Tilburg and Rotterdam are compared, that is, one
in which the Dutch are a quantitative majority and one in which they are a
quantitative minority, respectively. Furthermore, a tentative description of the
relations between the ethnic images and some of their determinants is presented.
Finally, the collection and analysis of the data are described.
Chapter Four is the first chapter which contains analysis of data. The Dutch
and Turks are compared with regard to their social and social demographic
characteristics, and their local network relations. Subsequently the issues of
social and territorial threat are analysed in detail.
In Chapter Five aspects of the cognitive images of the Dutch and the Turks are
presented and analysed. These aspects are based on issues which are central in
modern ethnic attitudes as formulated in theories on modern racism. Issues like
tolerance, discrimination, acceptance, cultural threat, and cultural and social
adjustment are discussed. Additionally, scales are constructed to measure the
extent to which members of each group identify with these images.
Chapter Six contains a discussion of the empirical data on the emotions and
prejudiced beliefs (affective and evaluative images) about the other group. Also
in this chapter, scales which were constructed of personal and ingroup affective
images as assessed by the respondents, are presented. After that, the evaluative
images which cover general and ambivalent prejudice are analysed.
Chapter Seven deals with the relations between the ethnic images of the Dutch
and Turks and some of their determinants. The pattern of relations is analysed for
each group on the general group level and comparatively in the interethnic
settings of the cities of Rotterdam and Tilburg. In this analysis the dimensions of
ambivalence, i. e., aversion and understanding, are taken as the dependent factors.
The factors that are supposed to be effective in the process of stereotyping are
analysed in relation to these dimensions. A structural causal model is
constructed, in order to clarify the relationships between the influencing factors
and the mutual images ofDutch and Turks.
The last chapter summarises and discusses the results of the study.
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Notes
In practice only groups with a weak social economic position of foreign origin are labelled
like this (SCP, 1998: 235; Entzinger & Van Praag, 1994: 129). The concept of'ethnic', in
the Dutch context, is used to identify the groups known as ethnic minorities, such as Turks,
Moroccans, Surinamese, and Dutch Antillians. From a scientific point of view, this concept
is confusing, since it refers to racial, linguistic, cultural, and national groups or a
combination of these subsets (Shadid, 1998: 196) Roossens (1982) considers an ethnic
group as a number of individuals who distinguish themselves from other similar groups by a
social boundary that consists of a subjective selection of cultural and, possibly, phenotypic
and historical traits characteristic of the group considered. Broeder & Extra (1999: 4) claim
that to define and identify population groups in a multicultural society, the combined
criterion of self-categorisation and home language use is a promising alternative to the
criteria of nationality and birth-country.
2 An interesting fact is that a stable picture of the nature and frequency of contacts is difficult
to gain from the literature. In the eighties researchers of ethnic neighbourhoods argued that
interethnic contacts were scarce but left the standard against which their figures were
assessed implicit. Van Hoorn (1987: 82), for example, illustrated the statement by suggesting
that only about 50% of the Turks and Moroccans had ever been on a visit or received a visit
from a Dutch neighbour, but did not clarify why it should be labelled as little.
3 Cf Verkuyten, 1999: 19, 150.
4 In the nineties, research in such areas concentrates on social disadvantages and the
availability of opportunities for the local population.
5 Cf. Hagendoorn & Jansen, 1983: 92; De Jong & Van den Toorn Hartog, 1984: 513-515;
Raaijmakers et al., 1986: 86; Masson & Verkuyten, 1992: 47,49-50; Scheepers, Eisinga &
1

Linssen, 1994: 195.

6 A community can be regarded as a social unit which consists of an interrelated group of
persons who share a common geographic area and interact in terms of a common culture.
Neighbourhoods are regarded as smaller units found within a larger community. The
neighbourhood is the territory in which an individual lives his everyday existence (Yeates &
Gamer, 1976: 252,3).
7 There is a fundamental difference between the two conclusions. Social disintegration implies
a process in which a former social community disintegrates due to the arrival of culturally
deviant groups. The underlying thought is that a reduction of (the effects of ) cultural
diversity would stop disintegration. Lack of social cohesion reflects an interpretation of an
actual situation and implies that cultural diversity hinders the development of a social
community. The underlying premise is that the reduction of cultural diversity would enable
the growth or construction of social cohesion. It is, however, not clear to what extent each
frame of reference introduces its own measures to solve the observed problems in multiethnic neighbourhoo(is.
8 Cf Duyvendak & Hortulanus, 1999: 19-21; De Jong, 1996: 76; Tesser et al., 1995: 4648.
9 The idea that social cohesion can upgrade the liveability of the neighbourhood, may be a
fallacy. It is, for example, not clear why social cohesion must imply social contacts that cross
group boundaries. Neither is it clear how much contact of what kind indicates social
cohesion, or why it does not refer to consensual beliefs on community life combined with
marginal local contacts (cf. Duyvendak and Hortulanus, 1999: 19,45).
10 Cf. Blokland-Potters, 1998: 324-327; Duyvendak & Veldboer 2001: 64-68; LSA, 1995: 31.
"
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Structure and Content of
Group Images
2.l introduction
When one is asked to portray a certain group of people, one tends to make a list
of the features one likes to attribute to that group. Such features can relate to
characteristics we value for ourselws, such as intelligence, strength,
decisiveness, hard working, and so on, or they may relate to what we expect from
a relationship with that group, such as honesty, trustworthiness, or a democratic
mentality. Such characteristics have an affective component: they emphasise a
positive, neutral, or negative feeling. Usually, they reflect our attitude towards
the group. In reality, a group image is not only related to a number of
characteristics that one attributes to other groups, or to how one feels about those
groups, but also to how one prefers to behave towards them. If, for example, one
finds a group aggressive, there is a chance that one feels frightened, and decides
to avoid that group.
In this chapter we shall focus on theories on stereotyping in intergroup
relations in general, and on interethnic relations in particular. We will describe
the influencing factors in the social-psychological processes that occur between
(ethnic) groups, paying special attention to various types of perceived threat. This
description is based on general theories on racism, especially those that
concentrate on explaining current images of and attitudes towards ethnic

minority groups.
,The processes by which group im geg are constructed can be described in

terms of the Social Identity Theory. According to this theory, individuals have a
fundamental need for a positive -social identity, which is that part of the selfconcept that is derived from the membership of a social group. In order to
achieve a positive social identity, the ingroup is compared with other groups in a
way that favours the ingroup. Any feature the group considers different can be
considered positive and turned into a social norm. Usually, this evaluation
process results in a positive ingroup image, with the outgroup image tending to
be negative. This process, which is called social competition for positive identity,
does not necessarily imply a dislike of other groups. Only under certain
conditions, for example, increased competition or conflict,1 may the ingroup bias
rapidly develop into negative stereotyping of and animosity towards the outgroup
(Turner, 1978: 236, 250; Tajfel, 1978b; Tajfel, 19786 63; Bochner, 1982: 12;
Turner, 1982: 28; Turner, 1985: 78-80; Ullah, 1987: 17; Duckitt, 1992: 69;
Taylor & Moghaddam, 1994: 61,83).
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Basically, the cognitive components of group membership has primacy over
the affective components, without entirely neglecting emotional aspects. Taj fel

and Turner (1986: 15), for example, conceptualise a group as a collection of
individuals, who perceive themselves as members of the same social category
and share an emotional involvement in this common definition of themselves and
may achieve some degree of social consensus about the evaluation of their group
and their membership of it. Group membership and group images, thus, have
cognitive, affective, and evaluative components. The cognitive component
consists of the knowledge that one belongs to a group, while the evaluative
component reflects the notion that the group or group membership may have a
positive or negative value connotation. The affective component refers to the
emotions that accompany the cognitive and evaluative aspects of the group or its
membership

(Tajfel, 1978a: 28; Hogg &

Turner, 1987: 325). This

conceptualisation of group images is reflected in the attitude model of Zanna &
Rempel (1988: 319), who consider attitudes to be items of knowledge as they are
the products of cognitive activity. According to them, attitudes are evaluative
information with which objects, in this case ethnic groups, are assigned to
categories which are hierarchically ranked in terms of positive or negative

evaluations: This categorization is generated from cognitive information,
affective -emotional information, and in formation concerning past behaviours or
behavioural intentions. In this study a distinction will be made between cognitive
and affective information. The information concerning past behaviours or
behavioural intentions is treated as cognitive information'.

2.2 Cognitive images in ethnic attitudes
Cognitive images in ethnic attitudes consist of stereotypes and general beliefs
about members of the ethnic group to which the attitude is directed. Since this
study concentrates on the intergroup level, the focus will be on consensual
stereotypes, which are beliefs shared by a social group about the characteristics
possessed by members of other social groups (cf. Esses et al., 1993: 138-139).

2.2.1 Ethnic stereotypes
The conceptualisation of ethnic

stereotypes has generated much confusion, since
stereotypes combine many characteristics. They can, for example, be supported
by a group whose perception, thinking, and actions are influenced by those
stereotypes. In other words, stereotypes are socially shared and have social

& Schaller, 1996: 10; Ashmore &
Delboca, 1981: 19). This means that some kind of consensus on the perceived

consequences (Tajfel, 1981: 58; Stangor

characteristics of a group must exist in order to be able to speak of stereotypes.
Only when stereotypes are consensual, can hey reflect the belief system of a
social group, form a normative basis for judgement and behaviour, and be
transmitted and reproduced by processes of socialisation and social control.
Triandis (1994: 138), for example, considers this normative aspect as abasic
element, and considers stereotypes as comparative judgements which people
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experience as compulsory. Others claim that stereotypes consist of beliefs about
the distinguishing characteristics of groups. Stereotypes are best understood as
predictions that distinguish the stereotyped group from others. (cf. Stangor &

Schaller, 1996: 17; Doosje, 1995: 2-4; Oakes et al., 1991: 127; McCauly and
Stitt, 1978: 935).
Stereotypes have, however, also been characterised as generalisations; for a
long time, even as unjustified generalisations. Brigham (1971: 31), for example,
considered an ethnic stereotype to be a generalisation, concerning an attributed
trait, which an observer considers to be unjustified. Aside from the fact t at it is
hardly possible to determine whether a belief is justified or not, several authors
find this qualification unimportant. What matters to them is that stereotypes are
socially shared, generate collective social action, and have social consequences:
people base their thinking and actions on stereotypes. In that respect, the capacity
to generate social action is especially important, irrespective of the extent to
which people think that their beliefs are true evaluations of the characteristics of
the other group. People may even hold stereotypes while knowing that the
stereotyped group, in fact, does not strongly conform to them. Such stereotypes
only serve as justifications and explanations for behaviour towards the other
group (cf. Hewstone & Brown, 1986: 10; Jussim et al., 1995: 228; Wittenbrink et
al., 1997: 262; Tajfel, 1981: 156).
Stereotypes, furthermore, are sometimes characterised as culturally acceptable
explanations for social events which help people to understand and handle the
complexity of the social environment. They are useful as compact sources of
information: they provide expectancies, direct attention, enrich existing
information, and increase the efficiency of information processing (cf. Macrae et
al., 1994). Therefore, they also tend to simplify communication at the social
level, allowing people to enjoy an economy of words when speaking about, and
to, others. In this sense, stereotypes are 'pictures in the head of individuals
looking into their social worlds' (cf. Ashmore & Delboca, 1981: 19-20; Stangor
& Shaller, 1996: 3; Dovidio et al., 1996: 279).
Finally, many authors, like Ashmore and Delboca (1981: 13), define ethnic
stereotypes as sets of beliefs about the personal attributes of the members of a
particular social category. The emphasis on personal characteristics focuses on
the fact that stereotypes determine people's social behaviour by assigning
qualities such as emotions, motives, and behavioural norms to others and to
themselves. This is claimed to be the basis for uniform intergroup behaviour.
Subsequently, if a person develops and expresses consensual stereotypes of
outgroups, this may facilitate his social acceptance in the group he belongs to or
to which he aspires to belong. His acts may also further social cohesion within
the ingroup. Nevertheless, researchers often focus on group members'
personality traits, since the majority of stereotypes seem to be limited to the
attribution of personality traits (cf. Stangor & Schaller, 1996: 18-25; Tajfel,
1981: 58; Ashmore & Delboca, 1981: 23-31; Turner, 1982: 29-30; Hewstone &
Brown, 1986: 14; Maio et. al., 1994: 1763; Dovidio et al., 1996: 285).

16

Chapter 2

Referring to the argument above, in this study, stereotypes are considered to
be consensual beliefs about the characteristics possessed by the members of
another social group, which are shared by a social group and are related to their
social position and social functioning. This definition also applies to stereotyped
beliefs accompanying modern racism.

2.2.2 Modern racist beliefs

The current negative ethnic attitudes of whites towards other ethnic groups are
commonly referred to as modern racism. These attitudes are mainly based on
abstract beliefs about the social position and functioning of the ethnic groups
concerned, providing justifications for existing negative attitudes concerning
matters such as civil rights, forced integration, and employment quota. Such a
complex of attitudes is called racisni since it differentiates between groups of
people on innate physical characteristics, assigns non-physical meanings to those
characteristics in the moral, intellectual, and aesthetical sphere, and uses those
evaluations to negatively judge and treat those groups (cf. Procee, 1991: 170).
The term modern means, in this regard, that the beliefs differ from the oldfashioned racist beliefs, in which ideas about the 'innate superiority' of the white
race are used to justify the exclusion of other races (Kleinpenning, 1993: 12).
The beliefs accompanying modern racism are identified as symbolic beliefs (c£

Esses et al., 1993: 147).
Some controversy, however, exists with regard to the nature and content of the
symbolic beliefs. McConahay & Hough (1976: 24) claim that, attitudinally,
symbolic or modern racism is a set of 'abstract moral assertions' about the
behaviour of Black Americans as a group, concerning what they deserve, how
they ought to act, and so on. On the other hand, Esses et al. (1993: 146-147)
prefer a broader definition. When discussing symbolic beliefs as the cognitive
component of ethnic attitudes, they include all thoughts about the relations
between racial (and ethnic) groups and basic values and norms, not only about
their rights and duties.
The modern ethnic attitude complexes referred to in theories of modern
racism, can be clustered in at least four types of racism: symbolic racism (cf
McConahay & Hough, 1976; Kinder & Sears, 1981; McConahay, 1986),
aversive racism (Gaertner & Dovidio, 1986), racial ambivalence (Katz et al.,
1986), and ethnocentrism within an interethnic context (Kleinpenning, 1993:
18)3. People Wth symbolic racist beliefs consider other ethnic groups as a threat
to cultural and societal achievements, while those who support aversive racist
thoughts experience interethnic contacts as uncomfortable and feel encouraged to
avoid such contacts. On the other hand, racial ambivalence (Katz and Hass,
1987: 894) focuses on the positive and negative feelings a prejudiced person may
simultaneously feel towards other ethnic groups, while ethnocentrism, in the way
Kleinpenning uses the concept, refers to the tendency of people to use their own
culture as the point of reference when judging members of other cultural groups.
The central issue in this concept is the claimed cultural superiority of the
ingroup, the supposed cultural threat of the outgroups, and the demand that these
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groups should culturally adapt to the main culture in society. Outgroups are
denied equal rights:
Modern racist beliefs seem to be substituting the traditional, old-fashioned
forms of prejudice, which primarily concentrate on a belief in the innate
superiority of the white race, and on the avoidance of interracial personal and
social relations: In this regard, prejudiced white people apply socially acceptable
ways to express their discontent with ethnic minority groups. These socially
acceptable ways are referred to by scholars as subtle prejudice. People
expressing subtle prejudiced beliefs, for example, criticise many aspects of the
minority groups: their cultural values, religious convictions, male-female
relations, socialisation, and motivation to work. Generally, to legitimise the
social exclusion of groups with a different racial or ethnic background, modern
racists stress cultural and social differences between those groups and their
ingroup instead of emphasising racial characteristics (c f. Kleinpenning, 1993: 1217; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995: 57-75; Verberk, Scheepers & Wester, 1995: 26).
Such people also insist that their own language and way of life is threatened by
the way of life of the other groups, and reject interethnic contact because of their
aversion towards those groups. They stress also the unreasonable demands of
such groups to change the interethnic status quo (cf. Billig et al., 1988: 107,114120): According to Barker (1981: 17), this feeling of being culturally threatened
is especially manifest within European groups.
Dovidio et al. (1996: 288) claim that such types of ethnic attitudes seem to be
typical of people who possess egalitarian values (having a conscious desire to be
non-prejudiced), and at the same time possess suppressed negative racial feelings
and beliefs (having non-conscious anti-black feelings). That is why they tend to
persistently complain and, at the same time, express positive opinions about other
ethnic groups. According to Katz & Hass (1987: 894), with respect to Black
Americans, the origin of these conflicting, weakly related, attitudes reside in their
history of exclusion from the main society. They claim that "Blacks... are often
perceived by the majority as both deviant in the sense of possessing certain
disqualifying attributes of mind and body, and disadvantaged, either by the
attributes themselves or by the social and economic discrimination that having
them entails. The dual perception of deviance and disadvantage likely generates
in the observer conflicting feelings of aversion and sympathy." This ambivalence
equips the white majority to easily integrate opposite opinions: tolerant remarks
alternate with prejudiced accounts, expressions of sympathy with blame, and
complaints with concessions. Sometimes, they admit, however, that some of their
opinions may be prejudiced, but they insist that others are more prejudiced:
"those others are the real racists". Their own beliefs are felt to be an inevitable
reaction to external events, and they tend to feel that they are victims of prejudice
themselves. Not only ethnic minorities, but also local authorities, people from
other residential quarters, and society at large are felt to hold negative opinions
about them. They strongly feel that their Ovri reasonable attitude towards other
groups is confronted with unreasonable behaviour and their tolerance with
intolerance. Because of the strong bond between subtle prejudice and tolerance,
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one may conclude that subtle prejudice must be considered part of the ethos of
tolerance, while blunt prejudice as part of the ethos of intolerance. According to
Duckitt (1992: 8), in intergroup studies tolerance is commonly considered "a
tendency to be generally free ofprejudice, irrespective ofoutgroup or situation".
Inspired by Procee (1991: 133-140), the concept of tolerance is defined in this
study as the propensity of permitting an idea, act, person, group, or situation one
experiences as reprehensible, while being able or feeling to be able to ward it
off.7 Tolerance implies interaction and situation of unequal distribution of power,
,therwise there is nothing to be tolerated. Procee locates the difference between
tolerance and intolerance not in the judgement, but in the act that follows it: in
the case of tolerance, the measure to counteract or remove the grievance is not
taken. Slijper (1999: 84) speaks of tolerance when a person strongly rejects
practices, beliefs, or ways of life based on moral convictions, but nevertheless
finds that no deliberate active attempts should be made to make them impossible.
While scholars stress the importance of paying attention to more subtle forms
of prejudice, there are no figures available which show the decline and
replacement of old-fashioned crude forms of prejudice in the Dutch context. The
available data is even contradictory. Masson and Verkuyten (1992: 47, 49-50),
for example, observe a decline in traditional prejudice among school children.
However, over the same period, 1985 - 1991, Scheepers, Eisinga, and Linssen
(1994: 195) notice an increase in traditional ethnocentric prejudice which,
according to them, should be ascribed to the weakening taboo on expressing such
negative beliefs. More fundamentally, however, the distinction between blunt
and subtle prejudice is subjected to methodological criticism. The study of
Verberk, Scheepers, and Felling (1999: 49) shows that most indicators of the
concept of 'subtle negative attitude' towards ethnic minority groups proved to be
strongly related to the concept of 'blunt negative attitude'. That is why they
decided to consider these items to be part of a general overt negative attitude, and
the remaining items of 'subtle prejudice' to indicate a covert negative attitude.
Their findings, thus, further undermine the blunt/subtle distinction in ethnic
attitudes, in favour of a distinction between overt and covert negative attitudes.
In the Dutch context, overt negative attitudes are found more often among lower
class and lower educated people. On the other hand, covert negative ittitudes are
more often found among lower and middle-class people and people with lower
and secondary education, which means that these middle categories tend to be
prejudiced in a covert way: they only deny the positive characteristics of ethnic

minorities:

2.2.3 Images of behavioural intentions
Images of behavioural intentions and information

about past behaviour, as Zanna
and Rempel (1988: 3 19-321) suggest, constitute another source of information on
which attitudes are based. Information about past behaviour can be defined as the
way an individual believes him or herself to have behaved towards members of a
social group.
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Nowadays, there is much controversy among scientists on where the
behavioural intentions, commonly defined as social distance, fit in attitude
models. Traditionally, behavioural intentions are considered to be one of the
dimensions in the three-dimensional model of attitudes. In the two- and onedimensional models, on the other hand, behavioural intentions are usually
considered to be a result of the underlying attitude (Duckitt, 1992: 14).
Furthermore, it is unclear whether social distance indicates traditional blunt
prejudice or modern subtle racism (Verberk, 1999: 26). In his conceptualisation
of blunt prejud ce, Pettigrew & Meertens (1995: 62) consider social distance to
indicate intimacy, while, for Kleinpenning (1993: 89), it indicates subtle aversive
racism. In Kleinpenning's perspective (ibid.: 29), aversive racism is expressed in
social distance, which he defines as the relationship Wth a member of a different
(ethnic) group that, given a certain social domain is considered acceptable. A
social domain is an area of interaction in which people meet in certain social
roles such as neighbours, friends, colleagues, partners, and so on. His ideas make
it clear that social distance represents a set of beliefs about the acceptability of
interethnic relations in informal and formal settings. In this sense, the beliefs on
social distance towards ethnic minorities reflect the level of their acceptance in
Dutch society.
Studies among Dutch youth showed that it is possible to construct an ethnic
hierarchy, reflecting the preferred social distance towards ethnic groups. Dutch
people preferred Northern European immigrants most, followed by Jews,
Southern Europeans, and groups from former colonies such as Surinamers.
Moroccans and Turks were placed at the bottom of the hierarchy. According to
Hagendoorn (1993: 32), these beliefs on the acceptability o f interethnic relations
are not necessarily related to prejudiced behaviour, since ethnocentric people and
racists appear to share the ethnic hierarchy with non-ethnocentric and non-racist
people. Furthermore, the stereotypes anchoring the ethnic hierarchy appear to
reflect the main institutions and values of Dutch society. In addition, the ethnic
hierarchy is also shared by the different ethnic groups themselves. According to
Duckitt (1992: 94), the consensual nature of such social distance hierarchies is
illustrated by the fact that minorities who occupy a lower ranking on the scale
accept the hierarchy as such, but rate their own group higher. Being widely
shared, Hagendoorn concludes, that the hierarchy can be considered to be a
social representation or a cultural model of ethnic relations in Dutch society that
is independent of the attitude towards these groups. This cultural model
formulates the way one should think about and act towards the different ethnic
groups: a perceived deviation from Dutch social norms leads to a
disproportionate increase of social distance towards outgroups (Hagendoorn &
Hraba, 1987: 326; Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989: 464; Hraba, Hagendoorn &
Hagendoorn, 1989: 67). Others argue that it may also lead to increased feelings
of anxiety, since anxiety is strongly associated with the tendency to keep one's
distance (Vanman & Miller, 1993: 229-230). Affective reactions related to the
cognitive images are discussed in the next paragraphs.
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2.3 Affective images in ethnic attitudes
The affective component of ethnic images in this study refers to feelings and
emotions towards an ethnic group. More specifically, affect refers to an overall
positive or negative subjective feeling, whereas emotions refer to the different
states of positive and negative affect such as happiness, joy, anger, and fear (cf
Vanman & Miller, 1993: 214; Zanna and Rempel, 1988: 319).

2.3.1 Emotion in modern attitudes
Since ethnic attitudes often have to do with negative beliefs, affect or emotions
central in the theories of modern racism. Many theories on
contemporary racial attitudes stress, for example, the importance of unconscious
negative feelings whites have towards blacks, despite their conscious nonprejudiced thoughts and beliefs. Zanna and Rempel (1988: 325) explain this
contradiction by pointing out that ethnic attitudes are formed early in life, and
are, to a great extent, based on affect. In theories on modern racism such negative
affect and related emotions are considered central as motivators of prejudiced
behaviour towards ethnic minorities (cf. Dovidio et al., 1996: 309; Vanman &
are obviously

Miller, 1993: 323).
Symbolic Racism, for example, is conceptualised as an expression of negative
feelings (McConahay & Hough, 1976: 23). It is characterised by both deepseated feelings of social morality and early-learned racial fears and stereotypes.
Symbolic Racists resist change in the racial status quo, referring to the moral
belief that blacks violate American values such as individualism and selfreliance, the work ethic, obedience, and discipline. This kind of racism Makes
hardly any reference to personal situations. It is more likely traceable to pre-adult
socialisation than to an actual threat from or a personal experience with blacks or
other racial and ethnic groups (Kinder & Sears, 1981: 415-419,425,428).
Similarly, Ambivalent Racists perceive stigmatised groups as deviant (possessing
disqualifying attributes of mind and body), a perception which is related to
feelings of aversion and hostility. At the same time, perceiving those groups as
disadvantaged (because of their own qualities or social and economic
discrimination) causes these racists to experience feelings of sympathy and
compassion. The need to reduce the emotional tension that results from these
ambivalent feelings leads to amplified responses towards blacks, whether
negative or positive (Katz & Hass, 1988: 893, Biernat et al., 1996: 172-173).
Aversive Racists are also said to experience such conflicting feelings. They
endorse strong egalitarian values as an important component of their selfconcept, and, at the same time, they sympathise with blacks as the victims of past
injustice, support racial equality, and oppose discrimination. However, on the
other hand, they possess unacknowledged negative feelings and beliefs about
blacks. In combination with the egalitarian self-concept, the negative feelings
create a sense of ambivalence (Biernat et al., 1996: 176). Mostly, these feelings
and emotions prominent in modern racism are hardly accounted for or measured
directly. Conscious of the fact that people with modern racist attitudes may not
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be aware of their negative feelings and emotions, researchers concentrate rather
on cognitions as expressions of negative feelings. As a result, the affective
component is neglected (cf. Smith, 1993: 308-309).
This tendency to talk about the affective component but analyse the cognitive
aspects is well illustrated by McConahay and Hough (1976: 23-24). Symbolic
racism, they explain, is an expression of some of the negative feelings underlying
old-fashioned racism. As an attitude, however, they consider it a set of abstract
moral assertions about the behaviour of blacks as a group. This way of dealing
with the cognitive and emotional aspects of attitudes is widespread and has a
long history. Researchers speak again and again of feelings of antipathy,
sympathy, anger, hatred, and so on, but tend to concentrate on what people think
of other groups and, surprisingly, not on what they feel. The line of thought in
which evaluative beliefs and affective reactions are considered t) be different
manifestations of a single underlying attitude toward a social object adds to this
bias (Brewer, 1994: 320). This way of reasoning is derived from the cognitive
approach in social psychology, which emphasises the importance of the cognitive
processes in the formation of prejudiced intergroup attitudes: Essentially,
prejudice is related to a lack of information and to principles of information

(Dijker, 1987: 306; Billig, 1985: 79). Cognitive approaches
particularly neglect the impact of the affective aspects (cf. Vanman & Miller,
1993: 214). In fact, most definitions of prejudice tend to neglect the impact of
affective aspects, and, at the same time, identify the affective component with the
evaluative dimension (cf Vanman & Miller, 1993: 214; Dovidio et al., 1996:
282).10 Smith (1993: 299) imputes this tendency to adopt the popular
conceptualisation attitudes, in which attention is only directed to the evaluative
nature of stereotypic beliefs. It is not the specific different emotional reactions
which are theoretically relevant, but the fact that they all reflect negative
evaluations. To avoid this confusion between affect and evaluation, Zanna and
Rempel (1988: 318-9) suggest restricting the term a#ect to the presence of
emotions (r feelings and distinguishing it from evaluation. They conclude that
affect is used too often in a broad and imprecise way, to refer to thoughts or
actions with an evaluative undertone, infused with emotions.
The focus on affect also had an impact on the conceptualisation of stereotypes.
Stereotypes are generally seen as the cognitive component of, or the cognitive
bases for, attitudes. However, while there is a widespread consensus that
stereotypes are cognitive schemas, it has also become clear that stereotypes may
imply cognitions as well as affective responses (cf. Smith, 1993: 298; Dovidio et
al., 1996: 281, 297). These affective responses involve preferences, evaluations,
moods, and emotions. This view, according to Dovidio et al. (1996: 282),
challenges the traditional distinction between stereotypes and prejudice.
For several reasons, it may, therefore, be necessary and fruitful to treat affect
and cognition as separate dimensions of stereotypical group images. First of all,
cognitive measures which focus on identifying specific traits to characterise a
social group seem to be worse predictors of attitudes than affective measures that
focus on the evaluation of the characteristics typical for that group. Emotional
processing
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factors may also show superior impact when compared to cognitive factors
(Dovidio et al., 1996: 293, 297-298). Furthermore, the relationship between the
two dimensions (cognition and affect) is not fixed. Changes in one dimension do
not always have consequences for the other. Cognitive images may remain the
same while affective images change, or visa versa. Since the impact of affective
and cognitive factors on the nature of attitudes may strongly vary, some authors
propose a distinction between affect-based and cognition-bases attitudes (cf.
Brewer, 1994: 320-321). Finally, similar findings were reported for the
relationship between the cognitive and affective components of attitudes in
general and prejudice in particular. Theorists, like Smith (1993: 300), observed
that the relation between the affective and the cognitive dimensions may vary
with the social context in which they are effective, and with the social groups to
which the attitudes are directed. Generally, attitudes which were consistent with
regard to affect and cognition proved lo be better predictors of behaviour than
attitudes which lacked such consistency (cf. Dovidio et al., 1996: 310).

2.3.2 Emotion in intergroup relations

Although the relationship between affect and emotion is still being researched, it
has become clear that the impact of emotions and affect cannot be neglected any
longer.
Since emotions are directly connected to the content of stereotypes, studying
emotions will give us greater insight into the nature of intergroup relations.
When, for example, a social group is characterised as hostile and powerful, fear
will be the specific and dominant emotion felt in relation to that group. The
specific emotion tends to activate similarly charged stereotypes. In other words,
emotional arousal enhances the chance that one uses stereotypes while, at the
same time, making social judgements. A prejudiced attitude may enhance this
process, since people with negative racial attitudes are more ready to think in
terms of opposite racial or cultural categories. They also have a disposition to get
irritated, experience anxiety, and/or worry (cf. Esses, Haddock & Zanna, 1994:
97-99; Smith, 1993: 310; Wilder, 1993: 91-92; Turner et al., 1987: 55; Dijker,
1987: 320).
A typical feature of emotions is that they have a script-like nature. A specific
emotion is usually preceded by a specific stimulus and is accompanied by a
limited number of possible behavioural reactions. According to Vanman and

Miller (1993: 214), fear, for example, usually follows

a

stimulus that is

considered dangerous and is typically followed by escape behaviour. That is why
emotions can be considered as a change in readiness for action, as Dijker (1987:
307) stresses. In Dijker's view, emotions consist of an appraisal component and
an action tendency component. In terms of intergroup relations, the appraisal
component refers to stereotyping and the action tendency component refers to an
impulse to aggress or keeping one's distance. When a stereotype is activated, it
may generate emotions that create a propensity to act in a script-like manner.
Because of this quality, emotions can be considered a potential source of
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information (Dijker, 1987: 308; Dijker, 1989: 82; cf. Mesquita, Frijda, & Scherer
1997: 258-261).
Smith (1993: 303-307) criticises Dijker for the fact that his study focuses on
the emotions of people as individuals, but not as members of groups. He argues
that, in intergroup relations, emotions are related to the individual's social
identity as a group member. This means that appraisals, i.e., cognitions and
beliefs, with respect to one's social identity will also trigger emotions. Stressing
the social character of intergroup emotions, Smith defines prejudice as a social
emotion. That is, an :motion triggered by events that are relevant with respect to
one's social identity as a group member, with an outgroup as a target.
When stereotypes are activated, there is a real chance that emotions will be
evoked. This relates to the fact that stereotypes may reflect a justification or
rationalisation for emotions felt in relation to an outgroup. Feelings of fear in the
presence of an outgroup member, for example, may be rationalised by attributing
aggressive behaviour to the outgroup. When feelings of anxiety are strong,
feelings of aggression tend to be strong also (Vanman & Miller, 1993: 220-228).
The relationship between emotions and stereotypes creates a rather direct link
between affective and cognitive outgroup images. Stereotypes allow people to
rationalise their hostility and negative feelings towards a particular group.
Attributing bad intentions to the outgroup may be a desirable way out for ingroup
members. This attribution, however, has consequences for the future perception
of the behaviour of the outgroup: if a group is stereotyped as being violent,
ambiguous behaviour is more likely to be perceived as violent (cf. Dovidio et al.,
1996: 292,307; Dijker, 1989: 83).
The relationship between emotions and stereotyped beliefs is, however, not
always clear. Social condemnation of prejudiced evaluations and feelings, for
instance, may lead to suppressed or hidden negative emotions. On the other hand,
efforts to regulate one's own emotional state may lead to tense and unfriendly
behaviour in interethnic encounters in an extreme amplified way, as in
ambivalent racism, or to reversed discrimination when outgroups are excessively
favoured (Dijker, 1989: 89)
Other factors that stimulate the emergence of emotions are located in the
contact setting. Competitive intergroup situations, for example, easily produce
negative emotions like anger and irritation. Emotions such as fear or anxiety may
rise when the number of ingroup members is low, compared to the number of
outgroup members. This is especially so when the minority feels uncertain about

the behaviour of the majority. In the end, the mere process of social

categorization may cause ingroup members to generate positive affect and may
cause outgroup members to generate negative affect.
Of the many emotions that may rise in interethnic encounters, anxiety seems
to be the most common. Stephan and Stephan (1985) even treat anxiety as a basic
emotional component of interethnic relations. It often emerges when people are
uncertain as to whether known scripted activities, rules, and rituals in interaction
apply in interethnic encounters. These scripted activities, rules, and rituals
normally provide a baseline feeling of control in everyday interactions. Similarly,
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Vanman and Miller (1993: 225) argue that the experience of unpredictability or
lack of control over the outcome of interethnic encounters may lead to feelings of
anxiety. In fact, such feelings may be perceived as 'the failing of cognition', as
an emotional response to loss or lack of grip, cognitive orientation, or cognitive
mastery (Dijker, 1989: 81).
Smith (1993: 304) asserts that not only anxiety, but also a wide range of
emotions like fear, disgust, contempt, anger, and jealousy are potentially relevant
in intergroup contexts. The emotion of disgust, for example, is usually found
when a group feels that lower-status go ·ps violate its norms. This leads to a
tendency to avoid an outgroup. The emotion of jealousy, another frequently
observed emotion, is usually felt when it is believed that a group enjoys
undeserved benefits, and generates a demand for similar benefits. According to
Vanman and Miller (1993: 229-230), the identification of intergroup emotions
enables the prediction of possible intergroup behaviour, since a limited number
of stereotyped behaviours or behavioural tendencies are associated with each
emotion.
In the Dutch context, Dijker (1987, 1989) stresses the relevance of studying
emotions in interethnic relations, especially with respect to the role of behaviour
in emotion. He defines emotions in terms of their action tendencies. The emotion
of desire is msociated with the tendency to approach, fear with the tendency to
avoid, disgust with the tendency to reject, anger with the tendency to aggress,
and anxiety with the tendency to inhibit, or to move away from the object. Dijker
shows that, in relation to Turks, Dutch people feel, in particular, emotions like
irritation, concern, and anxiety. However, a majority also report a positive feeling
(with a tendency to approach Turks). The irritation Dutch people feel is
associated with hostility and aggression (annoyance, aversion, and anger) and
with mentally addressing the ethnic group concerned in an unfriendly way. With
respect to Turks, a tendency to aggress is always present. Distrust, antipathy, and
strangeness also accompany the emotion of irritation. The emotion of concern
relates to the future. It involves worry and the wish that the outgroup would
move from the neighbourhood, implying a preference to avoid any possibly
harmful future contact. Concern seems to occur especially when no actual
contact with the object of the emotion is present, making it a powerful motivating
force behind prejudice. The third main emotion shown towards Turks, anxiety,
includes the emotion of fear and the impulse to maintain social distance. Anxiety
may also include the emotion of concern. Therefore, anxiety and irritation are
perceived as the two main affective states of interethnic relations between the
Dutch and Turks.

2.4 Evaluative images
In order to distinguish between the affective and evaluative dimensions of
attitudes, we must take a closer look at the dimensions of prejudice. This is not
an easy task. While explicitly associated with outgroup evaluation, like the
concept of stereotype, there is an abundance of definitions of the concept of
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prejudice and considerable disagreement on how it should be defined.
Nevertheless, there is some consensus among social psychologists on the
conceptualisation of the term prejudice as an attitude toward an outgroup
(Duckitt, 1992: 9). Stroebe & Insko (1989: 8), for example, consider prejudice as
"an attitude toward members of some outgroup and in which the evaluative
tendencies are predominantly negative".
This approach to prejudice as an attitude created much confusion with regard
to the meaning of the concept, as it is not clear whether one should view attitudes
as unidimensional, two-dimensional, or three-dimensiona (Duckitt, 1992: 11-15;
Zanna & Rempel, 1988: 317-18). The difference in dimensionality lies in the
implications for the relations with other concepts such as stereotype, behavioural
intention, and behaviour. The unidimensional approach considers prejudice to be
a person's affective or emotional orientation towards an object, along a single
evaluative dimension that reflects the level of favorability. On the other hand, in
the more complex three-dimensional model, an attitude is considered to consist
of three related components: beliefs about the object (the cognitive component),
feelings towards it (the affective component), and action tendencies or
behavioural dispositions towards it (the conative component). From this
perspective, stereotypes are seen as the cognitive component, dislike and
negative evaluation as the affective component, and social distance/behavioural
intentions as the behavioural component (cf Duckitt, 1992: 11-15; Dovidio et al.,
1996: 278; Stroebe & Insko, 1989: 8; Zanna & Rempel, 1988: 317). The twocomponent model considers prejudice to be a combination of negative beliefs or
stereotypes (the cognitive component) and negative feelings or emotions (the
affective component).
Because of the lack of a theoretical basis, and because the components are not
always related closely enough to justify integration into one concept, Duckitt
(1992: 14) rejects the two- and three-dimensional models. He recommends a onedimensional model, in which prejudiced attitudes are viewed in terms of an
affective dimension only, with constructs such as stereotype, social distance, and
intergroup behavioural intentions seen as empirically related but conceptually
separate. Esses et al. (1993: 139) offer a different solution to the question of
dimensionality, and they consider the affective component to be one of the
sources of prejudice. According to them, prejudice refers to an overall evaluation
of social groups on a global evaluative dimension, such as favourable unfavourable.
This decision to conceptualise prejudice as a unidimensional phenomenon
may not be adequate to reflect prejudice in modern attitudes, since, as we have
seen, modern attitudes are characterised by ambivalence. Ambivalence is
considered to reflect an evaluation of ethnic groups as people who are to be

pitied and to

be

sympathised with, but, at the same time, who must be

condemned and kept away from one's personal domain. In other words, an
evaluative dimension of aversion coincides with the dimension of understanding
(Kinder & Sears, 1981: 416; Katz & Hass, 1987: 894). The aversion of the
majority can be described as moral indignation about the normative deviance of
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ethnic groups. Understanding can be described as a feeling of sympathy and
compassion based on the evaluation of the unfavourable social and cultural
position of ethnic groups (cf. Dovidio et al., 1996: 287). Considering the
evaluative aspects of modern racism, the traditional unidimensional evaluative
approach to prejudice is limited, since evaluation only takes place on one
dimension of favorability. Modern racism's ambivalence is, as we have seen,
characterised by two affective evaluations, aversion and understanding. The
unidimensional evaluation may not cover this expression of modern racism, just
as research into the process of stereotyping which neglects the affecti'e
component of attitudes may not cover the essence of prejudice.

2.5 The process

of stereotyping

In this study, the process of stereotyping is dealt with as an intergroup
phenomenon and the focus is predominantly on social factors that influence this
process. Psychological factors, such as those related to the individual's
personality structure, e.g., authoritarianism (cf. Scheepers, Eisinga & Linssen,
1994: 187; Felling, Peters & Scheepers, 1986: 16-17, 97-100), are not included in
this study. Below, factors are discussed which are considered important in
intergroup processes and in the interethnic contexts in which these processes are
active.

of

negative images in intergroup relations generally concerns the
interpretation of the effects of three categories of phenomena: the evaluation of
perceived social and cultural differences, real or presumed competition and
conflict with regard to physical resources or power and, finally, social
competition to realise a positive social identity (Duckitt, 1992: 68-69). The first
phenomenon, the evaluation of perceived social and cultural differences, refers to
the observation that Irrceived intergroup dissimilarity may provoke attribution
tendencies and processes of stereotyping. These processes may produce prejudice
and outgroup rejection. The second and third categories of the phenomena
mentioned, namely, real or presumed competition and conflict with regard to
physical resources or power, and social competition to realise a positive social
identity, relate mainly to the frame of reference of the realistic conflict theory and
the social identity theory. According to these theories, the origin of prejudice
must be sought in direct competition between ethnic groups for scarce resources,
whether these are material or immaterial (social or cultural identity). Conflict and
intergroup competition may lead to a systematically biased mutual perception,
with the ingroup being favoured at the expense of the outgroup. The other group
may be accused of illegitimate competition and of violating notions of justice,
honesty, and fairness. People then tend to develop stereotypes to justify their
behaviour (cf Bochner, 1982: 12; Taylor & Moghaddam, 1994: 91; Jost and
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Banaji, 1994: 10-19).
When people react to intergroup dissimilarity with intergroup comparison, or
when they enter into competition for material or immaterial resources, they may
perceize several kinds of threat from competing groups, among other things, with
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respect to their cultural identity, their social economic position, the geographical
and social space they claim, and the social cultural character of their local
community. Research indicates that the process of stereotyping is strongly
influenced by factors reflecting some level of perceived threat. With respect to
the Dutch and the Turks, it has, for example, been observed that ideas on
competition, conflict, and mutual threat tend to dominate the images each have of
multi-ethnic neighbourhoods. Usually, the feeling is strong that minority groups
will invade or take over the neighbourhood, or make it deteriorate and let the
status of the neighbourhood drop. The bottom line is that Ilitch people feel
threatened by the perceived demands of other ethnic groups in the neighbourhood
(Abraham-Van der Mark, 1984: 300; Bovenkerk, 1985: 310). The negative image
Dutch people, for example, tend to have of the Turks generally combines feelings
of distrust and a desire to exclude the Turks from participation in informal social
relations. They reject them as potential friends, neighbours and/or colleagues. A
wish to exclude Turks from participation in formal social domains has also been
observed: many Dutch people are in favour of measures that restrict their access
to work, housing, social security, education, health care, and residential permits
(cf. Hagendoorn, 1986: 125; Felling, Peters & Scheepers, 1986: 50,51). The
negative ethnic images generated under those circumstances reflect the level of
mutually experienced threat.
The perception of threat and of competition is, so to speak, central in the
process of stereotyping ethnic minorities. As such, the perception of threat is
considered to be a determinant of attitudes towards outgroups (Stroebe & Insko,
1989: 14; Duckitt, 1992: 89; Tayor & Moghaddam, 1994: 83; Jost & Banaji,
1994: 6). It directly influences overt and covert negative ethnic attitudes
(Verberk, Scheepers & Felling, 1999: 59). The various kinds of threat will be
discussed below, but, first, the factors related to the social backgrounds of the
respondents, the social contexts of their neighbourhoods, and their life
experiences in their neighbourhoods will be considered.

2.5.1 Social background and social context
The variables related to the social background and the social context reflect the
personal characteristics of the population, and influence their direct daily
experiences in mixed neighbourhoods.
The personal characteristics represented by social structural and social
demographic variables such as age, education, and profession are often
associated with negative stereotyping, racism, and ethnocentrism, because of
their effect on among other things the perception of threat (Verberk, 1999: 176180; Eisinga & Scheepers, 1989 46; Scheepers, Eisinga & Linssen, 1994: 194195; Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995: 68; McConahay & Hough, 1986: 37). An overt
negative attitude towards ethnic minority groups is indirectly influenced by
education, through its effect on the feelings of threat. On the other hand, a covert
negative attitude towards ethnic minority groups is directly influenced by
education (Verberk, Scheepers & Felling, 1999: 54-58). Education, in turn, also
has a direct effect on unfavourable attitudes, which means that the lower

28

Chapter 2

educated tend to have more negative attitudes than the higher educated (Verberk,
1999: 175-191; Van Hoorn, 1987: 175-176; De Witte, 1999: 10). Age is closely
related to perception of conflict and threat, negative experiences, identification
with local community, (re)construction of ethnic identity, and negative
stereotyping, but also with ambivalent attitudes, in particular in areas with a high
concentration of immigrants. These issues are also connected to the time lived in
the neighbourhood (Van der Pennen et al., 1990: 55; Van Niekerk et al., 1989:
17-18, 45; Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 142; Kaufman &Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983:
138; Abraham-Van de Mark, 1984: 14-17). Similarly having children is
considered to be related to perceived cultural threat, since people tend to worry
about raising their children properly within the context of the cultural expression
ofthe negatively evaluated outgroups (Shadid, 1995: 40).
Direct daily experiences in mixed neighbourhoods are strongly determined by
the social-ethnic context, as indicated by the level of ethnic concentration. The
social-ethnic context is associated with social disintegration and social distance,
perception of interethnic conflict and threat, and feelings of helplessness and of
negative stereotyping (Kaufman & Verkoren„Hemelaar, 1983: 104; Visser et. al.,
1985: 196; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 52,55; Hulsbergen & Mik, 1980:
214-215). The social-ethnic context determines the chances of having interethnic
contact. Contact is defined as any personal encounter that implies interaction and
real conversation of various kinds (Felling et. al., 1986: 45). Referring to the
level of intimacy, questions were asked about the nature of the contact, such as
greeting, small talk, mutual help, mutual visiting and / or friendship. To assess
the perceived difficulty with interethnic communication, respondents were also
asked about their beliefs on socialising with the outgroup and about the
frequency of pleasant and unpleasant experiences in the neighbourhood with
members ofthe outgroup.
Another aspect of living in a mixed neighbourhood is the discomfort of the
local Dutch population with the presence of other ethnic groups, which is related
to the feeling of not being in command of the situation. The experience of being
in command is summarised in the concept of 'subjective social competence'.
This concept refers to the belief that one is able to manage unfavourable
developments, in particular in one's own neighbourhood. The experience of
helplessness associated with the social-ethnic context is also important in relation
to social (in)competence. It relates social (in)competence to education,
professional status, and ethnocentrism (Scheepers, Eisinga & Linssen, 1994: 194195; De Witte, 1999: 10).
The concept of social competence focuses on the belief of being in control in
the past, present, and future. In this sense, it has a retrospective dimension that
can be called poweriessness, and a prospective dimension called control. These
dimensions can be considered relatively unrelated. Powerlessness can be
described as an evaluation of the present situation in the light of past experiences:
the belief that one is caught in an unfavourable situation, despite one's positive
effort. Powerlessness is measured by assessing the extent to which respondents
regret living in the neighbourhood, feel that the local authorities are not
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interested in their problems, believe that the well-being of local residents is
deteriorating, and believe that they are not able to influence local changes.
Control can be defined as an evaluation of the present situation in the light of
future possibilities: the belief the one will be able to achieve a desired situation in
the future, because of one's positive effort (Leeflang, 1994: 49). It is measured
by asking whether the respondents think that they are able to change the future of
the neighbourhood, and whether it pays to stand up for one's interests and to
make plans for the future.
Social economic insecurit: is also included in the category of independent
variables, as it indicates the quality of the social economic status. Social
economic insecurity, which, in this description, relates to past and future
experiences, can, in an interethnic context, be regarded as a basis for ethnocentric
attitudes. It can be described in two dimensions: status anxiety and status
frustration. Inspired by Felling et al. (1986: 91-95), status anxiety is uncertainty
about the achievement or continuation of a desired social economic status, while
status frustration is the discrepancy felt to exist between the goals set and the
actual social economic position and social status, e.g., dissatisfaction with
economic setback. The concepts are theoretically similar to the concepts of
helplessness (felt lack of mastering in the past) and control (trust in future
mastering) (Leeflang , 1994: 49). Eisinga & Scheepers (1989: 112-113, Felling,
Peters & Scheepers, 1986: 95) argue that the dimensions of status anxiety and
status frustration may predict perceived threat to social status. Inspired by these
concepts, status frustration was measured, in this study, by assessing the
experience of having to cope with financial setback in the past; having to reduce
household expenditure in the past; and having to change lifestyle in the past.
Status anxiety was measured by assessing the extent to which respondents feared
financial setback in the future; feared having to cut on household expenditure;
and feared having to change lifestyle in the future.

2.5.2 Cultural threat
Cultural threat can be defined as the perception or feeling of a social group that
culturally different groups violate their norms, values, and lifestyle. It is
hypothesised that this perception may result from the confrontation with the
multicultural character of the local community in concentration areas, resulting in
a provocation of the culturally based frames of reference (cf. Shadid, 1994b: 9293). On the individual level, it may complicate mutual interaction and, on the
group level it may produce negative intergroup evaluations leading to intergroup
antagonism. This kind of threat is considered to be crucial in the development of
modern racist attitudes (Kinder & Sears, 1981: 415-419,425,428; McConahay
& Hough, 1986: 23; Biernat et al., 1996: 172-173).
2.5.2.1 Negative cultural evaluations
Negative cultural evaluations are common in most interethnic neighbourhoods
where people are explicitly and, sometimes, unwillingly confronted with the
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lifestyles and habits of other ethnic groups. As a consequence, they may, and
usually do, conclude that their beliefs, attitudes, and lifestyles are different.
In cross-cultural situations, intergroup differentiation is often based on highly
visible characteristics such as physical appearance, language, habits, and religion.
Usually, the more extreme the perceived differences are, the more people tend to
believe that they belong to different groups. Such intergroup differentiation, in
which differences are often exaggerated and distorted, may easily lead people to
favour their ingroup and label the other as out of the ordinary. Deviant behaviour,
for example, is often attributed to the other gro 'ps' cultural characteristics
(Jaspars & Hewstone, 1982: 131-139; Bochner, 1982: 17; Duckitt, 1992: 117120). When people observe many differences that appear to be interrelated, the
possibility that people will behave as if they belong to antagonistic groups and
will develop negative outgroup stereotypes, will be enhanced (Bochner, 198g:
12). Stangor and Schaller (1996: 16) argue, however, that the role of individu
perception and direct contact as sources of negative stereotyping (prejudice) is
often exaggerated, since people mostly become familiar with intergroup attitudes
through the primary network. Negatize stereotypes are acquired along with other
values and attitudes that are normative in the social environment (Kinder and
Sears, 1981: 416). Negative racial stereotyping, according to Duckitt (1992: 94),
is generally not produced by contact with the stereotyped groups, but by contact
with the prevailing attitudes about those groups. More specifically, stereotypes
are transferred by processes of socialisation and enculturation. Such notions help
11
people distinguish themselves from others.
When people who live in multicultural neighbourhoods try to distinguish
themselves from others by making ingroup and outgroup comparisons, they often
stress their mutual ethnic or cultural identities. This inclination has to do with
prejudice, but it also serves strategic prposes, such as legitimising claims for
access to local social and cultural facilities. For every group, this process of
emphasising their own identity, is accompanied by focussing on their ingroup, by
avoidance of mutual contact with other groups, and by reluctance to engage with
other groups' cultures (Triandis, 1994: 138; Verkuyten, 1995a: 73-75). In the
case of the Turks, the construction and preservation of their ethnic identity is
influenced by the cultural threat they experience from the Dutch and the pressure
they feel to adjust to Dutch culture. It also involves insecurity about the
residential title, and the experience of being rejected and discriminated against.
They feel not being accepted as fellow citizens (Vermeulen, 1984: 140-141; Van
der Pennen et al. 1990: 64, 78). Their ethnic identity, which stresses their migrant
status, can be considered to be a symbol of the lack of social and cultural
integration in Dutch society (cf Roosens, 1982: 114).

2.5.2.2 Negative emotions in intercultural interaction
While the ethnic groups in Dutch multiethnic neighbourhoods experience a
variety of emotions, most of the time they are not engaged in interaction with
members of other ethnic groups. The cultural differences they perceive,
especially, are felt to be a disturbing factor in communication with other groups,

Structure and content of group images

31

which enhance feelings of uncertainty in mutual contact (cf Kleinpenning, 1993:
48-75, 78; Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1987: 444). According to the literature,
perceived cultural differences are easily associated with deviance, intergroup
antagonism, and negative stereotyping. To some extent, feelings of uncertainty
are always present in initial contact, especially in intercultural interaction.
Cultural differences mostly involve a different language, bw predictability of
behaviour, lack of intercultural communication skills, and so on, and lead to
feelings of uncertainty. The awareness that someone has a different culture
affects the efficacy of communication because it makes people feel that they will
have difficulties understanding each other and that they will disagree on
important issues. As a result, mutual attractiveness will diminish and mutual
negative evaluations will be stimulated. The consequence of this process is that
people fear intercultural interaction and try to avoid it as much as possible. This
is why especially low levels of interethnic contact, high levels of perceived
dissimilarity, and high levels of stereotyping are related to higher levels of
anxiety. Stereotypes and perception of differences with an outgroup may,
especially, produce anxiety because people may expect negative behaviours of
the outgroup (cf Shadid, 1998: 93; Hewstone & Brown, 1986: 15; Stephan &
Stephan, 1985: 158). As negative interethnic contact experiences are usually
associated with cultural differences, the perception of difficulties in interethnic
communication will also be associated with perceived cultural threat (Wilder,
1993: 95-99; Vanman & Miller, 1993: 229-230; Hewstone & Brown, 1986: 11).
In this study the related feeling of uncertainty in interethnic communication will
be called "communication threat". The fear of negative behaviours will be
referred to as 'tthnic threat", which is defined as the perception that the ethnic
outgroup will discriminate against the ingroup. iz The fee ling can be mutual, as in
concentration areas where Turks and Dutch people accuse each other of
discriminatory attitudes and acts. These accusations tend to be used to legitimise
their own negative attitudes (Komter, 1994: 354-3 59).
easily raise
f .«Research-Iiarsh n that interracial or interethnic interaction may
with
other
emotions.
about
*egative
Anxiety
interacting
groups may be high
. bedause each group is ignorant of the other's subjective culture (values norms,
roles and nodwrbal behaviours), as Vanman & Miller (1993: 225) have shown.
A casual conversation with a person of a different race often results in irritation
(54.9%), dislike (46.9%), apprehension (45.5%), and anxiety Gil.3%) among the
respondents. Between 80% and 90% reports having pleasant feelings such as
happiness and enjoyment during encounters with the same race. It has been
observed that negative emotions dominate the perception of ethnic outgroups.
People may even experience intergroup anxiety before interacting with
individuals from a different culture. When a disliked group is concerned,
anticipated contact may increase anxiety and reduce the likelihood of realising a
successful contact experience. Since people tend to achieve affective consistency,
their feelings of anxiety may trigger other unpleasant negative cognitions. As
anxiety or fear frequently characterises intergroup situations, the tendency to
avoid contact is also quite frequent. Ingroup members avoid outgroup members
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more frequently than they approach them aggressively, in white-black
interactions. Where subjects cannot avoid the outgroup, the subjects are visibly
tense and anxious (Vanman & Miller, 1993: 229-230; Wilder, 1993: 91-92).13
The relationship between personal intergroup contact and emotional
consequences, however, is ambiguous. Different reactions have been found.

Dijker (1987: 318-319), for example, found that negative emotions such as
irritation, anxiety, and concern increased with an increase of the frequency of
casual contacts. Moreowr, group members may experience an increase in
anxiety or irritation if the knowledge gained from the contacts reveals that the
outgroup is unpredictable or strange. In contrast, Stephan and Stephan (1985:
172) found that high levels of intergroup anxiety characterised the interethnic
interactions of white Americans when these interactions were less personal. They
also found that more contact leads to more knowledge about the outgroup, which,
in turn, leads to a reduction in intergroup anxiety. According k) Dijker (ibid.),
although meeting Turkish people has a slight positive influence on positive mood
(feelings of happiness, sympathy, admiration, liking, etc.) for the Dutch, it has
mainly negative emotional consequences: feelings of anxiety, irritation and
concern. When the Dutch and the Turks visit each other, the Dutch increasingly
feel irritated and anxious, and their feelings of concern do not decrease.
However, having a chat has positive consequences for them. It leads to an
increase in their positive mood, and a decrease in their anxiety and concern, and
has a positive influence on their attitudes towards the other group. Dijker's
findings indicate that a positive attitude towards an ethnic group is related to a
specific degree of proximity. Living too close to a certain ethnic group may
result in increased irritation and concern, and in a reduction in positive mood
towards that group. He makes similar conclusions about the effects of increased
personal contact with Turks on Dutch people. While visiting each other, Dijker
assumes that cultural differences and problems related to communication will be
accentuated. Such differences and problems would be less salient during a chat.
This is in line with the findings of Bovenkerk et al. (1985: 304-305), who found
that, in concentration areas, the possibility to compare the outgroup images with
day-to-day reality did not result in the Dutch having more positive attitudes
towards closer relationships with other ethnic groups.
The perception of differences, according to Dijker (1989: 79), also affects the
relation between interethnic emotions and the nature of interethnic contact.
According to him, the level of strangeness they attribute to minorities may partly
explain the negative emotions Dutch people feel in interethnic contact. The factor
of strangeness implies that the Dutch would like to keep some social distance.
However, decreasing strangeness, in itself, may not be related to more closeness
between culturally different groups, since increasing similarity has been observed
to stimulate intergroup discrimination, if the majority feels that their social
identity or social position is threatened (cf Duckitt, 1992: 77-81; Turner, 1982:
23, 26-30). This paradox may be due to the fact that strangeness can be
differentiated into at least two dimensions: cognitive and normative strangeness.
Cognitive strangeness refers to the unknown, i.e. lack of knowledge about an
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outgroup, whereas normative strangeness refers to deviation of group norms.
Cognitive strangeness can be easily overcome by increasing the level of
knowledge about the outgroup. More knowledge may, however, intensify the
perception of normative strangeness, which is less easy to overcome (Kopetzki,
1998: 9).

2.5.3 Social economic threat
Another factor influencing the process of stereotyping, concerns the social
ecoiomic threat, which refers to perceived threat and conflict in the social
economic field. It is defined, in this study, as the belief that ethnic outgroups
illegitimately compete with the ingroup for access to, for example, the housing
and labour market, social welfare, and education facilities, which results in the
fear that one's social economic position will be undermined. Therefore, social
economic threat is the product of social economic insecurity and has direct
effects on the formation of ethnocentric attitudes (Eisinga & Scheepers, 1989:
107, Felling et al., 1986: 142-146).
According to Eisinga and Scheepers (1989: 142), the perceived threat of
competition in this field is one of the more important factors in explaining
ethnocentrism, since it explains both the negative image of outgroups and the
positive image of the ingroup. Research has shown that the Dutch and the Turks
perceive areas of competition and conflict. Both groups tend to blame the
authorities for putting them in a disadvantaged position. The Turks, for example,
think that they are treated unfavourably when houses are allocated, while the
Dutch think that the Turks are favoured in such situations (cf. Van Holsteyn,
1995: 43). These feelings may be related to negative stereotyping, since, as
Duckitt (1992: 119) has shown, perceived differential treatment suggests
dissimilar interests and stimulates intergroup bias. Most of the time, however, the
Dutch, especially, perceive interethnic competition and conflict.
Stimulated by popular stereotypes, such as 'minorities steal our jobs, our
houses, and our welfare benefits', community studies in mixed neighbourhoods
in the eighties stressed the idea that competition, especially in the socioeconomic field, would lead to prejudice and ethnic conflict. This idea was
extensively criticised for its naivety, lack of theoretical foundation, and empirical
evidence. Authors like Abraham-Van der Mark (1984: 300) and Bovenkerk et al.
(1985: 310) claim that the idea of competition must be considered to be an
opinion that arises from suspicion and prejudice rather than the reflection of a
real situation. They argue that, due to the unequal positions of the groups on the
labour and housing markets, real competition hardly occurs. They suggest that
the 'competition-hypothesis' is based on an overestimation of the social power of
immigrant groups. Whether or not this argument is right, it does not take away
from the fact that both groups perceive some kind of competition in the labour
and housing markets. Perceived competition in the housing market, especially,
relates to a third type of threat which is experienced by the Dutch who live in or
near mixed neighbourhoods, the perceived territorial threat.
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2.5.4 Territorial threat
Territorial threat can be described as the perception that a social outgroup
violates the social geographical space" of the ingroup, or tries to occupy it. This
perception arouses the feeling that the territorial rights of the ingroup are abused.
Territory must be understood in the psychological sense: a preferred social
distance zone connected to the claimed social territory of a social group, which is
defended against outsiders (Bochner, 1982: 13).
Dijker (1989: 79) relates the perception of territorial threat by Dutch people
partly to the perception o strangeness of minorities and partly to the instability
they experience in interethnic relations. Instability means that the boundaries
between the groups are not strict, and that ethnic minorities try to bridge the gap
between them and the majority, both in a spatial and psychological sense, and are
allowed to do so. The Dutch may experience this as a continuous threat to their
personal space. Hewstone & Brown (1986: 15) indicate that such feelings of
threat are common among high status groups, especially when they feel that
lower status groups are getting close in a social sense. In other words, minority
groups violate the norms of the majority with respect to the desired social
distance. As a consequence, the majority group may feel the need to control
positive developments in their interethnic relations. Correspondingly, Bochner
(1982: 12,35-36) stresses what he called 'de-individuation' and 'territoriality' as
dimensions of cross-cultural contacts, considering these to be important as
determinants of the reactions of majority groups. Many cross-cultural contacts,
he explains, constitute a territorial invasion of a highly visible de-individuated
outgroup. De-individuation means not being perceived as an individual person
but as an anonymous representative of an unfamiliar outgroup, i.e., as a stranger.
Strangers tend to be treated less favourably than familiar persons. By their mere
presence in the territorial space of the ingroup, they are considered to be
intruders. Bochner also states that violation of territoriality generates anxiety and
defensive reactions, including hostility, derogation, and withdrawal. Such
violations may be more threatening if the ingroup feels that its cultural values are
under:mined and its identity is weakened. The perceived territorial threat refers to
the belief that outgroup members try to take over or dominate the neighbourhood,
which consequently deteriorates in terms of safety and social status. Research
indicates that Turks with an urban background may have similar concerns as the
Dutch about the social status of their neighbourhood and about the ongoing
concentration of their ingroup and other minority groups in the neighbourhood

(Van Niekerk et al., 1989: 45-54, 61; De Jong & van de Grinten, 1987: 53;
Vermeulen, 1984: 139,156,177).
For Dutch people, this process of attributing characteristics and experiencing
threat becomes more intense if the proportion of migrants in their neighbourhood
increases. Some community studies show a statistical relationship between the
proportion of migrants and the negative stereotyping by indigenous Dutch people
in the neighbourhood. The results of such studies are, however, as mentioned
earlier, not consistent. Some researchers (see, for example, Kaufman and
Verkoren-Hemelaar (1983: 104) and De Jong and Van der Grinten (1987: 50)),
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report that, in areas of high and in areas of low concentration of migrants, Dutch
people are most negative about their Turkish and Moroccan neighbours. In
contrast, others like Visser et al. (1985: 196), find such high levels of negative
15
stereotyping only in the so-called high-concentration areas.
The controversy over the effects of ethnic concentration illustrates the lack of
agreement among scholars on factors that produce mutual negative images.
Kaufman and Verkoren-Hemelaar (1983: 104), for example, relate the negative
views of the Dutch in high-concentration areas to their continuous confrontation
with migrants who, according to them, 1 "oduce discomfort. Visser et al. (1985:
194-196) offer more or less the same explanation. De Jong and Van der Grinten
(1987: 50-6) argue, on the other hand, that the fear that ethnic minorities may
take over the neighbourhood has to be considered as the most important factor.
They find proof for their fears in the increasing number of migrants and the
expanding ethnic infrastructure. In general, both Kaufman and VerkorenHemelaar (1983: 104) and De Jong and Van der Grinten (1987: 50-6) relate the
negative image that the Dutch have of the migrant population in low
concentration areas, to their fear that their neighbourhood will be invaded by
minority groups. They also think that, when those minority groups arrive in great
numbers, their neighbourhood will deteriorate materially and socially, like the
concentration areas they know about. This situation suggests that, beside the
interpretation of direct experiences, hearsay or secondary information may be a
powerful source ofnegative stereotyping.

2.5.5 Social threat
Social threat, the fourth type of threat that influences image-formation, relates to
the perception of a social group that their social environment or community can
be threatened by the presence of other groups. The arrival of outgroups in the
neighbourhood is usually associated with unpleasant experiences and social
effects in the local community.
Among these social effects are the erosion of social networks, or perceived
social disintegration. On a personal level the matter of perceived social
disintegration can be approached from two angles. First, it can be approached
from the angle of disintegration of the local community. From this perspective, a
person who perceives social disintegration does not feel to belong to a local
community anymore, since the ties between local people, in general, are
disappearing or have disappeared. This issue of social disintegration relates to the
matter of social identity as a member of the local community. Second, social
disintegration can be approached from the angle of disintegration of personal
local networks, which, in effect, comes down to eroding supporting networks
(Waege, 1994: 341) or, on the level of emotions, to increased feelings of
loneliness. Loneliness, as De Jong-Gierveld (1984: 45; De Jong-Gierveld &
Kamplluis, 1985) defines it, is the "subjective experience of an unpleasant or
unacceptable lack of (quality) of some specific social relations". We may expect
people who feel more isolated from the local community or from a personal local
network to experience more feelings of territorial and social threat.
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In multiethnic relations, feelings of discomfort with the presence of other
ethnic groups and the desire to prevent them from coming too close tend to be
common reactions. People are inclined to prefer more social distance to some
than to other ethnic groups, depending on the social situation in which they meet.
As we have seen earlier, social distance or the preferred degree of closeness in
interpersonal relationships, has to do with the readiness to accept members of
outgroups as partners in a variety of social roles such as colleagues, neighbours,
friends or family (cf Duckitt, 1992: 8; Kleinpenning, 1993: 29; Hagendoorn,
1986: 125).
Kleinpenning (1993: 58-67) stresses three factors that influence the preferred
social distance of Dutch people to ethnic minorities: perceived cultural
differences (traditionalism), perceived normative differences (deviance), and
perceived differences in socio-economic status. In general, Dutch people prefer a
greater social distance to Turks than to other ethnic groups such as Jews and
Surinamese, because they ascribe more social deviance to them, that is more
violations of social norms. In this case, such normative differences are
considered as more important than cultural differences. However, cultural
differences are also important, because of their influence on the acceptability of
interethnic contacts. For the Dutch the acceptability of contacts with Turks is
low, which means that the Dutch fear that the perceived cultural differences will
disturb their mutual social contacts (cf. Hagendoorn, 1986: 121-131). According
to Kleinpenning (1993: 58-67), when the Dutch fear to have contact with Turks,
they tend to consider them to be culturally traditional. When evaluated as
potential neighbours, Turks are attributed more traditional features compared to
when they are evaluated as colleagues for example. According to them, this
explains why a Dutchman may reject Turks as neighbours, but accept them as
colleagues: 6 Furthermore, this attribution process is reinforced by the perceived
social economic status of minorities. Dutch people tend to judge members of
minority groups negatively if these are younger and have a low professional
status (Van Hoorn, 1987: 175-176).
Contrary to the fact that Dutch people tend to attribute Turks cultural
characteristics when evaluating them, Hagendoorn and Hraba (1987, 1989) have
shown that, with respect to Turks as neighbours, perceived cultural differences
are less important for them than perceived social deviance. These authors also
claim that social stereotypes unmistakably have more influence on discrimination
against other ethnic groups than cultural stereotypes. The social stereotypes they
refer to are defined as sets of beliefs about deviance (the groups express uncivil
and illegal behaviour, and are demanding and aggressive), seclusiveness (the
groups tend to avoid social contact and behave superior and distant) and about
the working-class background of the groups concerned (Turks are unskilled, have
low general education, are dirty and non-rational). The cultural stereotypes, on
the other hand, refer to beliefs on being traditional, non-Christian, ethnocentric,
maladjusted, impolite, and so on. According to Hagendoorn and Hraba, the
importance of the social stereotypes indicates that the Dutch consider uncivil
behaviour, perceived aloofness, unattractiveness and low social position of a

Structure and content of group images

37

group to be more acceptable arguments to maintain social distance, than cultural
differences. By implication social distance is influenced by the perception of
being socially threatened, as it implies the violation of social norms. Dutch
people are observed to find these violations a constant agony, and they almost
demand that the rules should be obeyed. This means that Turks and other ethnic
groups have to comply with the social norms that, according to the Dutch, are in
force.

In the case of neighbours, this demand for adjustment seems to stem from the
awareness that the freedom to choose a neighbour is rather small, as compared to,
for example, the freedom to choose a friend. The demand for adjustment is,
however, not limited to Dutchmen who live in multiethnic neighbourhoods.
Through the years, several studies on prejudice in the Dutch context, showed

high proportions of people demanding adjustment from migrant groups. Van
Hoorn (1987: 180) produced evidence that almost 70% of the Dutch demand that
foreigners should adjust to Dutch society if they want to stay in the country. This
percentage is not unique. As mentioned earlier, over the years, several studies
showed that 40 to 75% of the Dutch think that ethnic minorities should adjust to
Dutch society17. This persistence is, however, not only limited to prejudiced
people, since their number always seems to be lower than that of those who
demand adjustment. The strong evidence that relatively tolerant people also
support this demand, convinced Felling, Peters and Scheepers (1986: 51) that it
reflects the opinion ofthe Dutch in general.
According to Dijker (1989: 87), the demand for integration and adaptation of
minorities to Dutch culture can be seen as an indication of the widespread desire
to control the behaviour of the ethnic groups concerned. This desire is related to
feelings of anxiety, especially where processes of emancipation not only enhance
the visibility of ethnic minorities, but also their self-confidence (cf. Shadid,
19945. In this regard, Dijker distinguishes three cognitive factors that are related

to anxiety of the Dutch: perceived egocentrism, perceived ethnocentrism and

perceived general concerns. Perceived egocentrism reflects the perception that
outgroup members are unwilling to be influenced by members of the ingroup.
With respect to migrants this means that they do not let themselves be controlled
by the Dutch, who consider them to be too independent, self-centred, noisy,
arrogant and obtrusive. Dijker (ibid.) states that in the interpersonal sphere such
qualities place people out of the social order.
The factor of perceived ethnocentrism is an extrapolation of egocentrism at the
intergroup level. The Dutch see immigrant groups as resisting adaptation and
being socially closed in the sense that they reject social contact with outgroup
members. General concerns about future developments of the interethnic
situation express the unpredictability and the potential of these developments to
arouse anxiety. The more egocentric and ethnocentric motives are ascribed to an
ethnic minority, the stronger the Dutch are observed to experience lack of
control.
With the demand for adjustment, the Dutch reject cultural heterogeneity in
Dutch society. Dutch and minority groups disagree on this issue. In fact they opt
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for assimilation of ethnic minorities. Those groups generally prefer cultural
pluralism (c.f. Van Oudenhoven & Willemsen, 1989: 247). In hierarchical
ethnical relationships, majorities usually take this position, and make demands
for cultural adaptation and integration of minorities who are always held
responsible for closing the gap with the majority @f. Moscovici & Paicheler,
1978: 257; Dijker, 1989: 87). This situation, which causes much mutual tension,
prevails in the concentration areas. But while some of the Dutch complain about
the fact that their Turkish neighbours do not behave properly, Turks report being
rejected, discriminated and watched by the Dutch. They want the Dutch to stop making life a burden to them, and wish that the Dutch would accept them as they
are. This attempt of mutually trying to impose social control on the other, is a
forceful element in the process of stereotyping in multi-ethnic neighbourhoods.
Notes
These conditions will be dealt with in the next chapter when we look into the affective
images of Turkish and Dutch neighbours.
2 Within this line of thought, prejudice is an intergroup attitude to be regarded as a
categorization of a stimulus object along an evaluative dimension. An evaluative dimension
is a dimension on which a comparison an be made between the value or worth of the
stimulus object and another object or standard.
3 According to Kleinpenning (1993: 18), this kind of ethnocentrism differs from the classical
type of ethnocentrism between autonomous independent groups. Stereotypes emerging from
the latter situation are distinct from stereotypes held by ethnic groups which are integrated
within a single political and economic order (Jaspars and Hewstone (1982: 142).
4 Sometimes the concept is used in a more elaborate meaning, leferring to the structure of
ethnic attitudes. In that sense it is connected to the phenomenon that positive images of the
own group may coincide with negative images of the other group (cf Scheepers, Felling &
1

Peters, 1989: 14).

Traditionally, measures of the old-fashioned racism reflect social distance, hostility and
derogatory beliefs (Dovidio et al., 1996: 297).
6 This may explain why traditional measures of prejudice tend to portray people with modern
ethnic attitudes as relatively egalitarian (cf. Pettigrew & Meertens, 1995: 57-75, Verberk,
Scheepers en Wester, 1995: 16-17).
' Procee more or less treats tolerance as an act that follows a judgment. Since in the Dutch
context, as we shall see, tolerance tends to be conditional, the concept is treated as reflecting
a behavioural tendency.
8 The discussion about the subtlety of prejudice, sometimes seems futile. Inspection of the
content of the concepts and the related measuring instruments, for example, instantly shows
that a suitable standard to determine the subtlety of beliefs is not available. Indicators also
suffer from the majority perspective. Sometimes, what is considered to be subtle may easily
be felt to be blunt racism from the minority perspective (cf. Leeflang, 1996: 34-35;
Coenders, Scheepers, Sniderman & Verberk, 1999: 9).
9 Even the Social Identity Theory, which stresses motivational processes, says little about
emotions (Vanman & Miller, 1993: 231).
'
0 But somehow measures of prejudice of prejudice did not distinguish between affective and
cognitive components (Dovidio et al., 1996: 287)
11
Socialisation is the process of learning social roles that belong to certain social positions and
the cultural definition of those roles (Zijderveld, 1991: 35). Enculturation is the process of
learning to socialise (interact) fiDm values, norms and significances (Zijderveld, 1991: 140)
5
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cf Blokland-Potters, 1997: 110, Phalet & Verkuyten 2001: 177).
This concept differs from the one as used by Verberk (1999: 161). She combines the
different types of threat into one single scale called 'ethnic threat'. The perception of ethnic
threat, in her definition, and authoritarianism account for most of the direct effects of
education and social class on both overt and covert unfavourable attitudes.
I
3 On the other hand, positive emotions, for example, elicited by smiling, often lead to more
helpful behaviour, friendliness, risk-taking (e.g. getting to know strangers), and co-operating
(Vanman & Miller, 1993: 230) Paradoxically, help giving behaviour may, due to the effect
of social comparison, raise negative emotional reactions in both the helper and the helped.
The threat to self-esteem of the helped may elicit hostility towards the helper. In turn help
giving may provide the helper with 'proof of the inferiority of the one in need and confirm
superiority feelings. Helpful Dutch neighbours in concentration areas in Dutch cities, for
example, are observed to have extreme prejudiced feelings towards ethnic minority groups
(cf. Van Dijk, 1987; De Jong & Verkuyten, 1995).
14
The concepts of territoriality and physical dimensions (boundaries, usage, physical distance)
of the neighbourhood are fundamentally linked (Yeates and Garner, 1976: 252-253).
5 There is no consensus about what constitutes low, medium or high concentration.
Concentration is usually defined in terms of the ethnic ratio relative to areas other than the
area under study. The proportions of non-indigenous ethnic groups vary from 10% (Van
Niekerk et al., 1989: 35; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 49) to 50% (Visser et al., 1985: ,
191; Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 14). Usually, the concentration is located in
neighbourhoods, apartment buildings or (parts 00 streets (De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987:
50). These differences make the relationship between the ethnic mix, ethnic relations and
stereotyping fuzzy.
16
This acceptance by collegues may be the result of cutural selection processes in the labour
market According to Gowricharn ( 1993: 175) the labour market is a cultural institution in
which the integration of ethnic minorities is determined by their cultural distance to Dutch
culture.
17 Hagendoom and Jansen (1983: 89) report 59%, De Jong and Van der Toorn·Hartog (1984)
48% to 67%, Felling, Peters and Scheepers (1986: 50,51) 42.8% and Kleilpenning (1993:
96) 75%.
12
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Framework of the Study
3.1 Introduction
The framework of the explorative research outlined here is centred on five main
topics. First, we will look into the research design and focus on the research
questions, the character of the study, the consequences of the comparative
design, and the nature of the collected data. Next, the conceptual model of this
design will be presented. Here we will concentrate on the theoretical relevance of
the concepts measured, on the interrelation of the variables, and on their
operationalisation into measurable entities. Subsequently, the process of the data
collection is accounted for, by describing the measurement instruments and
discussing aspects of validity and reliability. Finally, the sampling procedure,
data-processing and analysis are reviewed.

3.2 Design of the study
This study is designed to gather quantitative and qualitative data in order to gain
more insight into the content, nature and determinants ofthe mutual images of
the Dutch and the Turks who live in mixed neighbourhoods in the Netherlands.
The following general questions directed the research:

1

What are the similarities and differences between the Dutch and the Turks
with regard to the content, nature and determinants oftheir mutual images?

1.1 What are the nature, and content of their mutual images in the so-called
concentration areas?
1.2 Which factors inlluence the nature and content of these mutual images, and
how are these factors interrelated?
1.3 What are the similarities and differences between the areas with high and
with low proportions of ethnic minorities with respect to the nature, content
and determinants ofthese mutual images?
In order to study the above-mentioned similarities and differences between the
Dutch and the Turks, a comparative approach is adopted. Such an approach is not
common in studies on interethnic relations in Dutch neighbourhoods. Mostly, the
perspective of the Dutch population dominates, and the perspective of the ethnic
minorities is underexposed. This study is also comparative in another sense. The
content, nature and determinants of the mutual images of the Dutch and the
Turks is compared in two different interethnic contexts: one with a high and one
with a low proportion of ethnic minorities, so it may become clear whether the
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level of concentration of ethnic groups influences the nature of interethnic
encounters and the nature, content and determinants of mutual ethnic images. For
this reason, we selected concentration areas in the cities of Rotterdam and
Tilburg. Rotterdam stands for the context where the Dutch form a quantitative
minority, and Tilburg for the context in which they are a quantitative majority.'
The fact that the two concentration areas are located in two different cities
prevents possible effects of social comparison between the different areas under
study.

The research is exploratory in nature. It is mainly designed to explore the
content, nature and determinants of mutual stereotypes of the two groups and to
construct a structural model of the relations between significant determinants and
the ethnic images. At the same time the theoretical constructs used, are explored
in relation to the daily experiences of the individuals under study. That is why
this study is explicitly based on quantitative comparative research with a
qualitative component. In this way we can provide quantitative empirical support
for the theoretical descriptions of the relations between the variables influencing
mutual stereotyping among the groups concerned: Besides, the quantitative data
of this study allows us to make systematic comparisons between the Dutch and
the Turks and to assess the effect of the ethnic context as well.
The qualitative component is added to explore the ordinary beliefs and images
of the groups concerned and to simultaneously study their explanations. In many
studies, it is often not always clear to which daily life experiences and ordinary
opinions quantitative measures used refer.4 To avoid this deficiency, in this
study, respondents were urged to gialify their answers to improve our insight
into their ordinary considerations about the life shared with other ethnic groups.
This approach also improves our insight into the meaning they attach to common
concepts they use in day-to-day talk about interethnic relations. It is known that
concepts like tolerance, acceptance, discrimination and integration cover many
different meanings. In relation to integration, Shadid (1994a: 216), for example,
stresses that the vagueness of the concepts is an advantage for policy makers. It
creates the illusion of consensual agreement between and a harmony of interests
of all social parties involved.
This study is performed in two steps. First, the construction of an instrument
suitable to gather quantitative and qualitative data on the subject was prepared in
a pilot study (cf. Leeflang, 1996). In this context, the research techniques and
literature on the subject were thoroughly reviewed. Special attention was paid to
studies concentrating on the quantitative measurement of prejudice, the
description of the processes of stereotyping in neighbourhoods and on theoretical
frames of reference for studying these processes. Also, qualitative data was
gathered in order to gain theoretical sensitivity for the ordinary views and
explanations of the Turks and the Dutch and the issues they consider important.
Next, a research design and a theoretical-empirical framework were constructed,
the selected concepts were operationalised, the questionnaire was developed and
the empirical data was gathered.
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3.3 Conceptual framework
In the conceptual framework of this study, four interrelated classes of variables
are distinguished: variables concerning the background of the respondents, their
life in the neighbourhood, perception of threat and mutual images (see fig. 3.1).

Figure 3.1: Conceptualframeworkfor the study of ethnic stereotyping
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The variables referred to and the relationships between them were thoroughly
discussed and analysed in the previous chapters. This framework presents an
overview ofthe factors that will be explored in this study. It is not a model of
causal relationships to be tested.

3.4 Data collection
As mentioned earlier, the data was collected with a combination of quantitative
and qualitative techniques. Since many concepts used in the fi eld of interethnic
relations have a broad meaning5 in daily life, in this study no definitions are
imposed on the respondents when using such concepts. This approach offered us
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the opportunity to discover the meaning these concepts have in daily speech and
experiences.

3.4.1 Research instruments
The data is gathered with structured interviews using questions with pre-coded
answers, and statements to which respondents were asked to react. Active
questioning about the meaning of the answers given and of the concepts used by
the respondents, followed the questions and the statements. Generally, the same
topics wie discussed and similar question wording was used for the Dutch and
the Turks. However, when necessary, questions and statements were formulated
strongly consistent with the perspective of the respondent interviewed, because in
neighbour relations similar issues, for example, interethnic social control,
implied different questions for each group. So, the Dutch were requested to
comment on the need to judge and influence the behaviour of the Turks; the
Turks were asked to reflect on statements like 'Dutch neighbours are constantly
watching the Turks'. In some other instances, the respondents were confronted
with evaluating opinions from the other group.
Responses on statements were generally measured with Likert-type scales
using five response categories. To avoid the risk of imposing response categories
on the respondents, the alternatives given were not presented to them on paper.
The questionnaire contained about 100 main questions and statements. Turkish
respondents could choose the language for the interview: Dutch or Turkish.
Questionnaires were tested on logical structure, comprehensibility, manageability
for the interviewer, and length of the interview (about 2 hours).

3.4.2 Validity and reliability of measurement

Gathering data to compare the nature, content and determinants of mutual
stereotypes of Dutch and Turks invo lves vertical and horizontal validity
problems. Vertical validity refers to the quality of the indicators for the
theoretical concepts produced in the process of operationalisation, while
horizontal validity refers to the conceptual equivalence in intergroup comparison,
especially when groups differ in cultural backgrounds (cf. Phalet & Verkuyten
2001: 180). This type of conceptual equivalence necessitates that one has to
describe the phenomenon in the way each group observes it and state it in clear
understandable language, in order to make it significant within their frame of
reference. The purpose is to communicate the content of the questions and
statements (cf. Davidson & Thomson, 1980; Berry, 1980; Hui & Triandis, 1985,
Van de Vijver & Leung 1997). In this study, such problems are avoided by
basing the questions and statements on the results of preliminary empirical and
literature research (cf. Leeflang, 1996). Translation of the questionnaire into the
Turkish language was, however, problematic, where oonceptual equivalence had
to be reached by using the technique of back-translation and decentering (Brislin,
Lonner & Thorndike, 1973).
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3.4.2.1 Translating the questionnaires into Turkish
To achieve conceptual equivalence the strategies of back-translation and of
decentering were used. Back-translation means that one person translates the
questionnaire from Dutch into Turkish and a second person translates it back into
Dutch. The researcher compares the original with the back-translated version to
see if the meaning is adequately transferred. Decentering means that rewriting
the original questionnaire is allowed as long as the proper meaning is
communicated. There are several variations on this procedure.
The final translation of the questionnaire was, howe er, the result of several
steps. First, an official translator, an ethnic Turk born and raised in Holland
produced the Turkish version in consultation with a native linguistic expert, born
and raised in Turkey. Second, this version was tested on its comprehensibility in
interviews with 4 respondents of different ages and sex by four different
interviewers. Third, in the first stage of the fieldwork, when the interviews were
discussed with the interviewers, each of them made suggestions to improve the
translations. Their suggestions were discussed with them individually to find
some kind of consensus on the proper wording. In some cases the original
version of the question or statement (for Dutch and Turks) was changed.
Early in this process, some translations proved to be obviously wrong. The
concept of 'verhuizen' was, for example, translated by 'emigration' in stead of
'moving', 'irritation' was changed into 'aggression', and 'aggression' was
considered to be 'beating someone up'. Occasionally, some sentences conflicted
with proper Turkish grammar. An even more complex task was deciding on
conflicting opinions about the proper translation, which had to do with the nature
of the language itself. Should one use common Turkish as spoken by the migrant
population, or correct standard Turkish as used in Turkey? Should one use the
language of speech or the written language? Every choice had its dilemmas.
Standard Turkish tended to be only accessible to schooled respondents, and it
proved to be too complex for (functionally) illiterates, especially for women. But
the elderly, usually men, objected to what they called 'street language' in the
interview. They recommended the official written language over the language of
speech, because it enhanced the chance of inderstanding, since migrant Turkish
consists of different dialects and is subject to local variation. The official written
language (standard Turkish) was considered more decent in all situations. Some
people characterised street language in a formal (interview) situation as an insult
It is interesting to mention that every Turkish person who had got the chance to
read the questionnaire, disagreed with the translation. When they were asked for
a suitable correction, most objections seemed to evaporate, since most
recommendations proved to be a matter of personal style or preference. It turned
out that advisors were correcting correct alternatives, improving the translations
in grammar, wording and style, but also making the texts more difficult, abstract
and less comprehensible.

Additional communication problems arose from conflicting styles of
communication. The most striking experience was with the first version of the
letter we sent to ask Turkish respondents to co-operate. The letter was translated
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by a Turkish social worker and corrected by two experts born, raised and (partly)
educated in Turkey. The letter caused many Turkish respondents to refuse
receiving our interviewer. They felt offended by the letter, since it did not
contain a request to co-operate but an instruction to talk to our interviewer
instead. Indeed, the Turkish experts had removed all our requests and replaced
them by some firm advice to co-operate. Obviously, the communication style of
the higher educated Turks from Turkey collided with the communication style in
Holland.
This brings us to the topic

of reliability, which means whether repe: ted
measurement or the use of different interviewers would lead to the same
information. Several steps were taken to improve reliability. First of all, the
instruction and intensive coaching of interviewers were applied to reduce
interviewer bias. Furthermore, the interviews were carefully structured in such a
way as to make easy conversation possible. Questions and statements were kept
short and the style and content as simple as possible. However, many problems
were too complex to be satisfactorily solved. One of such main problems was the
matter of social acceptability in interethnic relations. Since ethnic
correspondence between interacting partners may reduce bias in cultural
communication and matters of social acceptability in 'ethnic specific' topics, the
respondents were interviewed by interviewers from their own group.
Unfortunately, this introduced the effect of social desirability due to expected
condemnation by ingroup members (cf Kemper, 1998; Van Heelsum, 1993;
Meloen & Veenman, 1990; De Jongh & Shadid, 1984). Response patterns
however, as Phalet & Verkuyten (2001: 180) argue, may vary in relation to the
level of acculturation. A high level of acculturation, for instance, sometimes
leads to less affirmative answers.
Interviewers were mainly recruited among university students. In Rotterdam
we focused on selecting Turkish interviewers from the residential areas under
study, because of their access to extended networks of potential respondents. The
educational background of the Turkish interviewers ranged from secondary
school to a university degree. The lower educated interviewers tended to perform
more satisfactorily than many university students because they took instructions
more seriously, added less ('scientific') interpretation to the answers and reported
more details. They seemed to have filtered the information less, possibly because
they were more insecure about what was important. The Dutch interviewers were
all university students or had a university degree. One of them did not perform
satisfactorily with regard to the quality ofthe interviews.
3.4.2.2 Recruiting interviewers

Contrary to the Dutch interviewers, recruiting and training of the Turkish

interviewers turned out to be an ongoing process. Generally, the Turkish
interviewers had a low performance and a high dropout-rate. Most of them
produced, after months of 'interviewing', no or only one or two interviews. To
illustrate this problem: in Tilburg there were 22 Turkish and 10 Dutch
interviewers needed for 119 interviews and 101 interviews, respectively. In
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Rotterdam the picture was about the same. Exactly 30 Turkish and 8 Dutch
interviewers produced 84 and 52 interviews, so the Dutch interviewers produced
twice as many interviews as the Turks.
The main reasons the Turkish interviewers gave for their dropping out or
under-performing were illness, the burden of study or work and the Ramadan
(the Muslim fasting month). The arrest of Ocalan, leader of the Kurdish
liberation movement (PKK) and the unrest it caused, led 5 Turkish and Kurdish
interviewers to give up interviewing.

There may be at least five explanations for the difference in drop out rate
between Dutch and Turkish interviewers. First of all, the Turks were unsatisfied
with their fee despite the fact that the Turkish interviewers were paid 25% more
than the Dutch. Most Turkish interviewers were constantly complaining that the
allowance was bad and the work was too hard. Another reason was that the
Turkish interviewers were more reluctant to approach people they do not know.
Especially women feared nosy questions of interviewees, referring to severe
social control among their group. The emotional sensitivity of the topic may also
partly explain the higher drop out rate. Confrontation with stereotyping,
interethnic communication, self-evaluations and so on, caused emotional distress
by some of them. During the interviews they tended to get emotionally involved
and could not maintain enough emotional distance. One interviewer explicitly
said that he stopped because he got depressed from some people's stories and
desperate situations.
In most instances, however, the underlying reason appeared to be that many
Turkish interviewers were not susceptible to coaching. On the other hand, all
Dutch interviewers were prepared to discuss the problems they met with while
interviewing, and to discuss possible solutions. Only 9 of the 52 Turkish
interviewers reported difficulties or a need for reflection. Discussing their
interviews, suggestions for improvement seemed to cause them to feel uncertain,
rather than making them feel better equipped for the next interview. Turkish
experts consulted insisted that the difficulty in coaching educated Turkish
youngsters is caused by misplaced defensive pride which migrants need to
maintain themselves in a threatening Dutch environment. Two other experiences
with Turkish interviewers interfered with successful co-operation as well. Some
of them appeared to have difficulties to effectuate appointments. This seemed to
make planning a struggle with coincidence. Besides, 6 persons could not resist
the temptation to practise fraud on the last interviews they performed. These
persons, and a total of 15 interviews, were removed from the study.

3.5 Sample selection and non-response
As mentioned before, the fieldwork on ethnic stereotyping and interethnic
relations is situated in ethnically mixed residential areas in the cities of
Rotterdam and Tilburg. Rirthermore, the two areas are extremely different with
respect to the ethnic composition of their populations. The proportion of migrants
in the multiethnic concentration areas in Rotterdam (50 to over 70%) is much
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higher than in Tilburg (20-35%). In some cases in Rotterdam, the local Dutch
population is, as we have argued before, 'one-out-of-many' ethnic minorities (cf
De Jong, 1995: 9). In this city with a population of 590,000 persons, 28% of the
population is of non.Dutch origin. The Turks form 7% of the total population and
24% of the non-Dutch population. In the residential areas 'Oude Westen' and
'Nieuwe Westen' with a population of 11,000 and 19,000 which were selected
for this study, about 40% of the population is ethnically Dutch and 15% is of
Turkish origin (COS, 1997). In each of the residential areas we aimed at
interviewing 5r Dutch and 50 Turkish residents.
In Tilburg, which has a population o f 190,500, 20% of the population is of
non-Dutch origin. The Turks form 3% of the total population, md 15% of the
non-Dutch. Residential areas in the north (Stokhasselt, Vlashof, de Schans,
Quirijnstok), south (Broekhoven, Korvel, Trouwlaan) and west (Het Zand and
Wandelbos) of the city were selected. Each containing between 18,000 and
24,000 people. The proportion of the Dutch population varies between 79% for
the southern areas to 67% for the northern areas. So only one-fifth to one-third of
the population in those areas is of foreign origin. About 5% of the population is
Turkish. They represent 10 to 30% o f the migrant population (Gemeente Tilburg,
Statistisch Jaarboek, 1999):
By our definition, Turks are those whose parents were born in Turkey. No
distinction is made between Kurds and Turks. It is, therefore, not clear whether
these groups treat each other as out-groups in the process of social comparison
with the Dutch majority. This question came up during the political unrest early
1999 following the capture of the PKK-leader Ocalan by the Turkish authorities.
Since this issue rose practically at the end of the period of the data collection, we
could not check whether this multiple-identity problem influenced the answering
ofthe questionnaire.
In order to produce a total number of 400 interviews, in each city 100 Turkish
and 100 Dutch persons had to be interviewed. For each ethnic group, within each
selected residential area an equal number of men and women between the ages of
20 to 70, who had lived there for five years or more, was required. Limited
selection criteria and random matching of the Dutch and Turkish sample were
applied because of sampling problems in Rotterdam, but also because experts
claim that due to poor registration matched sampling is hardly possible in such
areas. The context of this study allowed our specific sampling procedure, as we
do not aim at analysing and comparing the distribution of the social phenomena
across the populations of Tilburg or Rotterdam.
Besides, in each city the respondents were selected in a different way. Upon
request, local authorities of the city of Tilburg delivered a sample of about 120
male and 120 female respondents for each group. In the northern area 39 Turks
and 46 Dutch people were interviewed, in the southern area 44 Turks and 31
Dutch people and in the western area 36 Turks and 24 Dutch people. In this city,
the response rate was 68% for Turkish and 48% for Dutch respondents. The real
non-response (refusals) was 16% (28 persons) for the Turks and 48% (96
persons) for the Dutch.
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Because of strict privacy regulations, the local administration of the city of
Rotterdam could not provide us with a sample of addresses of respondents for

each group7. In this city the snowball method was applied, in which socio-

cultural and community workers introduced the research to local residents. They
provided for about half of the Dutch and 25% of the Turkish respondents. These
respondents were asked to introduce the research to members of their personal
networks. Turkish interviewers provided for the bulk of the interviewees within
their group by selecting others in their personal networks. A total number of 46
Turks and 33 Dutch were il terviewed in the area of 'Oude Westen', and 44
Turks and 33 Dutch in the area of 'Nieuwe Westen'.
The data was collected between May 1998 and April 1999, first in Tilburg
and, from October 1998, also in Rotterdam. In both cities a long period of time
was needed because of the large number of drop-outs among the Turkish
interviewers and their low performance. In the city of Tilburg the holiday season,
in which many Turkish families went to Turkey, also led to delay. In the city of
Rotterdam, the main problem was finding enough respondents who were willing
to cooperate. Unfortunately, several social and cultural workers and respondents,
who at first agreed to introduce the research to people in their neighbourhoods,
on second thought did not comply with our request.
Unfortunately, our method of selecting respondents in the network of
interviewees was not successful either. Most Dutch respondents had only a few
contacts left in their neighbourhoods. Most close friends and relatives had moved
to other neighbourhoods or to villages close to Rotterdam. Additionally, some
people feared that, while introducing the research to others, they would
contribute to the negative image of the neighbourhood. According to some,
people from their network refused to co-operate because of other factors, such as
the length of the interview, the subject, the conviction that their co-operation
would not make any difference, and the fact that a number of studies were
already done in the neighbourhood without any noticeable positive consequences
for them. Generally, Turkish respondents did not seem to have the problem of
limited networks, but like the Dutch, they hardly ever introduced the interviewers
to other persons.

3.6 Data-processing and data-analysis
Some questions were not used in the analysis because of too many people failed
to answer them, for various reasons. In some cases, questions were deliberately
skipped by interviewers when interviews lasted bo long or when they judged
them to be irrelevant to the respondents. In other cases, Dutch interviewers
skipped questions because the respondents disapproved of some topics, such as
those on prejudice and discrimination.
The questionnaire produced quantified data as well as the respondents'
personal reflections on the given answers. The quantified data was analysed
using various statistical procedures. First of all, the scores of the Dutch and the
Turks were compared using Anova. To see whether the differences in ethnic mix
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in Tilburg and Rotterdam had any influence on the nature of the responses, a
2x2-design was applied. The results are presented in tables that contain the
proportions of the two groups that reported specific characteristics for the total
sample and for each city, and the results of Anova-analysis. The original results
are presented in appendices.
Furthermore, the multivariate procedure of Homals8 was used to explore the
relations between variables fur scaling purposes. Homals facilitates the
multivariate analysis of categorical and ordinal data, and allows one to search for
non-linear relations. Like Principal Component Analysis, Homals computes
uncorrelated dimensions to represent the relations between variables. Next,
variables that were strongly interrelated in a theoretically relevant way were
combined into scales. In order to express the validity of the scales, a Cronbach's
alpha was computed. The alpha reflects the consistency of relations between the
variables in one scale when the scores are added up. A higher alpha represents a
higher consistency. Subsequently, structural models of the relations between
significant determinants and the ethnic images were developed using Amos
(version 3.6), a statistical procedure for testing linear structural models.
The qualitative data, i.e., the data qualifying the answers, assumes some kind
of qualitative analysis. Since such analysis is mainly used to clarify people's
opinions, it is kept simple. For each topic to be analysed, the respondents were
randomly selected in each group. The topics introduced by at least 50
respondents were listed until it was clear that no new topics and aspects occurred.
Then, these were categorised into mutually exclusive categories relevant to the
issue. The categorising and naming of the categories was done separately for
Dutch and Turkish respondents. Afterwards, in many instances, joint
classifications were constructed, since the groups often introduced similar topics.
Notes
'

2
3

4

5

6

'

8

In this study, official qualifications of the local administration were used to qualify a certain
residential area as a concentration area.
The study aimed at analysing the relationship between social events without assessing the
extent to which these events take place (Schuyt 1986: 105).
Quantitative research on interethnic relation usually focused on different categories of
respondents (schoolchildren and students), on other levels of aggregation (schools, cities, or
national samples), or on a limited aspect of stereotyping (prejudice) (see Leeflang 1996: 18).
This situation was reinforced by the researchers who do not seem to agree on the content and
definitions ofconcepts (Leeflang 1996: 25-36; Verberk 1999: 21-23).
Analysing the discourse of Dutch residents in concentmtion areas, Verkuyten et al. (1993",b)
illustrate the complexity of and variation in interpretative repertoires used to describe,
explain, and justify their views.
The statistical department of the city council of Tilburg processed the data on request.
They only wanted to co-operate with a mailing of 400 persons, for considerable financial
compensation. Experts forecasted a response of only 5% due to the usually low response
rates of 30-40%, the uireliable information of the population register office, and the fact that
people in those areas are less prepared to co-operate in social surveys. This is a problem
survey-research is often confronted with (cf. Kemper 1998: 52)
spSS for windows,
release 10.0.7 (June 2000); see Gifi, A., 1983, Homals user's guide.
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Life in

a

Multi-Ethnic

Neighbourhood
4.1 Introduction
Multi-ethnic neighbourhoods may provide the people living in them with a broad
variety of experiences. These experiences, which can be considered as basic
factors in processes of mutual stereotyping, may not only be personal in nature
but social as well, since they can be shared and passed on to other members of
the ingroup. This means that the experiences, emotions, or views of other ingroup
members may strongly determine one's own. The perception of threat is one of
such experiences.
As was mentioned in Chapter Two, studies on interethnic relations in mixed
neighbourhoods indicate that Dutch people perceive at least three kinds of threat:
social economic, social, and territorial threat. Social economic threat involves the
perception of ethnic competition that threatens one's own or the ingroup's social
economic status. Social threat relates to the perception of threat to the local
community, and territorial threat concerns the belief that an outgroup threatens
the territory ofthe ingroup.
This chapter is focused on these aspects of living in a mixed neighbourhood.
After the social demographic and social economic characteristics of the
respondents have been described, empirical data on the different types of threat
will be presented and analysed.

4.2 Characteristics of the respondents
The Dutch and Turks in this study strongly differed with respect to their social
demographic and social economic status (see Table 4.1). On average, the Dutch
had lived longer in the neighbourhoods concerned (24 versus 11 years), were
older (49 versus 37 years of age), more often single (34% against 13%, in
Rotterdam 52% versus 16%), and mostly female (62% versus 51%).
Furthermore, the two groups differed most in relation to the number of children
they had attending primary or secondary school (75% of the Turks versus 20% of
the Dutch). The social status of the Dutch, as indicated by the levels of education
and employment, was also much higher than that of the Turks. Only 22% of them
as opposed to 46% of the Turks, reported having primary education or less, and
up to 53% were employed, as opposed to 42% of the Turks.
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Table 4.1: Social demographic and social economic characteristics in percentagesl
Dutch
Tilburg Rotterdam

Number of years in the area

Age

20

Turks

Total

29

Tilburg Rotterdam

24

9

Total

14

11

47 52 49 35 39 37

Marital status (% Single)

23
56

Sex (% women)
% of children (<18)

21

52
70
18

34
62

11
48

20

76

16
56

Education (primary education or less)
21
25
22
50
Percentage employed
58
45
53
48
Significances are presented in the corresponding tables in Appendix 1.

13
51

73

75

41
35

46
42

The table indicates that, generally, the pattern of differences between the Dutch
and Turks, with respect to social demographic factors, is the same in both cities.
Table 4.2 contains information about the perceived social economic situation of
both groups, which is described in two dimensions: the dimension of status
frustration, i.e., the difference between goals set and the actual situation, and the
dimension of status anxiety, which reflects worries about perceived future

insecurity.
Table 4.2: Perceived social economic situation:
Aspects of status frustration and status anxiety in percentages

Dutch
Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

34

30

Turks
Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

59

70

Total

Status frustration.
Experienced financial loss
Experienced need to
economise
Changed

lifestyle

Status anxiety:
Fears future
financial loss
Fears having to economise
Fears having to change
lifestyle
Social economic insecurity

|

32

64

20 25 22 : 46 66 55
54

68

60

57
59

73
72

62
65

11 1 26

52

47

36

43

30
18

32
19

32
18

10

,

24 24 24 48 63 55
13

37 1

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1.

shows, that for the Dutch, a better social economic status is
accompanied by less feelings of insecurity. On all aspects measured, the Dutch
reported experiencing less status frustration and status anxiety. Only about 30%
of them reported some financial loss due to unemployment, bankruptcy, or a drop
in social security benefits. At the same time, most of them did not fear further
financial setbacks in the future. Twenty to twenty-five percent of the Dutch
respondents reported having cut back on household expenditure, mostly only on
what they called, luxuries: they, for example, sold their car, or spent less on
hairdressing. Between 15 and 20% of them said that they would also have to
economise on usual daily costs o f living in the future.
The data
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These figures are in sharp contrast with the percentage of Turks (60 to 70%)
who reported having worsened fmancial situation, usually for similar reasons as
the Dutch. Unlike the Dutch, however, the majority reported fearing a
deteriorating financial situation in the future, for example, because of job
insecurity, a lower income, or the increasing demands of growing children.
About two-and-a-half times as many Turks (55% against 22%), reported having
had to economise on household expenditures in the past few years, and another
60 to 70% of them said they feared that they will be forced to do so in the near
fut ire, because of expected unemployment or increased costs of living. Most of
all, they said they feared the financial obligations yet to come, such as the costs
of marriage of their children, maintenance of their houses, and holidays in
Turkey.
In order to measure the perceived level of social economic insecurity, the
indicators of status anxiety and status frustration were combined into a scale. The
reliability of the constructed scales was acceptable (for the Dutch Cronbach's
alpha .61, for the Turks .78, and for the total sample .78). The proportions of
Turks and Dutch who reported experiencing extreme social economic insecurity
(the upper 25% of the scores) are included in Table 4.2. It is clear that Turks
more often experience extreme social economic insecurity. The table also
indicates that the differences between the two groups are more pronounced in
Rotterdam. Among the Dutch, the experience of social economic insecurity is
related to employment status, which means that the unemployed experience more
social economic insecurity than the employed (t test, p < .05). The Turks
experience social economic insecurity especially when they are unemployed (t
test, p < .000), have children at school (t test,p < .001), and are older (r .26).
The figures above illustrate that the Dutch are better off than the Turks.
Research, however, shows that members of majority groups who are in a bad or
worsening social economic situation, for example due to unemployment, often
perceive more social economic threat and competition for work, welfare benefits,
and housing from ethnic minority groups (cf. Eisinga & Scheepers, 1989: 107113, Duckitt, 1992: 98). This may also be true for the Dutch in this study. The
perceptions of threat and competition will be explored below.

4.3 Social economic threat: ethnic competition for

work and welfare benefits
Social economic threat is commonly defined as the fear of ethnic competition for
work, welfare benefits, and housing. In the literature, the feeling of social
economic threat is often put forward as a predictor of negative ethnic attitudes
and ethnic preferences. According to Visser et al. (1985: 196-201), the more the
Dutch experience competition in the labour and housing market, the more they
prefer to have Dutch instead of foreign neighbours. In this study, aspects of
competition for welfare benefits and for work were measured using different
questions for the Dutch and Turkish respondents. In the case of the Dutch the
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focus was on the relation between social security and the unemployment of Turks
and on competition in the labour market, while in the case of the Turks the access
to social security and to the labour market was emphasized.
Table 4.3: Aspects of social economic competition in percentages
Tilburg Rotterdam Total
Statements of the Dutch:
The level of social security benefits is low due to the
high number of unemployed Turks
The chances of Dutch B -,ple finding a good job are
decreasing due to competition from Turks
Statements of the Turks:
Dutch people deny Turks the right to social security

37

29

34

25

16

22

37

47

41

48

39

49

benefits

The Dutch make it difficult for us to find

a

decent job

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

Table 4.3 shows that one third of the Dutch found that, to a certain extent, the
Turks put pressure on the level of the unemployment benefits because many of
them are unemployed. This was especially the case for older (r .20) and lower
educated (r .29) people. Many of the Dutch said that Turks should be forced to
accept a job, because they benefit unjustly from social security, 'kince the state

uncritically grants anyone who enters the country a job or an allowance and a
house for free". According to them, this abuse originates from the high level of
tolerance in society. Some stated that, in essence, the state is to blame for this
practice of misusing social security. "After all, the state (pr 'Den Uyl', the former
Prime Minister people consider to be the advocate of the migration policy)
brought them here in the sixties". The state is also to blame, they said, because it
has set the allowances for the migrants too high. According to some, they have to
accept the situation as it is because ethnic minorities are not responsible for it.
The Dutch respondents who did not find that Turks put pressure on welfare
benefits stressed that these migrants have acquired the right to benefit from social
security, because they came when the Dutch economy needed them and, of
course, because they themselves paid for these allowances. Furthermore, such
rights cannot be taken away from them on moral grounds. The majority, they
argued, did not come here to profit from social security, but to have a paid job.
Several persons also insisted that the pressure on the system of social security
perceived by some people is the result of biased perception. According to them,
this pressure is not real, but is something predominantly felt by the loiver income
groups who easily experience such threat. Others found that the level of
unemployment of Turks and the causes of their unemployment may be
exaggerated. Turks are easily accused of not wanting to work, while, in reality,
their unemployment is mainly caused by the state of the economy.
As for the Turks, up to 41%, especially those with children (t test, p < .05),
and the married (t test, p < .05), agreed with the statement that the Dutch do not
want them to receive social security benefits. Some of them said that the Dutch
were correct in their opinion, because these benefits make people lazy. However,
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the majority rejected this attitude because, as they said, nobody can be denied
access to such benefits. Additionally, they found that Turks have earned those
basic rights because they have worked hard or still do. On the other hand, the
right of equal access to these benefits is the very reason why the majority of the
Turks disagreed with the statement that the Dutch do not want Turks to receive
such benefits. According to them, the belief is widely shared by the Dutch that
everyone has equal access to social security.
Only a few Dutch respondents (22%), the lower educated in particular (r .25),
said they felt that the competition of the Turks worsened the positic .1 of the
Dutch in the labour market. In the city of Tilburg, especially the unemployed
men (t test, p < .001) and older people (r .30), reported fearing the competition of
Turks in the labour market. Whether or not they agreed with the ideas about the

ejfects of such competition, the Dutch emphasised three subjects when they
discussed this topic. The first is the issue of positive discrimination. Some
respondents expressed the belief that when, under equal conditions, a Dutch
person and a Turk ipply for a job, the job will be assigned to the latter due to
positive discrimination. However, this does not necessarily worsen the position
of the Dutch because of their work motivation, which was mentioned as the
second topic. It was said that Turks will take any job they can get, while Dutch
people are more demanding, which essentially means that the groups are not
competing for the same jobs. Finally, the Dutch brought up the issue of
competition. Some disagreed on the idea of competition, because they found that
Dutch people were far ahead, since they are better educated and will not let
themselves be set aside easily. Nevertheless, others found that, because Turks
outnumber the Dutch in the labour market, the Dutch have a smaller chance of
finding ajob.
While only a relatively small proportion of the Dutch reported feeling
threatened by the entry of Turks into the labour market (22%), a considerable
proportion of the Turks (49%), reported feeling that their chances for fair
competition are limited by the Dutch, who are making it difficult for them to find
good jobs. In Tilburg, especially male (t test, p < .001) and older Turks (r .30)
expressed this belief. The Turks said that the Dutch discriminated against them
by employing people of their ingroup or by setting the standards too high for
them. Two other opinions prevail among the Turks about the restricted access to
the labour market. The first opinion is that finding a job is the responsibility of
the Turks themselves. According to the people holding this opinion, those who
want to work and educate themselves will easily find a job. The second opinion
is that the positive developments in the labour market can be observed
everywhere, and that the future will be better. According to this belief, Dutch
society is trying hard to solve the problem of unemployment by making the
selection processes more justly, and by stimulating the interest of employers in
foreign employees. That is why, in the view of these people, the future will be
brighter for the younger generation.
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4.4 Ingroup and outgroup relations
As we have seen earlier, ingroup and outgroup relations are important elements
in the process of social competition and social comparison in which group
images are formed. This observation is also true for social relations in the local
community. In the next paragraphs, factors related to ingroup and outgroup
relations will be elaborated on.

4.4.1 Ingroup relations

If satisfaction with ingroup relations indicates the level of perceived social
integration in the neighbourhood, one may conclude that the Dutch are socially
better integrated (see Table 4.4).
Table 4.4-

Aspects of ingroup relations in percentages
Turks
Dutch

Wants more family around
Wants more friends

Experiences support from

Til-

Rotter-

burg
07

dam

26

Total

Til-

Rotter-

Total

49

14

45

dam
53

burg

I

13

28

19

38

40

39

75

68

72

72

67

70

network
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

The data show that the Dutch are satisfied with the size of their local network.
They hardly feel the need to have more family and friends nearby: only 14%
wants more family and 20% want more friends. This is especially true for the
Dutch in Tilburg. In Rotterdam, however, three times as many Dutch respondents
reported wanting more family around. In general, those respondents were mostly
unemployed (t test, p < .05), or had lived in the neighbourhood for a longer time
(r .26). Single Dutch people liked to have more friends (t test, p < .05). Turks,
however, have a stronger need to expand their personal network: about 50%
reported wanting more family around and 40% more friends. Despite these
differences between the Dutch and the Turks the groups do not differ in the level
to which they experience support from their network. About 70% of them
reported experiencing network support.
As mentioned earlier, the Dutch prefer not to have family living in the same
neighbourhood. They find that family only cause trouble. Some reported being
glad to have their family around, but they would prefer to have them in other
neighbourhoods or villages and cities nearby. Relations with local friends and
neighbours are considered more important. One respondent said, 'I prefer the
neighbourhood to be my family". However, many Dutch respondents expressed
the belief that it is better not to have too many friends, since friends too much
cost time and effort. They would rather have acquaintances in the
neighbourhood, people they superficially know, since knowing many people
gives them the feeling of safety and belonging they need. They also reported that

Life in a multiethnic neighbourhood

57

they would prefer to have good relations with neighbours since, as many quoted,
"a good neighbour is better than a faraway friend".
Among the Turks, the picture is twofold. The topic of family and friendship
relations roughly divides the Turks into two categories: a category preferring a
local supporting network with strong social ties, and another preferring a
marginal local network combined with a network outside the neighbourhood that
is oriented towards Dutch society. The first category is, as might be expected,
mainly oriented towards the Turkish community. They reported wanting more
family and friends around, because they find it pleasant, safe, and supporting.

Their motto is "together we are strong"; or, "the more family around, the
better".
The second category is less oriented towards the local Turkish community of
family and friends. They are convinced that family should be kept at some
distance, and that one should not have too many friends in the neighbourhood.
According to them, family and friends may cause them to become isolated from
the rest of society and limit their capacity to integrate in society at large because
of the social control and the social obligations involved with such relationships.
That is why they reject the concentration of Turks in the neighbourhood. Like the
Dutch, these respondents stated that family and friends mean trouble since they
induce unacceptable restrictions in social life and personal interests. Especially
for women, family relations imply being constantly obliged to host, help, and
comfort other people. Most of these respondents said that they would prefer
having family or friends outside the neighbourhood: 'having friends outside the

neighbourhood means having the possibility to look over the walls of your

present life and having the possibility to escape from the neighbourhood once in

a while':

4.4.2 Outgroup relations

The preference of part of the Turks to expand their interethnic social network can
also be traced in their interethnic contacts. Marked differences can be found in
the mutual contacts of Dutch and Turks. In general, Turks have more contacts of
all types of contact than the Dutch.
Several studies report that informal relations between the Dutch and Turks in
their neighbourhoods are scarce, and that Turks have more informal contacts of
any kind with Dutch people than visa versa. At the beginning of the eighties,
Kaufman and Verkoren-Hemelaar (1983: 90), for example, reported that only
15% of the Dutch had any contact with Turks and Moroccans, while 30% of
these groups reported having contact with the Dutch. Later, at the beginning of
the nineties, the same proportion of Turks reported having about the same
amount of contact with Dutch people or more (cf Tesser et al., 1995: 203).
An inspection of table 4.5 shows, first of all, that lower levels of intimacy in
social contact are associated with increasing numbers of respondents reporting a
specific type of contact.
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Table 4.5: Aspects of mutual contact in percentages
Turks
Dutch

No interethnic contact
Interethnic contact in three
or more relational domains

Greeting
Having small talk
Giving help
Receiving help

Having mutual visits
Having friendship relations

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

59
16

17
46

Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

43

13

34

27

67

43

Total

23
57

37 81 54 86 65 77
26

74

45

64

48

57

14

32

21

55

41

49

17

61

40

52

10

28

06

23

13

42

19

32

05

31

15

39

21

32

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

Both the Dutch and Turkish respondents more often reported greeting each other
(54% and 77%, respectively) than having mutual friendship relations (15% and
32%, respectively). This is in line with theories on social distance, which imply
that the more intimate the type of social contact, the higher the standards people
apply in accepting others as partners in the relationships concerned (cf.
Hagendoorn & Hraba, 1989: 463). According to the available community studies,
existing relations generally are superficial, and are often limited to greeting in the
street and to occasional visits (Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 89-95; De
Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 53; Van Hoorn, 1987: 82; Van der Pennen, 1990:
41; Veldboer & Kleinhans 2001: 65):
From the different types of contact, a scale was constructed to measure the
intensity of interethnic relations as indicated by the number of domains in which
the respondents reported having mutual contact (Cronbach's Alpha .88). The
analysis shows that the Turks have more intense interethnic relations than the
Dutch: 57% of the Turks as opposed to 27% of the Dutch have interethnic
contacts in at least 3 relational domains. In Tilburg, the differences are extreme,
while in Rotterdam the interethnic relations of both groups are of a similar level
of intensity. Turks who are employed have interethnic contacts with Dutch
people in more relational domains than those who are not employed (t test, p <
.05). This indicates that being employed may facilitate their social integration in
Dutch society.
The data shows, furthermore, that similar proportions in each group give and
receive help from the other group. The overall correlation between giving and
receiving help is r .69, and, for the Turks and Dutch separately, the correlation is
r .68 and r .61, respectively, hdicating some kind of reciprocity. Giving and
receiving help are traditionally seen as important lines of interaction between
neighbours, in which, by and large, the Turks are the help-seekers and the Dutch
are the givers of assistance (Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 88-89;
Abraham-van der Mark, 1984: 38; Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 113-115; Schuringa,
1989: 70). Nowadays, such relations have become less frequent because of the
establishment of formal and informal local facilities for information and
assistance.
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The data on ingroup and outgroup relations suggest that the Dutch prefer to have
a limited local network of ingroup relations but also, as their interethnic relations
suggest, to have a limited network of relations with Turks. One of the reasons for
this mentioned in the literature is that the Dutch in concentration areas turn away
from other ethnic groups because of the social threat they experience.

4.5 Social threat
Social threat lS the perception of the members of a social group that outgroups,
which are considered to violate local norms and values, threaten the functioning
of the local community. The attitude of the local residents of a neighbourhood
towards migrant groups, newcomers or not, is usually influenced by such
perceptions of social threat. According to several studies, such perceptions
originate from the fact that the arrival and growth of these groups often coincides
with a process of disintegration of the local community (Kaufman & VerkorenHemelaar, 1983: 96-100; Van Niekerk, 1989: 40-42, 59; De Jong & Van der
Grinten, 1987: 50; Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 115,148,248).
As was mentioned briefly in previous chapters, Dutch people discussing the
presence of ethnic groups in the neighbourhood usually bring up issues like the
bad atmosphere md the nuisance these groups cause, the bad example they set
for children, and the pressure that has to be put on them to change their
unadjusted public behaviour. Turks refer to similar issues when they discuss their
experiences with Dutch people.
Considering these issues, four aspects of social threat were distinguished in
this study: the atmosphere in the neighbourhood, the nuisance caused by the
outgroup, the need to exercise social pressure on the outgroup, and the bad
example the outgroup is perceived to set for children. Social threat was measured
for Turks and Dutch with different indicators. For example, among the Dutch, the
need to exercise social pressure was measured using the statement that "pressure
has to be put on Turks to stick to the rules". Among the Turks, it was measured
using the statement that "pressure has to be put on the Dutch to accept Turks as
they are".
Table 4.6:

Aspects and feelings of social threat in percentages

Dutch
TU-

Rotter-

Turks
Total

bag_ _dam Feels at home
Outgroup:
- spoils the atmosphere
- causes nuisance
- sets a bad example

-

Til-

Rotter-

Total

_ bs_

dam

88

89

89

83

73

79

21
49

30
56

28
52

15
47

18
37

28

48

37

21
29
58
17

35

48
23

Pressure is necessary
49
62
54
31
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

60

Chapter 4

In the following paragraphs, the figures presented on these issues in Table 4.6

will be analysed.

4.5.1 Subjective social disintegration: evaluating the atmosphere
When Dutch people talk about their life in a multiethnic area, they usually
evaluate the atmosphere in the neighbourhood and stress that the local
community is disintegrating. One aspect of such subjective social integration in
the neighbourhood is the feeling of being at home there. The majority of both
groups (89% and 79%, respec ively) reported feeling at home in their
neighbourhoods (see Table 4.6). This was true for relatively more Dutch people
in Rotterdam and in Tilburg. This finding contradicts the conclusion of Visser et
al. (1985: 194-195) that when the concentration of minorities becomes high,

Dutch people feel less at home in their neighbourhood.
The data reveals that the feeling of being at home links more to issues like the
atmosphere in the neighbourhood (peaceful, quiet, or cosy), friendliness of the
neighbours, comfortable and affordable houses, and the availability of public
facilities (for example, shops, public transportation, schools, community centre,
medical services). Turks also mentioned the availability of religious facilities.
Even respondents who also mentioned many negative aspects insisted that they
felt at home in the neighbourhood.
Consensus was found between both groups on the negative features of
concentration areas. Garbage, dirt, noise, drug problems, crime, the presence of
foreigners, and the physical decay of the neighbourhood dominated the list of
negative items. One Turkish respondent who complained about the negative
situation in the neighbourhood said "In this neighbourhood, there are only
foreigners, sellers, buyers, and users of drugs. and there is theft and violence.
Anything bad that one can think of is present, and this is the place I have to live
in. I live here and I have no opportunity to move to some other place". Another
point of consensus is that both groups regret the bad name the neighbourhood
has. As one Turkish woman said, "Should I say I live in 'X-street', I would get
all possible negative reactions".
Among the Dutch, the tendency to focus on negative aspects of interethnic
relations was strong. Nearly one third (28%), especially the unemployed (t test, p
< .01), the lower educated (r .32), and older people (r .23), expressed the belief
that the Turks spoil the atmosphere in the neighbourhood. The percentage of
Turks who expressed the same ideas about the Dutch was smaller (18%). In
Tilburg, unemployed Turks more often blamed the Dutch (t test, p < .05) for this.
In this respect, the Dutch in Tilburg differed extremely from those in Rotterdam.
While in Tilburg the same proportion of Dutch and Turkish respondents reported
finding that the outgroup negatively contributes to the atmosphere in the
neighbourhood, the proportion of the Dutch who reported thinking this in
Rotterdam was two times as large as the proportion of Turks (see Table 4.6). The
Dutch who blamed the Turks for the deteriorated atmosphere in the
neighbourhood complained that the 'cosiness' had disappeared. Many older
Dutch respondents spoke with melancholy of the 'good old days' when 'bad
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people' and migrants had not yet come and when the Dutch enjoyed the
neighbourhood as a community. In the concentration areas, mainly in Rotterdam,
Dutch people reported feeling that nowadays their own familiar neighbourhood
has disappeared. A respondent said "Especially in the evening, you would think

you were abroad since only foreign languages can be heard in the streets".
According to the Dutch, the social ties that used to be common among
neighbours have also eroded since the Turks and other migrants arrived. The
neighbourhood became 'polluted' and 'restless' instead. Most mutual contacts
have perished, and people have become socially isolated or no longer feel at
home in the neighbourhood. The increase in the number of migrants, they
reported, also caused interethnic relations to become bad, or at least to
deteriorate. Many expressed the belief however, that the bad atmosphere in the
neighbourhood was not caused by the lack of adjustment of the Turks alone, but,
in fact, by the lack of adjustment of all foreigners. Especially in Rotterdam,
respondents stressed that the main problem was that too many different ethnic
groups, lacking mutual understanding, and all having their own cultural habits,
became concentrated in the same residential area.
The feeling of the Dutch living in concentration areas, that the atmosphere in
their neighbourhood has deteriorated due to the concentration of migrants, is
frequently mentioned in the literature. Dutch people in those areas tend to identify
everyday problems with the presence of ethnic minorities. They like to refer to
aspects alch as children playing in the streets till late at night, nuisance from
Turkish cafes, pollution and impoverishment of the streets, poor maintenance of
buildings, and misuse of (semi-)public space. The foreigners are blamed for
behaving asocially and disturbing the image of the 'decent' neighbourhood (c.f.
Van de Pennen et al., 1990: 78; Van Hoorn, 1987: 177-181; Bovenkerk et al.,
1985: 113-119,248; Van Niekerk et al., 1989: 59; Schuringa, 1989: 85,92).
Turks also complain about the large number of ingroup members and other
foreigners in general, but they also complain about the behaviour of their Dutch
neighbours. The Turkish respondents who blamed the Dutch, pointed out that the
Dutch create a bad atmosphere by using two standards in judging the behaviour
of people in the neighbourhood: one for themselves and one for others. one
respondent explained that: "should my child happen to urinate somewhere

outside, they get furious. But they let their dog shit and piss all over the
neighbourhood". Nevertheless the Turks were generally mild or sometimes even
very positive about the Dutch. They claimed that the bad atmosphere was not
caused by people of certain nationalities, but by individuals who misbehaved.
Like in other groups, they said, asocial people can also be found among Turks.
Groups should, therefore, not be blamed for the wrongdoings of such persons.
Others, especially in Rotterdam, stated that, most of the time, the Dutch cannot
be blamed since they have left or are leaving the neighbourhood. Without the
Dutch, some Turks explained, the situation will remain bad or even get worse,
since the bad reputation of the mixed neighbourhoods is usually caused by the
foreigners. A popular view among some Turkish respondents was, that the Dutch
stand for progress, for positive developments, and for a positive atmosphere in
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the neighbourhood. According to those respondents, that is why they should be
encouraged to stay. While the Dutch tend to avoid them, Turks on the other hand,
hardly ever choose to avoid Dutch people. On the contrary, they frequently
complain about the lack of mutual contact and older Turks especially, glorify the
times when the Dutch were nice and helpful and, most importantly, when they
were still around.
On discussing the number of Turks in their neighbourhoods, many Turkish
respondents stressed that a high concentration of their ingroup sets limits to their
social life, to their opportunities to improve themselves, and to their freedom to
focus on Dutch society. Especially women complained that their family life
suffered from the dense Turkish communities in such areas. To their discontent,
for example, their husbands and sons spend too much time with their friends in
the pubs.

4.5.2 Evaluating nuisance

About 52% of Dutch people found that Turks caused nuisance, while only about
37% of the Turks accused Dutch people of this. The Dutch especially expressed
their disapproval of the lack of approachability of the Turks. Especially those
who were unemployed (t test, p < .01), had a lower level of education (r .32), or
had lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r .32), believed that it was
impossible to approach the Turks to discuss the nuisance they cause. They found
that Turks were not approachable because they did not feel any responsibility for
this society and therefore did not feel the need to obey its laws.3 Dutch people
also stated that the nature of their mutual relationships did not allow easy
communication. According to them, lack of mutual trust causes both groups to be
tense when they interact. Furthermore, approaching Turks was somehow felt to
be risky, as 'they' might react 'aggressively'. Some explained that a culturally
determined feeling of pride induced such reactions. In this context, some Dutch
respondents mentioned that they had observed fathers beating up their children
badly, after they complained about them, since the children had caused them 'the
shame of having to be confronted with the discontent of Dutch people'. Dis
made them reluctant to complain about such children. Another popular
explanation among the Dutch for the low approachability of the Turks is that they
have a low level of intelligence, because "only stupidpeople do not want to solve
mutual problems between neighbours in a peaceful way". Adult Turks were
portrayed as being mostly illiterate, traditional people from backward areas in
Turkey.
The Turks reported experiencing the interference of Dutch people in their lives
as nuisance. The data shows that about one third of Turkish people found that the
Dutch somehow liked to interfere in the lives of their Turkish neighbours. More
Turks in Rotterdam (47%) than in Tilburg (29%), predominantly women (t test, p
< .05) and unemployed (t test, p < .01), reported feeling that way. In Tilburg the
unemployed, especially, leld this view (t test, p < .05). The overall opinion was
that the Dutch liked to be patronising: they were considered domineering, to talk
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to Turks as if they were children, to think that Turks cannot do anything good, to
think that they always know best, and to want to decide everything for Turks.
Those who did not agree with the opinion that the Dutch tried to interfere in their
lives were convinced that it was a question of Turks not being assertive. They
said that, if one had enough self-confidence and did not give the Dutch the
chance to interfere, they would stop doing so. Others observed the interference of
the Dutch in a positive way, saying that it was because they 'like to help' and
'Turks can benefit from it'. Many Turks, however, found that Dutch people did
not actually interli le in the lives of Turks, but preferred to stay away: they leave
everyone be and behave in a distant manner.
The preference for having Dutch people in the neighbourhood, was found to
be one of the reasons why Turks react relatively mildly when talking about
nuisance. However, the negative attitudes of the Dutch, and the fact that they like
to speak of the Turks in terms of the presence or absence of nuisance, does not
leave the Turks untouched. Several studies show that most Turks, especially
those usually classified as traditional, are aware of the Dutch rejecting them and
feel offended because of this (cf. Van Niekerk, 1989: 68; Vermeulen, 1984: 139;
Blauw & Ravestijen-Willis, 1984: 12,13).

4.5.3 Evaluating outgroup neighbours
The mutual evaluation of the outgroup

as

neighbours was not possible for

everyone, since not every Dutch person had a Turkish neighbour and visa versa.
Only about 14% of the Dutch in Tilburg and 50% of the Dutch in Rotterdam had
direct Turkish neighbours (see Table 4.7). Turks, on the other hand, more often
reported having Dutch neighbours: 90% in Tilburg and 61% in Rotterdam.
Table 4.7. Aspects of mutual relations as neighbours in percentages

Dutch

Has outgroup neighbours
Objects to having outgroup
neighbours#

The outgroup neighbours
are not annoying'

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

14

50

29

71

43

76

Turks
Total

28
33

74

i
Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

90

61

77

13

13

13

90

85

88

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

One-third of the Dutch who do not have Turkish neighbours, said that they would
not want to have Turkish neighbours because of the inconveniences they imagine
this would cause. The data also indicate that the longer the Dutch have lived in
the neighbourhood, the more they object to having Turkish neighbours (r .23).
Dutch people said that they would only want Turkish neighbours, if they would
adjust to the way of life of the local community, obey the local rules, not
interfere with their lives, and be approachable to discuss problems in the
neighbourhood when necessary. The proportion of the Dutch who would not
want to have Turkish neighbours, appears to reflect a stable pattern of
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preferences. Entzinger and Van Praag (1994: 149-152) reported that, between
1980 and 1992, the proportion of the Dutch who would object to having
neighbours of ethnic minority origin varied between 20 and 25%. In Tilburg a
similar proportion was found. In this study Rotterdam, however, where the level
of concentration is exceptionally high, the proportion of the Dutch rejecting

outgroup neighbours is also high 43%.
Turks hardly ever objected to having Dutch neighbours. Instead, contrary to
the current beliefs of the Dutch, they generally said that they did not strive to
isolate themselves, and expressed a firm preference for having Dutch neighbours.
This preference can be explained by a number of factors. Turks reported that they
sometimes felt that, if the Dutch would stay, the overall situation in the
neighbourhood would be qualitatively better: the authorities would make more
efforts to improve things and the atmosphere would be better, since Dutch people
are found to be more pleasant in social intercourse than most other ethnic
outgroups. The living environment would also be better, because Dutch people
tend to be more actively involved with community affairs and, above all, less
engaged in criminal activities. Furthermore, the Dutch are often considered as an
asset in a neighbourhood: they have instrumental societal knowledge, know how
to deal with the bureaucracy, and are willing to help when needed. Most of all,
however, Turks stressed the fact that, when the Dutch move out, the possibilities
of participating in and integrating into Dutch society are automatically reduced.
This is especially the case for Turks in Rotterdam. Many criticised Turks who
behave as if they do not have anything to do with Dutch people and Dutch

society.
Nevertheless, only a small proportion of the Turks said that they would object
to having Dutch people as (potential) neighbours. They said that they would
especially object to those Dutch people who exhibit 'immoral behaviour', for
example in male-female relations. They mention that their feelings of aversion
are provoked by issues like sexual promiscuity, intimacy bet*een men and
women in public places (kissing and hugging), and the 'shamelessness' of
women who are said to wear dresses that do not cover their bodies properly and
who sunbathe naked in the parks. Dutch people were also accused of looking
down on Turks and, more importantly, of discriminating against them. Indeed,
the data show that the Dutch appear to be less positive about the Turks than visa
versa.

However, the percentages of those who do reported that they did not find
neighbours of the other group annoying, are high for both groups (74% for the
Dutch and 88% for the Turks). The Dutch who reported that they did not find
their Turkish neighbours annoying made general remarks about the quality of
their mutual contacts, such as "we can get along quite well",or, "they are people
too, aren't they': Sometimes, personal remarks were made about the Turks
("they are nice people") or about themselves ("I am easy going"), which, in a
sense, attribute responsibility for the relationship to the Turks.
Issues regarding inconvenience, for example, negatively valued habits and
public behaviour, and a lack of care for their homes and environment, are often
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reported in studies on the experiences of the Dutch with ethnic groups in the
neighbourhoods. Usually, the Dutch who present themselves as the 'neat
citizens: or, the 'guardians of the local culture',6 accuse ethnic minorities of
isolating themselves, and refusing to discuss or change their behaviour, and they
blame them for the deterioration of the neighbourhood. Hovkver, their attitudes
towards the other ethnic groups is reported to be somewhat ambivalent: they
condemn acts of generalisation and discrimination against other ethnic groups
and, occasionally, are also very understanding towards these groups (cf
Abraham-Van der Mark, 1984: 19, 44, 46; Van N :kerk et al., 1989: 39;
Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 96-100; Bovenkerk et el., 1985: 248; De
Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 50).
Those Turks who reported being satisfied with their Dutch neighbours can be
placed in three categories. The first category is made up of those who said that
they were content because their Dutch neighbours showed them respect. In this
case, good mutual relationships were reported to have sometimes developed
between them: they help and Msit each other. The second category is formed by
those who explicitly reported preferring Dutch neighbours, often for, as
mentioned earlier, practical reasons: they, for example, want (their children) to
learn Dutch properly. The presence of the Dutch also makes them feel part of
Dutch society. The studies report that Turks are willing to intensify their contacts
with the Dutch, learn the Dutch language, and get acquainted with Dutch culture,
provided that the Dutch treat them with respect, accept them for who they are,
and do not discriminate against them. This preference Turks express for having
more contact with Dutch people is frequently stated in the literature (see De Jong
and Van der Grinten, 1987: 53; Van Niekerk et al., 1989: 85). Sometimes,
however, like the Dutch, Turks prefer to maintain the status quo. Van der Pennen
et al. (1990: 60), for example, insists that, in the city of Rotterdam, over 70% of
the population of concentration areas prefers keeping things as they are, and
refrain from further developing relationships with their neighbours. Mutual
relations among neighbours in those areas seem to be characterised by the desire
to protect oneself from the interference of others. Many fear that more contact
willlead to more problems.
The third category of Turks who reported liking to have Dutch neighbours,
consists of those who find relationships with members of their own ethnic group
too complex. These Turks, usually young women who describe themselves as
modern, stated that they mainly strive to avoid social control of their
community: Turkish neighbours are found to stick their noses into everything. In
contrast to Turks, they argued, Dutch neighbours will not easily get involved in
their lives because of the language barrier and also because they do not condemn
modern behaviour. Other studies report similar results. According to Van
Niekerk (1989: 61) and Vermeulen (1984: 139, 156, 177), modern Turks,
especially, avoid contact with traditional countrymen out of fear of gossip and
other acts of social control which restrict their freedom and integration into the
Dutch society. Van Niekerk (ibid.) reports that, in the case of Turks, orientation
towards the Dutch often implies avoiding contact with the ingroup. This is
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especially so for Turks who claim to have a 'modern' urban background and
reject contact with traditional Turks with a rural background. Many of these
modern Turks do not wish to be associated with the traditional Turks, who,
because of their deviant behaviour, are blamed for the negative image of Turks.
One might consider this as status fright.

4.5.4 A threat to the children
The feeling of social threat also has to do with people considering a particular
social atmosphere as damaging to the proper upbringing of their children. 1 oth
the Dutch and Turks reported often feeling the urge to protect their offspring
from the perceived bad influences ofthe other's culture.
The data indicate that Turks and Dutch people generally agree on this issue,
but there is a marked difference between the reactions reported in Tilburg and
those reported in Rotterdam. In Tilburg, the proportion of Dutch people who see
Turks as setting a bad example (28%) was found to be much smaller than the
reverse (58%). In Rotterdam, this proportion was found to be larger (48% versus
35%). In general, among the Dutch, the unemployed (t test, p < .001), the lower
educated (r .28), older people (r .31), and those who have lived in the
neighbourhood fur a long time (r .29) criticised the negative example set by the
Turks. Turks, on the other hand, especially those who were married, criticised the
example set by the Dutch (t test, p < .05).
With respect to the 'bad example' set by the way the Turks raise their
children, many Dutch people stressed the fact that Turkish children are allowed
to play outside until late at night, and have the habit of urinating outside and of
quarrelling while playing. Furthermore, they emphasised the negative
consequences for their own children, causing them, for example, to adopt
negative behaviour and to perform less well at school. Above all, however, the
Dutch objected to the attitude of superiority ofTurkish boys in relation to women
in general, and to Dutch women in particular. Nevertheless many Dutch people
expressed the belief that children cannot be easily influenced by other children,
unless something has gone wrong in the way they are brought up in the first
place. Finally, the Dutch stressed the causes of the bad example set by Turkish
children. A dominant explanation given was that Turkish parents, and other
foreigners, do not keep an eye on their children when they are playing outside.
This irritates the Dutch a lot. The stories they told, show that they hold any
Turkish adult responsible for the behaviour of any Turkish child playing near
them: the Turks and other migrant groups are attributed some kind of generalised
responsibility for all children who are categorised as non-Dutch.
On the other hand, Turks provided several reasons for their view that Dutch
children set bad example. Turks, for example, stressed the idea of cultural
differences. all the groups may set bad example for each other, because their
cultures and the way they raise their children are very different. For example,
Dutch people are perceived to support a non.authoritarian way of raising
children, allowing them almost anything, which causes Turkish children to
question the rules their parents impose on them. Parents face the task of
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preventing a mixing of cultures, because 'the children themselves will get mixedup in their heads'. Others stressed the social position of Dutch children in this
regard. Dutch children were said to set bad example because many of them are
poorly educated and belong to the lower classes. This implies that they exhibit
behaviour that is not valued in the rest of Dutch society and even less by Turks.
Finally, some concentrated on the effects of racism. They argued that many
Dutch people in the neighbourhood were racists, teaching their own children to
copy their racist behaviour. According to them, Turkish children who are subject
to such racist behaviour, learn to be rejected and to reject others. By undergoing
acts of racism, Turkish children may turn into racists themselves.
Still, many Turkish respondents mention positive examples of things the
Turkish children could learn from the Dutch. In their view, Dutch people, for
instance, are not afraid of the future, have the ambition to achieve something in
life, and always strive to improve their level of education.

4.5.5 The necessity of social pressure

Considering the nature of their ideas about Turks, it is not surprising that many
Dutch people are convinced that pressure is a legitimate means of making them
change their behaviour. This perceived necessity of pressure is another aspect of
the perceived social threat. Over 50% of Dutch people, the lower educated (r .31)
in particular, insisted that pressure has to be exercised on Turks to make them to
accept and comply with Dutch customs. Only about 25% of the Turks, mostly
those who were unemployed (t test, p < .01), especially those living in Tilburg (t
test, p < .05), also recommended putting pressure on Dutch people to make them
accept Turks as they are. The idea of pressure has to do with the fact that,
through the years, the readiness of ethnic minorities to give in to the demands of
the Dutch has decreased. Vermeulen (1985: 137-138) points to processes of
ethnic identity formation among Turks who increasingly stress their groupidentity, and ward off the attempts of the Dutch to control, dominate, and
socialise them. This causes much irritation among the Dutch, since they observe
that the Turks and their children are not susceptible to criticism any longer, and
are not willing to change their behaviour and respect 'the rules of the
community' and Dutch culture (cf. Schuringa, 1989: 85).
Those Dutch who expressed the opinion that minorities do not respect the
rules of the local community and the national culture said that they considered
pressure to be a necessity. They felt that children should be inside their homes
earlier, that nuisance should be reduced, and that pollution of the living
environment should vanish. Furthermore, they said that all foreigners should be
subject to such measures. However, there were some who argued that such
measures should apply to anyone in the neighbourhood, including the Dutch. On
the other hand, many Turks opposed such measures, insisting that pressure
should not be put on Dutch people to increase their levels of acceptance. They
expressed the view that, generally, the Dutch already accept them, which can be
noticed in the high level of tolerance among the Dutch and the many facilities
they have created for Turks and other foreigners. Besides, they stressed the fact
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that acceptance and tolerance cannot be enforced: only spontaneity and free will
can lead Dutch people to accept them and their way of life. At the same time,
they also expressed the belief that force will not be effective unless Turks
themselves do something about their negative image. Other Turks, hovmver,
rejected the idea of putting pressure on the Dutch, as they felt that such pressure
would only reinforce the status quo. According to them asking for acceptance
means allowing oneself to be subjected to subordination, since the Dutch are then
placed in the position to decide who is to be accepted and who not. Because of
this position, they felt, Dutch people will never really accept the Turks: they do
not feel that they have anything to gain from accepting Turks. Finally, some
Turks found that nothing should be done to force the Dutch to do anything
against their will, because the Netherlands is a free country where everyone is
entitled to his or her own opinion and free choice. Also, acceptance and rejection
are considered to be personal things, which are related to the attitudes of
individuals, not to the nature ofthe Dutch in general.
Many Turkish respondents who fundamentally do not oppose the idea of
pressure, stated that the issue lacked importance for them since they have not
observed many racists in the neighbourhoods, and the few who are racists hide
themselves. According to them, general measures are not worth the effort. Such
measures are more likely to damage the fragile relationship between the two
ethnic groups and will only cause the Dutch to develop more feelings of threat.

4.5.6 Levels of social threat

Based on some of the variables discussed above, a 'Social Threat-scale' was
constructed and computed for the Dutch (Cronbach's Alpha .82). The scale
summarises the beliefs that the Turks spoil the atmosphere, and refuse to reduce
the levels of nuisance that they cause, and that pressure is necessary to make
Turks change their behaviour. The scale indicates the level to which Dutch
people feel that their local community is threatened. For the lilrks, a separate
scale was constructed (Cronbach's Alpha.62): The scale summarises the beliefs
that the Dutch spoil the atmosphere, and interfere in the lives of Turks, that
pressure is needed to make them accept Turks, and that they set bad example to
Turkish children.
The scores on these scales indicate that the Turks in both cities do not differ
with respect to the degree of social threat they experience. The Dutch, however,
reported feeling more socially threatened in the city of Rotterdam (t test, p < .05).
Scores for the Dutch also indicate that, whenever the level of concentration of
migrants is high, feelings of social threat are likely to emerge. People without a
job (t test, p < .01), older people (r .24), those with a low level of educated (r
.43), and those who have lived in the neighbourhood for a long time I .29),
reported experiencing high levels of social threat. Among the Turks, in Tilburg,
higher levels of social threat were reported by women (t test, p < .05), and in
Rotterdam, by those who had lived longer in the neighbourhood (r .28),
experience. Other studies have also observed a significant relation between the
high level of concentration of migrants in residential areas and the negative
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beliefs of Dutch residents. Kaufman and Verkoren-Hemelaar (1983: 104) argue
that, under high-density conditions, the explicit and continual confrontations with
migrants lead to the forming of negative beliefs about them. Similarly, Visser et
al. (1985: 194-195) show that, in high concentration areas, Ditch people are
more dissatisfied with their environment, have stronger feelings of social
isolation and helplessness, and more often perceive the relationship with
minorities as problematic.
However, with respect to the interpretation of these perceptions, important
differences can be observed etween the two groups. First of all, Turks tended to
personalise the behaviour of individuals, whether they are Dutch or Turkish. This
means that they were inclined to attribute bad behaviour to individuals and not to
groups. They stressed the fact that they want to be perceived and treated as
unique individuals, not as elements of a category. On the other hand, the Dutch
more often generalised over the total group of Turks or immigrants in general.
While some repeatedly emphasised the fact that there are many differences
among Turks, most argued that their observations reflected a general pattern. The
second important difference between the two ethnic groups is that Turks often
mentioned positive characteristics of the Dutch group, for example, with respect
to the efforts they make to realise positive developments in the neighbourhood,
their helpfulness and tolerance, and their ambition for the future. On the other
hand, Dutch respondents never spontaneously referred to positive features of the
Turks.

4.5.7 Controlling the neighbourhood

The experiences of both ethnic groups indicate that many of them feel that they
are not in control of the situation in their neighbourhoods. They feel that they are
stuck in an unfavourable situation and do not see any possibility of changing it.
This feeling may stimulate negative stereotyping and outgroup rejection in
people who essentially should not be considered racists. That is why Komter
(1994) refuses to use the label of racist for the Dutch who blame foreigners for
the problematic situation in the neighbourhoods. She chooses to typify such
behaviour as the defensive behaviour of people who lack control over their
situation in the neighbourhood.' We will return to this issue later.
In this study, the feeling of not being in control of changes in the neighbourhood
is called social incompetence. Social incompetence is considered to have two
dimensions: powerlessness and lack of control. Powerlessness is indicated by the
belief that one is unlucky to live in the neighbourhood concerned and the belief
that changes in the neighbourhood cannot be realised. Control is indicated by the
belief that one can determine the future of the neighbourhood, can defend one's
interests, and can plan for he future as well. Despite the fact that Dutch and
Turks regularly expressed the feeling that they were displaced in a certain sense,
only a small proportion of them reported that they regretted living in the current
neighbourhoods (see Table 4.8). However, twice as many Turks (39%) reported
having such feelings.
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Turkish and Dutch respondents who did not regret living in their present
neighbourhoods, considered themselves responsible for and in control of their
own situations. Turks stressed that they chose themselves to live there, that the
situation they are in depends on their own initiative and action, and that they
simply enjoy living there. Also, Dutch people in Tilburg reported often finding
their neighbourhoods nice and quiet, while, in Rotterdam they reported feeling
that they belong to the neighbourhood.
Table 4.8: Aspects of social incompete, ce in percentages

Dutch '

Turks

Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dann

35
63

45
55

Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

19
74

22
71

20
73

Able to determine the future
It pays to defend one's interests

70
54

69
37

70
47

66

64 65

50

45

Believes that planning makes sense
Has high social incompetence
Wants to rrticipate in local

57

38

50

45

36

21

22

25

33

28

82

59

69

67

68

Regrets living in the neighbourhood
Not able to influence local

developments

1

23
41

39
59

48
41

1

activities

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

Turks in Tilburg also stressed the positive qualities of the neighbourhood. They
emphasised especially the fact that they have their family, friends, and all the
facilities they need (for example shops, medical care, mosque, and police) near
by. However, they reported sometimes still experiencing lack of acceptance by
their Dutch neighbours. One explained her feelings as follows: "77,is is a street

with well-to-do Dutch people. Here, us foreigners are looked at with a suspicious
facial expression, as if they constantly wonder how we got the money to buy the

house. We are shut out in a subtle way".
Those who reported that they regretted living in the neighbourhood, generally
thought that no one wanted to listen or help solve their problems. The national
government, the local council, the community development organisations, and
even the housing corporations were blamed for not paying attention to their
problems. They felt that the negative effects of the concentration of migrants
were especially neglected, because outsiders like to see the multicultural society
as something good and desirable. A Dutch respondent said "most people want to

leave because things are getting worse. There are people who think it is nice that

we are a multicultural society. But we who live here see it as impoverishment, as
a ghetto".
Both groups said that they would like things to change, but, at the same time
they expressed a belief that it did not seem possible to control those changes (60
to 75%). A similar proportion of both groups expressed the belief that their
efforts may, to some extent, determine the future of the neighbourhood. About
50% of each group reported thinking that it is not useful to stand up for one's
own interests.11 Both groups, thus, report a similar level of control over the local

.,
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situation. Between about 60 and 70% of the Dutch and Turkish respondents
stated that they were willing to actively participate in local activities in order to
effect changes. In Tilburg, the Dutch expressed less willingness than the Turks to
do so, whereas, in Rotterdam, the opposite was the case.
The global similarity in the pattern of responses of both groups, is related to a
fairly dissimilar pattern of opinions. Generally, the Dutch complained that local
developments were hard to deal with, since problems were too complex and
deeply rooted in the neighbourhood. In their opinion, the situation is hard to cope
with, because the local council and local organisations do not listen to them and
favour the foreigners instead. Unfortunately, they believe, effective local actions
require a level of personal effort that most people find unreasonable because it
has often too been proven to be useless to stand up for one's interests. Solving
simple local problems always takes too long, leaving the local residents
frustrated. Respondents said that "people are allowed to have their say, without

being granted any real influence, since everything seems to be already decided

from before."
Their feelings of relative powerlessness also have to do with their beliefs
concerning the effects of the ethnic composition of the local population. Dutch
respondents said that they found it ectremely difficult to mobilise the migrants
for community action. Some reported feeling that they stand alone in the
neighbourhood and cannot change anything because there are too few of them
left. Others expressed the opinion that migrants are difficult to mobilise since the
migrant majority itself causes the problems and, at the same time, refuses to
cooperate to find a suitable solution. Local protest or local action of the Dutch is,
according to these respondents, unfortunately easily relabelled as an act of
discrimination. Someone explained the situation as follows: "say something and
you will be accused of discriminating against someone. The consequence is that

you find yourself being discriminated against by those who accuse you of

discriminating against them".
Turks reported having other reasons to believe that it is hard to deal effectively
with local developments. They find the procedures of government bureaucracy
and local organisations too complex. Many reported that they did not even try to
contact local authorities to initiate local actions. Even then, it would be difficult,
some Turks insisted, because there is no solidarity among the people in the
neighbourhoods, and everyone minds his own business. The feeling was strong
that the Dutch do not take them seriously and often do not invite them to
participate in local activities. A Turkish respondent said 'lve are just like fbster
children that are not treated as own children. Whatever you say, it is and will not
be our country. That is why we will not be allowed to have any influence on the
way things go in the neighbourhood". This belief about the limited possibilities
of effective participation is strong. Many Turks also expressed the feeling that,
being from abroad, they do not have the right to interfere in what they see as the
matters or doings of the Dutch: "We are foreigners, it is not our country. Who
are we to want to change anything here. I am happy with what I have got".
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As mentioned earlier, half of the Dutch and Turkish respondents said that they
were strongly convinced that it pays to fight for one's interests, and over two thirds of them said that they felt that, to a certain extent, they could not affect
local developments. The Dutch, especially, expressed the view that co-operation
of the local government, community development organisations, and private
initiative will ultimately bring about changes. According to them, joint action is
sometimes necessary. Some pointed to the successes of local actions in the recent
past that changed the course of local urban renewal processes.
Among the Turks, similar opinions can be found. Several expressed the belief
that everyone's opinion is taken seriously, that pressure to influence local
governmental agencies is not necessary, and that assistance is available for
anyone who wants to participate. Particularly in Tilburg, Turks said that they
were convinced that everyone ill the neighbourhood was consulted when things
had to be done, but that one must also show some initiative. This personal
initiative is, according to them, absent in their ingroup. They reported feeling that
they would be taken seriously by the authorities, but that they felt shy or thought
that they could not participate, because they did not speak Dutch well enough.
One respondent said "the local authorities often send us invitations to have a say

in local matters, but we never go because we fear that we will not understand
well enough or will not be able to make ourselves be understood". Those who
want to participate also reported finding the participation of others, especially
Dutch neighbours, necessary in order to get things done. However, a large
number said that they were convinced that defending one's interest was useless.
They argued that Dutch people still expect Turks to eventually leave the
neighbourhood and the country. It might be said that they suffer from the myth Of
temporality. According to these respondents, for as long as the Dutch hold this
image, Turks are not really going to be considered part of Dutch society, and,
because of that, they do not have to be taken seriously. 12 Apart from that, the
Turks claimed, Dutch people have the idea that they always know best, and
consider the opinion of the Turks to be of no importance to them. It is also felt
that Turks have messed up things for themselves. The idea is that, in the past,
they took advantage of the possibilities Dutch society offered, and because of
that, Dutch people developed a fundamental attitude Ofdistrust towards them.
As has been mentioned already, he indicators of powerlessness and control
were used to construct and compute a scale of 'Social Incompetence' for the
Dutch (Alpha .67) and Turks (Alpha .71) separately and together (Alpha .69). 13
This scale reflects the degree of confidence that one is able to influence
undesired changes in the local social environment, a confidence which is based
on positive past experiences and trust in a positive future outcome. Social
incompetence, in the construction of this scale, was understood to combine
feelings of regret for living in the neighbourhood, and the belief that one has not
been able to influence local developments, that one is not able to determine the
future of the neighbourhood, and that it does not pay to stand up for one's
interests. No significant differences were found between the groups with respect
to the level of social incompetence. Only between 20 and 30% of each group
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experienced high levels of social incompetence. In both groups the level of
employment and education was related to the level of competence. Among the
Dutch, low levels of social incompetence were especially found among the
employed (t test, p < .01), the higher educated (r -.20) and the young (r -.21).
Similarly employed (t test, p < .01), higher educated (r -.20), and single Turks (t
test, p < .05) and those Turks who had intensive relations with the Dutch, which
means contact in a high number of relational domains, perceived low levels of
social incompetence (r -.31). It was also observed that when feelings of social
inc impetence were strong, feelings of social threat experienced were strong
among both the Dutch (r .32) and the Turks (r .27).
In the preceding paragraphs, it was shown that social incompetence not only
relates to the social environment and the local community, but also to the
physical environment of the neighbourhood. In other words social incompetence
has a territorial aspect. This is also true for the feelings of being threatened. This
issue will be elaborated on in the next paragraph.

4.6 Territorial threat
Territorial threat as experienced by the Dutch, relates to the fear that minority
groups will dominate or take over the neighbourhood territory, and will induce
processes of decay. Several studies on multiethnic neighbourhoods show that the
feeling of territorial threat is a fixed component of the perception of the Dutch
living in such areas. The studies observed that a part of the populations of these
neighbourhoods has left for other neighbourhoods and that new categories of
people, Dutch and foreign, have moved in. As mentioned before, the Dutch
blame these new categories for refusing to participate in the local community.
Table 4.9: Aspects and feelings of territorial threat in percentages
Turks
Dutch
Statements:

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

73
55

62
83

1 feel safe in the neighbourhood
I don't feel safe outside at night
I prefer people from the ingroup

The outgroup

wants us out of the

38
44

56
57

Total

69
64
45
49

Total

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

69
55

40
87

56
67

26
45

19

23

37

41

35

35

eighbourhood

There are too many groups around
There has been deterioration of the
eighbourhood in the past
There will be deterioration of the
neighbourhood in the future

29

40

34

35

41

52

45

47

59

52

47

55

50

62

65

63

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 1

Ethnic minorities, in particular, are considered to be intruders in their territory,
meaning their hallways, streets, squares, and even their community centre. The
erosion of local social networks that accompanied the arrival of the newcomers
created and enforced feelings of social insecurity. (cf. Bovenkerk et al., 1985:
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188-189,261; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 45-46; Van Niekerk et al., 1989:
43-44; Van Hoorn, 1989: 177-181; Anderiesen & Reijndorp, 1989: 174).
In this study, several aspects of this territorial threat were measured. These
include the feeling of safety, the fear of invasion or 'take over', aversion to the
ethnic mix of the local population, and opinions on past and future deterioration
of the neighbourhood. Some items were modified for Turks. For example,
instead of measuring their fear that the neighbourhood will be invaded or taken
over, they were asked whether they had the feeling that Dutch people want them
to leave the neighbourhc 'd. The results are summarised in Table 4.9.

4.6.1 Safety in the neighbourhood

Compared to the Turks, a larger proportion of the Dutch, predominantly the
unemployed (t test, p < .01) and older people (r .23), reported feeling safe in their
neighbourhoods (69% and 56%). This was true for both cities, but, in the city of
Tilburg more Dutch and Turks reported feeling safe than in the city of
Rotterdam. Similarly, in the Rotterdam, over 85% of the respondents, compared
to 55% in Tilburg, reported finding it unsafe outside at night. Among the Dutch,
the unemployed, especially, (t test, p < .001), reported feeling unsafe at night in
the neighbourhood, while, among the Turks, more women than men reported
feeling unsafe (t test, p < .05). This was especially true for Turkish women in
Tilburg 0 test, p < .05). Relatively more younger Turks than older Turks reported
feeling unsafe (r .22). According to this study, there is no relation between the
length of time one has lived in a mixed neighbourhood, and the extent to which
one feels unsafe in that neighbourhood.
To cope with the situation, both groups, and especially the women, reported
avoiding going out after dark except when necessary. However, the majority
pretended not to be frightened. As the Dutch often said: 'don't be a scaredy-cat,
unless you want them to attack you'. Both groups pointed out that the high local
crime rate, the presence of junks and homeless, and the presence of foreigners,
strongly relate to the feeling of not being safe. Dutch people, when speaking
about foreigners, seemed to suggest that they were confronted with a real threat.
Generally, these Dutch presented themselves as able to make a stand against the
'threatening' migrants, 'ifonly there weren't so many of them:
The Turks, when referring to specific groups, included Surinamese, Africans,
Antillians, and, particularly in Tilburg, gypsies in their evaluation. These groups
were commonly presented as annoying, troublesome, and criminal. However,
when they referred to Dutch people, they did so in a positive sense: Turks,
especially in Rotterdam, reported feeling regret that the Dutch have moved away,
and portrayed them as people who used to be nice to them, and who were
certainly nicer than other foreigners in the neighbourhood. Unlike the Dutch,
Turks explicitly linked their feelings of safety to their networks in the
neighbourhood. Those who reported not feeling safe, usually said that they had
few local contacts, and stressed the idea that people do not care for each other
anymore. The Turks who reported feeling safe, stressed their own courage and
the fact that they know everyone or have many family members and friends in

'
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the neighbourhood. According to them, having a large network gives them a
feeling of familiarity, safety, and belongingness. The feeling of belongingness is

certainly important, especially to older Turks. Some of them reported feeling
strongly that they do not belong in the Netherlands, but neither do they belong in
Turkey. In their view, to be in Holland is to be a stranger in a country where
people are impure h:athens ('gavur') and cannot be trusted. At the same time,
however, they said that they did not feel at home in their homeland anymore,
because the way of life over there has changed.

4.6.2 Preference for ingroup neighbours

Despite the positive attitude of the majority of the Turks towards having Dutch
neighbours, many Dutch reported feeling afraid that when Dutch families move
out of the neighbourhood, Turks (or other ethnic groups) will move in. Because
of this fear, 45% of them, particularly older people (r .23), the lower educated (r
.32), and those who have lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r.32), said
that they would prefer ifpeople of their own group moved in.
Turks, as already stated, did not reported feeling such a preference for their
ingroup. In general, only about 20%, mostly the lower-educated (r .25), said that
they would prefer to have another Turkish family as a neighbour. However, in
the city of Rotterdam, the women (t test, p < .05), the unemployed (t test, p <
.05), and the older people among the Turks (r .22) said they would prefer Turkish
families to move in when Dutch families move out. The ethnic mix may have an
effect on this pattern of reactions, since, in Rotterdam, the difference between the
proportions of each group who would prefer to have neighbours from their
ingroup is much bigger than in Tilburg. In the city of Rotterdam, up to 56% of
the Dutch and only 19% of the Turks showed ingroup preference. In the city of
Tilburg, those proportions were 38% and 26%, respectively.
Among those Dutch who said they would not mind having neighbours of a
different ethnic origin, three main reactions can be distinguished. The first main

reaction was that of indgference and ignoring. People who reacted this way,
seemed to lack interest in the question of who will move in. According to them,
the ethnic origin of the potential neighbour is not important. Some respondents in
Tilburg confessed that they could not comment on such a hypothetical situation,
because they had no idea what life in a neighbourhood with a big migrant
population would be like. The second main reaction was that of those who
perceived a prejudiced other'. These respondents insisted that they would not
mind if Turks moved in, but they knew others who would, a neighbour,
acquaintance, friend, or family member. In their network, they seemed to be
always able to locate someone who would oppose or feel threatened by the
presence or arrival of migrants in the area. The third main reaction came from the
'tolerant but critical' persons. Those persons argued that they did not fear Turks
moving in, but that they found it hard to accept that Turks were always given
priority by the authorities. They said to feel that this positive discrimination was
some kind of 'supported competition' that was not fair, and could be labelled as
discrimination against the Dutch. One respondent commented: 'We also like to
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live in big inexpensive houses just like the migrants, but the housing corporation
discriminates against us'. Some Dutch people who reported feeling scared when
a Dutch neighbour moved out, usually feared being left behind. Similarly, Dutch
parents reported fearing the moment that their children will decide to go live on
their own. It seems that to them being left behind means becoming socially
isolated or being left with the burden of taking care of the neighbourhood with a
smaller group of people. Consequently, it also indicates an increased chance of a
deteriorating neighbourhood. Others, usually those living in areas in Tilburg with
only small numbers of migrants, reported fearing an invasi n of foreigners. In
their view, one migrant family is acceptable, but more families are not. They
insisted that there are neighbourhoods where there are already more Turkish than
Dutch people, and where problems have gotten out of hand. Some reported
feeling protected by the high prices of the houses in the neighbourhood, which
are felt to naturally filter away undesirable categories of people.
Such a reaction is typical of people in neighbourhoods with low
concentrations of migrants. However, studies show that the Dutch may
experience the arrival of only a few Turkish families as an invasion (cf Blauw,
1985: 279-281; Van Hoorn, 1987: 177; De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 5056). Some Dutch people, who feel scared, fear especially the arrival of so-called
asocial migrants, who are considered to be aggressive and criminal. The problem
they perceive is that, as they say, one cannot know from beforehand who is
moving in.
The 19% of Turks referred to earlier, who said that they would prefer to have
other Turks as their new neighbours, said they hoped to develop better social
contacts in the neighbourhood or to experience more understanding for their way
of life. The rest did not explicitly show any preference for their ingroup. One
point of view they put forward was that it does not matter who moves in, as long
as those people behave like good neighbours, and show respect. De Jong and Van
der Grinten (1987: 53) also observed a preference for Dutch neighbours among
Turks. Because of the structurally insecure interethnic context, Turks, like the
Dutch, tend to focus on their ingroup. However, when they want other relations
in the neighbourhood, they prefer to have relations with Dutch neighbours (cf.
Van Niekerk, 1989: 85; Van der Pennen et al., 1990: 62, 80). The advocates of
this view prefer Dutch neighbours because they find them easygoing, because
they reject the ethnic mix, or because they would like other negatively labelled
categories such as Dutch Antillians, Surinamers and Moroccans to stay away.

4.6.3 Being pushed out of the neighbourhood

The Dutch more often reported feeling as if they were being pushed out of the

neighbourhood. The differences between both groups were found to be
considerable only in Rotterdam, where about 60% of the Dutch as compared with
40% of the Turks, believed that the other group wanted them to leave. Some of
the Dutch felt that they would soon have to face the choice of leaving the
neighbourhood. Among them, in particular, the unemployed (t test, p < .01),
older people (r .31) and the lower educated (r .27) as well as those who had lived
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in the neighbourhood for a long time (r .27) reported that Turks were taking over
the neighbourhood. Those who did not report having that feeling, sometimes
14
claimed to perceive this process elsewhere.
Those Dutch people, who reported feeling that the migrants are taking over,
presented various arguments to prove their ideas to be right. Proof was seen in
the increasing numbers of Turks and other migrants in the Netherlands in general
and iII the neighbourhoods in particular. These respondents were not certain
whether or not the increasing numbers of migrants actually mean that these
groups are ruling the neighbourhoods. Others pointed to the changing economic
infrastructure. A growing number of small ethnic enterprises were observed to
provide for the needs of the different migrant groups. According to them, Dutch
shops lose their clientele because Dutch people are leaving the neighbourhood,
because the different groups prefer their own ethnic merchandise, or because
they cannot compete with the migrant shops. It was partly considered to be the
fault of the (former) Dutch neighbours that migrants are taking over, because
they chose to move when they f)und that the neighbourhood was getting too
'black'. Some were said to have already left when "one single person with a
coloured skin" moved to their street. The local authorities are said to be also
guilty, because they placed too many migrants within the same neighbourhood,
or refused to spread them more evenly over other neighbourhoods. The feeling of
the Dutch of not being able to control the situation expresses itself in plaintive
behaviour (cf. Komter, 1994).
Of the Turks, generally, especially the inemployed (t test, p < .05), reported
feeling that the Dutch would like to get rid of them. In Tilburg, to some extent,
this is true for the Turks who have lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r
.20). In Rotterdam older Turks (r .23) reported feeling the same. According to
some of the Turks, this wish to push Turks out is induced by the aversion Dutch
people feel towards foreigners in general. Dutch people "do not want to be
troubled by too many foreigners around them". Others expressed the belief that
this wish the Dutch are perceived to have, originates in a negative attitude
towards Turks or in ignorance, which makes them believe that they will be safe
in a neighbourhood without Turks. Some Turks blamed other Turks for this
attitude of the Dutch. 'Ihey reported understanding the attitude of the Dutch
since, according to them, Turks have done their best to create a bad image of
themselves. A majority (about 60%), however, insisted that there are no signs to
indicate that the Dutch want to get rid of hem, since they have observed no
manifest protests in that direction, and they do not know of any racists in the
neighbourhood. In Rotter(lam, many Turks argued that they do not notice such
signs: 'They do not even try to get rid of the Turks but move out and leave the
neighbourhood to the foreigners instead'.

4.6.4 Rejecting the ethnic mix

Both groups rejected the current ethnic mix of the population, and, occasionally,
members of each group referred to its negative effects. Only a minority of each
group (30-40%) reported feeling threatened by the current ethnic mix. Among
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the Dutch, older people (r .22), the lower educated (r .27), and those who had
lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r .27) rejected the ethnic mix, as did
the low-educated Turks (r .28) in Rotterdam. Such Dutch and Turks felt that
mixed neighbourhoods should be considered an enrichment to society, only if the
cultures do not collide. However, they also observed problems between the
different groups. A large number of groups, according to the Dutch, destroys
social control in the community and leads to inconvenience and confusion.
Many Dutch people did not, however, consider the ethnic composition of the
population to be an issue. Some even reported perceiving the ethnic mix as
adding a positively valued cultural variety to the neighbourhood and to the city.
There were also those who would like to set conditions to the so-called multiethnic development in the neighbourhood. The conditions they proposed
resemble those proposed by the persons who find the number of different groups
annoying. This means that people for and against the ethnic mix used the same
arguments to plead for some kind of controlled development of ethnic relations.
These arguments formulate such conditions as, 'ethnic selection ', 'restricted

ethnic variation', 'ethnic equilibrium', and 'immigration stop'.
The first condition for the multi-ethnic development of the neighbourhood
they would like to set is some kind of 'ethnic selection'. Some respondents
pleaded for taking the kind of groups that reside in the neighbourhood into
consideration, since some groups do not get along with each other. For example,
Turks, Moroccans, and Surinamese are known to have tense relationships with
each other, and those relationships seem to be characterised by mutual aversion.
These respondents also expressed the belief that, as the number of such groups
increases, the chance also increases that violence and criminal behaviour will
plague the neighbourhood.
The second condition they

would like to see fulfilled is that of 'restricted
ethnic variation', indicating that the number Ofgroups has to be restricted. The
respondents reported wanting to restrict the number of groups to only a few, in
order to simplify communication problems. Too many different cultures and
languages, they found, would lead to a 'Babylonian confusion Of tongues'.
Another consequence they predicted, is that the living environment would suffer
increasingly from the different attitudes towards maintaining public (for
example, squares) or semi-collective (for example, hallways) property. This
relates to the observation that, when the concentration of migrant groups in the
neighbourhood increases, the number of Dutch residents decreases, leading to
further deterioration ofthe neighbourhood.
The third condition they proposed concerns the realization of an 'ethnic
equilibrium' that implies an equal size Of groups. This was considered a
necessary condition, since the existence of many small groups prevents the
domination of cue group or a struggle for power between a few large groups.
When groups are of equal size, they will realise that co-operation is necessary.
The final condition proposed implies an 'immigration-stop'. The pressure that
some respondents reported feeling due to the number of immigrants is an
important reason to believe that it is not the number or the variety of groups that
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matter, but the abundance of migrants. According to them there are immigrants
all over the country and that there is no place for many more of them. They
expressed the belief that the country is 'full', and, consequently, hoped that an
end would be put to the arrival ofnew migrants.
Like the Dutch, the majority of the Turks did not object to the fact that there
are many different groups living in the neighbourhood. Their attitudes towards
having neighbours of various ethnic backgrounds were similar to those of the
Dutch. Some took a neutral stance, insisting that they were indifferent to those
living about them as long as people were n:e. Others emphasised that they did
not prefer having contact with Turks only. Many however, spoke out firmly in
favour of a multi-cultural neighbourhood, but one that also includes Dutch
people. They expressed a wish that the neighbourhood would be a reflection of
Dutch society.

4.6.5 Deteriorating neighbourhood: Frustration and anxiety

The fact that the Dutch and the Turks differ with respect to their ideas on
controlled demographic developments does not presuppose that they differ in
their perceptions of the social and physical deterioration of the neighbourhood.

About the same proportions of both groups (50 to 60%) reported perceiving such
deterioration in the neighbourhood, and a similar proportion reported fearing
further deterioration. The Dutch more often reported finding that their
neighbourhood had deteriorated when they were unemployed Q test, p < .01),
older (r .36), lower educated (r .21), or had lived longer in the neighbourhood (r
.21). The last mentioned factor also applies to the Turks (r .22). Especially Turks
who live in the city of Rotterdam (r .27), where the employed (t test, p < .05) and
those who had lived in the neighbourhood for a long time, reported having
observed deterioration in the past (r .27) and fearing future deterioration as well
(r .26). In the city of Tilburg, the effect of age, was found to be different among
Turks, since the older they are, the less deterioration they observe in their
neighbourhood (r .25).
Both groups ascribed deterioration mainly to the concentration of foreigners.
Deterioration was observed especially in the economic infrastructure. This, as
was already mentioned when discussing the fear for a take-over by ethnic
migrants, was mainly a problem for Dutch respondents. According to them, the
familiar service shops, retailers, and small manufacturers are disappearing or
have disappeared and have been replaced by ethnic entrepreneurs who are only
interested in providing for their own people (Tor a piece Ofpork we have to take
the tram to another part Of town'). Deterioration was also observed in the
physical environment. The buildings, for example, were said to suffer from a
combination of age and poor maintenance. Dutch people emphasised the fact that
the housing units suffered from the living habits of the foreigners. Usually, the
physical environment was reported to be characterised by a lack of or by
permanent city-renewal and pollution. A sense of impoverishment was also felt
to be induced by pollution in the neighbourhood which, according to the Dutch,
was caused by the polluting behaviour ofthe migrant population.
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On a more general level respondents mentioned the decreasing liveability of
the neighbourhood. Liveability was considered to decrease because of drug-users
and crime, especially. This was reported to be of permanent concern for both
groups. In some neighbourhoods with high percentages of migrants, especially in
the city of Rotterdam, both groups complained about incidents of robbing and
murders, junks, dealers exploiting children, and so on. Many Turks reported
feeling that if something bad happens, foreigners are almost immediately
suspected of being involved. As a consequence, they reported feeling that the
police does not take them seriously when they want to repc ·1 nuisance or
criminal activities. For many Dutch people, worsening liveability explicitly
relates to the constant confrontation with migrants in the streets, which provokes
feelings of uneasiness. Many complained that the neighbourhood had become
crowded with people gathering in the streets, hanging around with no purpose,
and doing nothing in particular. A Dutch male explained why the Turks and
Moroccans hanging around bother him: 'The thing I hate most when I open the

curtains to look outside is that the street watches back. Dutch people peek into
your living room, but turn away when they know that they are being watched.
Those Turks and Moroccans who hang around in front of your home gaze at you
boldly when you let them know that you caught them looking into your home:
Sometimes, the changing social infrastructure in the neighbourhood is taken as
an indication of deterioration. The Turks, especially, complained about the lack
of social coherence in the neighbourhood as a whole. They referred to the social
tension between the several ethnic groups which exists for many reasons, such as
the intolerance and lack of mutual understanding, the social control among the
Turks that can make life unpleasant, and the residential mobility. According to
them, the consequence of this residential mobility is that there are always new
faces around, that there is no time to get to know people, and that everyone is
constantly insecure about what their new neighbours will be like.
A dominant feeling among those who reported fearing deterioration in the
neighbourhood is that nothing can stop these negative processes, because no one
is seriously tackling the problems. Almost everyone, especially in Rotterdam,
reported thinking that foreigners will keep on moving into the neighbourhood,
and that the Dutch will keep on moving out. The view was expressed that those
who stay will keep on worrying about who the newcomers will be, and that fear
and mutual aggression will increase as people become more and more frustrated.
Turks, especially, reported worrying about the future and about the fact that the
high mobility makes joint action almost impossible. However, many Turks
expressed the belief that the authorities were still interested in maintaining and

rehabilitating the neighbourhoods.
The Dutch and Turkish respondents who did not notice negative developments
frequently spoke of improvements in the neighbourhood induced by city renewal
plans, improved maintenance of houses and the physical environment, and police
actions to control drugs problems. They observed that part of the neighbourhood
was due to be or already had been demolished and reconstructed, and that local
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actions had been initiated to stop

impoverishment
maintenance and community development activities.
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4.6.6 The level of territorial threat
Territorial threat may mean something entirely different to Dutch people and
Turks. A main point is that Turks do not identify with the geographic space of
the neighbourhood as the Dutch do. This means that, while the Dutch may feel
that they struggle for their territory, such feelings are almost unknown to the
Turks. Tile data shows that Turks find that the neighbourhood may be
threatening, while the Dutch flnd that their neighbourhood is threatened. The
scales that were computed from the six variables, selected to measure the aspects
of territorial threat, reflect this finding. For the Dutch, their feelings of safety in
the neighbourhood, their fear that more migrants would move in15 and take over,
their discomfort with living in a multiethnic environment, and the deterioration
of the neighbourhood which they have experienced and still expect, proved to be
strongly interrelated. The corresponding scale (Cronbach's Alpha .76) is
interpreted as a measure of the feeling of territorial threat of the Dutch. The
unemployed (t test, p < .001), older people (r .36), the lower educated (r -.32),
those who lived a long time in the neighbourhood (r .32), and those in the city of
Rotterdam (t test, p < .01) reported experiencing higher levels of territorial threat.
Feelings of territorial threat were, however, found to be less intense with weaker
feelings of social incompetence (r .40). Furthermore, feelings of territorial threat
were found to be strongly related to feelings of social economic threat with
respect to social security benefits (r .40) and employment (r .32). The feelings of
territorial threat of the Dutch were found to be strongly related to their feelings of
social threat (r .64).

The corresponding scale for the Turks (Cronbach's Alpha .60) was labelled
'Threatening Neighbourhood', since it combined feelings of safety in the
neighbourhood, discomfort with living in a multiethnic environment, and the
experienced and expected deterioration of the neighbourhood. 16 Among the
Turks, only the length of the period they lived in the neighbourhood was found to
be related to the feeling that the neighbourhood is threatening. This counts for the
group as a whole (r .19) and for the cities of Tilburg (r .27) and Rotterdam (r .27)
in particular. In the city of Rotterdam, the Turks reported feeling that the
neighbourhood was somehow threatening (t test, p < .01) more often than in the
city of Tilburg. The feelings of territorial threat of the Turks were found to be
less intense when they had more intensive relationships with the Dutch (r -.20)
and when their feelings of social incompetence were weaker (r -.46). They
reported experiencing the neighbourhood as more threatening when they
experienced social economic threat with respect to employment (r .30). The
feelings of territorial threat of the Dutch (r .64) and Turks (r .43) were found to
be strongly related to their feelings of social threat.

82

Chapter 4

Notes
1 Appendix 1 contains tables with the figures from the original analysis. The tables in this
chapter contain the 'translation' of these results into proportions of respondents, because
such figures are easier to understand for readers who are not familiar with the analysis used.
2 A stable picture of the nature and frequency of contacts is difficult to gain from the literature.
In the eighties, researchers of ethnic neighbourhoods argued that interethnic contacts were
scarce but left the standard against which their figures were assessed implicit Van Hoorn
(1987: 82), for example, suggested that only about 50% of the Turks and Moroccans had
ever been on a visit or received a visit from a Dutch neighbour, but did not clarify why this
figure was chosen.
Approachability is the term the Dutch use to characterise the behaviour of minorities who,
according to them, are not willing to discuss the discomfort they cause to others or to change
their behaviour to avoid causing nuisance (Kaufman & Verkoren„Hemelaar, 1983: 69-100;
4

Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 265, De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 50-53).

Only referring to those who do not have Turkish or Dutch neighbours, respectively.
5 Valid for those who have Turkish/Dutch neighbours.
6 The original Dutch populations of the neighbourhoods that are the subjects of these studies
are known in the literature as the 'original residents', 'laggers', 'residue population', 'the
Old Guards', 'common and real residents', or 'stayers' (Cf. Schuringa, 1989: 13; De Jong &
Van der Grinten, 1987.45-46,53; Abraham-Van der Mark, 1984: 19; Kaufman & Verkored
Hemelaar, 1983: 89, 91; Haest, 1989: 96; Bovenkerk et al., 1985: 74, 188; Anderiesen &
Reijndorp, 1989: 172).
It is questionable whether the groups of Turks can be referred to as a community. Despite the
concentration of Turks in certain residential areas in Rotterdam and Amsterdam, one cannot
speak of communities. Turks have few contacts within their ingroup, and many contacts do
not exceed the level of greeting and small talk in the streets. Their networks are not limited
to or concentrated within the residential areas, but are spread over the city, the country and
even over Europe (Anderiesen & Reijndorp, 1989: 177).
8 The scores cannot be compared because the variables were dichotomised to construct the
scale for the Turks.
9
Similarly, Verkuyten (1995h: 200), among others, warned that one must be cautious in
classifying these people as racists as this forces them into a defensive position which
hampers every reasonable discussion.
10
Dutch respondents: N=119; Turkish respondents: N=189
" Later, we will look into this ostensible contradiction between the feelings of powerlessness
and control.
i2
Until the eighties official policy was characterised by the idea that the Netherlands was not a
country of immigration. Migrants themselves were also convinced that one day they would
return home. In 1980 the government formally admitted that the idea that most immigrants
would return eventually, should be abandoned. Since the end of the eighties, in government
Minority Policy, more emphasis was put on economic and social integration of migrants
(Entzinger, H.B., 1997: 29-31, Entzinger, H. 1993: 149-162).
13
One item, 'the belief that planning for the future is useful', is excluded.
14
Most of the Dutch stressed that 1Dt specifically Turks were taking over, but migrant groups
'

in general.
15

This is reflected by the preference for more ingroup members.
16 Unlike for the Dutch the feeling of being pushed out of the neighbourhood and the
preference for ingroup neighbours do not relate to this scale.

5

Mutual Cognitive Images
5.1 Introduction
The mutual cognitive images of Dutch and Turks are closely related to two main
issues in the relationship between the Dutch and ethnic minorities, namely the
issues of tolerance and acceptance. As argued earlier, according to theories on
modern ethnic attitudes, tolerance has to do with matters of social and cultural
difference, feelings of cultural threat, and discrimination. Acceptance, on the
other hand, has to do with ethnic relations, and, more specifically, with the
reception of ethnic minority groups in certain formal and informal social roles. It
also includes issues ofrights and duties ofethnic minorities.
The first part of this chapter will focus on the meanings ascribed to the
concepts of tolerance and discrimination by Turkish and Dutch people and on
their personal experiences with these phenomena. In the second part, issues
related to the subject of social acceptance will be analysed, such as the
acceptance of others as friends, neighbours, and as fellow citizens. Finally, the
beliefs of the Turkish and Dutch respondents regarding cultural differences and
cultural adjustment will be described.

5.2 Tolerance and discrimination
As we saw in Chapter two, modern or symbolic prejudice has two fundamental
dimensions: tolerance and equal rights (cf Billig, 1988: 107, 114-120). The
dimension of tolerance refers to the tendency to portray the ingroup as tolerant.
This item is focused on the Dutch, since they consider tolerance an important
aspect of their self-image. This is why Dutch and Turkish people were requested,
in this study, to assess the extent to which the Dutch are perceived to be tolerant.
The dimension of equal rights refers to the opinion that positive discrimination,
favouring specific ethnic groups, must be rejected and or abolished. In the Dutch
context, the concept of discrimination relates to social, cultural, and
administrative (civil rights and duties) discrimination, which is defined as
distinguishing between individuals based on their membership of a particular
group, with effects favourable to ingroup members and disadvantageous to
outgroup members (cf. Duckitt, 1992: 9). Several aspects of the issue of
discrimination were measured, among other things the general experience of
being discriminated against, the fear of being discriminated against by the other
group, and the awareness of ingroup members discriminating against other
groups in the neighbourhood. Also, more specific items were measured to assess
the extent to which the Dutch possess discriminatory beliefs about Turks, and the
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extent to which the Turks feel that the Dutch hold discriminatory beliefs about
them.
In this study, analysis has shown that tolerance and discrimination are issues
that are not always closely related. For the Dutch, a relationship between the two
was only found in Rotterdam. It was found that people who feel discriminated
against, tend to stress that Dutch people are tolerant (r .25). The Turks, on the
other hand, did not report finding the Dutch tolerant when they felt discriminated
against 0 -.20). This was especially true of those living in Rotterdam (r -.24).
Howevt -, the groups did not differ with respect to the level of tolerance they
ascribed to the Dutch. Irrespective of the city they lived in, about 50% of both
groups reported finding that Dutch people are tolerant (see Table 5.1). If the
category of people who ascribed to the Dutch a limited level of tolerance is
included, this proportion rises to 75% for the Dutch and to 82% for the Turks.
This indicates a widespread agreement on the level of tolerance of the Dutch.
Among the Turks in Tilburg, the men (t test, p < .05), and, among the Dutch the
low educated r -.27), reported having this opinion. In Rotterdam, this applies to
the Dutch who are single (t test, p <.05).
Table 5.1: Aspects of beliefs regarding tolerance and discrimination
in percentages. Results of 2-way ANOVA

Dutch
Believes that the Dutch are

I

Rotter-

burg

dam

56

48

52

50

63

45

66

66

66

34

60

43

28

22

26

57

82

68

36

37

36

39

52

45

28

39

33

Rotter-

burg

dam

51

63

33

Total

tolerant

Has experienced
discrimination
Believes that Turkish local
residents discriminate
Believes that Dutch local
residents discriminate
Believes that the outgroup
tends to blame the ingroup

Turks
Til-

Til-

Total

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

While both groups agreed on the level of tolerance of the Dutch, considerable
disagreement can be found between them on the issue of discrimination. Tilburg
left aside, two thirds of each group had ever felt being discriminated against. In
Tilburg however, proportionally half as many Dutch respondents felt being
discriminated against (33% versus 66%). Among the Dutch, in general,
especially the single (t test, p < .05) and the women (t test, p < .05) felt that they
have ever been victims of discrimination.
Up to 43% of the Dutch, as compared with about 26% of the Turks, especially
the single (t test, p < .05), reported finding that the Turks in the neighbourhood
discriminate against others. Compared to Tilburg, in Rotterdam, about twice as
many Dutch people (34% versus 60%), especially married people (t test, p < .05),
reported having this opinion. Similarly, 36% of the Turks, the unemployed (t test,
p < .01) and married (t test, p < .05), in particular, as compared with 68% of the
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Dutch, expressed the belief that Dutch people in the neighbourhood discriminate.
This proportion is similar to that reported years ago by Van Hoorn (1987: 96-98)
for the Turks (42%).1 In Rotterdam, older (r .23) and married Turks (t test, p <
.05) more often expressed this belief. The Dutch who live in Rotterdam more
often reported finding that other Dutch people discriminate (82% versus 57%),
but those who had lived in the area for a long time tended to disagree (r -.25).
The groups were also found to make different assessments of acts of
discrimination. As we have seen, 68% of the Dutch found that ingroup members
discriminate, as compared to 26% of the Turks. A out 45% of the Dutch,
especially those who were unemployed (t test, p < .05) and the older people (r
.25), reported feeling that Turks blame them for their own problems. Particularly
in Tilburg, the older people reported having such a belief (r .29). On the other
hand, only 33% of the Turks, the unemployed (t test, p < .001) and the women (t
test, p < .001) in particular, especially those in Tilburg, reported feeling that the
Dutch blame them for causing problems in the neighbourhood.
Especially in Rotterdam, the belief expressed by the Dutch that their
countrymen discriminate, contradicts their own opinion regarding the level of
tolerance in the country: 82% is reported being convinced that the Dutch in the
neighbourhood discriminate but, at the same time, 63% explicitly said that the
Dutch were tolerant2. Obviously, for some of them tolerance and discrimination
are not mutually exclusive. It seems that when answering the questions on these
topics, the respondents thought overlapping categories of people. Another
apparent contradiction in the position of the Dutch, concerns discrimination and
outgroup evaluation. While 68% of them admitted that their group in the
neighbourhood discriminated, the same proportion (68%) insisted at the same
time, that the Turks were usually judged by their behaviour and not by their
background (see Table 5.2). It was found that, generally, especially among the
Dutch in Rotterdam, the unemployed (t test, p < .05), older people (r .25) and
those who had lived in the neighbourhood for many years (r .22) felt that the
Turks are usually judged by their behaviour.
Table 5.2: Opinions on aspects ofdiscrimination in percentages. Results of t test

Tilburg

Dutch
Turks are judged by their behaviour
Discrimination against the Dutch is a more
important problem than discrimination
against Turks

Rotterdam

Total

70

65

68

43

61

50

Turks
Turks are judged by their group
Dutch behave as victims

membership

87

81

36

37

84

37

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

The contradictions between tolerance and discrimination and between
discrimination and outgroup evaluation suggest that Turks and other minorities
are blamed for the aversion Dutch people feel against them. Some Dutch
respondents explicitly stated that, for many Dutch people the Turkish origin of a
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person is sufficient to provoke a negative evaluation. In general, however, only
relatively few people mentioned the ethnic background of the Turks as a source
of negative evaluation. Those who did, were of the opinion that many people
judge the behaviour of Turks more negatively because they are Turks.
Turks certainly did not confirm the idea of the Dutch that their behaviour
rather than their ethnic background is evaluated by the Dutch. In each city,
between 80 and 90% of the Turks, mostly those with young children (t test, p <
.05), insisted that Turks were judged by their ethnic background. Those who
believed that they were judged by their behaviour, stressed the responsibilit, of
their ingroup to pay more respect to the Dutch, to modernise their outer
appearances, and to do their utmost to change their bad reputation. A
considerable proportion of the Turks, however, expressed the belief that the
Dutch generalise too easily and too quickly. They reported fearing that the Dutch

will always see them as 'Turks', and that they think 'once a Turk always a Turk'.
Dutch people were said to judge only by the outer appearance: 'whenever they
see a headscarf they think that we are stupid, pitiful, and backward'. Many Turks
expressed the belief that the Dutch reject, despise and harm them only because
they are Turks. In the few studies which focused on this issue, similar opinions
are reported. Fifteen years ago, Vermeulen (1984: 139), for example, observed
that in the city of Utrecht Turkish women often referred to the negative remarks
and acts of discrimination of the Dutch. According to van Niekerk (1989: 68)
traditional Turks, especially, are aware of the fact that the Dutch place them at
the bottom of the social ladder.
Unexpectedly, the feeling of being discriminated against was found to be
equally strong in both groups (see Table 5.1). Two thirds of the Turks in both
cities and almost half of the Dutch reported having suffered from acts of
discrimination. Many Dutch women (t test, p < .05) and single people (t test, p <

.05) claimed to have been a victim of discrimination. The same is true for
Turkish women in Rotterdam 4 test, p < .05). An equally large proportion of
Turks in both cities reported having experienced discrimination, whereas twice as
many Dutch respondents in Rotterdam as in Tilburg reported this (63% versus
33%). Similarly, in the city of Rotterdam, 61% and, in the city of Tilburg, 43%
of the Dutch believed that, nowadays, discrimination against Dutch people is a
more important problem than discrimination against Turks (see Table 5.2). This
was found to be especially the case if the Dutch are unemployed (t test, p < .01),
lower educated (r .25), older (r .24),and have lived in the neighbourhood for a
long time (r .36). As we saw in the previous chapter, this belief originates in the
feeling that they are treated unfairly by the authorities and discriminated against
by ethnic minorities. In the city of Tilburg, Dutch people, especially those with a
low level of education (r -.30), those who are older (r .22), and those who had
lived in the neighbourhood for a longer time Q· .22), expressed this belief. In
Rotterdam this belief is expressed by the unemployed (t test, p < .05), and those
who had lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r .44). Many of the Turks
(37%), mostly the higher educated (r .26), said that they were aware of the fact
that the Dutch themselves may feel more like victims than a source of
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discrimination. In the city of Tilburg, this opinion was expressed especially ly
the younger (r -.24) and the higher educated Turks (r.34).

5.2.1 The concept of tolerance
As we saw earlier, 56% to 75% of the Dutch and 50% to 82% of the Turks
expressed the belief that the Dutch are tolerant to a certain degree. However,
between and within the two groups, people attached several meanings to the
concept of tolerance.
For the Dutch, tolerance was found to have a negative as well as a positive
undertone. Tolerance has a negative undertone for those who use the term in a
somewhat cynical way. When asked, respondents said that Dutch people, in
general, were tolerant, because they constantly suffered or even 'swallowed' a lot
from ethnic minorities, who appeared to think they could get away with anything.
A Dutch woman explained 'The foreigners behave in a bold, rude. and

aggressive way when they are addressed to. They make a mess of the
neighbourhood, and let Dutch people take care of things'. They reported
sometimes scolding members of those groups, but they said that they refrained
from further action because of their own attitude of tolerance. According to them,
Dutch society has 'pampered' ethnic minorities, who nevertheless do not
appreciate what they receive. Tolerance in this sense is associated with
powerlessness or even with helplessness. This negative definition of tolerance
may become the dominant meaning of the concept. Van Tongeren (1998: 149),
for example, argues that the traditional meaning of the concept, namely
endurance, has almost disappeared. According to him, Dutch people are
especially tolerant towards that which does not cause them any inconvenience:
the authorities try to persuade them into allowing cultural and behavioural
expressions of minorities, arguing that there is no urgent reason not to allow
these things. And when someone insists that the limit has been reached, everyone
hesitates to qualify that person as intolerant.
A more positive interpretation of tolerance, is that of open-mindedness.
Because of this, Dutch people (patiently) accept the presence of ethnic
minorities, and also have a positive attitude towards a Dutch multicultural
society. For these individuals, tolerance is unconditional. Proof of this, according
to the respondents, is the readiness of many Dutch to seek contact with members
of other ethnic groups. The majority of those who claimed to support a positive
interpretation of tolerance suggested however, that the Dutch have a conditionaf
form of tolerance. According to them, Dutch people permit ethnic minorities to
be as they are and live the lives they live, but only within certain limits: ethnic
minorities have to obey the rules, and there should not be too many ethnic
minorities in the neighbourhood. Such a positive interpretation was also used in a
cynical way. Some said that the majority of the people is tolerant, because they
do not know the minorities, and they do not have to live with them as neighbours.
The cynical interpretation of the concept of tolerance can be understood as a
kind of plaintive behaviour of those who fear social condemnation because of
their negative generalisations about ethnic groups. Authors like Abraham-Van
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der Mark (1984: 22-31, 46), Bovenkerk (1985: 250), and Verkuyten (19955
explain that Dutch people living in concentration areas feel irritated by
accusations of discrimination, but tend to react reservedly out of a fear of social
condemnation. These people claim to be superior to ethnic minorities, but, at the
same time, they feel insecure, are fearful and lack self-respect. Their feelings of
helplessness in this context express themselves in the kind of plaintive behaviour
described earlier (cf. De Jong & Van der Grinten, 1987: 52-55; Komter, 1994).
The negative and positive approaches to the concept of tolerance reflect the
two types of olerance distinguished by Procee (1991: 133). These types depend
on the context in which they occur. In a situation of powerlessness, when people
do not see any possibility of changing things, submission and suffering will be
the dominant pattern. Only in a situation of power may one really speak of
tolerance, since people (think to) possess the means to intervene and change the
situation.
Turks have even more interpretations of the concept of tolerance, which,
according to them, should mean acceptance by the Dutch in a very broad sense.
They place the issue of tolerance at the level of society at large, at the inter-group
level, and at the interpersonal level. When they speak of the issue of tolerance at
the level of society, they point to structural phenomena in Dutch society to prove
the validity of their position, such as the demographic situation (the presence of a
large proportion of foreigners), the social welfare system (the extensive welfare
facilities for everyone including ethnic minorities) and the constitution (where
equality and the freedom of mind are emphasized. Others point to what they call

the 'fundamental democratic rights' of self-determination and freedom, which
are also granted to ethnic minorities.
With respect to (in)tolerance on the intergroup level, they search for proof in
the behaviour of the Dutch. They usually complain that the Dutch are intolerant
because they have moved away from mixed neighbourhoods, want to get rid of
their Turkish neighbours or of all Turks in the neighbourhood, dislike foreigners
in general, ignore them, and pay them no respect.
Most of the Turks in this study, however, used an interpersonal definition of
tolerance. They spoke of tolerance in a positive way, stressing the fact that many
Dutch individuals treat them with respect and communicate with them on a
person-to-person base. They also emphasized the personal qualities of tolerant
Dutch people, about which they were rather positive. The Dutch were said to be
generally calm when they have an argument, accept one's explanations when one
tries to clear up things, mostly have a positive attitude, and easily make
concessions. Sometimes, these Turkish respondents underlined their standpoint
by stating that their countrymen were less tolerant and more rigid than Dutch
people. On the other hand, others, who reported finding the Dutch intolerant,
attributed negative characteristics to them. According to those persons, one
should be constantly aware that the Dutch are bad-tempered, sneaky, indifferent,
and prejudiced.
The various ways in which Dutch and Turkish people interpret the quality of
tolerance may easily lead to confused communication and misunderstanding
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between and within them. For the Dutch people in our study, tolerance appeared
to be a cultural value, without being attached to specific prescribed behaviour.
This indistinctness was reported to make intolerant Dutch people feel that
tolerance disabled them in relation to the ethnic minorities: they do not really
know how to act. The Turks in our study generally did not claim to approach the
idea of tolerance as a cultural value but as a practice: something they notice in
the behaviour of the Dutch, or not. Most Turks reported that their personal
experience was their criterion for judging the presence of tolerance among the
Dutch.
Personal experience was also introduced as important in our study when the
respondents focused on the meaning of the concept of discrimination. This time,
however, it was introduced by the Dutch, who claimed that they should not only
be portrayed as perpetrators of discrimination, but also as people who know what
it is like to suffer from being discriminated against.

5.2.2 Views on discrimination
Whatever the reasons for their feelings, the Dutch people who responded to our
study tended to consider discrimination to be a phenomenon which everyone is
inevitably confronted with, since it is related to age, sex and nationality. They
stressed that discrimination is not only something that happens to ethnic
minorities; it also happens to them. Dutch people in concentration areas should,

therefore, 'not be condemned when they discriminate against ethnic minority
groups'.

In their definition of discrimination, the fact that they are discriminated against
did not seem to be as central for the Turks as for the Dutch. When talking about
discrimination, they concentrated rather on a number of aspects, such as the act
itself, the context in which it happens, the reasons for being discriminated
against, and their own responsibility for what happens. According to them, the
act 4 discrimination varies from 'irritable events', such as being addressed in
poor Dutch and the making of negative comments about them, to overt actions,
such as openly expressed demands to leave the country.
The Turks mentioned a variety Of contexts in which they have felt that they
were discriminated against: public places, the labour and housing markets, the
working place, schools, commodity markets, shops, and in contact with
government officials. They said that they assumed that the reason ./br being
discriminated against, was that they were foreigners and had a distinct physical
appearance. A commonly expressed belief of these Turks, however, is that many
Dutch people do not discriminate against foreigners, as such, but that they only
discriminate against culturally traditional people. Whether or not they reported
feeling responsible, themselves, for acts of discrimination directed against their
ingroup, some Turks stressed their own responsibility in cases of discrimination.
Those who did so, tended to seek causes for discrimination in their own group. In
this regard, they emphasised their insufficient proficiency of the Dutch language,
and their lack of assertiveness or alertness. They also considered the possibility
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that they may not have treated Dutch people well enough or that they themselves
rejected (discriminated against) the Dutch.
Although nearly everyone gave the impression that the meaning of the concept
of discrimination was common knowledge, both groups emphasised a great
variety of definitions. The data show that at least six different categories of
definitions of discrimination based on race, ethnic background, or nationality can
be distinguished. Discrimination was sometimes only considered as a negative
appreciation. According to this view, one discriminates if one considers other
groups to be inferior or if one makes negative jok, 3 about them. Turks, however,
reported that they did not always value this kind of depreciation as bad, because
it is not necessarily considered to include the general rejection of other groups.
This cannot be said of the next definition, according to which discrimination
means rejecting ethnic minorities as a group. In this regard, the Dutch spoke of
discrimination as being when one does not want to have anything to do with
ethnic minorities, while, for Turks, it implied approaching ethnic minorities in a
hostile manner, curtailing their possibilities, putting restrictions on their civil
rights, and shutting them out. This definition is similar to that in which
discrimination implies negative treatment on a personal level. Dutch respondents
who supported such a definition spoke of discrimination as being when one hates
minorities, scol(is them, and treats them badly. For Turks, discrimination was
reported to equal negative treatment when Dutch people ridicule, mislead, and
humiliate them, are prejudiced and intolerant, look in an unfriendly way at them,
show lack of respect, and behave jealously. In this context, some reported seeing
discrimination as an abuse of power in order to dominate others, exploit them,
drive them into a corner, or drive them out of the country. These two last
definitions primarily occurred among the Dutch.
Some other respondents reported that, for them, discrimination primarily
meant unequal treatment based on their group membership. They defined it as
making assessments on irrelevant criteria, e.g., judging someone's performance
using criteria such as nationality, sex, or age. Taking this definition as a
guideline, Dutch respondents reported finding that people discriminate if they do
not allow other groups equal opportunities, if they grant privileges to one person
at the expense of another, or if they deny a person something because of his
looks or ethnic background. Some said that the definition reflected their aversion
to a policy o f positive discrimination: "they get everything and we get nothing .
This view prevailed among those who felt that, nowadays, discrimination against
Dutch people themselves is a more important problem. In this context, Turl<s, on
the other hand, reported feeling that discrimination is unequal treatment if one
differentiates between people because of their backgrounds and measures them
with different scales. Many Turks criticised the housing associations, for
example, because they 'apply a discriminating policy due to which Turks are
kept in a disadvantaged position'.
.,
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5.3 Acceptance of Turks
As was explained in Chapter Two, acceptance is conceived of as the readiness to
engage in certain social relationships with members of other social categories. In
this chapter we concentrate on the acceptance of such others as friends,
neighbours and fellow citizens.

5.3.1 Views on the rights of Turks
Over 40% of the Dutch in each city, the women (t test, p < .05) and the lower
educated (r -.31) in particular, report that they think that Turks get more rights
than they deserve (see table 5.3).
These groups often emphasise that government policy of positive action
towards Turks have to be changed and their rights even have to be abolished.
Some complain that Turks are supported by the government, demand permanent
assistance, and need only make a sound to get anything done. Others find that
this ethnic group should not be allowed to profit from the achievements of Dutch
society without having contributed to its prosperity. They say "the Dutch have

worked hard to achieve a prosperous society whereas many migrants, who profit
from it, have not".
Table 5.3: Views on the rights of Turks.
Percentages of persons who agree. Results of t test

Dutch respondents
Turks have more rights than they deserve
Turks wrongfully think they can stay in the country

Rotterdam

Tilburg

Total

46
49

40
39

43
45

53
96

56
95

Turkish respondents
Turks have more obligations than rights
59
94
Turks have the right to stay in the country
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

1
i

On the other hand, between 50 and 60% of the Turks, especially the married (t
test, p < .05), find that they have more obligations than rights in Dutch society. In
the city of Rotterdam, the unemployed (t test, p < .05), the single (t test, p < .05),
and the older people q .27) tend to support that belief. Explanations for their
opinion are diverse. Some of them find that they always have to do something
extra to get their rights. Others believe that the Dutch have limited their access to
government facilities, because they feel that the Turks misuse those facilities, or
because they envy them.
One of the rights of Turks which was questioned by some of the Dutch
respondents is their right to stay in Holland. About half of the Dutch group, often
those with small children (t test, p < .05) and the lower educated (r -.20), find
that Turks wrongfully think that they can stay in this country if they want to. This
is especially so in Tilburg 4 test, p < .01 and r -.25 respectively). The Dutch
tended to use arguments related to the working history of the Turks, the capacity
of society, the so-called free-riding, and the threat they are said to pose to Dutch
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society. This last argument summarises the fear of the Dutch, especially in
Rotterdam, that the migrants will take over. They foresee and fear that there will
soon be a Turkish government in the Netherlands. Several persons who reported
feeling this fear insist that, when their fears would become true, no one must
expect them to accept the situation. They said they would refuse to become
'Turkish as the Turks'. Others said that Turks should be offered the choice to
obey 'Dutch rules' or leave the country. Many daimed that anyone who would
take the time to listen to what the Turks are saying, like they did, would
discriminate against them.
The other arguments given were less general and drastic. Statements on the
'working history', for example, concentrated on 'formal' criteria to determine the
right of the Turks to stay in the country, such as their working and tax-paying
history and the kinds of work they have done. The advocates of the right to stay
claimed that the Turks had earned that right, because they worked in this country,
paid taxes, and did the dirty work Dutch people refused to do. Their opponents,
on the other hand, claimed that most of the Turks were not employed and, in
some cases, had never been employed in Holland. They accused them of 'freeriding', which means that they only profit from society. This argument is
commonly stressed in the literature, as being one of the issues that Dutch people
in concentration areas tend to find important (cf. Abraham-Van der Mark, 1984:
22-31; Van Niekerk, 1989: 45, 85; Haest, 1989: 69, 90; Van der Pennen, 1990:
85). This argument is also often related to the argument of the 'capacity qf
society', in which it is stressed that the Netherlands does not have the ability to
accommodate more than a certain limited amount of people, and the country is
'already full'. The respondents expressing this view do not show any compassion
and reject any responsibility for the migrants, because, as they say, Yt is not the

residents of the neighbourhoods who brought the Turks in. but the national
government'.
Turks on the other hand, disagreed with these points of view. It is not
surprising that, almost without exception (95%), they found that they had the
right to stay in Holland and used more arguments to support their view. 1lle most
popular argument used in favour of their right to stay in the country refers to the
'birthrights' of the second and third generations of Turks. Respondents often
referred to the rights Turks have achieved because they or their children were
born in Holland. Some stressed the fact that most of them ojficially qualify for
permanent settlement. According to them, it is time to consider Turks as real
Dutch citizens, if only because, as they said, sometimes even up to three
generations of families have lived and worked in Holland. This argument touches
an important aspect of their social life, especially for elderly Turks: the family
ties. The fact that their close kin lives in Holland or is buried there is seen as a
factor that ties Turks to the country. Elderly Turks, especially, do not expect to
re-migrate permanently, because their children will stay in Holland. People with
young children fear that they would experience adjustment problems when they
re-migrate to Turkey, as they have grown up in Holland. Thus, for most Turks,
leaving Holland is not an option. Even if they would want to re-migrate, the fact
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that they do not expect any tuccessful future in Turkey', according to several
respondents, prevents many Turks, from re-migrating. Some maintained, that
Turks would be willing to try and start a new life in Turkey, if they could keep
the right to return to Holland, should things turn out badly.
While almost all Turkish respondents reported that they believed that they had
the right to stay, only two -thirds of them were certain that they would not return
to Turkey. About one-third reported having more or less serious plans to leave
the country and only a few (5%) reported not having decided yet. The plans,
ho vever were not very concrete. Most said that, eventually, they would return to
Turkey, when they were old or when the children had grown up. For those who
actually reported wanting to stay in the Netherlands, 'push and pull' factors were
at work. The factors pulling them towards Holland were first of all, socioeconomic in nature: they had not saved enough to start a new life in Turkey, or
they perceived poor financial prospects. Besides, they felt that wegarefacilities
in Turkey were too poor to cover the risk of failure. Second, there were cultural
reasons: they feared not being able any more to adjust to the way of life in
Turkey. The push factors were partly similar in nature. Beside family relations, in
many ways they referred to the fact that they felt that they belonged in Holland
culturally (they were born and raised here), emotionally (they feel at home), and

social-economically (they are doing well).
These factors seem to have gained importance at the expense of a factor which
the Dutch used when discussing the rights of the Turks, namely, their
'contribution to society'. As mentioned earlier, this issue relates to the view that,
because Turkish people or their parents work or have worked in Holland, paid
taxes, and contributed to the prosperity of this society, they have gained the right
to stay. A derived argument stressed the Ynvimtion' of the Dutch government.
Since they came here by invitation, Turks cannot reasonably be denied the right
to stay in the country. This argument was often supported by the argument of
rightful citizenship, which implies, according to some, that the Turks behave as
good and loyal citizens, do not commit serious crimes, and obey the laws.

5.3.2 Interethnic contacts
The Dutch and the Turks did not differ in their assessments of the difficulty of
interethnic contacts (see Table 5.4). Half of the Dutch (49%), often the single (t
test, p < .05), and 58% of the Turks reported that it is easy to have interethnic
contact. In the city of Tilburg, this was true for the unemployed Dutch (t test, p <
.05). Among the Turks in Rotterdam, the lower educated (r -.22), especially,
reported finding such contact relatively difficult.
While the Turks in both cities hardly differed with respect to their evaluation
of interethnic contacts, there was a significant difference in opinion among the
Dutch. Those in the city of Tilburg reported finding interethnic communication
much less easy than those in Rotterdam (39% versus 64%, respectively). As
Rotterdam has a higher level of concentration of ethnic minorities, this finding
contradicts the observation of Visser et al. (1985: 194-195) that, when the level
of concentration of minorities increases, Dutch people experience more language
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and communication problems and find the relationship with minorities more
problematic. This may be due to differences in the level of 'knowledge by
experience'. Most Dutch respondents from Tilburg do not have any direct social
experience with Turks, who, consequently, are relative strangers to them. As
communication with strangers tends to cause much uncertainty and fears their
assessment of communication problems may be more negative because ofthat.
Table 5.4: Views on the possibility of interethnic contact
Percentage- of persons who agree. Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
1
Til- Rotter- To- TilRotter- Todam
tal
dam tal
burg
burg
Interethnic contact is easy
39
64
49
58
59
58
Friendship is possible
65
78
70
66
68
67
Cultural differences
between 81
neighbours are not important
85
83
80
75
78
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

Lacking in interethnic contacts to ease their fears, people become convinced that
contact with Turks is hard to make and hard to maintain. People also tend to
attribute this difficulty of socialising to cultural and language differences. The
Dutch in the concentration areas in Rotterdam, who said they were frequently
confronted with Turks, had elaborate ideas about their own qualifying
characteristics. They spoke highly of their own skills and willingness to
communicate with migrants, their capacity to adjust to new multicultural
situations, and their tolerance in general. Living in a multicultural area appears to
have enhanced their confidence in their effective communication with members

ofother ethnic groups.
The need to communicate with many culturally different groups may actually
have improved their communication skills, but, since we did not assess those
skills, we cannot eliminate the possibility that we have only measured their selfimage. One conclusion, however, seems to be correct: frequent exposure to
interethnic contact may provide people with the idea that communicating with
Turks is not too difficult. This finding appears, in a sense, to support the general
idea of the psychological version of the contact hypothesis, which is that
continuous contact with members of other ethnic groups may change one's
evaluation of mutual images, because contact provides one with the possibility to
compare one's images with day-to-day reality. However, according to Bovenkerk
et at. (1985: 303-306) in the concentration areas they studied, this comparison
did not result in Dutch people having a more positive attitude towards the other
ethnic groups and a more positive relationship with them. This conclusion
emphasises the fact that theorists sometimes overestimate the importance of this
validation of personal images. Hewstone and Brown (1986: 9), for example,
suggest that, in mixed neighbourhoods, ethnic attitudes tend to change in a
positive way. However, they argue, the mere fact of living in an integrated
setting rather than having interpersonal contacts, may be the crucial factor in
changing such attitudes. White residents in integrated neighbourhoods appeared
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to have less racist attitudes irrespective of whether they interacted with their
black neighbours:
The reasons respondents gave to explain why they found interethnic contacts
easy or difficult can be classified in four categories: (1) the nature of the contacts,
(2) the personal communication skills and knowledge, (3) the cultural
background, and (4) the stereotyped interpersonal and intergroup images (cf.
Shadid, 1998: 80). The respondents usually offered more than one reason. The
combination of reasons can be accepted as belief-sets that formulate the
expectations of the respondents when they enter into interethnic cont 3t. These
belief-sets, which explain why interethnic relations are difficult, may function as
an instrument to legitimise why interethnic contacts should be avoided. The
Dutch, especially those living in Rotterdam, referred mainly to the nature Of
interethnic contacts. They argued that most of their contacts with the Turks, such
as greetings, small talk and giving assistance, were superficial and did not
involve complex forms of communication. Still, about two thirds of each group,
reported that, under certain conditions, mutual friendship is possible. The
conditions mentioned were similar to the factors that facilitate or hamper
interethnic contacts, discussed below. Employed Dutch people (t test, p < .01),
the young (r -.30) and higher educated 0 .24) and those with young children (t
test, p < .05) stated more often that friendship with Turks is possible. This was
especially the case for Dutch people living in the city of Tilburg, where,
additionally, those who had only recently moved to the neighbourhood (r -.27)
did not reject the idea of friendship with Turks. In Rotterdam, only age was
found to be important in this context: the younger the respondents, the more they
believed that friendship with Turks was possible (r -.39). Among the Turks
social-demographic characteristics were not found to influence such views.
The second category of explanations mentioned, the personal communication
skills and knowledge, has to do with language proficiency, personal familiarity
with members of the other group, and intercultural communication norms.
Language was the factor most frequently put forward by both groups to explain
why interaction was difficult. The differences between both groups in that
respect were considerable. Most of the Turks claimed that they understood or
spoke enough Dutch to hold a simple conversation, but only a few Dutch
respondents claimed to know more than a few Turkish words. These persons felt
proud of their knowledge and said they enjoyed the appreciation of the Ekks
when they used their limited Turkish vocabulary. Both groups stressed the fact
that they were not familiar with the cultural background of the other because of
this lack of communication skills and knowledge. The issue of cultural
background was raised as one of cultural similarity or of cultural differences.
Cultural similarity refers to similarities in belief, habit and life situation, which
facilitate mutual understanding. Most of the Dutch and Turkish respondents did
not know the proper rules for interaction with the other group (intercultural
etiquette). They said that the perception of cultural differences made them feel
insecure, and led to the expectation that communication would be difficult. The
Dutch respondents who stressed cultural d(Brences as a source of
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communication problems also reported that there were certain categories of
Turks who they perceived as being more different and who they expected would
confront them with many difficulties, such as newcomers from Turkey. In that
respect, many stressed that mutual relations, especially between friends, can be
complicated because Turks can be very sensitive when it comes to, for example,
religious rules.6 Dutch respondents also felt that cultural differences caused the
Turkish community to become isolated. According to them, such differences
make relations with Turks, such as, for example, friendship, unattractive to the
Dutch. When Turks, on the other hand, spoke of cultural differences with Dutch
people, they usually only related these differences to a lack of mutual familiarity
and a lack of understanding in general. According to the Turks, the solution
cannot be found in the adjustment of the Dutch, but rather in acceptance: 'Dutch
people have to accept Turks as they are.'
While both groups stressed the fact that cultural dissimilarity may complicate
interethnic relations, they were nevertheless, convinced that cultural differences
are not decisive for the quality of relations between neighbours. About 80%
thought that, irrespective of cultural differences, a good relationship was
possible. Among the Dutch, the employed (t test, p < .001) and the young (r .23), especially those from Rotterdam (r -.35), often stressed this possibility. The
young Turks in the city of Rotterdam believed the same (r -.23).
This inclination of the respondents to downgrade the importance of cultural
differences as an obstacle to contacts with Turkish neighbours corresponds with
the findings of Hagendoorn and Hraba (1989: 459-461). In their study, they show
that the Dutch, for example with respect to Turks as neighbours, perceive cultural
differences as less important than the violation of social norms (perceived social
deviance). This finding is not new. Over the years, the living habits and lifestyles
of Turks and other ethnic minority groups have been reported to be the major
sources of complaints of Dutch neighbours, who experience their behaviour as
nuisance. As we have seen before, these persons resent the fact that tho ethnic
minorities do not change their behaviour.
The bulk of the reasons mentioned by both groups to explain problems in
interethnic contacts, however, related to stereotyped interpersonal and

intergroup images. The majority mentioned personal characteristics that
facilitate or hinder mutual communication, and ascribed those either to people in
general, or to the other group and their own ingroup in particular: When they
referred to general characteristics, several persons argued that difficulties in
communication depend more on the characteristics of the person one is trying to
communicate with than on his or her ethnic background. According to them, such
characteristics have to do with the accessibility of the other, and his or her
readiness for interethnic contact. Both groups stressed that accessibility also
implies having a proper attitude, such as mutual respect and acceptance, mutual
understanding, sincerity, dedication, and friendliness. These generalities were
considered even more important than language problems.
Many Turks, for example, mentioned specific personal qualities of the Dutch,
such as their lack of spontaneity, understanding, and tolerance. In this respect,
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most of them complained about the 'negative behaviour which crosses the
borders of decency'.They especially condemned the Dutch people's antisocial
and belittling behaviour, and their curiosity and meddlesomeness, as traits that
hinder mutual contact. Other Turks had a more or less neutral view. They found
communication with Dutch people difficult because, they felt, Dutch people do
not seem to be able to understand' Turkish people. This was one reason why
they did not blame their Dutch neighbours, but tried to understand their point of
view. Many said that they may also think positively about communicating with
them. Some were convinced that communication with Dutch people was quite
easy, because they are honest and sincere, and respect other people's privacy.
Such a positive evaluation was often connected to grievances against what these
respondents described as the negative 'menmlity' of members of the Turkish
community in the Netherlands.
The Dutch, on the other hand, suggested that Turks rejected mutual contact or
behaved in a reserved manner. Turks, they explained, are not receptive to Dutch
culture and society, are unpredictable, and are not open to contact: 'They act as if

they do not understand, or speak Turkish with other Turks when Dutch people
are around. ' Turks were also found to refrain from taking the initiative to make
contact. The Dutch also said that, when they had achieved relatively good contact
in one situation, for example, at the community centres, Turks took no notice of
them in other situations, especially when they were with family or friends. In
other words, Turks were blamed for discouraging mutual contacts. Apparently
the Turks prefer to keep some social distance in the domain of the family. This
kind of mutual blaming among both groups appears to be common. However,
unlike the Dutch, the Turks also expressed their own readiness and need to have
good contact with their Dutch neighbours. This indicates some kind of
asymmetry in their mutual relationships. The Dutch seem to place the
responsibility for the mutual relations on the Turks, while the Turks appear to
realise that they are being urged to make the necessary steps.
Many Turks stressed their own personal qualities when they claimed that even
friendship with a Dutch person would be no problem for them, since they have a
similar way of thinking as the Dutch, they are 'easy', open to contact, and do not
distinguish between people in general. Unlike the Turks, few Dutch people
mentioned their own personal qualities as an influencing factor, but rather
postulated general qualities or qualities that had to do with personal qualities of
the Turks. ']heir general personal qualities were referred to with commonplace
comments such as: 'it depends on the person','they are also human beings',or,
'only (f there is mutual respect'. The Turks made similar remarks. When they
mentioned qualities they felt the Turks should have, they predominantly stressed
friendliness and a reasonable level of education. The Dutch found this last quality
very important. Friendship was found to be only possible with educated Turks,
since it requires people to have the same interests and level of personal
development, and implies some level of cultural adjustment.
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5.4 Cultural threat and cultural adjustment
and adjustment are issues that are closely related to
ethnocentrism, as was discussed in Chapter Two. Ethnocentric beliefs relate to
the tendency to use one's own (imagined) culture as a standard for evaluating
other cultures. In Dutch society, the beliefs related to this concept cover matters
of cultural freedom and cultural adjustment of other groups to its culture. For the
Turks, the beliefs relate to issues of cultural preservation and cultural superiority.
This means that Dutch and Turkish people may view these issues from different

Cultural threat

angles.

The feeling that the culture of the other group poses a threat, was found to be
equally strong in both groups (40%) (see Table 5.5). Among the Dutch in
general, the unemployed (t test, p < .05) and the lower educated (r -.24) reported
more often feeling such a threat. In Tilburg, those with low levels of education (r
-.38) and those who have lived longer in the neighbourhood 0 .21) reported
feeling such a threat. A weak relationship with the level of concentration was
found. Less Turks in Rotterdam (32%) than in Tilburg (49%) feel threatened,
indicating that a lower level of concentration was related to higher levels of
feelings of threat. More Dutch than Turks in Rotterdam reported feeling
threatened (44% against 32%). These figures indicate that both groups tend to
perceive cultural threat when they are outnumbered. The observation that Dutch
people who live in concentration areas are more negative towards Turks than
Turks towards Dutch is reported in several studies (c. f. Hulsbergen & Mik, 1980:
39; Kaufmann & Verkoren-Hemelaar, 1983: 104).
Table 5.5: Cultural threat and cultural adjustment
Percentages of persons who agree. Results of 2-way ANOVA8

Tilburg
Their culture constitutes

a

Dutch
Rotter-

Turks

To·

dam tal

Til- Rotter- Toburg

dam

tal

48

44

46

49

32

41

67

80

72

17

26

21

threat

Turks have to adjust to Dutch
culture

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

In general, Dutch people who do not experience any threat from Turkish culture
find that the culture in itself is not dangerous and that the Turks cannot force
them to adopt the Turkish culture or convert them to Islam. Those who do feel
threatened culturally, expect that the Dutch are or very soon will be outnumbered
in the neighbourhood. Because of this, they find the political future frightening.
They expect that 'when Turks take over, life will be made miserable for the
Dutch since Turks do not feel attached to Dutch society.' They especially fear
Muslim fundamentalists, political activism of the Kurdish liberation army, PKK,
or of the extreme nationalist Turkish political movement, the so-called Grey
Wolves.
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Unlike the perception of threat, the theme of adjustment strongly divides both
groups. Almost 75% of the Dutch, especially the lower educated (r -.26), against
21% of the Turks, stated that Turks should unreservedly adjust themselves to
Dutch culture. This was more often the case in Tilburg (r -.37). Single Turks (t
test, p < .05) and those without small children (t test, p < .05) tended to agree
with this demand. In the city of Rotterdam, single people (t test, p < .01), those
without small children (t test, p < .01), and those with higher levels of education
(r .28), supported the adjustment ofthe Turks.

5.4.1

The perception of cultural threat to the outgroup

Generally, the Dutch expect that particularly the traditional and conservative
Turks who want to preserve their culture will feel threatened. However, only a
few Dutch respondents, about one fifth of the group, expressed the belief that
Dutch culture is a threat to the Turkish way of life (see Table 5.6).
Table 5.6: Perception of cultural threat to the outgroup
Percentages ofpersons who agree (t tesO.

Tilburg

Rotterdam

Total

19

21

20

Dutch residents find that
Dutch culture constitutes a threat to Turks

Turkish residents find that
The Dutch feel threatened by Turkish culture
51
45
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

49

Some Dutch respondents found it irrelevant whether the Turks felt threatened or
not, as they did not consider it to be their business. They argued that people Who
feel threatened by Dutch culture should better leave the country. The majority of
the Dutch respondents, however, said that they did not believe that Dutch culture
could pose any threat to Turkish culture, because of the level of tolerance in
Dutch society. Dutch people in Rotterdam, expressed the belief that such feelings
of threat are not realistic because the Turks outnumber the Dutch in their
neighbourhoods. A considerable number of Dutch respondents put forward the
notion that whether their culture poses a threat or not is the responsibility of the
Turks themselves. According to them, only the Turks can allow the Dutch culture
to be a threat to their own, and they insisted that the Turks must not be
concerned, 'as the Dutch do not aspire to change cultures: they only want to

change people.'
While about half of the Turks in each city said they realised that the Dutch felt
threatened by the Turkish culture, the other half insisted that such feelings were
hardly possible (see Table 5.6). They said they perceived the Dutch as tolerant
and optimistic people, and according to them, only intolerant and pessimistic
people will fear anyone else's culture. Furthermore, they said that there was no
reason for the Dutch to feel scared, since they form the majority and are in
charge.

Turks who expressed the belief that the Dutch feel threatened explained their
position by referring to power relations. Especially Turks in Rotterdam said they
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were convinced that the Dutch fear becoming outnumbered, and losing (political)
power. This fear, according to some Turkish respondents, is also inspired by the
mistaken belief that Turkey is a fundamentalist country. In fact, they say, the
Dutch fear the unknown and the different. They are convinced that people whose
behaviour and appearance is different, arouse feelings of unrest and fear in Dutch
people. This is how the Turks explain why there are so many racists among the
Dutch and why most of them demand the adjustment of Turkish people to Dutch
culture and society.
The fact that the Turks expect je Dutch to be frightened does not mean that
they are not frightened themselves. Some expressed the fear that their children
would adopt Dutch cultural traits they despise, such as the 'low Dutch morality'
with respect to, for example, sexual behaviour and the relations between the
sexes. Some others claimed that the Dutch want to dominate the Turks by
imposing their culture on them and restricting facilities meant to preserve their
own culture, such as education in their own language and culture. Among the
majority of the Turks who did not express a fear of the influence of Dutch
culture, three opinions can be found. The first is that, in Holland, there is enough
space and freedom to preserve the Turkish culture. After all, the Dutch have their
own culture and do not take offence at the culture of others. According to these
persons, the adoption of Dutch culture and the rejection of Turkish culture is a
matter of choice for the Turks themselves. Others mentioned that a cultural threat
is absent because people have the opportunity to learn from each other, and that
when people have an open attitude, mutual feelings of trust will be strengthened.
Another category of people emphasised that one should try to avoid Dutch
culture by neglecting it, and by concentrating on one's own culture and on the
socialisation of one's children in it. In that case, one will not have anything to
fear from Dutch culture. For this category ofpeople, adjustment is not an option.

5.4.2 Views on adjustment
While 80% of the Dutch expressed the belief that Dutch culture forms no threat
to Turkish culture (see table 5.6), 72% felt, nevertheless, that the Turks should
adjust (see table 5.5). Similar proportions were found in other studies over the
past two decades: 40 to 75% of Dutch people find that ethnic minorities should
adjust to Dutch society,' and that adjustment is a precondition for their
acceptance.

These high percentages indicate that the general opinion in Dutch society is
that Turks should adjust to the Dutch way of life, which implies that even
relatively tolerant people support such demands for adjustment. This can be seen
as a reflection of a widespread desire to control the behaviour of the ethnic
groups concerned, and to maintain the mono-cultural character of society. The
phenomenon of majorities demanding the adjustment of ethnic minorities appears
to be common in hierarchical relationships: minorities are always held
responsible for closing the 'cultural gap' with the majority. They are expected to
change, whereas majorities are not, which explains why demands for cultural
adaptation and integration of the other groups are always made by the majority
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and not by the minorities themselves (cf. Shadid, 19945 217; Dijker 1989: 79;
Moscovici & Paicheler, 1978: 257).
In discussing the issue of adjustment, all respondents, even the few Dutch
(about 5%) who said that Turks do not have to adjust at all, put their answers in
perspective. They discussed the direction of, the reasons for, and the subjects of
adjustment. The desired direction of adjustment was clear. Whatever reservation
they may have had, the respondents felt that, without question, Turks have to
move towards Dutch culture and society. According to them, adjustment should
result in unproblematic encounters in the public sphere between the different
ethnic groups. The acculturation of Turks, then, must imply their
deculturalization or assimilation, at least in the public sphere (cf Phalet &
Verkuyten 2001: 189, Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2001: 57).10 Mutual
adjustment, in the sense that both groups have to move towards each other, was
sporadically mentioned. The Turks also thought of adjustment as a move towards
the Dutch way of life. However, the majority of Turkish respondents also
questioned the direction of adjustment, and they felt that it should be mutual.
The question whether they have adjusted to Turks and other ethnic minority
groups surprised the Dutch, since it was very obvious to them that adjustment is
something ethnic minorities have to (b. Adjustment, many of them stressed, is
not relevant to them. People wondered why they should have to adjust to Turks,
or any minority group, since Holland is their own country. Some respondents
clearly posited that they would never adjust to 'such people'. Others reported
having a neutral view. they concentrate on their own lives, do not bother other
people, and do not feel that they have to express any negative opinions about
others. Finally, a positive view can be interpreted in the statements of those who
said that they had not thought about the ins and outs of adjustment. However,
they explained that they found it more important to treat Turks and others with
respect. Still, some Dutch people admitted to having adjusted themselves to the
Turks. By this, they meant that they had tried to solve communication problems
by talking in a more simple and calm manner, and by respecting the Turkish
norms for politeness. Others reported having tried to take Turkish way into
account, for example in their working place (separate activities for man and
women), with respect to food habits (avoid serving pork) and religious practices
(such as in Ramadan).
Respondents who were in favour Of the adjustment of the Turks seemed to
have the same opinions on the reasons for adjustment. The Dutch respondents
explained their position in a general unspecified way: Turks have to adjust

because they live in a foreign country with a different way of life. That is why
they have to show some interest in the world around them and teach themselves
and their children to live with the Dutch. It emerged that adjustment means many
things for the Dutch. They found that it enriches one's personal capacities and
possibilities, it facilitates faster acceptance by the Dutch, and it equips one to live
together with the Dutch. Therefore some Dutch respondents agreed with the
compulsory Dutch language education for Turkish immigrants. Research has
show that those who prefer adjustment of Turks tend to believe that it will
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improve their possibilities and chances in Dutch society (Arends-T6th & Van de
Vijver, 2000: 163).
The respondents who opposed adjustment used several concepts to legitimise
their position. In this regard, the concept of cultural equivalence was popular
among both groups. According to this concept, as cultures are equivalent,
adjustment is not necessary if people have mutual respect for each other's
cultures. A comparable concept is that of the similarity of cultures. The Turkish
respondents insisted that urban Turkish culture and urban Dutch culture are very
much the same. Therefore, adjustment to Dutch culture is not necessary if the
Turks have adopted the Turkish urban culture. The incompatibility of both
cultures was often brought forward when the other concepts were used. The
Turkish respondents, when stressing the incompatibility of cultures, explained
that everyone has his own culture and should stick to it. Some also stressed that

their culture is the core of their identity and, therefore, it determines their
personality and habits. In this sense, adjustment implies rejecting their
personality and customs in favour of Dutch culture. Some Turks took a defensive
position, referring to their cultural pride. 'Our culture is better than theirs',was
often said. In general, the Turkish respondents rejected adjustment because they
saw it as some kind of loss. Many Turks do not think highly of the morality of
Dutch culture and perceive cultural assimilation as a kind of downward
adjustment. Some Turkish respondents complained that the Dutch are always
demanding and Turks always have to give in.
The above shows that the subject of adjustment is very ambiguous.
Irrespective of whether the idea of adjustment is supported or rejected, in the
frames of reference to discuss the adjustment of Turks, two main dimensions can
be distinguished: the domain and the sphere of adjustment. Like the Dutch
respondents, who stressed the sphere of adjustment, the Turkish respondents who
were in favour of adjustment, insisted that it must not cover the cultural, but only
the societal sphere. Other research shows a similar picture (cf Van de Vijver
2001: 22, 23, Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver 2001: 58). The cultural sphere
covers all aspects that are related to one's identity and, therefore, has to be left
alone, since the preservation of one's own culture and identity is considered to be
a fundamental human right. The societal sphere, on the other hand, covers the
knowledge people need in order to function properly as members of society. In
this respect, Turks are expected to adjust to public norms and values and to have
the necessary instrumental societal knowledge and skills, such as sufficient
proficiency to speak and write Dutch. With respect to these skills, those
respondents felt that Turks should improve their level of education, increase their
knowledge of Dutch customs and habits, and of the Dutch language, and adopt
Dutch dress codes. Contrary to the Dutch, the Turks who consider the domain of
adjustment only strive for adjustment in the public domain. They plead for
compliance with the public rules and participation in community activities.
When the Dutch talk about adjustment, they have certain social activities in
mind and usually exclude the private domain from their interference. What Turks
do inside their homes is considered their own business as long as they do not

-
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bother their neighbours with it. However, in the public domain, it is felt that they
should adjust their behaviour in such a way that they will not cause public
nuisance. A consequence of this line of thinking is that discussions on the
location of the boundary between the public and the private domain will
determine the range of social issues which will be subjected to the demand for
adjustment.

This view appears to reflect the ideal of multiculturalism, in which a society is
envisaged to be unitary in the public domain and which encourages diversity in
what are considere, private or communal matters (Rex, 1997: 208). According to
Rex (1997: 210), multiculturalism in the modern world presupposes the evolution
of a type of society which involves, on the one hand, the acceptance of a single
culture and a set of individual rights governing the public domain, and a variety
of folk cultures in the private and communal domains. Essentially, for both
groups the situation is quite different. For a member of a majority, private and
community matters are culturally speaking an integrated part of the main society.
Their morality and values reflect civic morality and culture. For ethnic minorities
the family and community are part of another social system, and another culture.
This reflects the fundamental inequality between majority and minority (cf. Rex,
1997: 216). It may imply that adjustment means that the minorities have to adjust
to the moral values of the majority, even with those they consider to be private.
This might explain the findings reported by De Vijver (2001: 28) that, usually,
when the Dutch find that Turks have to adjust, they mean adjustment in all
domains. This finding also means that the attitude of the Dutch towards the
adjustment of Turks and other ethnic minorities, is characterised by ambivalence:
on the one hand, they say that they only want the ethnic minorities to adjust in
the public sphere, but, on the other hand, by stressing the primacy of the moral
values of Dutch society, they imply that the Turks should also adjust in the
private domain.

5.4.3

The implications of adjustment

The question of adjustment easily tempts people to take a position in favour or
against. While everyone has ideas about the adjustment of Turks, it is not always
clear what they mean by the concept. Neither is it clear what the Turks have to
change when it is said that they should adjust to Dutch society.
Among the Dutch, three different categories of definition prevail, which are
consistent with some of the main definitions that are found among the Turks. The
first category contains those definitions in which the mumal acceptance Of
dgerences is stressed. In this context, adjustment means to be tolerant, to respect
others, and to accept other people's way of life. Several Dutch respondents
preferred not to limit the social obligation of being tolerant, but, at the same time,
felt that Turks should stop criticising Dutch cultural achievements, such as sexual
freedom, stop trying to convert Dutch people to Islam, and adopt Dutch manners
in social intercourse. According to the Turkish respondents, adjustment in the
sense of acceptance means that differences between groups have to be respected
and that they have to care about mutual understanding. Showing respect is
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essentiat. 'Turks have to show interest in Dutch culture, have to try to get
familiar with Dutch habits and ways of thinking, and have to be more tolerant
towards cultural expressions of the Dutch:
The second category of definitions covers those in which the acquisition of
societal skills is stressed. According to the Dutch respondents, adjustment means
having to learn the Dutch language, adopting the habit of making and keeping
appointments, complying with current public rules, getting to know Dutch
society, and showing active participation in the local community and the wider
society. The Turkish respondents also i iterpreted adjustment as acquiring skills
and qualities that facilitate their adequate functioning in Dutch society, but they
mentioned more aspects that deserved their attention. They stressed the
importance of the Dutch language, the skills for establishing social relations with
the Dutch, education, and participation in Dutch society. Those respondents also
felt that Turks should change the way they dress and think, become more
tolerant, and acquire skills to discuss problems rather than to argue and fight
about them. The topic of participation in Dutch society as part of adjustment
elicited a variety of comments from both groups. Some of the Dutch said they
would advise the Turks not to isolate themselves within their own group and seek
more contact with the Dutch. Others insisted that participation means that the
Turks should accept heir current social position and accept that Dutch people
want to stay on top. They also found that Turks must stop trying to have it their
way and must stop complaining about discrimination when things are not going
as hoped for. The Turkish respondents, when commenting on participation, were
more specific. They mentioned that they found it important to participate in
school affairs and community centre activities, to establish good relationships
with Dutch neighbours, to participate in national festivities such as Christmas,
and to show some degree of autonomy and self-determination.
The definitions related to the acceptance of mutual differences and the
acquisition of societal skills also have to do with the ideas of both groups about
integration. Integration may be understood as a situation in which groups
maintain their cultural identities in some respects, but, at the same time, merge
into a superordinate group in other respects. This implies cultural pluralism.
Different cultural groups would then maintain their distinct identities and
cultures, but within a framework of equal opportunity and mutual tolerance (cf
Bochner, 1982: 26, 27). When defining adjustment, some respondents explicitly
re ferred to integration with preservation of one's own culture combined with
active participation in Dutch society. The Dutch respondents however, did not
express elaborated ideas about integration with cultural preservation. Most
suggested that Turks could keep their religiously inspired habits, but should deal
with them in such a way that they would not interfere with their required
participation in Dutch society. Turks for example, are required to continue
working during Ramadan. While some Turks some also suggested that religious
habits should be kept out of sight of Dutch people, their ideas on integration
without changing their culture were more extensive. They insisted that, in order
to improve communication with the Dutch, the cultural habits of one's local
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neighbourhood should be adopted. However, this does not necessarily means the
adoption ofDutch culture in general.
The third category of definitions of adjustment has to do with views on
preventing inconvenience. In this sense, the Dutch respondents were of the
opinion that adjustment means that Turks have to focus on and comply with local
standards (norms) as a guideline, refrain from being a nuisance, be approachable
to discuss problems, follow the Dutch rhythm of life, and behave in public like
the Dutch. This view was dominant in the eighties. Blauw and Ravestein-Willis
(1984: 12), for example, observed in the mid-eighties hat the Dutch found the
neatness of Turks far more important than having contact with them.
Those Dutch respondents who emphasised such definitions, preferred cultural
assimilation in the public sphere. This was especially clear in the ideas of those
who said that Turks should change some of their cultural habits to achieve more
similarity with Dutch culture. Most legitimised their views by referring to some
general rule of adjustment that applies to everyone: everyone has to adjust to the
country he migrates to, and they themselves surely would if they were in another
country. Other respondents were more specific and limited their demands to the
relations between the sexes or to the way Turks raise their children. They
mentioned that the issue of the relation between the sexes annoys them, because
they find that Turkish women have a subordinate position in the Turkish
community, where, for example, 'little boys dominate their mothers'. The way
the Turks raise their children was subject to much criticism from Dutch
respondents, since these children are found to be troublesome. Turkish children,
like Moroccan children, are said to bring about much inconvenience: people find
them bold, vandalistic, and noisy, usually staying up late and playing outside
when Dutch children are supposed to sleep. These points were recognised by
some Turkish respondents, who also stressed that male-female relations in their
community must change, and the upbringing of their children must improve.
They also questioned Turkish family relations, which they said they sometimes
experienced as a burden, and the religious behaviour of Turks, which, according
to them, must be limited to the private domain.
Turks also see adjustment as a way to prevent inconvenience being caused to
the Dutch. Those who support this view try to keep low profile in order to
reassure or to satisfy the Dutch: 'outside their homes, Turks have to comply with
Dutch behavioural norms and values and have to comply with Dutch law'.
Particularly, the Turks see adjustment as changing awkward interpersonal
behaviour, and find that members of their ingroup must learn to behave in a
friendly manner. This, for example, means not screaming while talking or
discussing problems, not interfering with others people's lives, and showing
some discretion. These views appear to express a demand for cultural
assimilation, but only in the public sphere. Some of them hope that adaptation in
this sense, even when faked, will stop discrimination. This result of forced
adjustment may cause minorities to disappear culturally from the public sphere
(cf. Bochner, 1982: 24, 25). The fear of disappearing culturally is also found in
definitions in which adjustment is considered as cultural assimilation, which
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means becoming Dutch, and comes down to a loss

of religion, culture, and

identity.
The fourth category of definitions, especially specific to the Turks, covers the
descriptions of adjustment as a process of emancipation. The act of adjustment
involves 'coming out' and modernising, and becoming more assertive and
independent. Such definitions somehow consider adjustment as an activity that
brings about a profitable outcome. In particular, women are advocates of such
views. In their view, cultural preservation has a negative effect on the personal
development ofwomen.

5.4.4 Cultural preservation
There was much ambivalence among the Dutch respondents regarding the issue
of cultural preservation. About 75% found that the Turks should adjust to the
Dutch culture (see table 5.5), but, at the same time about 85% felt that the Turks
should also be able to maintain their own way of life Gee Table 5.7). This
contradiction is apparently due to the fact that, for the majority, adjustment
concerns the public sphere, while cultural preservation primarily concerns the
private sphere. In Tilburg, the women (t test, p < .05) and the unemployed (t test,
p < .001), found that the Turks could maintain their way of life.
Table 5.7: Beliefs on cultural preservation
Percentages of persons who agree. t test
Tilburg Rotterdam

Total

Dutch
Turks may maintain their way of life
Turks stick to their culture too much

86

63

84

85

77

69

Turkish
89
88
89
Turks must maintain their way of life
74
Dutch think their culture is better
79
69
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 2

However, 69% found that Turks stick to their culture too much. They pointed to
characteristics of outer appearance (dress), and male-female relations. The longer
they had lived in the neighbourhood (r .28), and the lower their level of
education (r -.26), the stronger this view. In the city of Tilburg, single (t test, p <
.05) and older people (r.27) also supported this view.
Respondents explained that Turks stick to their culture because of

psychological, and social geographical as well as social cultural factors. la
relation to the psychological factors, many Dutch respondents were convinced
that Turks were not motivated to focus on Dutch society. Generally, they
understood that Turks stress their Turkish identity, but became irritated at those
Turks who like to refer to their culture and upbringing to legitimise their
behaviour. Furthermore, they pointed to the social geographical environment to
explain why Turks always stick to their culture. Turks were said to do so because
they have intensive social relationships and live very close to each other. Socialcultural explanations however dominate their views. They expressed the belief
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that Turks like to stick to their culture because many of them are older people
who cannot change anymore. This 'generation constraint' coincides with other
constraints such as their low level of education, their rural background, and
traditional male-female relations. Above all, however, it was said, Turks stick to
their culture because the government allows them to do so.
As has already become clear in the discussion on adjustment, almost all of the
Turkish respondents (89%) and especially those with small children (t test, p <
.01), and the less educated (r -.34) more often found that Turl<s should stick to
their culture. They more or less insisted that, no matter what the Dutch might say,
Turks should maintain their own way of life. Others Turks allowed partial
conservation. In the city of Rotterdam, they also insisted on their right to
preserve their culture when they have lived in the neighbourhood for a long time

(r .28). Discussions

among the Turks about the preservation

of culture

mainly on the performance of their own group (cultural
preservation), of both groups (cultural pluralism), or of the other group (noninterference), i.e., the Dutch. When they focused on their own group they
concentrated

preferred cultural preservation. Generally, the Turks stressed that the norms and
values, which guide their lives, cannot be changed or dropped, since these are
derived from their parents and from the Koran. According to them, Islam cannot
be changed. They stated that they wanted to preserve their own Turkish identity
and traditions. The Turks who focused on both groups aimed at cultural

pluralism, since they considered the two cultures to be dissimilar. More
importantly, they found that one must be free to live one's own live and keep
one's own identity. Although everyone finds their own culture the best, they
argued, it must, nevertheless, be possible for Turks and Dutch to live together.
Those who focused on the other group made a plea for non-inte,ference. They
stated that they wanted to be left in peace. Some expressed the belief that in a
similar situation, the Dutch would not change either. Others said that they would
not bother to adopt anything from the Dutch who, according to them, are not
interested in Turks at all.
The belief that Dutch people under similar conditions would not change their
culture either is consistent with the finding that more than 70% of the Turks
believed that the Dutch think that their culture is better that the Turkish culture.
In Rotterdam, more Turks thought this than in Tilburg (79% against 69%), where
especially the older (r .37), less educated (r -.28), or and those who had lived in
the neighbourhood for a long time 0 .29) expressed this belief. The Turks who
did not believe that Dutch people think that way, felt that a situation of mutual
respect existed. Some stated that Dutch culture is heterogeneous, meaning that
not all the Dutch think the same way. Many expressed the belief that there are so
many similarities between the two cultures that the Dutch cannot possibly feel
superior.
Those who felt strongly that the Dutch find their own culture better, referred to
a variety of perspectives. Some stressed the lack of knowledge and normal
feelings of self-esteem, others stressed that Dutch people think highly of
themselves, mainly because they are more educated. The Dutch, however, 'do
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not express this attitude openly, but make sure to let the Turks feel how they are
perceived'. Some Turks agreed with the perspective of the Dutch: they said that
Turkish culture poses more restrictions on their behaviour and than Dutch culture
does.

According to Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver (2000: 165) this issue of cultural
preservation is central in the discussions between Dutch and Turks. Our study
shows a similar controversy: 69% of the Dutch found that Turks stick to their
culture too much, while 89% of the Turks found that the Dutch think that their
culture is better than theirs. Still they agree that Turks must be able to maintain

their way of life (Table 5.7). At the same time, as we have seen earlier, only the
Turks express a preference for more mutual social contacts. Because of this
position it was concluded that the Dutch generally demand adjustment, and the
Turks generally prefer cultural preservation with social integration into Dutch
society.

Berry (1990: 245) combined these preferences (preservation of culture and
contacts with majority) into a model of adaptation resulting in four main images
of strategies of adaptation to society: integration (preservation plus contact),
assimilation (no preservation plus contact), separation (preservation, no contact),
and marginalisation (no preservation, no contact). Generally separation and
integration are the most preferred acculturation strategies among immigrant
groups (Berry & Sam 1997: 305; cf. Verkuyten & Thijs 1999: 12-15).
Interpreting the results, this model justifies the conclusion that the Turks prefer
the strategy of integration since they want to preserve their culture and prefer to
have contacts with the Dutch (cf. Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2000: 161,163).
Interestingly, the Dutch believe that Turks opt for the strategy of separation,
since, according to them, Turks stick to their culture and, at the same time, reject
having contacts with them. Oudenhoven and Prins (1999: 40 - 42) also report this
difference. Their findings show no differences in perceptions between the groups
concerning the preference of Turks to preserve at least a part of their culture.
However, both groups disagree on the desired level of mutual contact. Van
Oudenhoven and Prins (ibid) also suggest that, basically, the Dutch prefer a
strategy of assimilation. Generally, the Dutch believe that minorities should
adapt to the majority and that reduction of salient group boundaries will improve
intergroup relations. Turks, on the other hand, are believed to strive for pluralism
(in Berry's model, the strategy of integration) since they insist on maintaining
their cultural inheritance within the larger system, whether or not they strive for
partial adaptation or maximum autonomy. As we have seen earlier, this
interpretation of the position of both groups is supported by the results of this
study.

5.5 Intolerance and Non-acceptance
As was mentioned in the introduction to this chapter, our aim was to explore the
beliefs that are central to the cognitive images of the Dutch and the Turks and
how these beliefs are related. To analyse the data, the multivariate procedure of
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Homalst 1 was used. This procedure facilitates the multivariate analysis of
categorical and ordinal data and it allows for non-linear relations between
variables. Like in principle component analysis, Homals computes uncorrelated
dimensions in order to represent the relations between variables studied. The
results are presented in a table containing component loadings of the variables
and the eigenvalue of the components. The component loading reflects the
correlation of a variable with a specific dimension. It also reflects the importance
of the variable to distinguish between the scores of individuals. The eigenvalue is
an indication of the level to w hich the dimension reflects the pattern of relations
between the variables. The analysis is performed in two steps. First, the variables
that most strongly relate to the first two dimensions are selected. Next, the
variables dropped in the first analysis are analysed by another Homals analysis.
The data for the Dutch and Turks were analysed separately. This exploratory
procedure was used to select the main cluster of interrelated beliefs about the
other group. Where possible, these clusters of beliefs were combined into a scale.
With respect to their perception of the Turks, the issue of acceptance appeared
to be most dominant for the Dutch, followed by the issue of adjustment and
tolerance. This is quite different fom the impression one would get from their
daily talk about tolerance. The opposite is true for the Turks. Their cognitive
image was dominated by beliefs related to the issue of adjustment and tolerance.

5.5.1

The image of (non-)Acceptance

In his conceptualisation of acceptance, Shadid (1998: 12) stresses the socialstructural dimension. One of the main obstacles for the participation of migrants
in Dutch society, he explains, concerns the readiness of the majority to accept
immigrants as fellow-citizens with equal rights and obligations, and to give them
the opportunity to preserve their own culture. This definition is in accordance
with the essence of the cognitive image of the Dutch as shown in the results of
the Homals analysis ofthe cognitive beliefs.
Table 5.8: The cognitive image of non-Acceptance:

Dimensions ofthe Dutch view
Component loadings
Dimension 1
Dimension Il
(eigenvalue
(eigenvalue
.45)
.34)

Turks are give more rights than they deserve
Turks wrongfully think that they can stay in the country
Turkish culture is a threat to Dutch society
Turks have to adjust to Dutch culture
A good relationship with Turkish neighbours is possible in
spite of cultural differences
Friendship with Turks is possible

.52

.61

.56

.53

.50

.15

.32

.07

.43

.46

.40

.21

All the variables in the first cluster selected by Homals score high on the first
dimension (see Table 5.8). This 'approval' dimension indicates that differences
among the Dutch are related to their ideas on the acceptance

of Turks:

the rights
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of Turks in Dutch society, Turkish claims for residential permits, arguments
against allowing Turks to preserve their cultural heritage, and the preferred social
distance from Turks.
The second dimension, the 'equality' dimension, mainly differentiates
between the Dutch with respect to opinions on the rights of Turks, and opinions
on the quality of relationships between neighbours with different ethnic
backgrounds. The fact that beliefs on adjustment do not relate to any of the two
cognitive images suggested by the Homals analysis indicates that the issue of
adjustment does not relate to the general image, f non-acceptance. As we shall
see later, like we expected, it belongs instead to the core of the ethos of tolerance.
The variables of the approval dimension represent a scale (Cronbach's Alpha
.74) that can be considered an acceptance scale, since it differentiates between
Dutch respondents according to the level to which they accept Turks as fellowcitizens, neighbours and friends. Because of the relatively low component
loading of the variable of adjustment and its negligible contribution to the scale,
it was dropped from the analysis. The unemployed (t test, p < .05), the lower
educated (r -.27), and those who lived in the neighbourhood for a long time (r
.26), were found to give more support to beliefs of non-acceptance. The Dutch in
the city of Tilburg were found to be in favour of non-acceptance when they had a
lower level of education (r -.40), like those from the city of Rotterdam (r -.30),
who also showed support for such beliefs, especially when they lived in the
neighbourhood for a longer time (r .28).
Homals analysis of the data for the Turks produced a set of interrelated
variables that, from their perspective, also cover the topic of acceptance:2 The
first dimension summarises beliefs on their being accepted by the Dutch
culturally and socially (Table 5.9).
Table 5.9: The cognitive image of non-Acceptance:
Dimensions of the Turkish view
Component loadings
Dimension I
Dimemion II
(eigenvalue
(eigenvalue
.31)

Turks in this neighbourhood are judged by their eunk
decent
1

.34

.27)

.30

Turks must have the right to be and to stay in Holland
Turks must keep their own way of life

.39

.33

.38

.48

Turks have to adjust to Dutch culture
Friendship with Dutch people is possible
A good relationship with Dutch neighbous is possible in
spite of cultural differences

.16

.18

"

.30

.22

.31

.12

From the angle of cultural acceptance, it can be concluded that the belief that
Turks should preserve their way of life is connected to views on the extent to
which such cultural differences hamper social contacts with the Dutch as friends
or neighbours. From the angle of social acceptance, those beliefs and views are
concerned with being accepted and judged as individuals rather than as

1
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representatives of their ethnic group, as fellow citizens rather than as foreigners,
as members of their social network (possible friends and neighbours) rather than
as strangers. Beliefs on the adjustment of Turks do not relate to beliefs on
acceptance. With the exception of the views the rights of Turks to be and to stay
in Holland, and on their adjustment, the items of the first dimension were used to
compose an 'acceptance' scale. However, the scale. has a low reliability (Alpha
.50), indicating that it should only be used tentatively. The low correlation
between the items has to do with the non-linear pattern of the relations between
the variables.
The scores of this scale indicate that married Turks (t test, p < .05), and those
with children (t test, p < .05) generally perceive a lower level of acceptance. In
the city of Rotterdam, the single (t test, p < .05), those without children (t test, p
< .05), the young (r -.25), the higher educated (r .26) and those who have lived in
the neighbourhood for a short period (r -.26), perceive higher levels of
acceptance.

5.5.2

The image of (in-)Tolerance

Homals analysis of the remaining variables on the cognitive images of the Dutch
shows a dimension that represents another dominant image that can be labelled
'Intolerance Of Turks'. It combines the views on the statements mentioned in
Table 5.10 This set of views shows a relationship between arguments commonly
used by the Dutch, who tried to explain their negative attitudes towards Turks in
their neighbourhood. The bottom line in the argument is that their attitude does
not indicate discrimination and intolerance, but frustration with the behaviour of
the Turks, who refuse to comply with the 'rules' in the neighbourhood. This
dimension can also be considered to reflect a cumulative scale. The Cronbach's
Alpha is .63.
The second dimension is partly related to the same arguments. This subset can
be labelled 'plea for adjustment' since attention is primarily directed to the need
for adjustment and the belief that Turks stick to their culture too much.
Table 5.10: The cognitive image of intolerance:
Dimensions ofthe Dutch view
Component loadings
Dimension I
Dimension 11

Here Turks are judged by their behaviour
Nowadays, discrimination against Dutch people is a bigger
problem
Turks in this neighbourhood stick too much to their culture
The Dutch are tolerant
Turks have to adjust to Dutch culture

(eigenvalue
.40)

(eigenvalue
.31)

.28

.04

.53

.08

.42

.52

.32

.33

.46

.59

1

1

The unemployed Dutch (t test, p < .05), the older (r .27), the lower educated (r .35), and those who have lived for a longer time in the neighbourhood (r .40),
were found to be more intolerant of Turks than others. In the city of Tilburg,
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especially the lower educated (r -.46) and those who have lived longer in the
neighbourhood (r .25) expressed intolerant beliefs. The Dutch in the city of
Rotterdam who were lower educated (r -.28), lived for a longer time in the

1

neighbourhood (r .52), and were unemployed (t test, p < .05), and in the city of
Tilburg the older (r .39), expressed such beliefs.
The emphasis that the Dutch generally put on their own tolerance and the need
for adjustment ofminorities seems to be reflected in the dominant cognitive
image Turks have ofthe Dutch: the image ofintolerance. Analysis produced a set
ofbeliefs that are strongly interrelated and consist of ideas about Dutch people
putting blame on Turks and discriminating against them, and of ideas on the
mutual feelings ofbeing threatened as well (see Table 5.11).
Table 5.11: The cognitive image of (in)tolerance:
Dimensions of the Turkish view.
Component loadings
Dimension I Dimension H
(eigenvalue
(eigenvalue

Nowadays, the Dutch behave like victims of discrimination
The Dutch consider Turkish culture as a threat to Dutch society
The Dutch in the neighbourhood discriminate against Turks
Dutch people tend to blame the Turks for problems in the
neighbouthood
The Dutch way of life is a threat to the Turkish way of life

.46)

.42)

.39

.24

.46

.38

.49

.53

.47

.58

.51

.36

All variables are strongly related to the first dimension that describes the
reactions of Turks to the pressure of intolerance they experience from the Dutch
plea for adjustment of ethnic minorities. From these variables, a scale which can
be labelled 'perceived intolerance, was computed (Cronbach's Alpha .60). A
high score indicates a high level of perceived intolerance among the Dutch. In
general, married Turks were found to perceive more intolerance among the

Dutch (t test, p < .05), especially in the city of Rotterdam (t test, p < .05). In the
city of Tilburg, more specifically, this is true of women (t test, p < .05), the
young (r -.23) and the higher educated (r .21) Turks.

5.5.3 Tolerance and acceptance as dimensions of integration
When discussing the various definitions of the concept of tolerance, we observed
that respondents also referred to a social cultural definition and linked this to
social structural consequences. They defined tolerance as an 'open mindedness',
which, according to them, leads to the readiness to approve of migrants in all
kinds o f social relations.
In this study, in relation to the position of ethnic minorities in Dutch society, a
similar line of thinking was adopted. Earlier in this research, the issues of
tolerance and adjustment were approached as social-cultural phenomena related
to value systems and value commitments, more specifically to the meaning and
management of cultural deviance. Tolerance and adjustment can, thus, be treated
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as concepts of a moral order, one which has to be adopted by the ethnic minority
groups (cf Gowricharn, 1995). The issue of acceptance, however, is dealt with as
a social structural phenomenon which relates to social roles and positions:4 This
means that acceptance is considered to be a concept linked to the social order,
which has to do with the prescription of what social deviance is and of how
people should approach the deviant. Social deviance is thought to be of greater
importance than cultural deviance: according to Hagendoorn and Hraba (1989:
463), the related social stereotypes influence Dutch people's discrimination
aga :ist other ethnic groups more than cultural stereotypes. The Dutch find the
stereotypes on social deviance especially important in relation to neighbours. The
primacy of the social stereotypes thus indicates that Dutch people consider
uncivil behaviour, perceived unfriendliness, unattractiveness, and the social
position of a group to be more acceptable arguments for maintaining social
distance than cultural differences, such as being traditional, non-christian, not
adjusting, and so on. (cf. Hagendoorn and Hraba, 1989: 453).
Tolerance and acceptance can be considered as two related dimensions of
integration, although, as we saw earlier, tolerance is usually assigned to the
cultural sphere and acceptance to the social structural sphere. As was explained,
tolerance related to beliefs, and practices, etcetera, while acceptance is related to
persons and groups. Since acceptance implies some level of social closeness (as
opposed to social distance), it can be considered as a necessary but insufficient
condition for tolerance (cf Slijper, 1999: 84-85). Social acceptance can be seen
as the readiness to engage in social relations with members of other ethnic
groups, and tolerance as the readiness to allow other ethnic groups to use one's
own value system as a frame of reference in social action. The relationship
between the two dimensions can be illustrated by analysing it from a social
cultural point ofview.
The social cultural perspective was reflected in the way Dutch respondents
discussed their attitudes towards ethnic minorities. When talking about tolerance
and acceptance, they suggested that a preference for some kind of valuepluralism, i.e., different value systems within one social context, underlies their
attitude. This means that members of different social-cultural categories are
allowed to take their own value systems as a frame of reference for their actions.
The views they expressed, suggest that the difference between tolerance and
acceptance is located in the issue of promoting 'moral universalism' in a context

of particularism (everyone is allowed to live by his own value system). Those
people who believe in an ethos of tolerance, for instance, also believe that some
moral universalism defines the context and limits of particularism. For many
Dutch people the concept of tolerance suggests a situation of allowing ethnic
minorities to display negatively valued behaviour according to certain rules they
can change unilaterally and at any time. Tolerance, thus, suggests a sense of
sacrifice. This point of view, naturally, also establishes the hierarchical order
between those who tolerate and those who are tolerated and enforces the moral
domination of those who tolerate over the tolerated (cf. Procee, 1991: 133-136;
Waltzer, 1997: 69; Van Tongeren, 1998: 142-143).
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The ethos of acceptance does not seem to strive to establish a domination of
'right' ingroup values over outgroup values. Within a context of acceptance,
value-pluralism and moral universalism seem to be mutually exclusive. Since a
hierarchical relationship is not promoted, evaluation of the value and behavioural
systems of outgroups is irrelevant. Acceptance, in the social-cultural sense, refers
to 'an open mind', unconditional tolerance, and a positive attitude towards
multiculturalism. Tolerance, as a matter of fact, is always conditional. Tolerance
is distinguished from acceptance by its connection to a strong rejection of
practices, beliefs, and w. ys of life. If this connection is absent, one cannot speak
of tolerance (Slijper, 1999: 85).
If these dimensions are combined into a model of social and cultural
integration, at least four types of images of and attitudes towards the integration
of migrants can be hypothesised: inclusion, assimilation, exclusion, and
indifference (Matrix 5,1).
the

Matrix 5.1: Tolerance and acceptance as dimensions of attitudes
towards the social and cultural integration of migrants
Tolerance

High

Low

High

Inclusion

Assimilation

Low

Indifference

Exclusion

Acceptance

The attitude of inclusion refers to the situation in which the ethnic group in
question is no longer considered to be a minority group. This can also be the
result of the immigration of new ethnic categories, which tend to be placed at the
bottom of the ethnic hierarchy. The attitude of assimilation is promoted when
(members of) the majority aims at preserving the mono-cultural character of their
society. Minority groups are requested to adopt the majority culture and
encouraged to refrain from expressing their cultural identity; at least in
interactions with the majority in non-private settings. Cooperation with this leads
them to be absorbed by the dominant society and culture. Exclusion is the case
when minority groups are excluded from the social community because the
majority rejects not only their culture but their presence as well. IndijIerence
reflects the situation in which the majority rejects any interaction or social
contact but does not care whether the minority group preserves its culture or not.
Those groups are allowed to do as they please but will be ignored by the majority
group. Practice and beliefs are not considered important enough to oppose them.
Tolerance can, in this regard, turn into the ethos of individuals and groups that
choose not to bother each other, leading to indifference and avoidance of
interaction (cf. Procee, 1991: 139).
Table 5.12 shows the distribution of Dutch and Turks over the categories as
described in Matrix 5.1.15 Analysis of the data shows that the difference between
the two groups is not significant.
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Table 5.12: Distribution of the respondents over the four
types of attitudes towards integration, in percentages

Inclusion
Assimilation
Indifference
Exclusion

Dutch

Turks

35
25
28
12

35
28
19
18

ANOVA

analysis 16 also shows that, among the Dutch, the older people 9 .01),
the unemployed (p .01) and those who h .ve lived in the neighbourhood for a long
time (p .002), display an attitude of indifference. The higher educated (p .01) and
the employed (p .01) show an attitude of inclusion. This category of 'indifferent'
persons experiences the strongest negative emotions (0 .000), territorial threat,
(p .000) and social threat 0 .000). It also reports the highest level of social
incompetence (p .000) and of fear of being discriminated by Turks (p .03). These
people most strongly deny the right of Turks to persevere their way of life
.003) The category that shows an attitude of inclusion is quite the opposite. It
experiences the lowest level of all characteristics mentioned.
Among the Turks, the women (p .04) and the unemployed 4 .04) tend to
observe an attitude of indifference and exclusion among the Dutch; the men and
the employed more often observe an attitude of inclusion and of assimilation. An
attitude of inclusion is also strongly perceived by single Turks O .04). Those
who observe an attitude of inclusion and of assimilation also experience the
lowest levels of negative emotions 0, .000), of territorial threat (p .04), and of
social threat 0, .002). They also perceive the lowest levels of discrimination of
the Dutch 9, .000). Those who perceive an attitude of indifference among the
Dutch also report the lowest levels of social incompetence (p .004) for
themselves and strongly support the idea that Turks should preserve their culture
(p .001). In broad lines, the conclusion is justified that, irrespective of the level of
perceived tolerance, their image of the Dutch is more positive when they
perceive a high level of acceptance. The data suggest that Turks perceive the low
tolerance the Dutch show for their cultural expressions as negative, unless they
believe they are highly accepted.

Notes
1

This percentage is high, but considerably lower than the proportions observed in other social
domains. Van Hoom (1987: 96-98) reports that 64% of the Turks claim to have experienced
acts of discrimination at wotk.
2 If the category of people who said that Dutch people are sometimes or just a little bit tolerant
is included, the proportion rises to 75%.
3 The discussion of the content of the concept of tolerance illuminates the issue of the social
cultural and social.structural approaches to tolerance and acceptance coined in the
introduction of this chapter. This approach to acceptance relates the concept to value systems
in a similar way as the concept of tolerance, hence illustrating the use of the concept as a
social structural phenomenon. In the next chapter, we will elaborate on this conceptual issue.
4
This redefinition of the concept relates to the fact that, as Procee (1992: 331) explains, it is
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frustrating for the less powerful to be tolerated rather than accepted or even seriously
contradicted. The experience of being tolerated reinforces their frustration at being
subordinated. Being tolerated is the faith of the weak (ibid, 1991: 136)
They refer to Hamilton and Bishop (1976: 1076). Falsification of either point of view may
not be easy, because the composition of the neighbourhood may have changed as a result of
some kind of self-selection. Some Dutch people explicitly choose to stay, others hurried to
leave the neighbourhood (Anderiesen and Reijndorp, 1989: 172). This selection process may
have caused especially those who were negative about living among ethnic minorities and
interacting with them, especially, to leave,.
6 However, by stressing such differences, they apparently do not say tnat Turks are different.
They rather implicitly postulate that some Turks look more like them than others.
' A characteristic is called 'general' when (according to the respondent) it applies to anyone,
irrespective of the ethnic background.
8 The beliefs on adjustment are measured on a 5-point Likert scale (absolutely agree absolutely don't agree). The other variables are measured on dichotomous scales (yes - no).
For the results of the analysis, see Appendix 2.1
9 Hagendoom and Jansen (1983: 89) report 59%, De Jong and Van der Toorn-Hartog (1984)
48% to 67%, Felling, Peters and Scheepers (1986: 50-51) 42.8%, Van Hoorn (1987: 180)
70% and Kleinpenning (1993: 96) 75%. Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver (2000: 165) also
found in their study that almost all the Dutch respondents wanted Turks to adjust.
10
Acculturation is a process of socialisation in which a person acquires a new culture (Phalet
& Verkuyten, 2001: 177, cf. Berry & Sam 1997: 293-294).
"
We applied Homals in Spss for windows version 10.0.7.
12
This set resulted from the analyses of the variables dropped in the first Homals analysis for
the Turks. The results of the first analysis are discussed in the section on the image of
tolerance.
13
Views on adjustment do not relate to any of the two cognitive images suggested by the
results of Homals. The issue does not seem to relate to the general image of the Dutch. The
possible reasons will be discussed later on.
14
In the literature, the concept of acceptance is generally used to refer to social acceptance as
well as to cultural acceptance. Social acceptance can be defined as the willingness to interact
in certain social domains and within the implied social roles. Cultural acceptance usually
refers to unconditionaly allowing behavioural expressions ascribed to culturally distinct
groups (cf. Slijper, 1999: 84; Procee, 1991: 133; Van Tongeren, 1998: 149).
15
Note that the image of intolerance of the Turks reflects their perception of the level of
tolerance of the Dutch.
16
The results of ANOVA and the Mean scores for all categories for the Dutch and for the
Turks, are presented in Appendix 2.2.
5
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Mutual Affective and
Evaluative Images
6.1 Introduction
The ideas of the Dutch and the Turks about their mutual characteristics and relationships are, as was pointed out earlier, accompanied by mutual feelings and
emotions, indicated as mutual affective images. They are also accompanied by
evaluations, which are indicated as mutual evaluative images. Following Zanna
and Rempel (1988: 319), affective images are considered as a source of information on which prejudice is based. As such, they are distinguished from evaluative
images, which reflect prejudice. Prejudice is defined here as a categorization of a
stimulus object along an evaluative dimension:
In this chapter, we will first look into the affective images individuals reported
for themselves md for their group. Then, we will analyse the differences with
respect to the dimensions of evaluative images, reflecting ambivalent prejudice,
general personal prejudice, and assessed general ingroup prejudice.

6.2 Affective images
As was explicated earlier, affective images are reflections of emotional states.
Inspired by Dijker (1989), six dimensions of affective images are distinguished
in the current study, those being (dis)trust, concern (worry), anxiety, irritation,
aggression and aversion. These emotional states were measured by asking the respondents whether they had experienced such emotion and to what extent. Measurement of the dimension of aversion focused specifically on the experience of
living in an ethnically mixed neighbourhood. The respondents were also asked to
assess the emotional state of their ingroup by reacting to statements about its possible emotional states. The assessed ingroup emotional states may be connected
to their personal affective images, since perceived group consent to the individuals' feelings or cognitions supports or enhances processes of social stereotyping.
Stereotyped social images may, in fact, be consensual: the more the indivi dual
thinks that his ingroup agrees with his beliefs, the more he feels supported with
respect to his beliefs (Stangor & Schaller, 1996: 10; Gardner, 1994: 12; Tajfel,
1981: 158; Ashmore & Delboca, 1981: 19; Brigham, 1972: 74-75).
In the next paragraph, the Dutch and the Turks are compared with respect to the
selection of emotions which they most frequently reported in interethnic encounters.
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6.2.1 Mutual trust and worries
Relatively more Dutch than Turkish respondents observed mutual distrust among
both groups (62% against 44%). In Rotterdam, twice as many Dutch than Turkish respondents (69% against 37%) found that both groups did not really trust
each other (see Table 6.1).
The respondents located the reasons for the mutual distrust mainly in feelings of
anxiety, a lack ofunderstanding, and the negative behaviours ofthe other group.
Table 6.1 : Mutual trust and worries. Results of 2-way ANOVA in percentages

Turks

Dutch
Tik

Rotter-

burg

darn

General mutual distrust
Does not trust members of the other

57
15

69
20

62
17

group
Worries about the mutual relation-

45

57

49

Total

Rotter-

Total

50
29

dam
37
26

44
27

38

30

35

Til-

burg

f4ip

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

Especially the Dutch stressed their own feelings of anxiety and those of their ingroup, and mentioned that such mutual feelings hinder natural social contacts.
The Turks, on the other hand, rarely mentioned anxiety as a reason for distrust.
Both groups explained that unfamiliarity with the cultural habits, language, and
religion of the other group easily generates mutual distrust and a lack of mutual
understanding. In this regard, many Dutch found that this lack of understanding
basically comes down to a lack of mutual respect. The Turks, on the other hand,
placed a different accent. They felt that the main reason for mutual distrust is that
both groups lack proper information, leaving them with an unclear picture of
each other's cultures. They usually pointed to the negative behaviour of the other
group as an important cause for distrust. Generally, the Dutch accused the Turks
of committing fraud with social security provisions and governmental regulations
and of mistreating and abusing Dutch women. The Turks, in turn, accused the
Dutch of prejudice and discrimination, of behavioural unpredictability, and of
distrusting them. In both groups, however, a considerable proportion asserted that
their relationships were not characterised by mutual distrust. The Dutch usually
made general remarks in a rhetorical way: "I wouldn't know why one cannot
trust Turks", or, "we are the same, aren't we?" Turks, on the other hand, tried to
prove that both groups trust each other by giving examples of friendships, stressing the importance ofpersonal choice.
Evaluating their own levels of distrust, the respondents tended to portray
themselves as more trusting than their fellow group members. At the most, only
17% of the Dutch and 27% of the Turks admitted that they somehow did not trust
members of the other group. Higher educated Dutch respondents felt more
strongly that they could trust Turks (r .26). Turks in Rotterdam who have lived
for a long time in the neighbourhood (r -.29), insisted that Dutch people should
not be trusted. In both cities, the differences between the proportion of respon-
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dents claiming to be trusting and the proportion observing general ingroup distrust, were more pronounced for the Dutch. Nevertheless, the bottom line is that
almost everyone admitted to being cautious because, somehow, the other group
cannot be trusted. At the same time, both groups stressed that whether someone
can be trusted depends on the qualities of the person concerned, rather than on
his or her group membership.
Both groups, thus, expressed a feeling of being caught in a situation of permanent uncertainty. This is more the case for the Turks, since relatively more of
them admitted to not trusting members of the 'other group. Turks, however, less
often expressed their concern about the mutual relationship: nearly 50% of the
Dutch, against 35% of the Turks, reported having feelings of worry about the relationship between them. The younger (r -.21) and the higher educated (r .29) the
Turks, the more they expressed worry about such relationships. Such feelings
were found to be especially strong in Rotterdam, where the young (r -.34) and
higher educated (r .44) Turks, and those who have lived for a longer period in the
neighbourhood (r .24) admitted to feelings of worry about the relation between
both groups.
Dutch people mentioned a variety of reasons for their concern. Some said they
feared potential interethnic conflicts, because they observed too many problems
between both groups. Others were worried about the negative attitudes of their
fellow-Dutch people, who were felt to be disrespectful towards Turks, and to
mistreat and reject them. Turks also pointed to the attitudes of Dutch people, frequently referring to non-acceptance, disrespect, and lack of mutual understanding. They observed that hate against them was continuously increasing and iespect for their way of life decreasing. Indeed, the majority of the Dutch who said
they were worried about the mutual relationships mainly pointed to their cultural
distance from the unadjusted Turks and Muslim fundamentalists. They also
pointed to their (preferred) social distance from those who are accused of persistently avoiding contact and showing ingroup preference and lack of commitment
to Dutch society. This tendency to accuse appears to be mutual. Turks, for instance, said they found that Dutch people tend to keep them at distance and avoid
them. They felt that this tendency was strong, even to the extent that the Dutch,
for example, tended to call the police to solve simple problems between
neighbours. On the other hand, however, a number of them admitted that some of
their countrymen, indeed, tended to isolate themselves and avoid contact with the
Dutch. They insisted, however, that this concerns only a small category. Furthermore, the Turks liked to refer to the causes and €(lects of interethnic tensions.
Those who concentrated on the causes, showed feelings of regret about the deterioration of their relationship with the Dutch. Not only the Dutch were believed
to be prejudiced, but also their own countrymen who do not make an effort to
develop a relationship with the Dutch, but instead constantly talk bad about them.
Generally the Turks found that their position in Dutch society is undermined by
their weakening social economic position and by the behaviour of some 'bad epples' who take sides with the Dutch against the Turks and create an unfavourable
image oftheir group through their behaviour.
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When Turkish respondents highlighted the ellects of the deteriorating interethnic relations, they stressed that Dutch people increasingly tended to avoid contact
with them, even moving out of the neighbourhood. This opinion was mostly
heard in the city of Rotterdam. According to the Turks in this city this process of
physical withdrawal is regrettable, since they consider the presence of the Dutch
to have notably positive effects on the neighbourhood. They are preferred above
other ethnic groups, for reasons presented in previous chapters. Briefly, they are
said to take initiatives for and actively participate in community development activities, while the other ethnic groups, including Turks, remain passive. The
Turkish respondents Elt that government agencies would be more interested in
community problems ifthere were Dutch people around.
Many members of both groups who did not express their concerns claimed
some degree of disregard: they had not noticed anything bad. Some stated that
the other group behaves in such a way that problems do not occur. Dutch people
claimed that Turks behave well, while Turks were proud to say that their Dutch
neighbours show some respect and understanding. All of them deliberately ignored unpleasant encounters.

6.2.2 Anxiety and feelings of insecurity

The Dutch relatively outnumbered the Turks in their assessment of group and
personal anxiety. Between 50 and 60% of them expressed the belief that their
countrymen are afraid of the Turks, while 10 to 15% of the Turks said that their
countrymen fear Dutch people (see Table 6.2). At the same time, 10 to 15% of
the Dutch said they personally feared Turks, while only 5 to 10% of the Turks,
especially women 0 test, p < .05), admitted fearing Dutch people. This was especially true for the city of Tilburg (t test, p < .05), where the older people (r .30)
and the lower educated Turks (r -.26) expressed stronger feelings of fear. In the
city of Rotterdam, single Turks (t test, p < .05) especially reported that they do
not fear the Dutch.
Table 6.2: Anxiety and feelings of insecurity
Results of ANOVA in percentages
Turks
Dutch
Til-

burg

Own group fears the
outgroup
he/she fears the other

Rotter-

To·

dam tal

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

Total

53

58

55

16

7

12

10

14

12

11

5

8

group

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

Dutch respondents attributed the fear of their ingroup to their negative attitudes which make them suspicious, and prejudiced, and resulting in a lack of un'
derstanding. Sometimes they related the feelings of anxiety to frightening deve 1opments' they believed they could observe, such as the growth of fundamentalism, the increasing political influence of the Turks, or the growth of the Turkish
population.
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Most of the Turks did not think that their countrymen were afraid of Dutch
people, since they did not perceive reasons to be frightened. They were convinced that the Dutch in their neighbourhoods were not violent because they
were accustomed to having Turkish neighbours. fbme Turkish respondents, especially in Rotterdam, said they thought that it would rather be the other way
around. Those Turks who, nevertheless, have observed fear in their ingroup, said
that the feeling was mutual, but only when the groups bothered each other. kcording to them, Turkish people fear contact because they find it strenuous,
mostly because language problems make communication problematic. More often, however, they fear that too much contact with the Dutch may result in losing
their religious md cultural identity. Finally, many Turks said they felt that, when
given the chance, the Dutch would always try to dominate them, and, since
power relations are unequal, they preferred to avoid being confronted with them.
The Dutch respondents not only typified their ingroup as more frightened but
interestingly, as we have seen, they portrayed other Dutch people as being more
afraid than themselves. The underlying reason they gave for their fear was distrust, mainly as a result of bad experiences or deficiency in the Turkish language.
Not understanding the language makes them feel anxious and insecure about
what Turks are talking about in their presence. The Dutch who said that they
were not frightened, admitted that this was because they did not have contact
with Turks or did not have bad experiences with them. The Turks who said they
were not frightened took a similar position. They said that their neighbours were
normal, friendly and nice people who did not cause any trouble and with whom
they felt safe. Other Turks however, took a more defensive position. They said
they avoided contact with Dutch people and concentrated on their Turkish
friends, which gave them a feeling of safety, and were glad that the Dutch did the
same. Those Turks denied feelings of insecurity. Most of the Turks, with the exception of older Turks who feel anxious, vulnerable, and unable to stand up
against the Dutch, thought that they were able to deal with them in the neighbourhood. In contrast to the low level of reported anxiety, they reported levels of
irritation and aggression to be relatively high.

6.2.3 Irritation and aggression

The Dutch respondents, especially the unemployed (t test, p < .01), perceived
much more irritation in their ingroup than the Turkish respondents: 54% against
37% (see Table 6.3). Of the Turks, especially the men reported feelings of irritation (t test, p < .001). Particularly in Rotterdam, the Dutch who reported perceiving ingroup irritation (41%) outnumber the Turks (29%). While in Tilburg about
50% of each group reported perceiving irritation within their own group, in Rotterdam three times as many Dutch people (61% against 26%) reported having

such feelings.
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Table 6.3: Feelings of irritation and aggression
Results of ANOVA in percentages
Dutch
Tuas
Til-

Rot-

burg

terdam

Ingroup feels irritated
Sometimes I feel irritated

49
27

61
41

Ingroup feels aggressive
At times I feel aggressive

17

63

53
25

Total

Til-

Rot- Total

burg terdam

54
32
59
20

45
30

26
29

37
29

25

23

24

22

27

24

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

Looking into the causes of their feelings, both groups mentioned negative mutual
experiences, prejudice, racial competition, lack of acceptance and problems as a
result of interethnic communication. The Turks were usually very specific and
more extensive in their accounts. Negative experiences with the Dutch that were
reported to irritate them the most were among other things the habit of swearing,
and the exhibition of sexual intimacy in public. Feelings of irritation were also
reported to increase when they observed prejudiced Dutch people, and when they
felt not accepted. They said that Dutch people watched them constantly and interfered in their private matters. Similarly, they felt that there was a lack of understanding due to cultural and language barriers, and feared communicating with
Dutch people.
Like the Dutch, most of the Turks who denied having feelings of irritation
have only limited or selective outgroup contacts or no outgroup contact at all. To
a certain extent both groups are convinced that their own group is more susceptible to irritation than they are themselves, but the difference is more pronounced
for the Dutch. Unemployed Dutch reported feeling more often irritated (t test, p <
.05), while, among the Turks in the city of Tilburg, people with children reported
having such feelings towards the Dutch. Each group referred to different reasons
for their own (lack of) feelings of irritation. The Dutch, for example, who disclaimed such feelings, spoke highly of their own tolerance towards ethnic minorities. Those who reported experiencing irritation took offence at what they
saw as unadjusted or deviant behaviour such as wearing a headscarf, bargaining
at the market, not queuing at the shops, speaking Turkish in their presence, or not
being able to speak proper Dutch.
The most important reason mentioned by the Turks who denied having feelings of irritation, concerns limited or superficial contact with the Dutch. In some
situations, mainly in Rotterdam, there are not many Dutch people around to relate to. In other cases Turkish people tend to avoid closer contact with Dutch
people, in order to prevent situations of conflict. The Turks also mentioned their
instrumental ability (they speak Dutch) and cultural competence (they knew how
to deal with Dutch people). Those who reported having feelings of irritation usually did not hold the Dutch as a whole responsible, but referred to specific individuals or contexts (work, school). With respect to the feelings of irritation, the
Turks, like the Dutch, obviously felt the need to portray themselves as not as bad
as others in their group.
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About 60% of the Dutch and 25% of the Turks, especially the women (t test, p
< .05) in Tilburg, said they found that their fellow group members every now and
then felt aggressive towards Dutch people in the neighbourhood. According to
the Dutch, a main explanation for the feelings of aggression in their ingroup is
fear. The media are accused of stimulating this fear, by exaggerating information
about negative behaviour of ethnic minorities. The Dutch respondents found this
regrettable because those of their ingroup who fear the Turks, they said, have an
inclination to be (verbally) aggressive. The Dutch are said to also fear competition of the Turks in the housing market. Many reported having the feeling that
the new, bigger houses are systematically allocated to the Turks and other ethnic
minorities. Others mentioned the nuisance caused by the Turks as an explanation,
such as 'pollution of the living environment', stench, noise, vandalism and so on.
These reasons are connected to another source of aggressive feelings, namely the
fact that Turks do not seem to participate in community development activities.
The Dutch iespondents criticised the fact that Turks make hardly any positive
contribution to the liveability of the (semi-) public living environment. According to them, they do not care, for example, for the collective parts of the residential buildings or for the public area within the neighbourhood. The Turkish lespondents attribute the feelings of aggression within their ingroup first of all to

communication problems and poor conflict management. They mentioned that
conflicts were not easy to deal with because of cultural differences, and because
many Dutch people are "very irritating and difficult to handle". Also, the idea
that many of their group members behave distrustfully, because they think that
the Dutch do not like them, and will harm them, was found to Flay an important
role.

The level of aggression they reported feeling, is similar for both groups (20%
to 25%). As is the case with the feelings of irritation, the Dutch reported experiencing feelings of aggression considerably less often than they perceiwd in their
group. According to them, these feelings are caused by the behaviour of the
Turks, such as their lack of approachability and their cultural and normative deviance. The explanations given by the Turks for their own aggressive feelings
have to do with communication problems and conflict mismanagement mainly,
caused by irritation, racism, aggressiveness, and dishonesty. It appeared that the
Dutch, when they reported feelings if irritation, tended to restrain themselves
from admitting to feelings of aggression more than the Turks do. Emotions of irritation and aggression were, for example, found to have a stronger relation for
the Turks (r .48) than for the Dutch (r .35). However, when the Dutch feel irritated, they also ascribe feelings of irritation and aggression to their ingroup (r.35
and r .36). This relation is not found for the Turks. Also the Dutch strongly tend
to ascribe feelings of aggression to the ingroup when they have ascribed feelings
of irritation to them (r .53 versus r .29 for the Turks). Their feelings seem to determine the evaluation their ingroup.
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6.2.4 Aversion towards living among the outgroup

With respect to the feelings of aversion towards living among members of the
outgroup, a similar pattern of reactions is observed for both groups (see Table
6.4).

Table 6.4:

Aspects of mutual aversion and experiences in percentages
Results of 2-way ANOVA.
Turks
Dutch
Til-

The ingroup finds living among the outgroup unpleasant
Respondent finds living among the outgroup unpleasant
Pleasant experiences with the outgroup
Unpleasant experiences with the outgroup

Rot- Total

burg

terdam

80

76

39

37
24

19

72
60

Til-

Rot- Total

burg terdam
78

30

51
38

30

27

29

09

06

08

25
41

61
30

45
36

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

About 30% of the Dutch and only 8% of the Turks reported finding it unpleasant
to live among people from the other group. Among the Dutch this was especially
true for the married, who also reported having less pleasant experiences with
Turks (p < .01). Among the Turks, this category consists more often of men (p <
.05). These evaluations strongly contrast with their assessments of the feelings of
aversion within their ingroups: about 80% of the Dutch ieported thinking that
members of their group dislike living among the Turks and 30% of the Turks reported thinking that members of their group dislike living among Dutch people.
According to the Dutch, this attitude is caused by prejudice and discrimination: members of their ingroup just do not like having foreigners around or find
that too many of them are living in the neighbourhood. Those who reported disliking living among Turks agreed to these reasons, except that they hardly ever
mentioned fear as a reason for rejecting the outgroup, not did they accuse them-

of discriminating behaviour. On

the other hand, expected nuisance from
neighbours
Turkish
was found to be an important determinant of their feelings of
aversion (r .51). If Dutch people actually have Turkish neighbours, the chances
that they will experience feelings of aversion are even larger #· .59). For the
Turks, the relations were found to be less strong (r .31 and r .36).
The explanations the Dutch offered for their attitudes, and those of their ingroup, summarise a variety of reasons. Many of them reported feeling displaced,
as they did not feel as though they were living in their own country, but somewhere abroad: They also reported feeling endangered, because they were constantly being confronted with ethnic groups they perceived as aggressive, violent,
and criminal. They felt that they had become the victims of discrimination by
foreigners and of condemnation by their own ingroup. Some Dutch respondents
emphasised the fact that people from outside the neighbourhood do not know that
discrimination is common among foreigners, especially those who like to accuse
the Dutch of discriminating against them. They also reported feeling discrimiselves
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nated against and deserted by the authorities. However, to the Dutch, the large
number of foreigners above all implies being constantly confronted with behaviours and customs that conflict with their own.
Such behavioural dissonance is especially perceived in domestic behaviour.
Turks and other migrant groups are accused of violating Dutch norms such as
those for keeping the house and its surrounding neat, clean, and quiet. Also, the
public behaviour of migrants is frequently felt to conflict with the Dutch way of
life. According to the Dutch respondents, Turks gather in the streets and inng
around without any purpose, and mess up public areas a 3 places. Besides, they
dress improperly (i.e., wearing a headscarf), let their young children play and
make noise in the streets until late at night and behave aggressively towards
passers by. Finally, they claimed that Turks and other foreigners contribute little
to the improvement of the neighbourhood and are usually absent when things
have to be done. Some respondents expressed the belief that it is difficult to mobilise migrants for community xtions because migrants do not have to join in

collective action to get things done, since 'they always comefirst'.
As we have mentioned earlier, one third of the Turks expressed the belief that
others in their group find living among Dutch people unpleasant. Many of them
put the responsibility for the feelings of aversion on the Dutch, who are said to be
nosy, negative, and discriminating. Others located the origin of the feeling of being rejected in the attitudes and behaviour of traditional Turks themselves, who
do not know how to cope with the behaviour of modern people. Nevertheless,
about 70% of the Turkish respondents did not agree that the ingroup finds that
living among Dutch people was unpleasant. According to them, Turks predominantly socialise with their countrymen 'only because they prefer them and not
because they dislike the Dutch'. They claimed to know that many Turks want to
get away from the so-called Turkish community and to have Dutch people
around them, including Dutch neighbours. In practice, they were pushed towards
other Turks because they felt misunderstood, because of language and cultural
barriers, or because they were afraid their children will copy bad habits from the
Dutch.
This explanation of the Turks' behaviour is similar to the suggestion of Gaertner and others (1993: 84), who claim that the aversion of whites towards social
contact with other ethnic groups, as described in theories of modern racism, may
rather reflect a preference for 'white' than a dislike of 'black'. Although preference for the ingroup is frequently used by Turks to explain their lack of contact
with the Dutch, many Turkish respondents, in Rotterdam especially, reported that
they often find talking about their attitude towards Dutch neighbours useless.
They said that there were hardly any Dutch people left and that the elderly people
who stayed were 'hiding in their homes'. In that sense, just like the Dutch, they
feel displaced, as if their neighbourhood is not a part of the Netherlands.
Many of those who qgreed to comment on their own attitudes presented themselves as being slightly more dismissive of Dutch people than their ingroup.
Sometimes, however, they exhibited explicit aversion: they said that they avoid
the Dutch because they 'know how they are' and forbid their children to play
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with Dutch peers. Nevertheless, many Turks reported having a positive or neutral
position towards the Dutch, because they do not have any problems with them,
do not reject contacts with other ethnic groups, and even enjoy their interethnic
contacts.

It is remarkable that in Tilburg, where the concentration of Turks and other
migrants is relatively low, twice as many Dutch respondents than in Rotterdam
(39% versus 19%) reported having feelings of aversion towards living among
Turks. This means that under low density conditions, where the chance of interethnic encounters is smaller, more persons find living among the Outgroup Ilpleasant than under high-density conditions. Obviously, negative experiences
alone cannot explain the level of aversion. Although many Dutch respondents
reported examples of nuisance to explain their discontent, feelings of aversion do
not seem to be determined by unpleasant experiences with Turks. This is (bserved in Tilburg, where a much lower percentage of Dutch respondents (24%
against 60% in Rotterdam) reported to having had such unpleasant experiences.
Just like the proportion that reported disliking living among the Dutch, the proportion of Turks who report unpleasant experiences with them does not differ
much between Tilburg and Rotterdam (41% in Tilburg and 30% in Rotter(lam).
Neither for the Dutch nor for the Turks, could a relation be found between unpleasant experiences and a dislike of living among the outgroup. Instead, positive
experiences were found to be particularly strongly related to the aversion towards
living among members of the outgroup, whereas negative experiences were not.
The statistical relation for Tilburg and Rotterdam is (r -.45 and r -.32). It should
be noticed that the correlations for the Turks are much weaker (r -.20 in Tilburg
and r -.35 in Rotterdam), but still significant. This means that, in both cities, having positive experiences with each other tends to diminish mutual feelings of
aversion. Thinking of positive experiences, both groups referred to pleasant experiences such as joint active participation in community activities, mutual help,
and pleasant personal contact. This indicates that the activities of local organisations to bring together the different ethnic groups may contribute to the inprovement of interethnic relations.

6.2.5 Affective images of Dutch and Turks

Negative emotions, such as those feelings of distrust, concern, anxiety, aggression and aversion which we concentrated on in the previous paragraphs, are considered to be at the heart of the affective images: These emotions were combined
into a scale by which members of each group could be ranked according to the
degree to which they had a negative affective image of the other. The scale mflects the individual's self- reported personal emotions, and the individuals' Essessment of the emotions of his ingroup. Scores on the scale, which are called
'negative affective image' (Cronbach's Alpha .76), show that the Dutch, women
(t test, p < .05) and the lower educated (r -.25) in particular, have a more negative
affective image of the Turks than visa versa (58% versus 29%), (see Table 6.5).
However, the differences between the Dutch and Turks were found to be less
pronounced in Tilburg than in Rotterdam.
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AjIective images. Percentages of persons

with scores higher than the total mean. 2-way ANOVA
Turks
Dutch
Rot- Total
TilRot- Total Tilburg

ter-

burg

Total affective image
Personal affective image
Group affective image

ter-

dam

dam

52

64

58

30

29

45

31

38

41

39

29
40

67

72

70

35

20

29

Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

The analysis shows that, in Tilburg, especially older Dutch people .24) and
those who have lived for a long time in the neighbourhood (r .27) have a negative affective image. In Rotterdam this is the case for the lower educated Dutch

people(r-.31).

Turkish women in Tilburg were found to have a more negative affective image
than Turkish men (t test, p < .05). The computed factor analyses also reproduces
the two dimensions of the personal and the assessed group emotions: A scale for
measuring the 'personal affective image' (Cronbach's Alpha.61)7 shows that differences in personal affective images between the Dutch and Turks are absent
(see Table 6.5). However, the lower educated Dutch (r -.20) as well as the older
people (r .24), and those who have lived for a long time in the neighbourhood in
Tilburg 0 .27), were found to have a negative personal affective image of the
Turks.
The absence of differences between the personal affective images of the Dutch
and Turks suggests that the essence of the differences found in the total affective
images can be ascribed to the assessed ingroup images. Measurements using a
scale for the 'ingroup affective images' (Cronbach's Alpha .72)8 show that the
Dutch ascribe their ingroup a more negative affective outgroup image to their ingroup than the Turks do. This is true in Tilburg as well as in Rotterdam. It was

found that Dutch people in Tilburg, who have children tend to ascribe a more
negative affective image of Turks to their ingroup (t test,p <.01).
Whether or not there are differences in affective images between the Dutch
and Turks does not imply anything about the effects of these images on mutual
evaluations. Such evaluations, or prejudices, are the subject of the following
paragraphs.

6.3 Evaluative images: general and ambivalent

prejudice
Measurement of the evaluative image implies assessing the evaluation of the outgroup in question. Evaluation means making a comparison between the value of
a stimulus object (the outgroup) and a standard in an absolute (good/bad) or relative (better than/worse than) sense. In line with these criteria, Esses et al. (1993:
138) define prejudice as an unfavourable evaluation of a social group. In this
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study, prejudice was measured one-dimensionally and two-dimensionally.
Evaluative images were assessed with respect to four aspects. Two of these 2pects concern general evaluations which focus on the respondent's feelings as
well as the perceived feelings of the ingroup towards the outgroup. The other two
concern the ambivalent feelings ofaversion and ofunderstanding.

6.3.1 General prejudice

Taking the one-dimensional approach as a point of reference, ethnic prejudice is
defined as the favourable or unfavourable overall evaluation of a social group.
Since it is considered a one-dimensional evaluative concept that reflects the general attitude, the respondents decided for themselves on which cognitions,
evaluations, and emotions they based their attitude. It was, in other words, up to
them which aspects of the outgroup image they found relevant (cf. Duckitt, 1992:
11; Esses et al., 1993: 140). This was the case for their personal prejudice towards Turks, and for the level of prejudice of their ingroup as assessed by them:
The analysis shows that members of both groups hardly admitted to having
negative prejudiced feelings towards the other group (see Table 6.6). Although
Dutch women more often reported having such feelings towards the Turks (t test,
p < .05), on average, less than 10% of each group admitted to feeling prejudiced.
On the other hand, each group observed more negative feelings in their ingroup:
70% and 80%, respectively, for the Dutch in Tilburg and Rotterdam, and 21%
and 14% for the Turks. Among the Dutch this was especially so among the single
(t test, p <.05).
Table 6.6: Mutual feelings ofprejudice
Results of 2-way ANOVA. in percentages
Dutch
Turks
Til- Rot- Total Til- Rot- Total
burg terburg ter-

dam
Has feelings of prehdice
Ingroup is prejudiced
Ambivalent prejudice:

dann

6149676
70

80

74

21

14

18

Has feelings of understanding
62
60
61
35
30
33
30
49
38
41
38
40
Has feelings of aversion
Significances are presented in the corresponding table in Appendix 3.1

Clearly, the Dutch respondents wished to keep a low profile. The effect of this
is illustrated by the fact that a large proportion of each group, 30 to 40% in Rotterdam and 40 to 50% in Tilburg, claimed, to have neutral kelings towards the
other.to At the same time, the discrepancy between the assessment of the negative
feelings of the Dutch respondents themselves and those of their ingroup is much
more pronounced than for the Turks. The differences in proportions are 64% and
66% for the Dutch and 15% and 8% for the Turks in Tilburg and Rotterdam, respectively. This means that more Dutch respondents claimed to have a positive or
a neutral attitude and, at the same time, perceived a negative ethnic attitude in
their group.
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The relatively positive self-evaluation of the Dutch can, according to theories on
modern racism, be attributed to the desire to construct a positive self-image in a
context where prejudice and racism are negatively labelled. For example, when
the Dutch living in concentration areas have the negative image of being intolerant and potential racists, they will try to change this image. In such a situation,
subjects who want to protect their self-image will emphasise their positive or
neutral attitudes and identify others in their ingroup as more prejudiced. Scholars
agree that covertly prejudiced subjects tend to typify themselves as non-racists
and to point to others in their 7group as the real racists, and that overtly prejudiced people tend to portray their ingroup as being prejudiced too. Whether this
behaviour results from a need to legitimise one's own attitude or from perceived
consensus because of socialising, conformity pressures, or social control is not
always clear (Billig et.al., 1988: 114-120; Duckitt, 1992: 22; Dovidio et al.,

1996: 287-288).
The picture is different for the Turkish respondents, who do not have to dissociate themselves that much from their group-image to serve their self-image.
Compared to the Dutch, the subject of prejudice places them and their ingroup in
a relative advantaged position, since public opinion identifies them as the victims
of prejudice. Under such conditions, a socially acceptable and profitable position
is either to deny the existence of negative feelings towards the Dutch, themselves, and their ingroup, or not to report such feelings. A considerable inconsistency between the image of themselves and their ingroup would not serve that
purpose.

6.3.2 Ambivalent prejudice

The two-dimensional measurement

of prejudice in this

study focuses on the con-

cept of ambivalence. Ambivalence reflects, as we have seen in Chapter two, an
evaluation of ethnic groups as people who are to be pitied and sympathised with,

but who, at the same time, must be condemned and kept away from one's personal domain. In other words, an evaluative dimension of undersmnding parallels
a dimension of aversion. As we have seen in Chapter two, aversion can be 8scribed as moral indignation regarding the normative deviance of other ethnic
groups. Understanding can be described as a feeling of sympathy and compassion based on the evaluation of the unfavourable social and cultural position of
ethnic groups (cf. Dovidio et al., 1996: 287). Understanding among the Dutch
was measured by asking 'do you feel compassion for Turks with respect to their
situation in Holland; for example, with respect to their problems with adjusting?'
Aversion was measured by asking 'have you ever felt annoyed at Turks; for aample, because they stick to their own cultural habits?' Understanding among the
Turks was measured by asking the question 'can you understand why some
Dutch people find it hard to accept Turks?' Aversion was measured by asking
'have you ever felt annoyed at Dutch people; for example, when they demand
that Turks adjust to Dutch society?'
These two dimension of ambivalent prejudice were not expected to be equally
important for both groups. Since tolerance can be seen as a characteristic of the
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majority, one would expect the Dutch to express higher levels of understanding
for the situation of the Turks. Indeed, the analysis confirms this assumption. The
proportion of Dutch, the higher educated in particular (r .28), who reported feeling compassion for the Turks because of their life situation is twice as high as
vice versa (61% against 33%). Among the Turks, the women in the city of Tilburg (t test, p < .05), and the higher educated in Rotterdam (r .29) showed more
understanding.

The feelings of aversion were found to be comparably high for both groups.
About 40% admitted to having such feelings of avei -ion towards the other group.
Unemployed Dutch and Turkish men in general (t test, p < .05), as well as the
young 0 -.23) and the higher educated among the Turks in Rotterdam (r .22),
showed more feelings of ave rsion.
Crossing the two dimensions of understanding and aversion, each recoded into
two categories (no and sometimes/yes), resulted a 2 x 2 matrix with 4 cells.11 It
was hypothesised that tolerance would be found among those who claimed to
12
have feelings of understanding and, at the same time, lack feelings of aversion.
This type can be called permissive tolerance (Matrix 6.1, Cell 2), since it implies
a certain level of understanding. Intolerance was expected to be present in persons who reported having no understanding for, and admitted to (sometimes) experiencing feelings of aversion towards the outgroup (Matrix 6.1, Cell 3). Ambivalence was expected to be found in persons who (sometimes) have feelings of
understanding, but who, at the same time, reported that they (sometimes) have
feelings of aversion (Matrix 6.1, Cell 4). The category of persons who do not or
only sometimes show understanding but, nevertheless, do not have any feelings
of aversion towards the outgroup was expected to express what is called resigned
tolerance or resignation (Matrix 6.1, Cell 1). One may consider this category to
include a tendency of acceptance, since it combines a lack of understanding with
a lack of aversion. Procee (1991: 133) makes a similar distinction when he
speaks of tolerance in a situation of powerlessness, for which he coins the term
resignation, and when he speaks of tolerance in a situation of power, which, according to him should be classified as real tolerance.
Matrix 6.1: A typology ofprejudiced ethnic attitudes:
Understanding and aversion as dimensions ofAmbivalence
Understanding

Aversion

No

Sometimes / Yes

No

Resignation (1)

Tolerance (27

Sometimes /Yes

Intolerance (3)

Ambivalence (4)

Table 6.7 shows that the largest differences between the Dutch and Turks can
be found in the categories of tolerance, where 30% of the Dutch, against 14% of
the Turks, are located and the category of intolerance, where 16% of the Dutch,
against 34% of the Turks, are found. This table also shows that anbivalence
characterises the attitudes of more than one third of the Dutch (39%) and 34% of
the Turks.
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Table 6.7: Distribution of the respondents over

-_four types_of p_rejudice. inpercent8ges
Dutch
Turks
,

i

Resignation
Tolerance

j Ambivalence
Intolerance

'

14
30

39
16

18
14

34
34

Analysis shows that, among the Dutch, the young and the employed are more often characterised by resignation, while older people and the une nployed are
characterised by intolerance. The higher educated show more ambivalence'4.
The outgroup image of the category of intolerant people is most strongly characterized by non-acceptance and, as was expected, this category most strongly supports intolerant beliefs. They communicate the highest level of negative ethnic
emotions and territorial and social threat. Also, they most strongly believe that
Turks in the neighbourhood discriminate and object to them preserving their culture. Quite the opposite is true of the tolerant
Among the Turks, the men show more feelings of resignation and tolerance,
while women are more intolerant and show more ambivalence. Lower educated
Turks have more feelings of resignation, while the higher educated show more
feelings of ambivalence. The category of intolerant Turks has the strongest negative feelings, and perceive the lowest level of acceptance. Unlike the intolerant,
the tolerant perceive the lowest level of negative feelings, and most often perceive possibilities of being accepted by the Dutch. Both categories, however,
hardly disagree on the level to which they find the Dutch intolerant.
Regarding the intensity of the beliefs and emotions of the respondents Essigned to the different categories of prejudice, for both groups the four categories
of prejudice can be placed on a continuum in the following order: tolerance, resignation, ambivalence, intolerance. The intensity, for example, of the negative
emotions and of the intolerant beliefs is higher among those belonging to the
categories of ambivalence and intolerance. The analysis shows that the two forms
of tolerance, resignation and (general) tolerance distinguished in this study show
many similarities, and that ambivalence often has more in common with intolerance.

Notes
'

See Chapter 3
2 The percentages refer to those who agreed without reservations. People who said 'a little' or
'sometimes' were not included. Because many chose the middle position, percentages hcluding these categories are very high. In this case for example, 86% of the Dutch in Tilburg
and 63% of those in Rotterdam find that their ingroup has aggressive feelings towards Turks.
For the Turks, the percentages are 66% and 68%.
3
Antioracist groups tend to label this remark as discriminating. It is astonishing that Turkish
newcomers in the neighbourhood make similar remarks. They are surprised and disappointed
to notice that they live in Holland but without the Dutch.
4
This choice was inspired by the literature on ethnic relations in mixed neighbouihoods.
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Negative mutual emotions form the general affective relationship between ethnic groups.
Reliable scales were also computed separately for the Dutch (Alpha .81) and the Turks (Alpha.68).

For the results of factor analysis, see Appendix 3.2
A scale computed for the groups has low reliability for the Turks (Cronbach's Alpha .57),
and sufficient reliability for the Dutch (Cronbach's Alpha.72).
' Reliability for the Turks is fairly low (Cronbach's Alpha.57), while it is reasonably high for
the Dutch (Cronbach's Alpha .77).
9 Biernat & Crandall (1994: 663) have a similar approach, in which they consider the ethnic
attitude as a combination of the degree to which the respondent finds the other group attractive and the degree to which, according to the respondent, the ingroup finds the other group
6
7

10
1i

12

13

14

attractive.
Not included in the table.
The variables of understanding and aversion were measured on a 5-point Likert scale and recoded for this matrix.
This definition of tolerance differs from those given earlier, since it does not refer to a decision to refrain from action to change or curtail behavioural expressions of outgroups and it
does not refer to a set of beliefs about the meaning of tolerance. It only refers to an attitude
that combines specific manifestations of moral approval and disapproval.
This category only includes those who answered affirmative without reservation.
Those who said 'sometimes' are included in the category of resignation.
ANOVA analysis and cross tables analysis for these and the relations mentioned next, are
presented in Appendix 3.3.

7

Ethnic Stereotypes
and Interethnic Relations
7.1 introduction
One of the main questions of this study was whether the nature, content and
determinants of the mutual images of the Dutch and the Turks are comparable.
From the beginning of the study, the general idea was that, due to the majorityminority relationship between these two groups, not only would the nature and
content of the determinants of the mutual images differ, but also the relations
between them. That is why exploratory analyses was conducted in order to
construct a structural model of causal relationships between the determinants and
the images concerned.
The model is developed to predict ambivalent prejudice. As was explained
earlier, ambivalence is central to the study of the modern ethnic attitudes of
whites towards non-whites. Its two dimensions, aversion and understanding, are
considered to be the result of the same process of stereotyping. In this study, it
was hypothesised that ambivalence also characterises the general attitude of
Turks towards the Dutch. The structural causal models will be developed using
Amos,1 a program designed to analyse structural models of causal relations
between variables. The constructed models should be considered as heuristic
models. Statistical reliability cannot be guaranteed due to the small number of
cases compared to the number of parameters to be assessed in the models: First,
the causal models constructed for the Dutch are analysed, followed by those for
the Turks. Subsequently, the differences between the models will be discussed.

7.2 Developing a structural model of causal relations
As mentioned earlier, the model of causal relationships was constructed to
explore the relationships between the determinants of mutual ethnic images and
the images concerned.
When reading the model, three points have to be taken into consideration.

Fisrt of all, the relations suggested by AMOS were only accepted if they were
theoretically relevant. Secondly, the variables were removed if they had no
substantial contribution to the fit of the model (CR< f 2.0). Finally, three indices
are used to indicate the level to which the model fits the data: the ?2 goodness-offit statistic (including the degrees of freedom and its p value), the Tucker-Lewis
Index (TLI) and the Root Mean Squared Error of Approximation (RMSEA). The
model fits the data ifp > 0.05, TLI > 0.95, RMSEA < 0.06.
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The exploration started with the relations between the ethnic images. In line
with the literature, the evaluated image of ambivalence, with its dimensions of
understanding and of aversion, was considered to be determined by the cognitive
and affective images. Cognitive and affective images are conceived of as
strongly interrelated, but there is no consistent empirical evidence for strong
interrelations of cognitive and affective measures (Dijker 1989; Brewer 1994;
Dovidio et al. 1996; Duckitt 1992). That is why we tried to find out which effect
was stronger: that of the cognitive images influencing the affective images or
visa versa. While doing .), the relationship between the two cognitive images
(tolerance and acceptance) and the personal and group affective images were
explored. Next, the variables of perceived threat, the indirect experiences, the
direct experiences and the background variables were sequentially added, until
the full model was constructed. The position of the clusters of variables in the
causal chain was based on the relationships presented in the literature. In the next
paragraphs we willlook into some ofthe relationships presented in the literature.
The first cluster of background variables covers social economic and social
demographic characteristics, and characteristics of the social-ethnic context.
Social economic and social demographic variables such as age, education,
profession and employment are often associated with negative stereotyping, overt
and covert negative attitudes, racism and ethnocentrism, through their effect on,
among others, the perception of threat (Verberk, Scheepers and Felling 1999;
Verberk 1999; De Witte 1999; Scheepers, Eisinga & Linssen 1994; Pettigrew &
Meertens 1995; Eisinga & Scheepers 1989; Van Hoorn 1987; McConohay &
Hough 1986). The same is true for perceived social-economic insecurity (Felling
et al. 1986: 91-95). These relationships are also observed in areas with a high
concentration of immigrants, especially in relation to the period of time they
lived in the neighbourhood (Van der Pennen et al. 1990; Van Niekerk et al. 1989;
Schuringa 1989; Bovenkerk et al. 1985; Kaufman en Verkoren-Hemelaar 1983;
Abraham-Van de Mark 1984). People who have children appear to perceive more
cultural threat in such culturally mixed neighbourhoods (Shadid 1995).
The second cluster of variables covers characteristics some aspects of life in
the neighbourhood, such as social integration, the nature, intensity and quality of
interethnic relations, and the feeling of social incompetence. Research indicated
that neighbourhoods with high levels of ethnic concentration, are often associated
with social disintegration and social distance, perception of interethnic conflict
and threat, and of negative stereotyping (Kaufman & Verkoren-Hemelaar 1983;
Visser et. al. 1985; De Jong & Van der Grinten 1987; Hulsbergen & Mik 1980,
Entzinger & Van Praag 1994; Tesser 1995). Ethnic concentration is also observed
to be related to feelings of helplessness. The experiences associated with these
feelings are summarised in the concept of 'subjective social incompetence'. The
concept refers to the belief that one is unable to manage unfavourable
developments, in particular in the own neighbourhood. Such beliefs are observed
to be related to education, professional status and ethnocentrism (Scheepers,
Eisinga & Linssen 1994; De Witte 1999). Furthermore, the level of ethnic
concentration determines the chance of having interethnic contact. Contact is
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defined as any personal encounter that implies interaction and various kinds of
real conversation (Felling et. al. 1986: 45). Feelings of uncertainty in interethnic
contact may easily raise negative emotions, cognitions and evaluations. Among
the social effects of the arrival of ethnic migrants in the neighbourhoods, are the
erosion of personal networks of the local population and their increased social
isolation from the neighbourhood (indicated by the feeling to be at home in the

neighbourhood) (Waege 1994).
The third cluster of variables, the indirect experiences, summarise some of the
negative evaluations of the presence of migrant groups: the perception 01 threat.
The perception of competition and threat is central in the process of stereotyping
towards ethnic minorities. As such the perception of threat is considered to be a
determinant of attitudes towards outgroups (Stroebe & Insko 1898; Vermeulen
1990; Duckitt 1992). It directly influences overt and covert negative ethnic
attitudes (Verberk, Scheepers and Felling 1999). In this study several kinds of
perceived threat are distinguished: ethnic threat, cultural threat, social threat,
territorial threat and social economic threat. Ethnic threat is defined as the
perception that the ethnic outgroup will discriminate against the ingroup. Verberk
(1999), for example, combines the different types of threat into one single scale
called 'ethnic threat'. The perception of ethnic threat, in her definition, and
authoritarianism account for most of the direct effects of education and social
class on both overt and covert unfavourable attitudes.
Since negative interethnic contact is usually linked with cultural differences,
the perception of difficulties in interethnic communication is often associated
with perceived cultural threat (Wilder 1993; Vanman & Miller 1993; Hewstone
& Brown 1986). This threat is considered crucial in the development of modern
racist attitudes (Kinder & Sears 1981; McConohay & Hough 1986; Biernat et al.
1996). The perception of territorial threat is also considered to be an important
explanation for negative stereotyping, especially in mixed neighbourhoods. The
feeling of territorial threat may be related to aversion towards cultural difference
(B6chner 1982; De Jong & Van der Grinten 1989; Van Niekerk et al. 1989; De
Jong & van de Grinten 1987; Vermeulen 1984; De Jong & Masson 1993a,b, De
Jong 1995). Similarly, the perceived social threat may lead to concern and
anxiety (Abraham-Van de Mark 1984; Bovenkerk et al. 1985). In essence the
concept of social threat refers to the perception that the 'pleasant' life in the local
social community is threatened by the normative deviance of one or more
outgroups. Social threat is closely related to territorial threat, since the arrival of
outgroups is usually associated with unpleasant experiences and social effects in
the local community.
The concept of social economic threat refers to the belief that ethnic outgroups
illegitimately oompete with the ingroup for access to the housing- and labour
market, social security benefits and education facilities. Social economic threat is
the product of social economic insecurity and has direct effects on the formation
ofethnocentric attitudes (Eisinga & Scheepers 1989; Felling et al. 1986).
The fourth and fifth clusters of variables concerns the mutual images. The
evaluative images (the fifth cluster) are considered as an evaluation of the
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outgroup that is based on the cognitive and affective images (the fourth cluster),
since prejudice may have its origin in both early socialisation and social
cognition (cf Kinder & Sears 1981; Hewstone & Brown 1986; Esses, Haddock
& Zanna 1993). Ambivalence, or ambivalent prejudice was considered to be the
emluative image. In this study two types of cognitive images were constructed:
the image of tolerance and the image of acceptance. The affective images refer to
the specific emotions members of one social group experience about another
group (cf. Maio et. al. 1993; Esses 1996). We distinguish between the emotional
states of the ingroup and the personal affective images, since stereotyped social
images are consensual: the more the individual thinks that his ingroup agrees
with his beliefs, the more he feels oonfirmed in his own beliefs (Stangor &
Schaller 1996; Gardner 1994; Taylor 1981; Tajfel 1981; Ashmore & Delboca
1981; Brigham 1972).
In the next paragraphs the result of the exploratory development of the
structural models of causal relationships will be discussed.

7.3 Stereotyping among the Dutch
Figure 7.1 shows the model of structural relations between the determinants of
ethnic stereotypes of the Dutch. As explained above, it contains five layers of
causally related variables. The first layer consists of background variables (the
level of education and the level of ethnic concentration), the second and third
layer include variables reflecting direct experiences (social incompetence and
unpleasant experiences) and indirect experiences (perception of social, territorial,
and ethnic threat). The fourth layer includes the cognitive images of intolerance
and nofacceptance and the overall affective image (emotions). Finally, the fifth
layer contains the evaluative images of aversion and understanding.
The analysis shows that the perception of threat is affected by two lines of
influence. The first can be identified as the experience of personal effectiveness.
It is related to the level of education and the experience of social competence.
The experience of personal effectiveness decreases the level of threat
experienced. Dutch people with a higher level of education, for example,
experience living in a multiethnic neighbourhood as less strenuous, since they
perceive less social and territorial threat from Turks. They also experience less
social incompetence, which means that they feel less helpless with respect to
their ability to intervene in local problems when necessary. The perception of
social incompetence also affects the perception of territorial and ethnic threat:
when the feeling of being incompetent decreases, the belief that Turks violate the
local territory (territorial threat) or that the Dutch might be discriminated against
by them in the neighbourhood (ethnic threat) decreases. The analysis shows that,
unlike what many community studies suggest, social economic insecurity is not
an important determinant of ethnic stereotyping of the Dutch. Dutch people with
a higher level of education, however, are also found to experience more aversion
towards Turks. Apparently Dutch people who experience a higher level of
personal efficiency feel more free to criticise maladjusted Turks.
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Figure 7.1 A structural model of the determinants ofstereotyping among the Dutch.
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The second line of influence has to do with evaluating l(fe in a multiethnic
neighbourhood. It is related to the level of concentration of ethnic minority

groups in the neighbourhood (the ethnic context), and the unpleasant experiences
with members of those groups. When the level of concentration of ethnic
minorities increases, such as in Rotterdam, the Dutch experience more
unpleasant encounters with Turks and report higher levels of ethnic threat. Those
unpleasant experiences in interethnic encounters affect their image of Turks
mainly through their effect on the perceived territorial and ethnic threat. The
impact of direct mutual relationships and of problems in mutual communication
is, however, negligible. Unexpectedly, the analysis also indicates that an increase
in the level of ethnic concentration not only increases the chance of experiencing
more unpleasant encounters and more ethnic threat, but is statistically related to a
higher readiness to accept Turks.
In the model, the importance of the perception of threat for the emergence and
preservation of stereotypes for the Dutch is clear. Background characteristics and
direct experiences generally appear to influence the nature of the cognitive and
affective images mainly through their effect on the different types of perceived
threat. If we concentrate on the perception of ethnic threat, we see that it is partly
determined by a number of factors: the perception of social incompetence,
experienced negative encounters with Turks, and the proportion of minorities in
the neighbourhood. With respect to social incompetence, this means that those
who regret living in the neighbourhood and feel unable to influence the future of
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the local community or to defend their interests in the neighbourhood tend to
perceive the Turks as threatening. This perception of ethnic threat enhances the
fear of the Dutch that their territory is going to be taken over (territorial threat)
and that the community in general is threatened (social threat). This Eeling of
social threat is strongly enhanced by the feelings of territorial threat.
Leaving the effect of ethnic concentration aside, the model shows that
intolerance and non-acceptance, and the emotions directed towards the Turks, are
only influenced by perceived threat. One can see that, when the perception of
-.ocial threat is strong, the level of intolerance and of negative emotions towards
Turks becomes high. The level of non-acceptance, however, is only influenced
by the perception of territorial threat. This means that, when the Dutch believe
that their social territory is violated or call be 'taken over' by the Turks, a
rejection of the Turks has to be expected. In that situation we might recognise the
so-called invasion-ellect, which is for example found to be at work during
periods of immigration, which appear to cause more of the Dutch to show
ethnocentric reactions (cf. Scheepers, 1995: 14). In other periods, however, the
Dutch report having a more neutral attitude towards such issues concerning a
multicultural Dutch society (cf. Van de Vijver 2001: 28). Finally, the model
indicates that the overall affective image, which reflects the personal negative
emotions and the perceived emotions of the ingroup, is influenced by perceived
ethnic threat and social threat. In other words, when the Dutch fear that the Turks
will discriminate against them, or believe that their community is in danger, they
will develop more negative emotions towards them, and believe that other Dutch

people feel the same.
The model also indicates that, when Dutch people experience negative
emotions towards Turks, the belief that they should be rejected also is strong
(non-acceptance). When this idea that acceptance should be limited becomes
stronger, the belief that they should be intolerant also becomes stronger.
The fact that the readiness to accept a member of an ethnic outgroup as a
neighbour, friend, and citizen affects the nature and level of intolerance
contradicts the line of thought that acceptance can be promoted by making an
appeal to the Dutch attitude of tolerance. The analysis also indicates that it is to
be doubted whether a strategy of challenging the belief that minorities do not
have equal rights, which is sometimes promoted (cf. Shadid, 19948: 221), will
produce more acceptance. The reason is that views on non-acceptance are
strongly determined by perceived threat and negative emotions, which indicates
that as a precondition for a positive outcome, the perception of threat has to be
dealt with first. More importantly, such a strategy will be hardly successful
because of the nature of the phenomena of acceptance and tolerance. Acceptance
in fact determines the situations in which people are prepared to have a
relationship with other ethnic groups. Tolerance, however, determines the
conditions for engaging in that relationship. This means that people have to
decide first in which situations they want to meet other ethnic groups.
The analysis shows that the affective image of the Dutch more strongly relates
to other factors in the model, and more strongly predicts aversion and
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understanding, when it contains evaluations of the affective reactions (emotions)
of the ingroup. This indicates that, when the Dutch think that the ingroup
supports their view, their attitude to ards the Turks becomes more pronounced.
The fact that the affective image also relates to the belief set of acceptance, but
not to the set of ideas on intolerance, indicates that intolerance is independent
from the emotional state of the group concerned. With respect to this finding, the
strong relationship with perceived social threat suggests that the ideas on
intolerance which a group possesses are not abstract cultural values, but are sets
of beliefs of s 'cial-cultural origin which reflect the relationship between the
social groups concerned (cf. Hagendoorn, 1993: 37).
The interrelation between the three types of images does not mean that all
types relate to aversion and understanding in the same way. Ideas on nonacceptance, for example, only influence the level of intolerance, while, in a
sense, they transfer the effect of the negative emotions, territorial threat, and
ethnic concentration. For both intolerance and the negative emotions, however, it
appears that when they become more intense, the level of aversion increases and
the level of understanding decreases. Interestingly, the influence of the negative
emotions exceeds that of the beliefs on intolerance, for both the dimension of
aversion (b .43 versus .37) and the dimension of understanding (b -.48 versus p .30). Finally, the model also shows that the level of aversion and the level of
understanding are related (b .24), which means that, when the level of aversion is
high, the level ofunderstanding will also be high.
7.3.1

Stereotyping of the Dutch in Tilburg and Rotterdam
The separate analyses conducted for Tilburg and Rotterdam, of the relationships
between the ethnic images and their determinants, shows that the picture
presented above needs to be modified to fit the local situations. Changes also
occur in the level of explained variance for the dependent variables. The
explained variance of the level of understanding, for example, drops in Tilburg.
The model of causal relations of the Dutch in Tilburg also gets more complex
(see Figure 7.2 and 73), and was significant only according to one of our
measures (TLI > 0.95). Obviously, the model of causal relations is responsive to
changes in the level of ethnic concentration: in the situation where the Dutch are
a quantitative majority the model does not describe the relationships between the
ethnic images and their determinants as good as when they are a quantitative
minority. We will focus on a few relations in the local models that differ from
those for the total Dutch sample.
Only in Tilburg does a rise in the level of education result in a decrease of
non-acceptance, and in an increase of tolerance, understanding, and aversion. In
other words, the higher the level of education, the more compassion Dutch
people feel for Turks, and the more they are open to social contact with them.
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Figure 7.2 A structural model of the relationships between ethnic images and their
Determinants of the Dutch in Tilburg. Standardised Path coeficients.
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However, at the same, time, they tend to demand more from them with respect to
their social behaviour and cultural expressions, and feel more aversion towards
them as well. This suggests that, in Tilburg, the better educated Dutch are more
ambivalent towards the Turks.
We also observed in Tilburg that - like for the total sample - the lower the
level of education of the Dutch, the stronger the feeling of not being able to
intervene in local affairs. This perception of social incompetence was also found
to be stronger among people who have had more negative encounters with Turks.
When this social incompetence increases, the Dutch feel more intolerant and
more strongly believe that Turks violate their territory. Unexpectedly, these
persons perceive less threat to their community.
Furthermore, the perception of social threat does not statistically relate to the
interethnic emotions. When the Dutch in Tilburg find that their community is in
danger, only their intolerance (like in the general model), and their inclination to
reject Turks, increase. Contrary to the general model, where the perception of
territorial threat is only related to non-acceptance, in Tilburg, territorial threat has
no relevance for ideas on non-acceptance. The analysis shows that an increase in
perceived territorial threat only leads to an increase in negative feelings and a
decrease in intolerance. The perception of ethnic threat, on the other hand, is the
only kind ofperceived threat that is related to non-acceptance.
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Figure 7.3 A structural model ofthe relationships between ethnic images and theirdeterminants
of the Dutch in Rotterdam. Standardised Path coeficients.
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This is also different in the general model. In Tilburg, when the Dutch fear
discriminating acts of Turks, hey feel negative about them and tend to reject
them as friends, neighbours, and citizens. This shows that, like with the
perceived territorial threat, a rise in perceived ethnic threat eventually produces a
decrease in (reported) intolerant beliefs.
These effects on intolerance are remarkable. It means that, if the Dutch in
Tilburg feel that Turks violate their territory, or that they will behave in a
discriminatory way against them, they will nevertheless react with an attitude of
tolerance. Only when they feel that their community is in danger, will they react
otherwise. The presence of Turks, thus, invokes ambivalent reactions with
respect to tolerance, and this, in turn, supports feelings of aversion towards them.
Another remarkable finding is that, in contrast to the general model, ideas on
non-acceptance are related to both dimensions of modern prejudice. The analysis
indicates that, when the Dutch in Tilburg are inclined to reject Turks, they will
also feel more aversion towards them and will show less understanding to them.
The model of the Dutch in Rotterdam, is fairly similar to the general model
(see Figure 7.3). A few differences can be noticed: The level of education, for
instance, was found not to be related to the attitude of aversion but only to that of
understanding. Dutch people with a higher level of education show more
understanding for the situation of the Turks. In addition, social incompetence is
not only associated with perceived territorial and ethnic threat, but also with
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perceived social threat, non-acceptance, and negative emotions towards Turks. If
the feeling of social incompetence is strong, the Dutch in Rotterdam feel more
threatened by Turks, feeling that they violate their territory and threaten their
community. Contrary to what one would expect, their feelings towards the Turks
become less negative at the same time. Apparently, increased self-confidence
may ease the emotional reactions.
Another important difference is that, for Rotterdam, the attitudes of aversion
and understanding are not statistically related. This means that understanding can
increase or decrease without affecting the level of aversion, and visa versa.
Stimulating feelings of compassion towards Turks may, thus, leave feelings of
aversion towards them unchanged.
The models show that, in Tilburg, education and beliefs on intolerance and
non-acceptance were found to be the main predictors of aversion and
understanding. This means that, in this city, the main line of influence is through
cognitions, i.e., the beliefs on tolerance and non-acceptance, while the effect of
negative emotions is marginal. The cognitions, thus, have the strongest influence
on the intensity of the prejudiced ethnic attitudes.
In Rotterdam, the main predictors of both understanding and aversion, were
found to have to do with emotion: negative emotions towards Turks and the fear
that they might discriminate against them. It appears that, in Rotterdam, the main
line of influence in the causal model is through 'ethnic emotions', while he
effect of'cognitions' is marginal.
Summarising, it can be concluded that, when, for the Dutch, the chance of
interethnic encounters is small, as is the case in the city of Tilburg, and when
they fear an invasion of ethnic minority groups, prejudice will primarily be a
matter of thought (cognition), not of emotion. Ideas on tolerance and (non-)
acceptance will be of importance, while interethnic emotions (affect) will only
have a minor impact on ambivalent prejudiced attitudes. On the other hand, when
the chance of interethnic encounters is large, as is the case in Rotterdam, and the
Dutch fear the take-over of the neighbourhood, prejudice will be a matter of
thought (cognition) and of emotion. Tolerance (cognition) will be important and
interethnic emotions (affect) will dominate, while ideas on (non-)acceptance will
not have a direct impact on the emergence of ambivalent prejudiced attitudes.

7.4 Stereotyping among the Turks
The structural causal model constructed for the Turks is much more complex
than the one constructed for the Dutch. The relationships are manifold and also

comparatively weak.

Like in the case of the Dutch, the model for the Turks contains five layers of
causally related variables. Figure 7.4 shows a first layer consisting of education,
social economic threat, and cultural threat, and a second layer of variables
consisting of social incompetence, pleasant and unpleasant experiences, feeling
at home in the neighbourhood, and the intensity of interethnic relations. The third
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layer consists of perceptions of social, territorial, and ethnic threat, while the
fburth layer includes cognitive images, intolerance and non-acceptance, affective
images, and personal emotions. Finally, the
images, aversion and understanding.

fifth

layer contains evaluative

Figure 7.4 A structural model of the determinants of ethnic images among the Turks.
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The most important observation the model provides is that, in the process of
stereotyping of the Turks, there are three lines of influence. One concerns the
effect of interethnic communication threat, i.e., the belief that interethnic
communication is difficult and may fail. A second line reflects the perception of
threat. A third line has to do with the effect of the evaluation of local experiences
and interethnic encounters a multicultural neighbourhood.
The first line of influence, that of the fear of failing communication, basically
refers to experienced lack of cultural competence. Cultural competence can be
defined as the competence to handle and interact in different kinds of
intercultural contacts (cf. Phalet & Verkuyten 2001: 186). This type of
competence is found to be partly determined by the intensity of personal
relations. It means that the perceived cultural competence, and consequently the
interethnic communication stress involved, is low when informal relations are
less superficial and more intense. In fact, when the Turks have superficial contact

144

Chapter 7

with the Dutch, they generally telieve that it is difficult to communicate with
them. In a sense, this relation emphasizes that informal social relationships
between the groups are necessary to develop some cultural competence. This
belief, that it is difficult to socialize with the Dutch, relates to the whole complex
of affective and cognitive images (non-acceptance and intolerance) studied. The
analysis shows that an increase in the feeling that interethnic communication is
difficult leads to the development of more intense negative emotions towards the
Dutch. This means that Turks more often will not trust Dutch people, will find
living among them unpleasant, will be afr: id of them, will get irritated by them,
and will feel aggressive towards them. Their ideas about the possibility of md
conditions for being accepted by the Dutch also change in a negative sense.
When this happens, they are inclined to think that they are being judged by their
ethnic descent instead of by their behaviour, and find that they must preserve
their way of life and, therefore, must refrain from adjusting to Dutch society.
They also think that cultural differences will hamper satisfactory contacts with
their Dutch neighbours and that mutual friendships between them and the Dutch
are barely possible.
Furthermore, the analysis shows that the ideas about the intolerance of the Dutch

also change, but in unexpected directions. Those who typify communication as
difficult will be more mild about the Dutch, while those who find it easy to
communicate with the Dutch become more negative about the level of tolerance
in Dutch society. This includes believing that the Dutch behave as if they are the
victims of discrimination, that they groundlessly find the Turkish way of life a
threat to Dutch society, and unjustly blame Turks for problems in the
neighbourhood. These Turks also find that the Dutch discriminate and that the
Dutch way of life is a threat to Turks.
Failing communication, however, may also refer to insufficient Dutch language
proficiency. It often does. Accord to Gowricharn (2001: 35-36) this proficiency
must be considered as one of the main mechanisms by which the ethnic
minorities are incorporated in, or excluded from Dutch society. In this sense
failing communication indicates, at least from the perspective of Dutch society,
some level of failing integration: The findings illustrate that the necessity to
engage in interethnic relations partly determines the nature and content of the
ethnic images ofthe Turks.
The second line of influence has to do with the effect o f the evaluation of local
experiences and interethnic encounters with the Dutch a multicultural
neighbourhood. Three clusters of factors are found to be of influence: the
perception of personal efficacy, the perception of feeling at home in the
neighbourhood and the evaluation ofpersonal encounters with the Dutch.
The perception of personal efficacy relates to perceived social incompetence
with respect to local issues and to education. In essence, perceived social
incompetence combines the effects of background characteristics and of local
experiences in general. The feeling of being socially incompetent is weaker for
those with higher levels of education, and are stronger for those who perceive
social economic threat or feel being culturally threatened (they believe that the
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Dutch think that their culture is superior). When the Turkish respondents report
feeling at home in the neighbourhood, and having more than superficial personal
contact with the Dutch in the neighbourhood, they also report feeling less
socially incompetent. The importance of such social incompetence derives from
the fact that it strongly enhances not only the feeling that the neighbourhood is
threatening (territorial threat), but also the belief that the Dutch are intolerant, as
well as the feelings of aversion towards the Dutch.
The perception of feeling at home is the second factor related to the local
experiences and interethnic encounters. The analysis indic tes that, when Turks
feel at home, not only do they experience less social incompetence, they also
perceive less territorial threat, and feel more understanding towards the Dutch.
As we saw earlier, the experience of feeling at home depends also on the nature
of relations with other Turks in the neighbourhood. This implies that, when
Turks feel embedded in a supporting network, they tend to be more mild towards
the Dutch, and approach local problems with more self-confidence.
The third factor relates to the evaluation of pleasant and unpleasant encounters
with the Dutch, which have been observed to have particular influence. Pleasant
encounters reduce perceived social threat, while unpleasant encounters enhance
it. Having had pleasant encounters also stimulates the idea that the Dutch are
willing to accept the Turks. Unpleasant encounters, on the other hand, enhance
negative emotions and feelings of aversion towards the Dutch. The nature of
these daily experiences does not appear to depend on background variables such
as education, social economic threat or the perception of cultural threat.
These first two lines of influence are found to have a direct influence on the
beliefs concerning the intolerance of the Dutch, the views on the conditions for
and possibilities of being accepted by them, and on the intensity of negative
feelings towards them. When, for instance, Turks feel insecure to interfere in
local community problems, and when their level of education is relatively high,
they more strongly believe that the Dutch are intolerant. On the other hand, when
they have had pleasant experiences with the Dutch, they are liable to believe that
they will accept them under certain conditions. For example, they believe that if
they adjust to Dutch culture and society, and give up their own culture, the Dutch
will not judge them by their ethnic origin, and that good relationships and even
friendship with the Dutch is possible. Similarly, the more Turks feel at home in
the neighbourhood, the more their negative emotions towards the Dutch will
decline.
The two lines of influence are, as stated above, also found to have a direct
influence on the third line of influence: the perception of social and territorial
threat. Territorial threat refers here to believing that the neighbourhood is not
safe at night, being unhappy with the number of ethnic groups living there, and
resenting the past and future deterioration of the neighbourhood. The level of this
threat is higher, as we can see in the model, when the levels of perceived social
incompetence and of perceived social economic threat are higher, and when the
Turks feel less at home in the neighbourhood. Experiencing the neighbourhood
as threatening only relates to the affective image: when Turks perceive more
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territorial threat, their emotions towards the Dutch are more negative. Perceive d
territorial threat is found to enhance feelings of social threat: Turks who perceive
more of this threat more strongly experience threat to the Turkish community.
Through its effect on the level of social threat experienced, the cognitive images
are indirectly inlluenced by the perceived territorial threat. Social threat, for
instance, influences beliefs about both acceptance and intolerance: the more
Turks feel such threat, the more intolerant they find the Dutch and the more
negative they are about being accepted in Dutch society.
Considering the cognitive and affective images, we notice that the negati, .
emotions Turks feel towards the Dutch have an important impact on both the
images of acceptance and of intolerance. The more negative their emotions
towards the Dutch are, the more negative the Turks are about the possibilities of
being accepted by them and the more they find them intolerant. However, the
cognitive images of acceptance and intolerance appear to be unrelated. In other
words, the fact that Turks feel that it is possible to be accepted if they adjust and
change their way of life does not have any impact on their beliefs about the level
of tolerance of the Dutch. This means that they may still believe that the Dutch
behave as if they are the victims of discrimination, blame the Turks for problems
in the neighbourhood, The interethnic emotions of the Turks, however, only
indirectly influence their feelings of understanding and aversion, through the
influence ofthe cognitive images.
The analysis shows that the only predictors of understanding are the feeling of
being at home in the neighbourhood and the ideas on acceptance. It means that,
as we concluded before, if the Turks feel at home in the neighbourhood, because
they are embedded in a supportive network, and if they feel more positive about
their possibilities of being accepted by the Dutch, they show more understanding
towards them. Aversion, on the other hand, is influenced by more factors. It is
found that the stronger the belief of the Turks that the Dutch are intolerant, and
the more negative their ideas on acceptance, the stronger their feelings of
aversion towards them will be. This is also the case if they have many unpleasant
encounters with them. An increase in understanding will, however, have a
moderating effect on such feelings. Interestingly, the feeling of aversion towards
the Dutch is also weaker when their feelings of confidence to deal with local
issues (social incompetence) decreases.
7.4.1

Stereotyping

of the

Turks

in

Tilburg

and

Rotterdam

Generally speaking, the statistical relations in the causal model for the Turks are
not as strong as for the Dutch. The proportion explained variance for the
dependent variables in the model is also modest , especially for the dimensions
of understanding (R2 ,09) and of aversion (R2.20). When the model is calculated
for the two cities separately, only slight changes occur. The statistical Figures
improve for Tilburg (R2 .13 and R.2 .34) but not for Rotterdam (R2 .05 and R.2
.21). The model of stereotyping of the Turks in Rotterdam fits the data only
according to one of our measures (RMSEA < 0.06). It shows that like for the
Dutch, stereotyping of Turks is also responsive to changes in the level of ethnic
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concentration: the models do not appear to describe the relationships between the
ethnic images and their determinants for the ethnic groups accurately, when they
are a quantitative majority in a neighbourhood.
Figure 7.5 A structural model of the causal relationships between the ethnic images and their
determinants, of the Turks in Tilburg. Standardised Path coeficients.

/

pleasant'

Exp.

ro em.
ommun

1

-.19

Intole- 14

rance I

-

l -2

.42

1
-1'duca,on

»=

-.18

.2

-.19

.28

Social

.39
1

Accep-

-.23

R

.1 3

Under

·23

Social
Threat

Incomp.

.2

26

.2

Intensity

·18

n

tance
13

SE threat

27 /

-,441 .5 27

.1

29

24

Aversion

Feeling ·34 .2f - 1R .34
at home
-5rritiorial|
Threat

CuIThreat|

.34

egative
ffect

1

2
19

Unpleas 1
Exper.

1

1

Chi-square = 61.426

df = 65, p=0.603
TLI=1.017
RMISEA= 0.00

The separate analysis for the Turks in Rotterdam and Tilburg shows that, in
Tilburg, the model of structural causal relations is fairly similar to the general
model described above (see Figure 7.5 and Appendix 4, Table 7.3).
One main difference is that, contrary to the general model, intolerance was also
found to be related to feelings of understanding, but in a peculiar way: the more
the Turks believe that the Dutch are intolerant, the more they believe they
understand the reasons behind this intolerance and feel able to show compassion
towards Dutch people who find it difficult to accept Turks.
This similarity is certainly not the case for the Turks in Rotterdam (see Figure
7.6): In many respects, the analysis shows that the structural relations between
the ethnic images and their determinants are very dissimilar to the general model
described above. We will first look at the first line of influence concerning the
effect of the belief of the respondents that communicating with the Dutch is not
easy. This belief appears not to be related to their beliefs regarding the
intolerance of the Dutch, but only to those regarding acceptance and negative
emotions.
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Figure 7.6 A structural model ofthe relations between the ethnic image and their determinants

of the Turks in Rotterdam. Standardised Path coeficients.
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The second line
experiences

of influence we observe in the

general model, the effect

of their

of living in the multicultural neighbourhood and their evaluation of

encounters with the Dutch, shows more differences. Some variables, such as
education and perceived cultural threat, become unimportant. Other variables,
such as age, having children of school age, and network support, are new in the
model. The analysis shows that the younger the Turks are, the more aversion they
feel towards the Dutch, and that, in Rotterdam, Turks with young children are
less convinced that the Dutch will accept them.
One background factor deserves more attention, because it is new in the
model, and it has strong direct relations with the nature and content of the
outgroup images: the factor of network support. Turks who feel supported by a
social network of Turks, find the Dutch less intolerant, and have less negative
emotions towards the Dutch, but, paradoxically, they feel more aversion towards
them.7 This finding, that those who experience social support feel less negative
towards the Dutch, may have to do with the fact that ethnic minorities with a
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higher level of group orientedness have a higher level of personal well-being (cf.
Phalet & Verkuyten 2001: 187). This study shows that the ethnocentric reaction
of ingroup preference and outgroup rejection is related to feelings of personal
well-being and to an attitude of lenience.
It can be observed that some relations in the model for Rotterdam have
changed compared to the general model. Pleasant experiences, for instance,
appear not to be related to perceived social threat, but to feelings of
incompetence instead. This means that the more pleasant encounters the Turks
have had with the Dutch, the m, •e they feel competent to deal with problematic
issues in the neighbourhood. Similarly, unpleasant experiences are not related to
perceived social threat, or to aversion towards the Dutch, as is the case in the
general model. Another difference with the general model is that the feeling of
being at home in the neighbourhood does not relate to feelings of understanding
towards the Dutch, but to beliefs about the possibility of being accepted by them.
In other words, when they feel at home in their neighbourhood, Turks are less
positive about their chances of being accepted by the Dutch. For instance, they
think that the Dutch will judge them by their ethnic origin, and that good
personal relations with the Dutch are not possible. In that situation, they stress
that Turks should neither abandon their culture nor adjust to the Dutch way of
life.

In Rotterdam, the feeling of social incompetence of the Turks is not directly
related to feelings of aversion towards the Dutch, but to perceived social threat.
When the Turks perceive more personal social incompetence, they perceive more
threat from the Dutch, which, among other things, means that they find that the
Dutch spoil the sphere in the neighbourhood, because they try to interfere in their
lives, and set a bad example to their children. "The Dutch should, therefore, be
pressed to accept Turks as they are". This perceived social threat is not related to
their ideas on acceptance by the Dutch, but to aversion towards them. That is,
when they perceive more social threat, they also feel more aversion towards the
Dutch. In Rotterdam, also, territorial threat is not related to the affective image
Turks have of the Dutch, or to any of the cognitive images, but only to the
perception of social threat.
The analysis further shows that in Rotterdam, the stronger the Turks believe
that Dutch people will accept them, the stronger their feeling of understanding
towards the Dutch. Unlike the general model, however, these beliefs do not
influence the feelings of aversion. In Rotterdam, the predictors for feelings of
understanding and, especially, of aversion are quite different from the general
model. Turks in Rotterdam, for instance, reported feeling aversion towards the
Dutch not only when they find the Dutch to be intolerant, as in the general
model, but also when they experience social threat, feel supported by a social
network, and are younger.
Summarising, the analyses show that in Tilburg, where Turks are a
quantitative minority in the neighbourhoods, there is a strong focus on the quality

of their relationship wiui fhe Dutch. Beside the perceptions of threat,
communication problems and the evaluation of daily encounters (pleasant and
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unpleasant experiences, and the feeling of being at home in the neighbourhood)
are important factors determining the nature and content of the outgroup images
of the Turks in Tilburg. Their beliefs on intolerance and non-acceptance of the
Dutch, are found to be the most important factors in determining the levels of
understanding and aversion towards Dutch neighbours. In Rotterdam, where the
Turks are a quantitatiw majority, the focus is mainly on accepmnce. Almost all
the relevant factors are related to the perception of being accepted by the Dutch
as a friend, neighbour, fellow citizen, and community member. For another part,
however, the Turks in Rotterdam focus on their memi .rship of the local Turkish
community (as indicated by the importance in relation to network support and
social threat). It appears, however, that the beliefs on intolerance and non.
acceptance of Dutch neighbours do not strongly determine their feelings of
aversion and understanding towards the Dutch.
In fact the main question of Turks in Tilburg is found to be how to get a
respectful relationship with the Dutch. For Turks in Rotterdam, the main question
is found to be how to get socially integrated in Dutch society. These questions
appear to be strongly related to the way they perceive the Dutch, in other words
to the nature and content of their ethnic images.

Notes
1

Amos version 3.6, Smallwaters Corp., September 1999
Experts recommend the use of 10 times as many cases as the number of parameters to be
estimated, which, for example, means that 360 Dutch respondents would be required.
3 Also see Appendix 4, Table 7.1 and 7.2.
' Proficiency in Dutch is also an important factor in the process of stereotyping of ethnic
minorities, since it is often used to indicate the level of adjustment to and integration in
Dutch society. It is also used to illustrate their disadvantaged position in Dutch society (cf.
Extra, 1997: 113-115).
5 Also see Appendix 4, Table 7.3.
6
Also see Appendix 4, Table 7.4.
7 Because this factor is not related to the other background factors, it might be considered a
fourth (independent) line of influence.
2

8

Summary
This thesis is about the mutual relations and the mutual stereotyping of Dutch
and Turks living in concentration areas. The relationship between these groups is
often characterised by negative stereotyping, mutual rejection and a lack of
mutual contact. Since mutual stereotyping is considered to be one of the main
elements of communication in interethnic relations, this study aimed at exploring
these phenomena, and finding a basis for improving interethnic relations between
these ethnic groups. The study was performed in the cities of Tilburg and
Rotterdam. These two cities were selected because they represent a quantitatively
dominant minority population (Rotterdam) and a quantitatively dominant
majority population (Tilburg).
Between May 1998 and April 1999, a qualitative study was conducted among
167 Dutch and 209 Turks in both cities together. During the interviews, the
respondents were asked to clarify their answers and to reflect on the day-to-day
meanings of the popular notions and concepts they used while discussing their
views. Data was also gathered about the social-demographic backgrounds of the
respondents (age, education, employment, marital status, and so oIl), their
experiences of living with each other in concentration areas, and their beliefs
about, emotions towards, and evaluations of each other as occupants of the same
neighbourhood.
With respect to their background characteristics, the study reveals that the
Dutch sample had resided for more years in their neighbourhoods than the Turks
(24 against 11 years), were older (49 versus 37 years), included more singles (34
against 13%) and females (62 against 51%) and had less children of school age
(75 against 20%). The Dutch were also better educated (88% against 44% had
more than primary education) and more were employed (53% against 42%).
The Turks and Dutch in Rotterdam had lived longer in their neighbourhoods,
were older, were more often unemployed and female that those in Tilburg.
Compared with the Turks, the Dutch sample generally had a limited network of
family and friends, since many members of their network had left the
neighbourhood. The Turkish samples on the other hand, had a strong local
network and claimed to have an extended network of family and friends, which
they liked to expand. In spite of their strong network of ingroup members, they
mentioned having twice as much informal social contact with the Dutch, than the
other way around.
Both groups talked differently about their mutual beliefs. The Turks generally
tended to personalise the behavioural reactions of the Dutch, which means that
they tended to attribute their negative encounters with the Dutch to the
characteristics of individuals, and not to their national character or culture. They
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also more often attributed positive qualities to the Dutch. The Dutch, on the other
hand, did not refer to the positive qualities of the Turks and tended to generalise
their behavioural characteristics. This means that they attributed the negative
characteristics they observe in individual Turks to their national character or
culture.
The Dutch expressed the belief that pressure should be placed on Turks and
other minority groups to comply with the local standards of living, since "they
ruin the atmosphere in the neighbourhood, cause nuisance, and give a bad
example to Dutch children". The Dutch, especially those in Rotterdam, argued
that the neighbourhood they knew had disappeared and that their social contacts
had eroded because of the growing number of migrants. Many living in Tilburg
expressed the fear that such developments would happen to their neighbourhood.
Generally, the Dutch reported feeling that Turks were not easy to approach in
order to discuss the problems they caused, mainly because of their lack of
responsibility towards Dutch society, distrust, and pride.
From the perspective of the Turks, the social threat they reported experiencing
is something totally different. It refers to the social pressure of the Dutch, for
instance, their "double standards when they blame the Turks for causing
nuisance". The Turks also reported that the Dutch patronise them, i.e., behave in
a dominant, belittling, and distant manner, and blame them for worsening the
atmosphere by rejecting migrants and by moving out of the neighbourhood,
turning it into a place where only foreigners live. They prefer a more respectful
relationship. Nevertheless, they stated that they do not consider pressure to
counteract the social threat of the Dutch as an option, and they stressed the idea
that negative behaviour is caused by specific individuals, not by the Dutch in
general. In their view, acceptance of ethnic minorities cannot be imposed. Acts of
coercion are felt not to be appropriate in a liberal country like Holland, and to be
counter-productive: it will further damage the mutual relationship.
Furthermore, the study reveals that the phenomenon of social threat strongly
relates to that of territorial threat, i.e., the feeling that the geographical space of
the community is being violated. The feeling of territorial threat was found to be
present among both groups: to a certain extent the Dutch and the Turks are
engaged in a competition concerning the social geographical space of the
neighbourhood. In practice, the Dutch appear to defend their territory against
Turks and other migrants, while the Turks strive for acceptance within the social
geographical space of the Dutch community. Concerning the Dutch, one may
speak of a threatened community, and, in the case of the Turks, one may speak of

a threatening community.
With regard to this territorial threat, almost half of the Dutch respondents
(45%) preferred to have other Dutch people as neighbours. They said that they
feared an increase in the number of immigrants and were afraid to be left behind
when their fellow Dutch people leave. Others reported feeling indifferent towards
the issue, claiming to be tolerant, or tolerant but critical. A related issue is that
many Dutch respondents (38%), especially those in Rotterdam, expressed the
belief that ethnic minorities will eventually take over the neighbourhood. To
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support their opinion, they stressed the changing local economic infrastructure
and their belief that the government does not take appropriate action to prevent
the changes they fear. According to them, this set of beliefs causes most Dutch
people, whether or not they object to the current ethnic mix, to prefer some kind
of controlled development of mixed neighbourhoods.
For the Turks, the ethnic mix was found to be less of a problem. Their
preference for ingroup members is not as strong; less than 25% reported
preferring to have other Turks as neighbours. The rest showed no preference for
Turks, ir said they would prefer other groups to move in, in order to improve the
local ethnic mix in such a way that it would reflect the ethnic composition of
Dutch society. Nevertheless, some Turks expressed an explicit preference for the
Dutch, saying that they considered living in a concentration area as being pushed
out ofDutch society.
Differences between the Dutch and Turks were also found with respect to the
cognitive images. In this regard, two sets of images were distinguished: images
reflecting intolerance and non-acceptance. The majority, 75% of the Dutch and
80% of the Turks, expressed the belief that the Dutch are tolerant, in the sense
that they allow other ethnic groups to preserve their cultures. Such an attitude
disguises a great variety of ideas about the nature of tolerance. Of the Dutch
respondents, for example, at least three types could be distinguished. First of all,
negative tolerance, which covers the idea that tolerance is equivalent to
helplessness or powerlessness. The prevailing idea in this regard is that, because
of their tolerant attitude, the Dutch are not able to force ethnic minorities to
change their unpleasant habits. Furthermore, they distinguished conditional
tolerance, which reflects the idea that tolerance has limits that have to be
respected. Finally, positive tolerance was distinguished, which is unconditional
since it also implies the unrestricted acceptance ofminority groups in general.
The Turks were found to have similar perspectives. Fundamentally, however,
they would like tolerance to be: being accepted by the Dutch as an individual, as
a Turk, and as a member of Dutch society. They feel that only when they are
accepted, will their cultural traits no longer be under discussion. The matter of
acceptance is of more importance to them than the matter of tolerance.
While, in day-to-day speech, people tend to link tolerance and discrimination
as mutually exclusive categories, for the Dutch in concentration areas, tolerance
and discrimination are behavioural dispositions that cover different domains of
social action which are not logically opposed to each other. For instance, they
perceive their ingroup to be tolerant (75%) and to discriminate (68%) at the same
time. This contradiction explains why many of them (68%) think that Turks are
to be blamed for their acts of discrimination. The fact that Turks claim that they
are judged by their group membership (84%), while 80% find the Dutch tolerant,
suggests that they also perceive the concepts of tolerance and discrimination as
unrelated. This is possibly so because of their ideas on discrimination, which
accommodates a variety of definitions. Discrimination is among other things
defined as a negative appreciation, the rejecting of minorities, the unequal or
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of minorities, and a negative evaluation based on irrelevant
criteria.
In general, Dutch ideas on intolerance are strongly related to a set ofjustifying
beliefs about the act of discrimination and the need for the Turks to adjust. The
ideas of the Turks on intolerance reflect the beliefs of the Dutch. According to
these ideas, the Dutch perceive the Turkish culture as threatening, while, in
practise, their own culture threatens Turkish culture. The Dutch are also said to
behave like victims of discrimination, while they themselves discriminate against
the Turks and too often bh me them for their problems. Similarly, the definition
of acceptance of the Dutch and Turks each others' point of view. Acceptance,
according to the Dutch, includes giving Turks rights as co-citizens, recognising
the possibility of achieving satisfactory relations with them as neighbours and
idends, and perceiving no threat from Turkish culture. For the Turks, acceptance
has to do with whether the Dutch treat them as individuals or as a group members
(a Turk), and whether they accept them as neighbours, friends, and Dutch
citizens. Hence, it has to do with indirectly respecting their right to preserve the
Turkish culture. This issue of respect is a central issue in the outgroup images of
negative treatment

Turks.
The issue of the rights the Turks should have as Dutch citizens generates much
disagreement. About 45% of the Dutch, as opposed to 95% of the Turks,
expressed the view that the Turks have the right to stay in Holland. The Dutch
respondent's arguments to deny these rights covered issues like the
unemployment of the Turks, the absorbing capacity of Dutch society, the threat
from the Turks to Dutch society, and their 'free riding'. Turkish respondents on
the other hand, claimed equal rights, because they considered themselves to be
co-citizens, and they cited their contribution to Dutch society, good citizenship,

official qualification, etcetera.

The analysis shows, furthermore, that the matter of acceptance is the basis of
Dutch people's images of interethnic relations. They like to stress the importance
of tolerance, but, in practice, their beliefs on tolerance and adjustment are
secondary to their beliefs on the acceptance of Turks. For the Turks, it is the
other way around; the matter of tolerance and adjustment dominates their
attitudes towards the Dutch. This order reflects that Turks are aware of the fact
that a large majority of the Dutch (72%) find that Turkish people should adjust to
Dutch society as a precondition for their acceptance. The fact that Dutch people
demand that they adjust to Dutch ways, causes the Turks to feel threatened,
favouring their inclination to make cultural preservation important in their ideas
on being accepted by the Dutch. Only about 20% of the Turkish respondents
agreed with the view that Turks should adjust to Dutch society.
Members of both groups who claimed that the Turks should not have to adjust,
referred to issues like the equality, resemblance, and incompatibility of both
cultures. Especially the Turkish respondents referred to incompatibility, stating
that culture is at the heart of their identity and appeals to their feelings of pride:
they consider cultural adjustment to stand for cultural loss. Whether they stressed
the importance of cultural incompatibility or not, the Turkish respondents (90%)
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almost unanimously reported feeling that they should stick to their own culture.
Some made a plea for active cultural preservation, others for cultural pluralism,
or even for cultural isolation.
Many Turkish and Dutch respondents who reported being in favour of
adjustment found that this should be limited to behaviour in the public domain
(the private atmosphere should be excluded), in order that Turkish people can
require the knowledge needed to function as members of Dutch society. The idea
of limited or partial adjustment made it possible for over 85% of the Dutch
respondents to find that Turks should be able to stick to their way of life.
Nevertheless, 70% reported finding that Turks stick to their culture too much.
According to the Dutch respondents, this 'conservative' behaviour is caused by
the psychological disposition of the Turks, who are reluctant to change and by
factors in the social environment of the Turkish community, such as the severe
social control exercised in order to preserve the traditional culture, the low
educational level, the rural background, and the generation to which the Turks in
question belong.
The mutual beliefs of both groups are accompanied by a combination of
personal and ingroup emotions which include distrust, aversion, anxiety,
insecurity, irritation, and aggression. Generally, the Dutch have a more negative
set of emotions towards the Turks than visa versa: 58% of Dutch respondents,
against 29% of Turkish respondents, were found to have a high level of negative
emotions. The difference is mainly due to the higher intensity of negative
emotions the Dutch observe in their ingroup. The respondents explained this by
referring to their inability to cope with the cultural and normative deviance of the
Turks, which produces a persisting experience of behavioural dissonance with
respect to domestic, collective, and public behaviour. Behavioural dissonance
means that they are constantly confronted with behaviour and customs that are in
conflict with their own. Turkish respondents explained their negative emotions,
and those of their ingroup, by referring to poor interethnic communication and
poor conflict management. Language and cultural differences, and lack of
acceptance by the Dutch were held responsible. The majority reported having a
preference for living among the Dutch and expressed the opinion that members
of their ingroup had the same opinion, but they also said that they felt being
pushed towards other Turks because ofthe factors mentioned above.
The tendency of the Dutch respondents to attribute a more negative image to
their ingroup was also observed when they evaluated their attitudes towards
Turks. When they assessed their own prejudices and the level of prejudice of
their ingroup, only 9% admitted feeling negative about the Turks, while, at the
same time, 74% expressed the opinion that their ingroup felt negative. For the
Turks who evaluated the Dutch proportions of prejudice, these percentages were
6 and 18%. However, the measurement of ambivalent prejudice shows a different
picture. Ambivalent prejudice has two interrelated sides: feelings of aversion and
feelings of understanding. The Dutch respondents appeared to show more
understanding towards the Turks than visa versa (61% and 30%), but feelings of
aversion were found to be equally strong: about 40% of each group reported
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having such feelings. Combining these dimensions, four types of ethnic attitudes
were composed: resignation (no understanding and no aversion), tolerance
(understanding and no aversion), ambivalence (understanding and aversion), and
intolerance (no understanding and aversion). According to this typology, the
Dutch were found to be more tolerant (30% versus 14%) and the Turks more
intolerant (34% versus 16%) towards the outgroup. The groups were found to
have similar levels of ambivalence features both (39 versus 35%), and
and,
18%). This illustrates that understanding
resignation (14 versus
are
attributes
ofthe majority.
consequently, tolerance
In this study, the mutual stereotyping of both groups was described in a model
of causally interrelated variables. The analysis resulted in different structural
models of the causal relationships between the determinants of the mutual
images. The analysis reveals that the model of the causal relationships for the
Dutch is simple in structure and content: it contains a small number of strongly
interrelated variables. The model for the Turks is more complex and more
extensive, and the relations between the variables are less strong. In general, the
analysis shows that the intensity of the outgroup images can generally be better
predicted for the Dutch. The fact that the levels of aversion and understanding of
the Turks could be hardly explained by the determinants in the model as
constructed here, may suggest that these dimensions of ambivalent prejudice may
not be the proper instruments to describe the attitude of minorities. Ambivalent
prejudice may be an attitude that only suits the character of prejudice of the
majority. These findings may also mean that ambivalence was not properly
measured for the Turks, and that further research should concentrate on
constructing a suitable evaluative measure of the prejudice of minorities against
majorities.
When the different models to describe the relationship between the
determinants of stereotyping and the outgroup images of the Dutch and Turks are
compared, four major observations can be made. The first is that, among the
Dutch, there is one dominant line of influence, that of the perceived local
competition and potential conflict with Turks. Perceptions of threat from the
Turks, in general, are central in this regard: threats from the fact that the Turks
are felt to take over 'their' territory, and the feeling that they threaten the local
community. These perceptions of threat are influenced by two categories of
factors related to personal efficacy, as indicated by the level of education an
social competence, and the multiethnic context, as indicated by the level of
concentration and unpleasant experiences with Turks. On the other hand three
lines of influence are operative among the Turks. One leads to problematic
interethnic communication, another to local social and territorial competition,
and a third to the effect of unpleasant experiences with the Dutch. These lines of
influence independently affect the intensity of the views of the Turks on
intolerance and acceptance, and the intensity of the negative emotions felt
towards the Dutch. Failing communication only influences the stereotyping of
Turks. This difference between the Dutch and Turks illustrates the fact that,
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apparently, the task of realising unproblematic communication is assigned to the
Turks.
The second observation that can be made, having compared the two models, is
that, among the Dutch, ideas on acceptance and intolerance are strongly related:
the more they refuse to accept Turks, the more they maintain intolerant beliefs
about them. For Turks, no such relationship was found. The fact that they feel
accepted by the Dutch as friends, neighbours, and citizens does not necessarily
mean that they perceive less btolerance among the Dutch with respect to their
cultural visibility.
The third observation is that the negative emotions of the Dutch have a direct
influence on their evaluation of the Turks. The influence of emotions on this
evaluation process is stronger than that of cognitions. This relationship is absent
for Turks. Their emotional state mainly influences their perception of being
accepted and ofbeing tolerated by the Dutch.
The fourth observation concerns the dissimilar position of acceptance. Among
the Dutch, beliefs on acceptance are not related to prejudiced evaluations of the
Turks. Among the Turks, however, the perception of being accepted by the
Dutch directly influences their feeling of understanding and aversion. This
difference may result from the fact that the two concepts are not similar. For the
Dutch, the concept refers to their own beliefs on non-acceptance; it essentially
reflects a self-evaluation. For the Turks, it refers to the observed readiness among
the Dutch to accept them and involves an evaluation of Dutch people's
behaviour. This reflects the difference in the nature of mutual stereotyping in
majority-minority relations.
The additional separate analysis for Tilburg and Rotterdam shows that the
level of ethnic concentration strongly influences the pattern and strength of
relationships between the variables. The findings indicate that the process of
stereotyping is generally better predicted for both groups when they are in a
quantitative minority situation, more specifically for the Dutch in Rotterdam and
the Turks in Tilburg.
Moreover, this study shows that, in such situations, both groups show similar
behavioural reactions. In fact, from the comparison of the beliefs and behavioural
traits of both groups, two types of regularities are observed which can be related
to the different interethnic contexts. The first regularity concerns the fact that
both groups have similar beliefs and behavioural reactions within the same
interethnic context. This means that both groups may feel more unsafe in
Rotterdam than in Tilburg. Additionally, in Rotterdam, each group blames the
other for causing inconvenience and finds that pressure is necessary to force the
others into behaving properly. The second regularity is that on some points, both
groups show similar reactions to interethnic relations in the neighbourhood when
they are a quantitative minority, but they show dissimilar reactions when they are
quantitative majority. Consequently, Turks in Tilburg and Dutch people in
Rotterdam appear to have a similar pattern of characteristics and reactions. Both
groups, for instance, have more intense interethnic contacts (varying from
greeting to friendship), have more outgroup neighbours, and are convinced that
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the other group gives a bad example to children and creates a bad sphere in the
neighbourhood. They also prefer ingroup neighbours, believe that the outgroup
wants them out of the neighbourhood, feel more negative emotions towards
them, and have more unpleasant experiences with them. Both groups also believe
that the ingroup discriminates. This finding also means that Dutch and Turks

react to each other in a different way in Rotterdam than in Tilburg. A tempting

explanation is that, when the groups are in

a minority position in a
neighbourhood, they tend to feel threatened and to show similar defensive
t 'haviour and negative evaluations. This means that, in the Dutch interethnic
context, the quantitative position of an ethnic group determines part of its process
of stereotyping: Dutch people and Turks react in a similar way to the other when
they live in a neighbourhood where they are, or feel they are, a quantitative
ethnic minority.
Some beliefs, however, are not influenced by the interethnic contexts or
structural position of the ethnic groups. For example, no matter where they live,
members of each group think the same about the issues of tolerance and
acceptance. On the one hand the Turks strongly differ from the Dutch on the
issue of acceptance, whether they live in Rotterdam or in Tilburg, but on the
other agree with the Dutch on the level to which the Dutch are tolerant.

Apparently, ideas related to tolerance and acceptance are determined on the supra
local level and reflect more general ideas about the proper relationship between
Dutch people and Turks in Dutch society.
The conclusions to be drawn from this study can be summarised by saying that
when talking about their mutual social contacts and images, as regards content,
the Dutch and Turkish respondents speak different languages and tell different
stories about life in their neighbourhoods. Sometimes they use the same
concepts, but usually with different meanings. Briefly speaking, the Dutch talk
about tolerance and adjustment, while in their stories the Turks refer to respect
and acceptance. These concepts, one may refer to as values, in fact, illustrate
their relationship. A majority, which determines what level of cultural diversity is
allowed, is related to a minority, which strives for a respectful relationship with
the majority. These issues repeatedly arose from our analyses.
The Dutch respondents, for instance, explained their negative emotions
towards Turks by pointing to their deviant behaviour and habits. Turks, in that
respect, reported stressing the problems of communicating and associating with
the Dutch. The causal description of the process of stereotyping shows the same
pattern. One the one hand among the Dutch, the feeling of being threatened is
central, while, on the other hand, the Turks stress their mutual relationship. This
difference indicates, among others, the different perspective of each group on the
integration of ethnic minorities in Dutch society. For many Dutch respondents,
the extent to which the Turks have culturally adjusted is to be considered an
indication of their willingness to integrate into Dutch society. It is also an
important factor making acceptance of Turks possible. The analyses show, on the
contrary, that the level of tolerance depends on the level of acceptance of Turks
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as a neighbour, colleague, friend, co-citizen and so on. In other words, it is
acceptance that determines tolerance: not the other way around. Among others
Shadid (1994: 217), for instance, stresses that integration is more than adjustment
to society in a cultural sense, and should include mutual acceptance.
The results of this study suggest that cultural adjustment of Turks might
reduce the cultural distance to the Dutch, but will not increase the level of
acceptance. This is, obviously, because the level of aversion to the 'deviant
culture and habits' is influenced by the level of acceptance. Many Turks stressed
this relationship. In the process of stereot) ;ing of Turks, however, no
relationship appears to exist between the level of perceived acceptance, and their
beliefs concerning the level of tolerance of the Dutch. In their view there is no
relationship between the to issues. It is therefore quite possible that they find the
Dutch to be tolerant, while, at the same time, feel not accepted by them. This
feeling they reported, possibly has to do with the fact that, in general, many
Dutch persons report that, to them, the acceptance of Turks depends on the level
of their cultural adjustment. For the Turks, being accepted also implies the
willingness of the Dutch to recognise their cultural uniqueness. In that respect it
is understandable that, in reaction to social mobility of Turks, conflicts may
focus persistently on trivial symbols of cultural diversity. One might think of the
repeated conflicts about the wearing of headscarves by Muslim girls at school, at
the working place, in the streets, and so on. This study suggests that these
conflicts might not be produced by a too generous attitude of tolerance, but by a
lack of acceptance. The question is, in which social domains the Dutch will
accept members of minority groups, and in which social roles: that of cleaner or
manager, voter or politician, pupil or clerk of the court, or that of neighbour or
co-citizen. At first sight this matter could be solved easily, because, generally,
the Dutch and Turkish respondents, when finding the adjustment of Turks
advisable, stress that it is primarily relevant for the public domain. In practice the
issue appears to be more complex, since adjustment also appears to
accommodating to notions of morality and values, for example with respect to
the relationship between the sexes, that may directly affect private matters.
The results of this thesis underline that the difference in the beliefs and
opinions concerning, for example, tolerance, adjustment, respect and acceptance,
relate to the group level and do not depend on local circumstances or local levels
of concentration of ethnic minorities: In Rotterdam and in Tilburg, the same
difference is found between the groups. For those living in concentration areas
these notions do not simply refer to an abstract ideal of a multicultural social
order. It refers to their desire to reduce the nuisance produced by other groups in
their neighbourhoods. They try to construct a moral order by enforcing specific
social norms on the other groups. In other words, the individuals of other groups
are to be socialised participate adequately in the neighbourhoods, especially in
the public sphere. Problems emerge, especially for the minority groups, when
their (bfinitions of what is to be considered a nuisance differ from those of the
majority. Is wearing a headscarf in the marketplace a private, a communal or a
public matter? Is a headscarf more awkward than a deep dtcollet6? Is a loud
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Turkish tear-jerker in the backyard, more of a nuisance than a loud Dutch tearjerker? Considering these questions, and given the inclination among the Dutch
to socialise the Turks, it is not strange that Turks perceive the interference of the
Dutch neighbours as a nuisance.
These issues of tolerance and adjustment, acceptance and perceived threat are
important elements in the process of stereotyping of Dutch and Turks living in
concentration areas. When trying to describe the processes of stereotyping of the
Dutch it appeared that the success of that attempt strongly depends on their
position in the local context and their relationship with the other grou ·: research
has shown that the best description of the processes of stereotyping can be made
for the Turks in Tilburg and the Dutch in Rotterdam. The question whether, in
the context of a Dutch city, a group, quantitatively speaking, forms a majority or
not appears to be crucial: if a group is a quantitative minority, and relatively
small, the process of stereotyping is understood more easily than when it is a
quantitative majority. In other words, their process of stereotyping is more clear,
when they somehow feel threatened by the other group. At that moment their
reality may get more uniform, while the effect of situational factors that differ
between individuals, may diminish. This might also mean that, as other research
shows, the level of tolerance and acceptance strongly depends on the perception
of threat and that an appeal on tolerance will not neutralise these feelings of
being threatened. It implies that in periods in which the majority reports an
increase of the feelings of being threatened, this majority will be inclined to
demand more adjustment of the minority and to make acceptance conditional on
strict rules. In the Netherlands, like in other western European societies, the ideal
of a multicultural society is increasingly regarded with grave suspicion in the
media, among social scientists and politicians, and in the public opinion in
general. The current tendency of demanding, at a gradually louder tone, rejection
of the ideal of a Dutch multicultural society, and making a plea for a more rigid
adjustment of ethnic minority groups, clearly illustrates this phenomenon. Ethnic
minority groups whether they live in ethnic concentration areas or not, are
already familiar with this phenomenon for a few decades.
The recent ideologically coloured discussions on the desirability of a
multicultural society in the Netherlands, relate to these issues. Some suggest that
the borders of tolerance have been reached, and that the acceptance of ethnic
minorities, especially newcomers, is becoming problematic. Others emphasise
that such an attitude is not based on facts but is merely produced by
ethnocentrism and prejudice. The type of questions that dominate the fervent
debates is illustrative. Questions such as the following are discussed: Does the
preservation of cultural identity have a negative impact on the integration of
minority groups in Dutch society and on their social mobility? Will acceptance
be stimulated by cultural adjustment? Is cultural dominance by the majority
inevitable? Is the failure of ethnic minority groups to integrate leading to a
multicultural drama? From whichever perspective these issues are treated, it is
clear that all the fuss is about the mutual stereotyping of the Dutch and the many

Summary

161

ethnic minorities who are trying to live in harmony within the Dutch
multicultural society.

Appendices
Appendix 1: Results of Analysis for Chapter 4
Table 4. la: Social demographic and social economic characteristics
Mean scores (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA

Number of years in the area
Age
Education

Til-

Rotter

burg

-darn

burg -dam

19.90
(101)
46.56

29.45

9.02

(65)

(116)

52.05

Til-

Rotter

14.29 E: F (1,368) = 110.50, p<.001

35.24

(90)

(101)

(65)

(119)

(90)

2.88

2.94

2.12

2.26

(100)

(65)

(119)

(90)

E = Ethnic background, C=City,

C: F (1,368) = 35.81, p< .001

39.48 E: F (1,371) =81.89, p<.001

1=

C: F (1,371) = 13.56, p< .001

E: F (1,370)= 17.46, p.<.001

Interaction

Table 4.1 b: Social demographic and social economic characteristics
percentages (with n in parentheses). Measures of association for 2x2 contingency tables

The Dutch and Turks compared

% of women
% of single
% of people with children at
school age
% of employed

Dutch: 62% (103),
Turkish: 51% (107)
Dutch: 34% (57)
T kish: 13% (27)
Dutch: 20% (33)
Turkish: 75% (156)
Dutch: 53% (89)
Turkish:42% (88)

Fisher exact's test: p< .05

Phi= -.10, p<.05
Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi=.25, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi=.54, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .05
Phi= -.10, p< .05

Dutch people in Rotterdam and Titburg compared

% of women
% of single

Tilburg: 56%, (57)
Rotterdam: 70%, (46)
Tilburg: 23%,(23)
Rotterdam: 52%,(34)

% of people with children at
school age

Tilburg: 21%, (21)
Rotterdam: 18%, (12)

% of employed

Tilbug: 58%,(59)
Rotterdam: 45%, (30)

Turks in Rotterdam and Tilburg compared

% of women
1

I

1

% of people with children at
school age

% of single
% of employed

Tilburg: 48%, (57)
Rotterdam: 56%, (50)
Tilburg: 76%, (90)
Rotterdam: 73%, (66)
Tilburg: 11%, (13)
Rotterdam: 16%,(14)
Tilburg: 48%,(57)
Rotterdam: 35%, (31)

Fisher exact's test: p< .001

Phi= :29, p<.001
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Table 4.2a: Perceived social economic status
Mean scores (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Til-

Rotter

Tik

Rotter

burg -dam burg -dam
,
i

I

Status frustration.
Has experienced financial

1.60

1.56

2.02

2.33

loss

(101)

(63)

(118)

(90)

Has experienced need to
economise

1.46 1

1.69

(101)

(63)

(114

2.31
(90)

E: F(1,367)= 33.35, p<.001
C: F (1,367) - 12.37 p< .001
I: F (1, 367) = 6.28, p<.05
E. F(1,356) = 15.05, p< .001

Has changed lifestyle
1

Status anxiety:
Fears future financial loss

ears having to economise

1.36

1.84

1.67

2.06

2.28

(94)

(63)

(116)

(8D

1.46

1.56

1.91

2.40

(96)

(63)

(116)

E: F (1,368) = 28.92, p< .001

E: F (1,361) = 41.00, p< .001

(90)

C: F (1,361) = 8.62, p< p.01

I: F (1,361) = 3.88, p< .05
E: F (1,359) = 87.09, p<.001

1.26

1.32

1.96

(96)

(63)

(116)

(88)

C: F (1,359) = 5.94, p< .05

Fears having to change

1.37

1.35

1.74

2.11

E. F (1,348) = 33.03, p< .001

lifesgle

(91)
8.7

(63)

Social economic insecurity
lexpedenced

(88)

8.9
(63)

(113)

11.3
(110)

2.35

(85)

13.5
(83)

I: F (1,348) = 3.93, p< .05

E: F (1, 340) = 79A8, p<.001
C: F (1, 340) = 8.62, p< .01

I: F (1, 340) = 6.26, p<.05
E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction

Table 4.2b: Social economic insecurity
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch people
Employment

No: n = 68, M= 9.44, SD= 3.47
Yes: n = 83, M = 8.28, SD =2.70

t(149)= 2.31, p< .05

No: n = 110, M = 13.40, SD = 4.03
Yes: n = 83, M = 10.83, SD = 4.08
No: n = 50, M = 10.66, SD =.57
Yes.· n = 143, M = 12.87, SD =.34

t(191)= 4.37, p<.001

Turks

Employment

Children at school age

1191)=-3.24, p< .001
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Table 4.3a: Aspects of ethnic social economic competition
Mean scores, std. deviation and number of cases. Results oft test
Results of t test
Rotterdam
Tilburg
Opinions of the Dutch:
M = 1.55
M = 1.45
The level of social security benefits is
SD -1.03 SD = 1.03
low due to the high number of
unemployed Turks
The chance ofDutch people finding a
good job decreases due to competition
of Turks

Opinions of tbe Turks:
Dutch people aeny Turks the right to
social security benefits
The Dutch make it difficult for Turks
to find decent jobs

n=83
M=

n=58
M= 1.11

1.29

SD =.93

SD =.82
n = 57

n =92

M = 1.61
SD = LOO
n = 83

, M= 1.51
SD =.97
n = 112

M=

1.81

SD= 1.05
n = 114

M = 1.90
SD= 1.06
n = 87

Table 4.3b. Aspects of social economic competition
related to background characteristics. Results of t test
Turks.· Dutch people deny Turks the rights to social security benefits

No: n = 48, M = 1.31, SD =.97
Yes: n = 147, M = 1.63, SD =.97
No: n = 26, M = 1.15, SD =.78
Yes: n = 169, M = 1.62, SD =.99

Children at school age
1

Married?

«193)= -.198, p< .05
Levene's test : ns
t(38,52)= -2.68, p< .01
Levene's test : p=.001

Dutch people: The chance of Dutch people finding a good job decreases due to competition of
Turks
Sex

Male: n =59,M= 1.05, SD =.80

4137.21)= -1.97. p< .001

Female: n 90=, M = 1.33, SD =.94

Levene's test : r.01

Turks.· The Dutch make it difficult for Turks to find a decent job
Sex

Male: n = 98, M = 2.15, SD = 1.03

4199» 4.19, p<.001

Female: n = 103, M = 1.55, SD =
1.00

Table 4.4a: Aspects ofingroup relations
Mean scores (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Tu ks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Duch
Til-

Rot-

burg

ter-

Til-

dam

dam
Wants more family around

Wants more friends

Rot-

burg ter-

1.16

1.53

2.03

(101)

(58)

(119)

1.26

1.58

1.95

(101)

(60)

(119)

2.12

E: F (1,364)=43.32, p< .001

(90) C: F (1,364) = 4.37, p< .05
1.92 E: F(1,366)=25.58, p< .001
(90)

Experiences support from

2.65

2.43 1 2.61

2.53

network

(99)

(65) 1 (119)

(90)

E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction
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Table 4.4b: Aspects of ingroup relations
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch: Want more family in the neighbourhood
No: n = 70, M = 1.46, SD =.99
Yes: n = 89, M = 117, SD =.66

Employed?

t(114.9» 2.10, p<.05
Levene's test py-.091

Dutch: Want more friends in the neighbourhood
No: n = 52, M = 1.39, SD =.96
Yes: n = 109, M = 1.25, SD =.76

Married?

i

«75.02)=2.62, p<.01
Levene's test p-5-1001

Table 4.5a: Aspects of mutual contact
Mean scores (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Til- Rot- Til- Rot-

burg ter- burg terdam

dam

Amount of interethnic contact

0.99

Number of relational domains

(101) (66) (119) (90) I: F(1,372)=66.51, p<.001
0.95 2.67 3.46 2.34 E: F(1,364) = 26.46, p<.001
(100)

3.21

(63)

2.11

(119)

1.44

(86)

C: F(1,372) = 19.35, p< .001

I: F(1,364)_=44.85, p<.001

E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction
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Table 4.5c: Aspects ofmutual contact. Percentages (with n in parentheses)
Measures of association for 2x2 contingency tables
The Dutch and Turks compared
Greeting

Making small talk
Giving help
Receiving help
Paying mutual visits
Friendship relationships

Dutch: 54% (88)
TuRish: 77% (158)
Dutch: 45% (74)
Tutkish:57 % (117)
Dutch: 21% (35)
Turkish: 49% (101)
Dutch: 17% (28)
Tutkish: 52% (107)
Dutch: 13% (21)
Turkish: 32% (66)
Dutch: 15% (25)
Turkish: 31% (64)

Fisher exact's test: p< .0001

Phi=.24, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .05
Phi= .12, p< .05
Fisher exact's test: p< .001

1

Phi=.29, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= .36, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p<.001

Phi=.22, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= .18, p< .001

The Dutch in Rotterdam and Tilburg compared
Greeting
Mal«rig small talk
1

Giving help
Receiving help

Paying mutual visits
Friendship relationships

Tilburg: 37% 07)
Rotterdam: 79% (45)
Tilburg: 26% (26)
Rotterdam: 71% (42)
Tilburg: 14% (14)
Rotterdam: 32% (19)
Tilbug 10% (10)
Rotterdam: 27% (16)
Tilburg: 6% (6)
Rotterdam: 22% (13)
Tilburg: 5% (5)
Rotterdam: 31% (18)

Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= .40, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .001

Phi= .44, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .01
Phi= .21, p< .01
Fisher exact's test: p< .01
Phi= .22, p<.01
Fisher exact's test: p< .01

1

Phi= .24, p< .01
Fisher exact's test: p< .001

1

Phi= 35, p< .001

1

Turks in Rotterdam and Till,urg compared
Greeting

Making small talk
Giving help
Receiving help
Paying mutual visits
Friendship relationships

Tilburg: 86% (102)
Rotterdam: 64% (54)
Tilburg: 64% (76)
Rottedam: 46% (39)
Tilburg. 54% (65)
Rotterdam: 42% (35)
Tilburg: 61% (73)
Rotterdam: 38% (32)
Tilburg: 42% (50)
Rotterdam: 19% (16)
Tilburg: 39% (46)
Rottedam: 21%(18)

Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= :25, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .05

I

Phi= -.17, p<.05

Fisher exact's test: p<.01
Phi= -.22, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= -.24, p< .001
Fisher exact's test: p< .01

».i= ..18, p<--01

i
i
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Table 4.5b: Aspects of mutual contact
related to background characteristics. Results of t test
Turks.· Number

of relational domains
No: n = 118, M = 2.67, SD = 2.25
Yes: n = 86, M = 3.40, SD = 2.13

Employed?

t(202)= -2.326, p< .05

Table 4.6a: Aspects and feelings of social threat
Mean scores score (with n in parentheses)
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks

·i

Feel at home

Spoil the
atmosphere
Cause nuisance

Rotter-

Til-

Rotter-

dam

burg

dam

2.83

2.85

2.59

2.36

(101)

(65)

(119)

(90)

E: F (1,371) = 12.97, p<.001

1.15

1.56

1.16

1.12

E: F (1,357)=5.35, p<.05

(89)

(66)

(89)

I. F (1,357) = 5.60, p< .05

1.71

1.98

(117)
1.30

1.70

E: F (1,329)= 10.27, p<.001

(64)

(63)

(116)

(90)

C: F (1, 329) = 9.25, p < .01

1.35

1.84

1.89

1.43

(79)

(58)

(115)

(88)

Pressure is

1.76

2.14

1.11

1.41

necessary

(84)

(61)

(117)

(90)

Set a bad example
1

Til-

burg

E = Ethnic background, C=City,

1: F (1,336) = 19.10, p< . 001
E: 17(1, 348) = 44.63, p<.001

C: F(1,348) = 10.76, p< .001

1=

Interaction
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Table 4.6b: Aspects and feelings of social threat
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch people: Turks spoil the atmosphere

No: n=7 4,M= 1.54, SD =

Employed?

1.02

Yes: n = 81, M = 1.13, SD =.86
Turks in Tilburg: Dutch people spoil the atmosphere
No: n = 62, M = 1.32, SD =.93
Employed?
Yes: n = 55, M =.98, SD =.75
The Dutch. Turks cause nuisance/ are not approachable

4153» 2.67, p<.01

4115>= 2.14, p< .05

No: n = 60, M = 2.13, SD = 1.03
Yes: n = 67, M = 1.60, SD = 1.00
Turks: Dutch people cause nuisance/ Interfere in people's lifes

«125» 2.97, p< .01

Sex

t(204)= -2,11 p< .05

Employed7

Male: n = 101, M = 1.34, SD =.94

Employed?
Employed? (Tilburg)

Female n = 106, M = 1.61, SD =.91
No: n = 118, M = 1.64, SD =.99
Yes: n = 87, M = 1.24, SD =.81
No: n = 60, M = 1.47, SD =.95
Yes: n = 56, M = 1.13, SD =.76

t(203» 3.10, p< .01

4114» 2.12, p< .05

Dutch: Turks set a bad example
No: n = 59, M = 1.92, SD = 1.13
Yes: n = 78, M = 1.29, SD =.85

Employed?

«135)= 3.65, p< .001

Turks: The Dutch set a bad example

Marriedr

No: n = 26, M = 1.31, SD =.88
Yes: n = 117, M = 1.75, SD =.97

t(201)= -2.17, p< .05
Levene's test not
significant

Turks.· It is necessary to put pressure on them
No: n = 119, M = 1.40, SD =.95
Yes: n = 87, M = 1.03, SD =.67
Turks: It is necessary to put pressure on them

Employed?

No: n = 61, M = 1.29, SD =.90
Yes: n = 56, M =.92, SD =.68

Employed?

Dutch. Experience of social threat
Ethnic context: Tilburg CD or T: n = 48, M = 9.79, SD = 2.68
Rotterdam (R)
R: n = 56, M = 11.28, SD = 3.76
Dutch in Rotterdam.· Experience of social threat
No: n = 27, M = 12.59, SD = 3.60
Yes: n = 29, M = 10.06, SD = 3.55

Employed?

Turks

Experience

of social

t(204)= 3.09, p< .01

4115»2.46, p< .05

i

4102)=-2.29, p< .05
i
'

454» 2.63, p< .01

threat

Ethnic context: Tilburg (T) or T: n = 111, M = 7.45, SD =.97
Rotterdam (Rk
R: n = 87, M = 7.66, SD =.67
Turks in Rotterdam: Experience of social

t(196)= -1.75, not
Significant

Sex

4109)=-1.99. p< .05

threat

Male n =58, M = 7.27, SD= 1.07
Female: n = 53, M = 7.64, SD = 0.83

I
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Table 4.7a: Aspects of mutual relations as neighbours
Percentages (with n in parentheses)
Measures of association for 2x2 contingency tables

The Dutch and Turks compared
Has outgroup neighbours

Fisher exact's test: p< .001

Tilburg: 28% (47)
Rotterdam: 76% (162)

Phi=.49, p<.001

Turks in Rotterdam and Tilburg compared
Has outgroup neighbours

Fisher exact's test: p< .001
Phi= .39, p< .001

Tilburf · 14% (14)
Rottemam: 50% 03)

Turks in Rotterdam and Tilburg compared
Has outgroup neighbours

Tilburg: 90% (107)
Rotterdam: 61% (55)

Fisher exact's test: p<.001
Phi=-.34, p< .001

Table 4.7b: Aspects of mutual relation as neighbours
Mean scores score (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA

Til- Rot- 111- Rotburg ter- burg terdam

dam

2.17
2.00
2.50
Objects to having outgroup
2.83 E: F (1,192) = 13.26, p< .001
neighbours
(84
03)
(24)
(52)
1.29
1.12
0.79
Outgroup neighbours are
0.67
E. F (1,209)=9.42, P<.01
annoying
(14)
03) (108) (58)
E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction

Table 4.8a: Aspects ofsocial incompetence
Mean scores score (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Turks
Dutch
Significance
Til-

Rotter

Til-

Rotter

burg -dam burg -dam
Regrets living in the
neighbourhood
Not able to influence local

1

developments
Able to determine the future

1

1.15

1.30

1.45

1.71

(100)

(63)

(115)

(89)

2.34

2.27

2.12

(88)

(62) c (113)

(88)

2.31

2.40 1 2.17

2.20

(94)

(62) 1 (115) (8D I

1.98

It pays to defend one's

1.89

1.58 , 1.85

1.76

interests

(89)

(62)

(89)

Believes that planning makes

2.97

1.57

1.65

1.44

sense

(96)

(61)

(11D

(90)

Experienced social
incompetence
Wants to participate in local
activities

(113)

E: F (1,363)= 11.20, p< .001

E: F (1,347) = 4.63, p< .05

C: F (1,360) = 5.97, p<.05

11.03 10.67 11.25 11.19 I
(61) i (108)

(86)

0.41 0.82 1 0.69

0.67

(82)

(68)

(51)

| (111)

(78)

C: F (1,304) = 12.36, p< .001
I: F (1,304)= 16,08, p< .001

E = Ethriic background, C=City, 1- Interaction
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Table 4.Bb: Aspects of social social incompetence
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch people:

No: n=6 5,M= 7.64, SD = 2.84

Employed?

«141» 3.06, p< .01

Yes: n = 78, M = 6.27, SD = 2.61

Turks
Employed?

No: n =112, M= 7.85, SD= 3.1.

Married?

Yes: n = 81, M = 6.39, SD = 3.23
No: n = 25, M = 5.92, SD = 3.05
Yes: n = 169, M = 7.42, SD = 3.22

t(191»3.16, p<.01
«192)=-2.18, p<.05
Levene's test not
significat

Table 4.9a: Aspects and feelings of territorial threat
Mean scores score (with n in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Significance
lit- Rot- Til- Rot-

burg ter- burg ter1 feel safe in the neighbourhood

2.63
(101)

1 don't feel safe outside at night

1.96

dam

dam

2.42 2.52
(66) (119)

1.92
(90)

2.66

1.90

I: F (1,372) = 3.88, p< .05
2.71 C: F(1,376) = 41.68, p<.001

(100)

(65)

(11 D

I prefer people from the ingroup

1.81

2.34

1.58

to move in
The outgroup wants us out of
the neighbourhood
There are too many groups
around
There has been past
deterioration of the

(96)

(62)

(117)

1.66

2.01

1.62

(90)

(62)

(115)

E: F(1,372) = 9.68, p< .01
C: F(1,372) = 16.73, p<.001

(89)

E: F(1,261) = 26.32, p< .001
(90) 1: F(1,261) = 9.38, p< .01
1.46 E: F(1,349)-6.95, p<.01
(86) I: 17(1,349) = 5.17, p< .05
1.42

1.41

1.66

1.50

1.51

(93)

(62)

(115)

(89)

1.95

2.26

1.79

2.14 C 17(1,362) = 7.92, p< .01

(89) (65) (113) (90)

neighbourhood
i

There will be future
deterioration of the

2.11

2.19

1.97

2.16

(96)

(64)

(11 D

(89)

neighbouthood

E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction
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Table 4.9b. Aspects and feelings of territorial threat
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch people.· I feel safe in the neighbourhood
Employed?

No: n=7 8,M= 2.36, SD = .95

«165)= -2.77, p< .001

Yes: n = 89, M = 2.72, SD =.72
Dutch people: 1 don't feel safe outside at night
Employed?

No: n=6 7,M= 2.64, SD =

1.05

t(163» 4.55, p< .001

Yes: n = 89, M = 1.89, SD = 1.07
Turks: 1 don't feel safe outside at night
Sex

Male: n = 101, M = 2.05, SD = 1.24

I
t(204)=-2.3 ,p<.05

Female: n = 105, M = 2.44, SD = 1.11
Turks in Tilburg.· 1 don't feel safe outside at night
Sex

Male: n=62, M =1.66, SD=

1.25

t(115)= -2.36, p< .05

Female: n = 55, M = 2.16, SD = 1.01
Turks in Rotterdam: 1 prefer people from the ingroup to move in
Sex

Male: n = 40, M = 1.20, SD =.69

Female:n = 50, M = 1.60, SD = 1.01
No: n = 58, M = 1.57, SD =.98
Employed?
Yes: n = 31, M = 1.16, SD =.69
Dutch people.· The outgroup wants us out of the neighbourhood

t(88)= -2.13, p< .05

t(80.31)= 2.29, p< .05

Levene's test p < .001

Employed?

No: n = 68, M = 2.09, SD = 1.10
Yes: n = 84, M = 1.58, SD = 1.10
Turks.· The outgroup wants us out of the neighbourhood

«150)= 2.81, p< .01

No: n = 115, M= 1.68, SD = 1.03
Yes: n = 85, M = 1.39, SD =.83
Dutch.· There has been deterioration of the neighbourhood

t(198)= 2.13, p< .05

Employed?

4161)=3.13, p< .01
No: n = 76, M = 2.37, SD = 1.14
Yes: n = 87, M = 1.82, SD = 1.11
Dutch in Ronerdam.· There has been deterioration of the neighbourhood
t(63)= 2.61, p< .01
No: n = 35, M = 2.63, SD = 1.17
Employed?
Yes: n = 30, M = 1.83, SD = 1.29
Dutch.· Experience of territorial threat
Employed?

i

No: n = 68, M = 8.98, SD = 2.73
Yes: n = 82, M = 7.87, SD = 2.64
Ethnic context: Tilburg (T) or T: n = 88, M = 7.93, SD = 2.60
Rotterdam (ID
R: n = 62, M = 9.01, SD = 2.80
Turks: Experience ofterritorial threat

t(148)= 2.51, p< .01

Ethnic context Tilburg (T) or
Rotterdam (R)

t(193)= -2.87, p< .01

Employed?

T: n = 108, M = 11.25, SD = 3.15
R: n = 87, M = 12.47, SD = 2.60

I

t(148)= -2.43, p< .05

1
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Appendix 2: Results of Analysis for Chapter 5: ANOVA
and t test
Table 5.la: Aspects of belief regarding tolerance and discrimination
Mean score (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Tuics
Dutch
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Rotter

Til-

Til-

'

Rotter

burg -dam. burg -dam
The Dutch are tolerant

2.33

2.41

2.33

2.28

(100)

(65)

(118)

(90)

Experience discrimination

1.55

2.25

(100) (65)

2.03
2.03 CF (1,368)=9.76, p<.01
(90) I. F (1,368) = 11.88, p < .001
(117)

Turkish residents

1.43

2.11

1.32

1.24

discriminate

(71)

(62)

(110)

(86)

E: F (1,325) = 35.67, p <.001

C F (1,325) = 9.44, p < .01

1

I

I: F (1,325) = 15.47, p<.001

Dutch residents
discriminate
1

2.03

2.60

1.47

(87)

(65)

(113)

1.51

E: F (1,337) =62.97, p<.001

(76)

C: F (1,337) = 8.41, p < .01
1: F (1,337) = 6.55, p <.01
2.00
2.29
1.62
2.05 E: F (1,314)=6.74, p<.01
They tend to blame us
(66)
(54) (114)
(84) C: F (1,314) = 9.61, p < .01
E = Ethnic background, C=City, 1= Interaction

Table 5.l b: Aspects of belief regarding tolerance and discrimination
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch: The Dutch are tolerant
Sex

Male: n = 61, M = 2.50, SD =.88

t(116)= 2.360, p < .05

Female: n = 57, M = 2.15, SD =.70

Dutch in Rotterdam: The Dutch are tolerant
Married?

No: n = 33, M = 2.68, SD =.84
Yes: n = 32, M = 2.12, SD = 1.38

1(63)=2.01, p <.01

Turks in Rotterdam.· The Dutch are tolerant
Sex

Male: n = 40, M = 2.23, SD =.92

t(88)= 2.02, p < .05

Female: n = 50, M = 1.82, SD = .96

Dutch people in Tilburg: Turkbh residents discriminate
Married?

No: n = 17, M = 1.11, SD =.69
Yes: n =54, M = 1.53, SD =.74

Turks: Turkish residents discriminate

Maried'

t(28.4)= -2.12, p < .05
Levene's test p < .05 1

No: n = 26, M = 1.69, SD = 1.04

i
428.98)=2.16, p <.05 i

Yes: n = 170, M = 1.22, SD =.74

Levene's test p < .0011
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Table 5.1 c. Aspects of belief regarding tolerance and discrimination
related to background characteristics. Results of t test (continued)
Turks: Dutch residents discriminate
Employed?

Married?

No: n = 107, M = 1.63, SD = 1.01
Yes: n = 81, M = 1.28, SD =.67
No: n = 25, M = 1.08, SD =.70
Yes: n = 164, M = 1.55, SD =.91

«186)=2.70, p< .01

«37.65)-3,01, p<.01
Levene's test p< .01

Turks i, Rotterdam: Dutch residents discriminate
Married?

No: n = 12, M =.91, SD =
Yes: n = 64, M = 1.62, SD =

t(19.7)= -3.15, p< .01
Levene's test p< .05

Dutch people: Turks tend to blame Us
Employed?

No: n = 52, M = 2.36, SD = 1.04
Yes: n = 68, M = 1.95, SD =.95

«118»2.23, p<.05

Turks: Dutch people tend to blame Us
Employed?

No: n = 112, M = 2.02, SD = 1.02
Yes: n = 85,/If = 1.50, SD =.98

t(195)=3.59, p< .001

Sex

Male: n = 93, M = 1.51, SD = 1.01

t(196)-3.84, p< .001

Female: n = 105, M = 2.06, SD =.99
Turks in Tilburg: Dutch people tend to blame Us
Employed?
'

Sex

No: n = 59, M = 1.93, SD = 1.09
Yes: n = 55, M = 1.29, SD =.85
Male: n = 58, M = 1.27, SD =.89
Female: n = 56, M = 1.98, SD = 1.05

t(112)=3.46, p<.001

t(112)-3.86, p< .001

Dutch people: Experience discrimination
Employed?
Sex

No: n = 50, M = 2.06, SD = 1.15
Yes: n = 108, M= 1.67, SD = 1.04

t(156)= 2.13, p< .05

Male: n = 63, M = 1.56, SD = 1.01

t(156)= -2.24, p< .05

Female: n = 95, M = 1.95, SD = 1.11

Turks in Rotterdam: Experience discrimination
Sex

Male: n =40, M= 2.23, SD =.92

Female: n = 50, M = 1.82, SD = .96

«88» 2.02, p<.05
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Table 5.2a: Opinions on aspects discrimination.
Mean scores, std. deviation and number ofcases. Results of t test
RotterResults of t test
Til-burg

dam

Dutch

I

Turks are judged on their behaviour

M -2.24

M -2.29

n = 83

n = 62

Discrimination against the Du':h is
more important

M= 1.69 M =2.05 «141)= -2.06, p< .05
SD - 1.01 SD = 1.06
n = 84
n = 59

SD =.99 SD = 1.15

Turks
Turks are judged on their group
membership

M = 2.71

M-2.47

SD =.81
n = 113

SD =.95

Dutch behave as victims

M= 1.42

n = 88
M= 1.50

SD = 1.00 SD =.92
n = 99

n = 78

Table 5.2b: Opinions on aspects of being discriminated
related to background characteristics. Results of t test
Dutch.· Turks are judged on their behaviour
Employed?

No: n = 60, M = 2.46, SD = 1.03
Yes: n = 77, M = 2.09, SD = 1.07

«143» 2.09, p< .05

Dutch in Rotterdam.· Turks are judged on their behaviour
Employed?

No: n = 32, M = 2.72, SD = .99
Yes: n = 30, M = 1.83, SD = 1.15

«60)= 3.25, p<.01

Dutch.· Discrimination against the Dutch is more important
Employed?

No: n = 64, M = 2.13, SD = 1.03
Yes: n = 79, /If = 1.61, SD =.99

t(141)= 3.04, p< .01

Dutch in Rotterdam.· Discrimination against the Dutch is more important
t(57)= 2.16, p<.05
No: n = 29, M = 2.34, SD = 1.04
Employed?
Yes: n = 30, M = 1.77, SD = 1.01
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Table 5.3a: Views on the rights of Turks
Mean scores. std. deviation and number of cases. Results of t test
Rotterdam
Results of t test
Tilburg

Dutch
Turks are allowed more
rights than they deserve
Turks wrongfully
think they
can stay

M = 1.66
SD=.97

SD= 1.07

n = 85

n = 60

M= 1.69
SD =.96
n = 87

M = 1.63

M - 1.62

SD = 1.07

n = 61

Turks

Turks have more
obligations than rights
Turks have the right to stay

M=

1.98

M= 1.94

SD =
n=

1.01

SD = 1.09

105

M = 3.02
SD =.76
n = 116

n = 79

M = 3.26
SD =.65

t(203) = -2.40, p<.05

n = 89

Table 5.3b: Views on the rights of Turks
related to background characteristics. Results of t test
Dutch.· Turks are allowed more rights than they deserve
= 1.42,
Sex
Male: n = 57, M

SD =.91

t(143)= -2.20, p< .05

Female: n = 88, M = 1.80, SD = 1.05

1

Turks: Turks have more obligations than rights
Married?

Non-24, M -1.54, SD=

1.02

Yes: n = 160, M = 2.03, SD = 1.03

t(182»-2.13, p<.05
Levene's test not
significant

Turks in Rotterdam.· Turks have more obligations than rights
Employed?

No: n =51, M -2.12, SD=

1.13

t(72)= 2.20, p< .05

Yes: n = 23, M = 1.52, SD =.95

Dutch: Turks wrongfully think they can stay
Children at school age

Male: n = 118, M= 1.76, SD = 1.03
Female: n = 30, M = 1.27, SD =.78

«57.04)= 2.88, p<.01
Levene's test p<.01

Dutch in Rotterdam: Turks wrongfully think they can stay
Children at school age

Male: n = 68, M = 1.84, SD =.99
Female: n = 19, M = 1.16, SD =.60

1

t(47.8)= 3.72, p< .001
Levene's test p<.001
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Table 5.4a: Views on the possibility ofinterethnic contact
Mean scores(with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
TilRotter
TilRotter

burg. -dam. burg. -dam.
Interethnic contact is easy

1.90

1.49

1.52

1.60

(92)

(61)

(119)
2.50

(90)

I: F (1,358)=6.87, p<.01

2.60
2.68
2.54
Friendship with members of the
(101)
(63)
(119)
(90)
out-group is possible
2.83
2.75
Culture is not important between
2.78
2.66
(94)
(60)
(90)
neighbours
(116)
E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction

1

Table 5.4b: Views on the possibility ofinterethnic contact
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch: Interethnic contact is easy
Married?

No: n = 52, M = 1.54, SD = .80

Yes n- 101, M -1.84, SD-

.91

t(151)= -2.02, p<.05
Levene's test not
significant

Dutch in Tilburg: Interethnic contact is easy
Employed?

No: n = 37, M = 2.14, SD =.92
Yes: n = 55, M = 1.75, SD =.82

t(90)= 2.12, p< .05

Dutch: Friendship with members of the out-group is possible
Employed?

Children at school age?

No: n = 75, M = 2.41, SD = 1.09
Yes: n - 89, M = 2.82, SD = .89
No: n = 131, M= 2.55, SD= 1.06
Yes: n = 33, M = 2.97, SD =.64

«162)= -2.63, p< .01
1(82.5» -2.90, p< .01
Levene's test p<.001

Dutch in Tilburg.· Friendship with members ofthe out-group is possible
Employed?

Children at school age?

No: n = 42, M = 2.31, SD = 1.12
Yes: n = 59, M = 2.81, SD = .88
No: n = 80, M = 2.49, SD = 1.06
Yes: n = 21, M = 3.05, SD =.67

t(99)= -2.53, p< .05
«49.3)= -2.98, p< .01

Levene's test p<.001

Dutch.· Culture is not important between ne*hbours
Employed?

No: n = 70, M = 2.55, SD =.97
Yes: n = 84, /If = 3.00, SD = .60

1(152)= -.345, p< .001
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Table 5.5a: Cultural threat and cultural adjustment.
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turk
Results of 2-way ANOVA
TilRotterTilRotterdam.
dam
burg
burg
Their culture constitutes a
1.67
1.80
1.77
1.40
threat

(99)

(63)

Turks have to adjust to
Dutch culture

2.75

2.77

(114)
1.56

(89)
1.72

E: F (1,371)

=

162.00, p<.001

(101)
(65)
(1-191. (90)
E = Ethnic background, C=Ci&,I=Interaction

Table 5.5b: Aspects of cultural threat and cultural adjustment
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch. Their culture constitutes a threat
Employed?

No: n = 65, M = 1.96, SD = 1.11

t(147)= 2.03, p< .05

Yes: n= 84, M= 1.00, SD-1.04
Turks: Turks have to adjust to Dutch culture
Married?

No: n = 26, M = 2.12, SD = .99
Yes: n = 177, M = 1.56, SD = .86

«201)= 2.97, p<.01
Levene's test not
Significant

Children at school age?

No: n = 53, M = 1.89, SD =.99
Yes: n = 150, M = 1.55, SD =.85

«201)= 2.39, p< .05
Levene's test not
significant

Turks in Ronerdam: Turks have to adjust to Dutch culture

Married?

No: n = 13, M = 2.23, SD = .73
Yes: n = 71, M = 1.65, SD = .96

Children at school age?

No: n = 24, M = 2.21, SD =.83
Yes: n = 60, M= 1.55, SD =.93

«82)= 2.08, p<.05
Levene's test not
significant
482)= 3.02, p<.01
Levene's test not
significant
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Table 5.6a: Perception of cultural threat to the outgroup
Mean scores, std. deviation and number of cases. Results of t test

Dutch residents
Dutch culture constitutes a
threat to Turks

Turkish residents
Dutch feel threatened by
TuAish culture

Tilburg

Rotterdam

M = 1.25
SD=.66

M = 1.20
SD =J3

n = 99

n = 61

M = 1.73
SD =.94
n = 115

M = 1.68

Results of t test.

SD =.97
n = 87

Table 5.7a: Beliefs on cultural preservation.
Mean scores, std. deviation and number of cases. Results of t test
RotterResults of t test.
Tilburg

dam
Dutch residents
Turks are allowed to maintain their
way of life
Turks stick to their culture too much

\

M = 2.54 M = 2.48
SD =.84 SD = 1.00
n = 62
n = .97

M= 2.20

M -2.48

SD = 1.02 SD =.99
n = 61
n = 79

Turkish residents
Turks must maintain their way of life

M = 2.79
SD =.83

n = 119
Dutch think their culture is better

M = 2.17
SD =.98

n=

113

M = 2.69
SD =.83
n = 90

M = 2.44 t(200) = -2.02, p< .05
SD =.89
n = 89

Sign. *** - P<.001,** = p<.01>001, * = p<.05 >01

Table 5.7b. Beliefs on cultural preservation
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch in Tilburg. Turks are allowed to maintain their way of life
Sex

Male: n - 42, M = 2.33, SD = 1.05

t(95)= -2.10, p< .05

Employed?

Female: n = 55, /If = 2.69, SD =.60
No: n = 41, M = 2.85, SD = .69
Yes: n = 56, M = 2.30, SD = .87

t(99» 1.15, p< .001

Dutch in Tilburg.· Turks stick to their culture too much
Married?

No: n = 18, M = 1.72, SD = 1.07
Yes: n = 60, M = 2.37, SD =.96

t(76)= -2.43, p< .05
Levene's test not

significant
Turks.· Turks must maintain their way of life

Children at school age?

No: n = 53, M = 2.45, SD =.95
Yes: n = 149, M = 2.87, SD =.76

476.5)= -2.90, p< .01

Levene's test p<.001
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Table 5.8 - 5.11: Non-acceptance and intolerance
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch: Non-Acceptance
Employed?

No: n =52,M= 8.32, SD = 4.05

t(125)= 2.45, p< .05

Yes: n = 75, M = 6.76, SD = 3.12
Dutch.· Intolerance
1

Employed?

No: n = 56, M= 12.26, SD = 3.06
Yes: n = 65, M = 11.03, SD = 3.10

t(119)= 2.19, p< .05

Dutch in Rotterdam: Intolerance
No: n = 29, M = 12.79, SD = 2.98
Yes: n = 30, M = 11.03, SD = 2.76

t(57» 2.35, p< .05

Children at school age?

No: n = 43, M = 10.74, SD = 2.64
Yes: n = 126, M = 9.52, SD = 2.16

Married?

No: n = 25, M = 10.92, SD = 2.44
Yes: n = 144, M = 9.64, SD = 2.28

«167)= 3.01, p< .01
Levene's test not
significant
t(167)= 2.54, p< .05
Levene's test not
significant

Employed?

Turks: Non-Acceptance

1

Turks in Rotterdam: Non-Acceptance

Children at school age?

No: n = 21, M = 11.09, SD = 2.70
Yes: n = 52, M = 9.59, SD = 2.32

Married?

No: n = 14, M = 11.21, SD = 2.11
Yes: n = 59, M = 9.74, SD = 2.52

«71)= 2.38, p< .05
Levene's test not
siglificant
«71» 2.00, p<.05
Levene's test not
Significant

Turks.· Intolerance

Married?

No: n=23, M=11.00,SD=2.15
Yes: n = 137, M = 12.18, SD = 2.46

t(158)= -2.18, p<.05
Levene's test not
significant

Turks in Rotterdam: Intolerance

Married?

No: n =11, M= 10.63, SD = 1.68
Yes: n = 56, M = 12.17, SD = 2.38

t(18.8» -2.56, p< .05 1
Levene's test p< .05 1

Turks in Tilburg.· Intolerance
Sex

Male: n=

54, M =11.64, SD= 2.32

«91)= -1.99, p<.05

Female: n = 39, M = 12.69, SD = 2.06 Levene's test not
significant
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Appendix 2.2 Types of Attitudes towards Integration.
Results of Analysis related to Table 5.12.
Means of Characteristics.
Table 5.12a : Attitudes towards integration among the Dutch
related to their background characteristics, experiences and beliefs

Significant results for:
Age

Results of One-Way ANOVA
Means for the types of prejudice
1.

Inclusion

2. Exclusion

Assimilation
Indifference
1. Indifference
2. Exclusion
3. Assimilation
4. Inclusion
1. Exclusion
2. Inclusion
3. Assimilation
4. Indifference
1. Inclusion
2. Assimilation
3. Exclusion
4. Indifference
1. Inclusion
2. Assimilation
3. Exclusion
4. Indifference
1. Inclusion
2. Exclusion
3. Assimilation
4. Indifference
3.

4.

Level of education

Time of residence

Personal negative emotions

Perception of territorial threat

Perception of social threat

Perception of discrimination
by Turks

Social incompetence

1.

Inclusion

2. Assimilation
3. Exclusion
4. Indifference
1.

Assimilation

2. Exclusion
3.

Inclusion

4. Indifference

cultural preservation by
Turks is allowed

1.

2.

Indifference
Exclusion
Assimilation

3.
4. Inclusion

n = 36. M -

Results of ANOVA
44.5

F 0.96) - 3.69,

n = 12, M = 47.0 p <.05
n = 24, M = 47.4
n = 28, M = 54.7
n = 28, M = 2.21 F (3.96) = 3.95,
n = 12, M= 2.75 p<.01
n = 25, M = 2.96
n = 35, M = 3.66

n= 12, M= 18.2 F (3,96)=5.33,
n = 36, M = 18.6
n = 24, M = 26.2
n = 28, M = 31.6
n = 30, M = 6.8
n = 23, M = 7.7

n = 9, M = 9.0
n = 28, M = 10.7
n = 36, M = 6.7

n=25, M=8.2

p <.01

F 0, 86) = 10.40,

p <.001

F (3,94) = 91.0,
p <.001

n = 12, M= 9.1
n = 25, M = 11.0
n = 30, M = 6.4
n = 12, M = 7.7

F (3, 82) = 16.22,
p < .001

n=20, M=8.1
n = 24, M = 10.5
n = 33, M = 1.31

F (3, 84) = 3.13,

n = 21, M = 1.61 p <.05
n = 10, M = 1.80
n = 24, M = 2.29
n = 25, M = 6.4 F (3,92) = 8.95,
n=11, M=6.8
p <.001
n = 34, M = 7.3

n=26, M=9.3
n=28, M=2.11 FO,97)=5.11,
n = 12, M = 2.17
n = 25, M = 2.48
n = 36, M = 2.92

p <.01

1
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Table 5.12b: Background variables related to

dijIerent types of attitudes towards integration:
the case of the Dutch. Percentages (with n in parentheses)

Measures of association for 2x4 contingency tables
Types of attitudes towards
Employment status

Measures ofassociation

integration
1.

Inclusion

2. Assimilation
3. Indifference
4. Exclusion

Unemployed

Employed

22.7 (10)
20.5 (9)
43.2 (19)
13.6 (6)

45.6 (26)
28.1 (16)
15.8 (9)
19,5 (6)_

?2 (3) =11.15, P =.05,
F= .33, p = .05

Table 5.12c: Attitudes towards integration among the Turks,

related to their background characteristics. experiences and beliefs

Significant results for:
Personal negative emotions

Results of One-Way ANOVA
Means for the types of prejudice
1.

2.
3.
4.

Perception of territorial threat

1.

2.
3.
4.

Perception of social threat

Inclusion
Assimilation
Exclusion
Indifference
Inclusion
Assimilation
Exclusion
Indifference

LInclusion
2. Assimilation
3. Exclusion

4. Indifference

of discrimination
by Dutch people
1 Perception

Perceived social

incompetence

Cultural preservation by
Turks is advised

1. Assimilation
2. Inclusion
3. Exclusion
4. Indifference

Results of ANOVA

n = 45, M = 6.17

F (3, 122) = 13.08,

n =35, M -7.62

p<.001

n = 22, M = 8.04
n = 24, M = 9.66
n = 45, M = 15.88 F (3,120) = 2.74,
n = 36, M = 16.22 p <.05
n = 20, M = 17.45
n = 23, M = 18.21
n =46, M =7.78 F (3,126)=5.15,

n =37, M =8.21
n = 22, M = 8.45
n = 25, M = 8.88
n = 37, M = 1.05
n = 46, M = 1.06

p<.01
i

F (3, 127) = 22.95,
p < .001

n = 23, M = 2.08
n = 25, M = 2.12

1. Inclusion - - n=43, M = 9.69 F (3,119) -4.72,

2. Exclusion
3. Assimilation

4. Indifference
1. Exclusion
2. Inclusion
3. Assimilation
4. Indifference

n = 23, M = 10.73 p <.01
n = 35, M = 11.31
n = 22, M = 12.36

n =23, M =2.30

n = 46, M = 2.50
n = 37, M = 2.89
n = 25, M = 2.92

1

F (3,127) =5.68,
p <.001
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Table 5.12d: Background variables related to
dijferent types of attitudes towards integration:
the case of the Turks. Percentages (with n in parentheses)
Measures of association for 2x4 contingency tables
Types of attitudes towards
Sex
Measures of association

integration
1.

Inclusion

2. Assimilation
3.

Indifference

4. Exclusion

Male

Female

40.3 (27)
34.3 (23)

29.7 (19)
21.9 (14)
26.6 (17)

11.9 (8)
13.4 (9)

?2 (3) =7.84, P =.05,

F=.24, p =.05
Measures of association

21.9 (14)

Types of attitudes towards

integration

Single

Inclusion

61.9 (13)

2. Assimilation
3. Indifference
4. Exclusion

19.0 (4)
9.5 (2)

1.

Types of attitudes towards

9.5 (2)

30.0 (33)
30.0 03)

?2 (3) = 7.978, p =.05,

F=.24, p =.05

20.9 (23)
19.1 (21)

Employment status

Measures of association

integration
Unemployed
1.

Inclusion

2. Assimilation

3. Indifference
4. Exclusion

28.0
25.3
24.0
22.7

(21)
(19)
(18)
(17)

Employed
44.6 (25)
32.1 (18)
12.5 (7)
10.7 (6)

?2 (3) = 7.88, p =.05,

F=.24, p =.05
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Appendix 3.1: Results of Analysis for Chapter 6
Table 6.1: Mutual trust and worries
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Rotter- TilRotterTildam
dam
burg
burg
General mutual
7.34
2.62
2.33
2.16 E: F (1,331) = 5.23, p< .05
distrust
not
t
trus
members of
other

s
Doe
groups
Worries about
mutual relationships

(,6)

(52)

(114)

(83)

2.47

2.29

2.12

2.25

(86)

(58)

(113)

(83)

1.74
(98)

2.13

1.47

(55)

(116)

I: F (1,331) = 5.06, p< .05

1.49

E: F (1,346) = 18.26, p< .001

(81)

E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction

Table 6.2. Anxiety and feelings of insecurity
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
TilTilRotterRotterburg dam
burg dam
= 124.13, p< .001
1.89
2.17
.96
Own group fears
.94
E: F (1,324)
outgroup
Respondent
9 ler group

(53)
1.14

(114)
0.85

(78)

1.09
(98)

(58)

(119)

(78)

(83)

fears

0.88

E: F (1,349)=11.30, p< .001

E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction
Table 6.3: Feelings of irritation an aggression
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Turk
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Til-

Rotter-

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

burg

dam

2.26

1.86

Irritation of ingroup
in general
Feels irritated

2.13

2.55

(70)

(51)

1.67

1.91

1.91

sonnetimes

(96)

(116)

(116)

2.49

2.37

1.88

(79)

(51)

(108)

(78)

1.37

1.55

1.53

1.70

Aggression of
ingroup in general
Feels aggressive
sometimes

(112)

(77)

1.71

E: F (1,306) = 6.66, p<.01
I: F (1,306) = 14.29, p< ,001

I: F (1,348)=8.41, p< .01

(83)

1.92

E: F (1,312)=27.91, p< .001

(58)
(93)
(116)
(84) _ _
E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction
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Table 6.4: Aspects of mutual aversion and experiences
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
TuRs
Results of 2-way ANOVA

Ingroup finds living
among the outgroup
unpleasant
Respondent finds living
among the outgroup

Til-

Rotter-

Til-

Rotter-

burg

dam

burg

dam

2.76

2.78

1.84

1.64

(93)

(58)

(113)

(89)

1.88

2.17

2.24

(75)

(59)

E: F (1,349)

=

113.66, p< .001

1

2.51

E: F (1,331)=16.18, p< .001

I

(84)

C: F (1,331)

=

(11 D

10.383, p< .001

pleasant

I

Pleasant experiences
with the outgroup

1.64

2.37

1.63

(99)

(64)

(119)

Unpleasant experiences

1.41

2.02

1.48

with the outgroup

(9D

(65)

(119)

1.78
(90)

1.48
(89)

E: F (1,368)=8.72, p< .01
C: F (1,368) = 18.83, p< .001

I: F (1,368) = 8.37, p< .01
E: F (1,366) = 5.75, p< .05
C: F (1,366) - 9.77, p< .01

I: F (1,366) = 9.51, p< .01
E = Ethnic background, C=City, I= Interaction

Table 6.5. Afective images
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
Turks
Results of 2-way ANOVA
Dutch
Til-

burg

Total affective image

Til-

Rotter-

burg dam

21.06

23.25

18.72

17.70

(33)

(44)

(95)

(75)

8.14

8.06

7.90

7.65

(67)

(59)

(111)

(83)

11.37

12.57

9.28

8.45

Personal affective image

Group affective image

Rotter-

dam

(48)

(47)

(102)

E: F (1,243) = 30,32, p<.001
I: F (1,243)=5.03, p<.05

E: F (1,273) = 73.57, p< .001

(80)

I. F (1,273) - 7.87, p< .01

E = Ethnic background, C=City, 1- Interaction

Table 6.5 b: Ajfective images
related to background characteristics. Results of t test

Dutch: Total affective image
Sex

Male: n = 31, M = 20.54, SD = 5.89

t(75)= -2.04, p<.05

Female: n=4 6, /I f= 23.50, SD = 6.42

Turks: Total affective image
Sex

Male: n = 53, M = 17.88, SD = 4.58

t(93)= -2.03, p< .05

Female: n =4 2,M= 19.78, SD = 4.43

Dutch: Group affective image
Children at school age?

No: n = 38, M = 11.84, SD = 2.24
Yes: n = 10, M = 9.60, SD = 3.02

t(46)= 2.60, p<.05
Levene's test not

siglliffant

1
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Table 6.6a: Mutual feelings of prejudice
Mean scores (with N in parentheses). Results of 2-way ANOVA
DLtch
Turk
Results of2-way ANOVA
Til-

burg
Prejudice: general
negative feelings
Prejudice: negative
feelings of the ingroup

Rotter-

dam

Til-

Rotter-

burg dam

2.45

2.34

2.38

2.57

(98)

(64)

(90)

1.31

1.17

(11D
2.00

(8D

(64)

(109)

(84)

2.45

2.31

1.76

(95)

(65)

(117)

1.81

2.16

2.09

2.20

E: F (1,340)= 123.29, p<
.001

I. F (1,340) = 4.84, p< .05

Ambivalent prejudice:
1

understanding
Ambivalent prejudice:
aversion

1.79 E: F (1,-63)=32.46, p<.001

(9m
2.10

(93)
(64)
(117) _(90)
E = Ethnic background, C=City, 1= Interaction

Table 6.6 b: Mutual feelings of prejudice
related to background characteristics. Results of t test
Dutch.· Prejudice: general negative feelings
Sex

Male: n = 61, M = 2.59, SD =.67

«160)= 2.44, p< .05

Female: n = 101, M = 2.30, SD =.78

Dutch: Prejudice: negative feelings of the ingroup
Married?
1

No: n = 53, M = 1.45, SD =.87
Yes: n = 98, M = 1.14, SD =.64

4149» 2.49, p< .05

Turks.· Ambivalent prejudice: understanding/compassion
Sex

Male: n =60, M= 1.55, SD = 1.05

t(115)= -2.31, p< .05

Female: n = 57, M = 1.98, SD =.97

Turks: Ambivalent prejudice: aversion
Sex

Male: n=60, M= 1.93, SD=

1.01

Female: n =57, M - 2.2fi, SD =.79 _

t(115)= -1.96, p<.05
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Appendix 3.2: Results of Factor Analyses for the Affective
Inlages
Dimensions of AlIective images

Results offactor analysis. Factor scores
Factor

1

1

Factor 2

Own emotions:
Trust
Aversion

-.75
-.62

Anxiety
Irritation

.61

.40

Aggression

.69

Ingroup emotions:

Worry

.60

Mutual distrust
Aversion
Anxiety
Irritation

.45

Aggression
% of variance

.66
.72
.62

.70

29.6

12.9
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Appendix 3.3: Types of Prejudice Related to Background
Characteristics

Table 6.7a: Types ofprejudice among the Dutch
related to their background characteristics, experiences and beliefs
Results of One-Way ANOVA

Significant results for:

Means for the type..s of prejudice

Age

5. Resignation

Level of education

6. Ambivalence
7. Tolerance

n = 60, M = 47.0
n = 47, M = 49.9

8.

Intolerance

n = 25, M = 54.3

5.

Intolerance

n = 25, M = 1.96

6. Tolerance
7. Resignation
8. Ambivalence

Beliefs on non-acceptance

n=21, M -11,2

5. Tolerance

n = 35, M =9,6
F (3, 114) = 18.85,
n= 14, M =11,0 p<.001
n = 48, M =11,8
n = 21, M =15,0
n = 36, M =6,4
F (3, 118) = 16.90),
n = 17, M =7,2
p < .001
n =47, Af =8,3

7. Ambivalence
8. Intolerance
5. Tolerance
6. Resignation

Z Ambivalence
8.

Perception

of social threat

1

Perception ofdiscrimination
by Turks

Social incompetence

Intolerance

n = 22, M =11,1

1. Tolerance

n = 46, M =7,4

2. Resignation
3. Ambivalence
4. Intolerance
1. Tolerance
2. Resignation
3. Ambivalence

n= 21, M =7,5
n = 59, M =8,5
n = 21, M =10,7
n = 32, M =6,8
n = 15, M =7,4
n = 46, M =8,2

Intolerance

n = 20, M =10,5

4.

1.

Resignation
2. Tolerance
3. Ambivalence
4. Intolerance
1. Ambivalence
2. Resignation
3. Tolerance

cultural preservation by
Turks is allowed

F (3, 151) = 3.50,

3. Ambivalence

Tolerance

6. Resignation

Perception of territorial threat

F (3,150) = 2.93,

p <.05

4. Intolerance

1.

Personal negative emotions

Results of ANOVA

n = 47, M = 2.87 p <.05
n = 22, M = 3.09
n = 61, M = 3.23
n = 34, M =6,3
F (3,121) = 16.36,
n = 19, M =6,5
p <.001
n = 51, M =7,5 1

2. Resignation

Beliefs on intolerance

n = 22, M = 43.2

4. Intolerance
5. Intolerance
6. Ambivalence
7. Resignation
8. Tolerance

F (3, 143) = 9.08,
p<.001

F (3, 109) = 11.29,
p <.001

n= 16, M =1,3

F (3 125) = 7.15,

n = 42, M =1,4
n = 50, M =1,8
n = 21, M =2,5
n = 57, M =7,1
n = 21, M =7,2
n = 42, M =7,5
n = 22, M =9,1

p< .001

n=
=23,
n
61, M
M =1,8
=2,4
n = 22, M =2,7
n = 47, M =2,9

I PF<(3,149)=11.12,
.001

F (3,138) = 4.27,
P <.01

-
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Table 6.7.b: The employment situation related to
dijIerent types ofprejudice: the case of the Dutch. Percentages (with n in parentheses)

Measures of association for 2x4 contingency tables
Measures of association
Employment situation

Types of prejudice

Resignation
Tolerance
Ambivalence
Intolerance

Unemployed

Employed

7.0 (5)
32.4 (23)
36.6 (26)
23.9 (17)

20.2 (17)
28.6 (24)

?2 (3) = 10.11, p =.05,

F= .25, p = .05

41.7 (35)

9:A(8)

Table 6.7.c: Types of prejudice among the Turksrelated to their background characteristics,
experiences and beliefs. Results of One-Way ANOVA

Significant results for:

Means for the types

Level of education

Personal negative emotions

Resignation
Intolerance
Tolerance

Ambivalence
Tolerance
Resignation
Ambivalence
Intolerance

I

Beliefs on intolerance

i

Beliefs on acceptance by the
Dutch

4

1

Resignation
Tolerance
Intolerance
Ambivalence
Intolerance
Ambivalence
Resignation
Tolerance _

of prejudice

Results of ANOVA

n = 37, M = 1.4
F (3,203) = 6.42,
P < .001
n = 71, M = 2.0
n =29, M = 2.3 i
n = 70, M = 2.6 |
n = 24, M = 6.9 , F (3,188) = 3.80,

n=37, M= 7.1
n -66. M = 7.8

n =65, M =8.5

:P<.01
J

'

n = 29, M =10.9 F (3,156) = 3.26,
n = 22, M =11.5 P <.05
n =58, M =12.3
n =51, M =12.5

1

n = 52, M =9.1

n= 51, M =9.8

P <.05

n = 33, M =10.1
n =27, M =10.6

F (3,165)=2.79,

Table 6.7d: The employment situation related to diZerent types of prejudice:
the case of the Turks. Percentages (with n in parentheses)

Measures of association for 2x4 contingency tables
Sex
Measures of association
Types of prejudice

Male
Resignation
Tolerance
Ambivalence
Intolerance

Female

24.0 (24)

12.1

18.0 (18)

10.3 (11)

20.0 GO)
38.0 (38)

46.7 (50)

(13)

30.8 (33)

?2 (3) = 17.95, p =.05,
F= .29, p = .001

i

i
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Appendix 4: Results of Analysis for Chapter 7:
Amos Analysis
Table 7.1: Explained variancefor the dependent variables in the process of
stereotyping for the total Dutch sample
and for Tilburg and Rotterdam

Squairiul® correle ons (R2)
-Ii bwg _ -Rotteidam

Dependent variables

Total
Perceived threat:
1
Ethnic threat
Territorial threat
Social threat
Ethnic images:
1
The image of intolerance
The image of non-acceptance
The total affective image
Dimensions of ambivalent prejudice:
1

1

i

1

1

1

1

Understanding
Aversion

1

Probability level Chi-square
GFI
AGFI

.268

.289

.141

.348

.444

.230

.544

.552

.556

.495

.909

.363

.630

.442

.703

.586

.446

.584

.316

.200

.350

.454

.484

.466

.169

.042

.058

.954

.963

.959

.910

.894

.906

Table 7.2 Predictorsfor the dimensions of ambivalencefor the total sample
and for Tilburg and Rotterdam separately. B6ta coeficients
Independent variables related to
understanding and aversion
Total sample
Rotterdam
Tilburg

1

Dependent variables

Understanding

,

I

Intolerance

-.296

Negative affect'
Aversion
Unpleasant experiences

-.482
.238
I

Education

I

Aversion

I

Intolerance

Non-acceptance
Negative affect
Education
Ethnic threat

-.268 ,<

-.333

I Non-acceptance

1

.365

1
-.346 1

.143

-.157
.206

.156

.406

.124

.207
1

1

A33 .272 A35
.154

.202

.312
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Table 7.3: Proportion explained variancefor the dependentvariables in the structural models of
stereotyping for the total sample of Turks
and for Turks in Tilburg and Rotterdam separately
Squared multiple correlations (R2)
Dependent variables
Total sample
Rotterdam
Tilburg
.28
.41
25
Social Competence
Ethnic threat:
1
Communication threat
1.12
.21
.12
1
Territorial threat
i.32
.38
.26
.22
.14
Social threat
.36
Ethnic images:
1
The image of intolerance
.45
i.35
.27
1
.30
.26
.43
The image of acceptance
The affective image
.22
.31
.20
Dimensions of ambivalent prejudice:
1

1

Understanding
Aversion

Probability level Chi-square
GFI
AGFI

Table 7.4

.09

.13

.20

.34

.97

.60

.05

.38

.94

i.95
.90

1

.21

1

.91

.87

1

.83

Predictors for the dimensions of ambivalence of Turks
towards the Dutch. Beta coefTicients
Independent variables related i
to understanding and aversion
I
Total
Rotterdam
Tilburg

Dependent variables

Understanding
- Ideas on intolerance
- Ideas on acceptance
- Feeling at home in the neighbourhood

i

.21
.20

.18

.20

.18

1
.23

1

Aversion
- Ideas on intolerance
- Ideas on acceptance
- Social
incompetence

- Unpleasant experiences
Understanding
- Social threat
- Network
Support
1

- Age

.29

.39

-.16
-.19

-.27
-.24

.16
1

1

-.13

.16

.19

1

1

-.21
.24

.21
_ _ -.28

1

1
1

Notes
'

Valid for those who have Turkish/Dutch neighbours.
2 In the analysis for Tilburg and Rotterdam, the personal affective image is used separately.
3 See Note 3.
4 See Note 3

Samenvatting (Dutch Summary)
In maatschappelijke en wetenschappelijke discussies over de multiculturele
samenleving in concentratiewijken komt steeds naar voren dat de relatie tussen
de groepen die daar woonachtig zijn, vaak wordt gekenmerkt door wederzijdse
negatieve beeldvorming, en een gebrek aan onderlinge contacten. Over die
problematiek handelt dit proefschrift. In een vergelijkende studie naar de
wederzijdse beeldvorming van Nederlanders en Turken in concentratiewijken in
Tilburg en Rotterdam is nagegaan hoe de negatieve beeldvorming tot stand komt,
en welke factoren daarbij een rol spelen. De keuze voor Tilburg en Rotterdam is
ingegeven door het feit dat in de literatuur de concentratie van allochtonen in de
betreffende buurten van grote invloed wordt geacht op de aard van de
wederzijdse beeldvorming van en de relaties tussen de groepen. Als we de
situatie in beide steden vergelijken, dan zien we dat er in de concentratiegebieden
van Tilburg, waar het niveau van concentratie aanzienlijk lager is dan in
Rotterdam, sprake is van een autochtone meerderheid, terwijl in Rotterdam
sprake is van een allochtone meerderheid.
In dit onderzoek zijn twee accenten gelegd. Allereerst is de aandacht gericht
op de vraag of de beelden die Nederlanders en Turken van elkaar hebben
verschillen, en op de vraag hoe die wederzijdse beelden tot stand zijn gekomen.
Daarbij is met name gekeken naar de factoren die van invloed zijn op de aard,
inhoud en intensiteit van de wederzijdse beelden. Op de tweede plaats is de
aandacht gericht op de mogelijke invloed van het type concentratiewijk waarin
de Turken en Nederlanders wonen. De verschillen en overeenkomsten tussen
beide groepen zouden, als gevolg daarvan, in Tilburg wel eens anders kunnen
zijn dan in Rotterdam. In de analyse van de beeldvorming is speciaal op
dergelijke effecten gelet.
Met beeldvorming wordt in dit onderzoek bedoeld, het proces waarin groepen
zichzelf vergelijken met anderen, en de zichzelf en andere groepen kenmerken
toewijzen. Het beeld van de eigen groep valt gewoonlijk positief uit in
vergelijking tot het beeld van de ander. De beelden omvatten stereotiepen over
anderen en de relaties met hen (cognitieve informatie), gevoelens en emoties ten
aanzien van die anderen (affectieve informatie) alsmede oordelen over de
kenmerken van die anderen (evaluatieve informatie). Behalve naar sociaaldemografische en sociaal-economische factoren en factoren in de sociale
omgeving (de buurt), is vooral gekeken naar het gevoel bedreigd te worden door
de aanwezigheid van de ander. Ook is gekeken naar het gevoel dat de eigen
cultuur, gemeenschap, het eigen territorium, de sociaal-economisch positie
bedreigd worden, alsook naar de dreiging die men ervaart in de interactie met die
betreffende groep.
Het onderzoek laat zien dat Nederlanders in hun beeld van Turken sterk de
nadruk leggen op de begrippen tolerantie en aanpassing, terwij Turken de
nadruk leggen op respect en accepmtie. In meerderheid (80%) vinden zij dat de
Nederlanders tolerant zijn, maar dat voor hen de kwestie van geaccepteerd
1
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worden belangrijker is. In hun reflectie op het interetnisch samenleven leggen
Nederlanders en Turken dus andere accenten. Over de alledaagse betekenissen
van die begrippen bestaat onderling echter weinig overeenstemming, zonder dat
die betekenissen in de onderlinge communicatie expliciet worden gemaakt. Voor
sommige Nederlanders duidt tolerantie op een zekere machteloosheid of
hulpeloosheid; voor anderen is het een weloverwogen keuze: de cultuur en
gewoonten van Turken krijgen de ruimte, maar binnen bepaaide grenzen.
Dezelfde rekbaarheid van betekenis is gevonden bij een begrip als discriminatie.
Dergelijke rekbare begrippen en de andere accenten die de groepen in de
wederzijdse beeldvorming leggen kunnen de onderlinge communicatie
bemoeilijken.
De wederzijdse beelden van beide groepen kunnen, vooral bij de
Nederlanders, gepaard gaan met negatieve emoties en gevoelens. Nederlanders
verklaren die emoties en gevoelens uit hun weerstand tegen het onaangepaste
gedrag van de Turken. De Turken, daarentegen, verwijzen naar de
problematische communicatie met Nederlanders en hun onvermogen conflicten
met Nederlanders te hanteren, vanwege taal- en culturele verschillen en het
gebrek aan respect van en aan acceptatie door de Nederianders. Een treffend
verschil tussen beide groepen is dat de Nederlanders geneigd zijn de eigen groep
als geheel, in vergelijking tot zichzelf, negatievere gevoelens toe te schrijven.
Hetzelfde geldt als hen gevraagd wordt de eigen houding jegens Turken en die
van de eigen groep in te schatten. Slechts negen procent rapporteerde een
negatieve houding jegens Turken, terwijl 74% van hen dat rapporteerde voor de
eigen groep. Bij de Turken zijn de proporties respectievelijk zes en achttien
procent.
Als we kijken naar de invloed van het type concentratiewijk waarin de Turken
en Nederlanders wonen, dan zien we dat een deel van hun reacties niet door deze
variabele bepaald is. Dit geldt onder meer voor kwesties die te maken hebben
met tolerantie en aanpassing. We hebben bijvoorbeeld gezien dat Turken,
ongeacht waar ze wonen, in hun opvattingen over de noodzaak zich aan te passen
als groep het overwegend oneens zijn met de Nederlanders. Over de mate van
tolerantie onder de Nederlanders, daarentegen, zijn ze het overwegend met hen
eens. Deze opvattingen reflecteren kennelijk een meer algemene norm over de
gewenste relatie tussen de beide groepen.
Andere reacties staan echter weI onder invloed van de context waarin zij
wonen. In Rotterdam, bijvoorbeeld, voelen beide groepen zich meer onveilig,
vinden beide dat de ander overlast veroorzaakt en dat een zekere druk nodig is
om een gunstige gedragsverandering bij de ander te bereiken. We zien echter nog
een ander verschijnsel. Beide groepen blijken soortgelijke reacties te vertonen als
Zij qua aantal tot de minderheid behoren, maar ongelijksoortige reacties als ze
volgens dat criterium tot de meerderheid behoren. Turken in concentratiewijken
van Tilburg vertonen bijvoorbeeld soortgelijke reacties als de Nederlanders in
concentratiewijken van Rotterdam. Beide hebben intensievere interetnische
contacten en meer buren van de andere groep, maar zijn er ook sterker van
overtuigd dat de andere groep een slecht voorbeeld stelt voor de eigen kinderen
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en de sfeer in de wijk verpest. Ze geloven vaker dat de andere groep hen niet in
de buurt accepteert en wensen ook vaker buren van de eigen groep. In het
algemeen hebben ze meer negatieve ervaringen met leden van de andere groep,
vinden dat deze personen hen discrimineren. Zij voelen meer negatieve emoties
jegens hen. Blijkbaar wordt de waarneming van groepen in een
minderheidspositie in zekere zin uniform en verminderen de invloeden van
factoren die de verschillen tussen individuen naar voren halen.
Een 4ergelijk patroon zien we ook in de modellen van relaties tussen de
cognitieve, affectieve, en evaluatieve beelden die de groepen vormen en de
factoren die de vorming van deze beelden beTnvloeden. Bekijken we de modellen
van de Nederlanders en Turken afzonderlijk, dan zien we aan aantal opvallende

verschillen.

Op de eerste plaats zien we bij de Nederlanders 6dn dominante lijn van
invloed, namelijk de dreiging die ze ervaren voor hun lokale gemeenschap en
grondgebied (hun territorium) en van het contact met de Turken. Deze gevoelens
van dreiging worden voornamelijk beTnvloed door persoonlijke eigenschappen,
zoals het opleidingsniveau en het vertrouwen negatieve ontwikkelingen te
kunnen beinvioeden, en door factoren in de lokale context, met name het niveau
van concentratie van buitenlanders en de aard van de ervaringen (positief of
negatief) met Turken. Bij de Turken zijn drie lijnen van invloed te bespeuren.
Deze zijn te herleiden tot de effecten van problematische communicatie met
Nederlanders, van waargenomen dreiging, en van onplezierige ervaringen met
Nederlanders. Onafhankelijk van elkaar bernvloeden deze lijnen de intensiteit
van de opvattingen over tolerantie en acceptatie en van de negatieve emoties
jegens Nederlanders.
Op de tweede plaats zien we dat de mate waarin Nederlanders bereid zijn tot
acceptatie van Turken de mate van hun tolerantie sterk bepaalt, zonder dat zij
zich daarvan bewust zijn. Bij de Turken zien we een dergelijke relatie niet. De
mate waarin zij zich geaccepteerd voelen staat kennelijk los van de mate waarin
zij bij de Nederlanders tolerantie ten aanzien van hun culturele eigenheid
waarnemen.
Op de derde plaats zien we dat de emoties van de Nederlanders sterker hun
oordeel over Turken bepalen, dan de mate van tolerantie die, gezien hun
opvattingen, aan hen zou kunnen worden toegeschreven. Hun gevoelens zijn in
dat opzichte belangrijker dan hun gedachten. Bij de Turken zien we dat hun
gevoelens jegens Nederlanders de opvattingen over acceptatie en tolerantie
bepalen, maar dat hun oordeel over de Nederlanders daardoor niet rechtstreeks

wordt beYnvloed.

Op de vierde plaats blijkt dat de opvattingen over acceptatie bij de
Nederlanders geen verband houden met hun oordeel over Turken, terwijl
omgekeerd dit wet het geval is. Naar mate Turken zich meer geaccepteerd voelen
door Nederlanders, tonen zij meer begrip voor hun weerstand tegen Turken en
voelen zij minder aversie tegen hen. Als de analyses worden uitgevoerd voor elk
van de groepen in Tilburg en Rotterdam afzonderlijk, dan zien we dat ook in dit
geval een effect ontstaat van de interetnische context. Dit wil zeggen dat voor elk
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van de groepen geldt dat de relaties tussen de factoren die beeldvorming
beTnvloeden en de beelden die zij van elkaar hebben alleen goed zijn te
beschrijven in een model, als zij zich getalsmatig in een minderheidspositie
bevinden. Dit geldt derhalve voor de Turken in Tilburg en de Nederlanders in
Rotterdam.
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