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Chapter i
Introduction

The current research project explores theoretical and meth-
odological issues in the study of acculturation, a generic name
for changes in cultural orientation. The central topic of this
project, the psychological acculturation ofTurkish-Dutch in
the Netherlands, was investigated in a series of studies carried
out among first- and second-generation Turkish-Dutch adults

and youngsters. This group was chosen because it forms
one of the largest migrant groups in the Netherlands and
because Turkish-Dutch are often seen by native Dutch as the
prototypical migrant group' (Pettigrew, 1998).
This introductory chapter provides a theoretical framework for
the study of acculturation by describing the main theoretical
and methodological issues in this field. The chapter is divided
into three parts: The first part focuses on conceptualization
and models of acculturation and discusses some problems in
acculturation research, the second centers on the effects of
immigration in the Netherlands, and the third provides an over-
view of four empirical studies carried out for this research project.
Each of the chapters in this book can be read independently.
The next four chapters are based on articles that have been
submitted for publication. The last chapter gives an overview
of the main findings of the empirical studies and discusses
their implications.

INTERCULTURAL CONTACTS

Intercultural contacts have increased as more and more people travel, study, work, or
settle in cultures other than their own. Contacts between people from different
cultural backgrounds can be classified into two broad categories: Those that occur
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within a culturally diverse society, and those that take place between societies when
people travel to another society with the intention of staying temporarily in the new
society.

Intercultural contacts within societies have increased due to a large stream ofmi-
grants and refugees, changing many societies from monocultural to multicultural.
Migrants include those individuals who voluntarily relocate for long-term resettle-
ment. The majority of migrants are motivated by economic factors and usually move
from poorer to richer countries. A small number choose to migrate for political, reli-
gious or cultural reasons. Migrants are generally 'pulled' toward the new country
whereas refugees are unwillingly displaced from their home countries and 'pushed'
into a new environment (Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 200I).

The incidence of intra-society intercultural contacts has become more frequent in
recent years and is now a subject of several research studies ofwhich this project is one.

THEORETICAL CONSIDERATIONS OF IMMIGRATION:

CONCEPTUALIZING ACCULTURATION

When culturally disparate people come into continuous contact with each other, the
differences between them tend to become salient, and can result in changes in the
original cultural patterns (Bochner, I982). Although immigration has consequences
for both migrants and members of the receiving society, the former group is usually
more affected. Because of its increasing importance in the everyday world as well  as
in social scientific theories and measurement, the acculturation experience of
migrants has frequently been researched in the last three decades, although the field's
origins are much older

From a historical perspective, most research on acculturation has been an-
thropological in nature and has focused on the acculturation ofThird-World nations
to industrial, Western societies (Olmedo,  I979).  The term acculturation was intro-
duced by American anthropologists, as early as the 188os, to describe the process of
culture change occurring when two different cultural groups come into contact with
each other (Jasinskaja-Lathi, 2000). Numerous definitions ofacculturation have been
presented in the literature, most of them adaptations of the definition proposed by
Redfield, Linton, and Herskovits (1936):

Acculturation comprehends those phenomena which result when
groups Ofindividuals having di#2rent cultures come into continuous

first-hand contact, with subsequent changes in the original culture
patterns Ofeither or both groups... (p. 149)·

It is important to note that, while changes in both ethnic groups are implied in the
definition, in fact most changes occur in the non-dominant group as a result of influ-
ence from the dominant group, and the society to which immigrants have come.



INTRODUCITON 11

While acculturation was originally proposed as a group-level phenomenon, it is
now common to include important individual-level phenomena, under the category
psychological acculturation (Graves, I967).At the individual level, acculturation refers
to changes that an individual experiences as a result of coming into contact with other
cultures and participating in the process ofacculturation that one's cultural or ethnic

group is undergoing.

Frameworks ofacculturation: Research traditions and strategies
Although the topic of (psychological) acculturation has received attention in social and
behavioral sciences, the field has been characterized by a lack oftheoretical coherence.

Early theories and research on acculturation were strongly influenced by medicine
and psychiatry and emphasized the symptoms of culture shock and the pathological
nature of the process. More recent approaches have framed acculturation in quite
different terms and have placed emphasis on cognitive, affective, and behavioral
components of acculturation.

Theoretical frameworks of acculturation  have been borrowed from mainstream
psychology. Major influence have been drawn from (I) literature on stress and coping,

(2) research on social learning and skills, and (3) social cognition and intergroup
perceptions (Ward, ,996, I999).

Adapting a stress and coping approach, researchers (e.g., Berry, I992, I99'7) have fo-
cused mainly on the influence of life changes, coping mechanisms, cognitive ap-
praisal ofthe change, personality characteristics, and social support on physical and
mental health.

The social learning approach is derived from social and experimental psychology.
This approach emphasizes the role of learning in the acquisition of culturally appro-
priate new skills. Variables that promote learning of new social skills and that facil-
itate adaptation to the new culture are frequently studied, including general know-
ledge about the new culture, cultural distance, length of residence in the new country,
and amount ofcontact with host nationals (e.g., Ward, I996, I999; Ward & Kennedy,

I994)
In social cognition approach to acculturation, cognitive elements such as expecta-

tions, attitudes toward members ofthe new culture, cultural identity, perception, attn-

butions, and changes in values as part of the acculturation process have been invest-
igated (e.g., Wong-Rieger, I984)·

Three acculturation research strategies can be distinguished. namely generation
and group-comparative research, longitudinal research, and research on individual
differences (Phalet & Verkuyten, 200I) Generation and group-comparative research
compares acculturation processes in different age groups and generations. Longit-
udinal research studies the change in acculturation that individuals experience within
a particular interval. Research on individual differences within acculturating groups
has become increasingly popular in recent years.
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Acculturation Variables
Variables in acculturation research can be broadly divided into three groups: (I) accul-
turation conditions or antecedents, (2) acculturation attitudes, and (3) acculturation
outcomes or consequences.

Acculturation conditions refer to the limits and demands of the acculturation pro-
cess. On the population or group level, variables involve the type of migration (e.g.,
temporary and voluntary), characteristics  of the migrant group (e.g., social attach-
ment),  characteristics  of the host society (e.g., cultural homogeneity and cultural
openness or discrimination), and inter-group relations (e.g., social inequality and
social distance). On the individual level, conditions can refer to changes over time
(e.g., age, length of settlement, and generational differences), to position in the
society, to personality characteristics (e.g., social norms and coping strategies), and to
situational or social context (e.g., social support and stressful situations).

Acculturation attitudes structure the acculturation process by relating conditions to
outcomes. They refer to ways in which migrants deal with the cultures involved. It
has been established that acculturation attitudes are critical to understanding the
acculturation process of immigrants (e.g., Berry,  I997;  Ward et al.,  200I). In addition,
acculturation attitudes present a potential locus for and a useful precursor to psycho-
logical assessment and interventions.

Acculturation outcomes refer to the degree of success of the acculturation process.
Various indices of acculturation have been examined, such as psychological distress,
mood states, feelings ofacceptance and satisfaction, the nature and extent ofinterac-
tion with hosts, the acquisition of culturally appropriate behaviors and skills,
academic performance, and job performances. Ward and Kennedy (I994) have
argued that adaptive outcomes ofthe acculturative process can be divided into psycho-
logical (emotional/affective) well-being and socio-cultural (behavioral) competence.
They found that psychological and socio-cultural adjustment were interrelated but
that they were generally predicted by different types of variables and showed different
patterns of variation over time.

Acculturation models
Despite the huge number ofempirical studies on acculturation, only a few theoretical
models have been developed to explain the complex process ofacculturation (Negy &
Woods, I992) Acculturation refers to the question how a migrant deals with the cul-
ture oforigin (cultural maintenance) and the culture ofthe country ofsettlement (cultural
adaptation). The relationships between cultural maintenance and adaptation  have
been described in three ways, resulting in three theoretical models ofacculturation.

The first, the unidimensional model, conceptualizes the two main aspects of accul-
turation as polar opposites (see Figure I). This model assumes a process ofculture change
along a single dimension, a shift from cultural maintenance to adaptation, whereby
migrants lose their original culture as they acquire the new culture (Gordon, I964)·
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,

Cultural maintenance Cultural adaptation

Figure i. The unidimensional acculturation model

The second, the bidimensional model, treats cultural maintenance and adaptation as
two independent dimensions. Increasing identification with one culture does not
require decreasing identification with the other culture (e.g., Hutnik, 1986; Lasry &
Sayegh, I992). The most widely applied bidimensional model is that of Berry (I992).
In this model, cultural maintenance and adaptation are combined, constituting four
acculturation strategies: integration, assimilation, separation, and marginalization.
Integration refers to a desire to maintain the original culture while simultaneously

adopting the new culture. Assimilation reflects a loss of the original culture and
complete absorption in the new culture. Separation refers to a desire to maintain key
features of the original culture while rejecting the new culture. Marginalization
reflects the rejection ofboth cultures (see Figure 2).

Finally, in the fusion model, the two main aspects of acculturation are mixed,
creating a new 'integrated culture', which contains a combination of'the best of the
two cultures' or unique aspects that are atypical of both cultures (e.g., Coleman, I995)·
This model implies that acculturation is not only a choice between characteristics of
two cultures, but also a mixture of these characteristics (see Figure 3).
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Figurew.  The bidimensional acculturation model Figure 3.  The fusion acculturation model

of Berry



14 PSYCHOLOGICAL ACCULTURATION OF TURKISH MIGRANTS IN THE NETHERLANDS

Some problems in acculturation research
Although in recent years some excellent studies of immigration and acculturation
have been published, many areas  of the field rernain under-explored. There is  a  gap
between the huge number of empirical studies on acculturation and developments in
acculturation theory and methodology.  In the area of conceptualization and meas-
urement, important work remains to be done. For instance, much acculturation
research does not make a clear distinction between different aspects ofacculturation
such as cognition (knowledge), values, attitudes and behaviors; these are often mixed
in questionnaires. Without a consistent distinction between acculturation aspects, it
is not possible to assess the extent to which these explain variations in acculturation,
because moderators and outcomes are possibly mixed. The general context and condi-
tions of acculturation (i.e., history of immigration, immigration policy. and attitudes
and behaviors of members of the majority culture) have rarely been considered in
acculturation research.  Part of the problem of acculturation research is also due to the
differences in conceptualization and measurement of acculturation, which
contributes to the conflicting findings that are often reported between acculturation
and various psychological measures (e.g., Rogler, Cortes, & Malgady, 199I). It would
seem that the field of acculturation is troubled by at least the following four problems:

I.   Acculturation is an interaction process involving members of both the minority
group and the majority group. However, very few studies have systematically invest-
igated and compared the majority and minority group member's attitudes toward
acculturation. Because attitudes and behaviors of the majority group may play a rel-
evant role in the acculturation process and outcome, it is important to know what
majority group members consider the ideal form of acculturation and the ways  in
which they shape the acculturation orientation of migrants. Using a slightly adapted
version of the migrant's acculturation model. the attitudes of members of the host
society to acculturation can be measured (Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & Senacal,
I997) 

2. Acculturation models generally assume that acculturation is a temporally and
cross-situationally consistent trait. However, even in plural societies, not all accul-
turation options are available to individuals at every time and in every domain. For
example, one may prefer to adopt an integrative strategy in all domains of life.
However, achieving this preference is difficult when integration is only an option in
certain domains and in others one is forced to assimilate (e.g., language and educa-

tion) or even to separate (e.g., social contact). Multiple acculturation options may also
operate simultaneously in different domains and in different situations of accul-
turation. Some domains of culture may be altered without comparable changes in
others. Thus, acculturation may be an uneven process, not affecting all cultural and
psychological phenomena in a uniform manner. An examination of implicit theories
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of migrants on their own acculturation process can validate theoretical acculturation
models and evaluate domain specificity of acculturation.

3. Relatively little attention has been devoted to a systematic comparison of the
validity of acculturation measurement methods. The lack ofconsensus on the concep-
tualization  of acculturation may have contributed to the often poor convergence of
findings in the field (Rogler et al., I99I) There is a clear need to integrate and
compare the different acculturation measurement methods.

4. The relationship between acculturation attitudes and behaviors is not generally
explicitly measured. Berry (I992) defined acculturation as follows: 'Attitudes and
actual behavior together constitute an individual's acculturation strategy.' However,
desired and actual behavior may not coincide. In research by Martens (I995), for
example, almost 75% of the Turkish migrants found it important to have a Dutch
friend, but in practice only 24% of them had Dutch friends.

Finally, acculturation focuses on what happens when members of distinct cultures
come into prolonged contact with one another, the process in which cultures and
people may change as a function ofculture contact. To have a good understanding of
acculturation, it is necessary to have some understanding of the concept ofculture
and its role in human behavior. Although no consensus exists among social and
behavioral scientists about the content of culture, there is agreement that the cultural
context affects human beings, creating more similarities within and variation between
cultures, and influencing the psychological characteristics of the representatives of
these cultures (Berry, Poortinga, Segall, & Dasen, I992). It is probably impossible to
formulate a definition that captures the essence ofthe notion ofculture in a way that
will satisfy most researchersz (e.g., Segall,  I986). The concept of culture used by the
researcher reflects his or her strategy and general orientation. Empirically oriented,
quantitative, and quasi-experimental studies tend to be based on an abstract (and
static) conceptualization ofculture, whereas ethnographic descriptive studies more
often start from definitions which emphasize symbols and semantic networks
(Padilla, 1995)·

Culture can be conceptualized as an objective concept (e.g., country characteristics
and demographics), as a social consensus, (e.g., norms, values, and attitudes) or as a
more subjective concept (e.g., implicit ideas about cultures and their differences). In
this book, culture is primarily seen as a psychological phenomenon; it refers to the
shared beliefs. values, and attitudes ofa group, in the present context referring mainly
to a migrant group. The four previously mentioned concerns are addressed in this
research project in order to provide a deeper insight into the process of acculturation
in the Netherlands, a country which provides a useful subject for research on accul-
turation  in view of its growing cultural diversity and its multicultural policy.



16 PSYCHOLOGICAL ACCULTURATION OF TURKISH MIGRANTS IN THE NETHERLANDS

|MMIGRANTS IN THE NETHERLANDS
In the Netherlands as in much of Western Europe, migration has become an im-
portant issue. The latest estimate is that I8% of the population in the Netherlands  is
of foreign origin (see Table I). This figure includes those who are foreign born and
those born in the Netherlands with at least one non-native parent. Most immigrants
live in the four largest cities: Amsterdam, Rotterdam, The Hague, and Utrecht. It is
estimated that around the year 20Io almost 50% ofthe population ofAmsterdam will
consist offirst- and second-generation immigrants. These immigrants originate from
different countries and can be broadly divided into three groups. First, a large group
originates from the former Dutch colonies of Indonesia, Surinam, and the Nether-
lands Antilles. A second large group comes from the Islamic countries, Turkey and
Morocco, and from Southern Europe (Spain, Italy, Greece, and Portugal); they were
recruited to work in the Netherlands during the I96os. Third, there is a group of
refugees from various countries such as Iran, Iraq, the former Yugoslavia, Somalia,
and Afghanistan. These ethnic groups and the growing numbers of refugees have
resulted in an enormous increase in intercultural contacts in the Netherlands, but
also some problems. Housing problems, unemployment, criminality, and lack of
education are some of the problems more prevalent among ethnic minorities and
refugees than among natives (Van den Berg & Bleichrodt, I994)· For example, unem-
ployment among ethnic minorities is four times higher than among native Dutch

CCBS, 200I). In addition, intolerance and discrimination in the Netherlands are
becoming more and more serious problems.

Table i. Number of natives and migrants. by origin (x 1,000) between 1990 and 2001

1990 1995 2001

Dutch natives I2.668 12.852 I3.II7

Population of foreign origin 2.225 2.572 2.870
Turks 206 264 320
Moroccans I68 2I9 273

Southern-European I05 44                      I63

Surinamese 237 278 309
Antilleans                                              81                           93                         II,7
Non-Western countries I7I 284 464

Total population I4.893 I5'424 I5.987

Source: CBS, Population Statistics

Turkish migrants in the Netherlands
Turkish migrants form one of the largest groups of immigrants in the Netherlands.
The first Turkish migrants arrived in the Netherlands in the beginning of the 1960s
when the Dutch economy had a shortage of workers. In I964 the Dutch government
signed an agreement with Turkey to recruit labor migrants ('guest workers'), after
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which the number ofTurkish workers in the Netherlands increased rapidly. Although
labor recruitment was brought to an end in I974, Turkish immigration to the Nether-
lands continued through family reunification, asylum request, and informal chan-
nels. At the present, the Netherlands officially has 320,000 inhabitants ofTurkish
origin (CBS, 200I).

Most of the Turkish migrants did not intend a long-term stay in the Netherlands.
The aim of their emigration was to earn enough money as 'guest-workers' to build a
better life in Turkey. In order to save as much money as possible, they did not invest
in their life in the Netherlands; they mostly led sober lives, had relatively poor accom-
modations, acquired little or no knowledge of the Dutch language, worked overtime
in low-qualified jobs, and often encountered discrimination and prejudice. Their life
circumstances and working conditions in the Netherlands were generally mediocre
or poor. During the I97os, however, it became clear that most ofthe labor migrants
would stay in the Netherlands for a longer period than initially intended or even settle
permanently. The decision to settle in the Netherlands was often based on the fact
that they were  not able to save considerable amounts of money. Despite have stayed
in the Netherlands, many Turkish migrants still maintain a strong bond with Turkey
and their families there (Backer, 2000).

The orientation and background of Turkish migrants was not conducive for
acquiring a good social position in the Netherlands. The educational level, income
and job position of the first generation Turkish migrants  are, on average, weak in
comparison with the Dutch population. The second generation, representing more
than a third ofthe Turkish-Dutch, has a better position; their educational position is
remarkably better than that of their parents. However, unemployment is still higher
among Turkish migrants than among native Dutch (see Table 2).

Table 2. Labor market participation of Turkish migrants and Dutch natives between iggi and 2000

Labor market participation (%)

Netto labor market Registered
Turkish participation unemployed

I99I                                                    3I                                                          33
I995                                                    30                                                         3I

36
2000                      44                          9

Dutch

I99I                          58                             4
I995                          59                             6

I998                        64                           4
2000                      67                          3

Source: CBS, Population Statistics
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Dutch immigrant policy
The Netherlands was one of the first countries in Western Europe to adopt a long-
term policy for immigrants. This policy was implemented in the beginning of the
I980s when it became apparent that immigration was continuing and the Nether-
lands had become culturally diverse. In general, immigrants have attained more
rights and better social positions as a result of Dutch immigrant policy.

Dutch immigrant policy has had different names over the course of time. The
major goals of'target group minority policy'  (from I979 to I983) were to prevent the
formation of segregated groups with a low socio-economic position,  and to encourage
equal participation in labor, education, and housing. This policy also aimed at creating
a 'multicultural' society in which distinctions based on ethnic origin would be pro-
hibited and in which cultural diversity would be accepted and seen as enriching
Dutch society. In the I99OS, however, little progress was made in the labor market;
unemployment among ethnic minorities remained high. It was assumed that the
poor labor market position and the high unemployment ofethnic minority members
were, at least partly, the result of direct and indirect discrimination. Therefore, in
I994 a law was passed to 'stimulate proportional labor market opportunities of ethnic
minorities' ('Wet Bevordering Evenredige Arbeidskansen Allochtonen'); it provided
sanctions for active transgressions. This led many companies to boycott the law, and
within three years after its introduction, a new act (without any sanctions) was in-
troduced (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000).

Education was viewed as a necessary condition for future participation in the labor
market. Greater stress was placed on mastering ofthe Dutch language and promoting
contact between schools and parents of ethnic minority children. Primary schools
with a large proportion of children from ethnic minorities were granted extra
resources to realize this objective. It is still too early to determine how successful this

policy has been.
In summary, immigrants have had profound implications for Dutch society and

economy. No area ofthe country is unaffected by immigrants. The permanent multi-
cultural character of Dutch society makes it necessary to have a better insight into
acculturation processes.  From a practical point of view,  it is relevant to differentiate
acculturation for different individuals and for different domains of behavior. From a
theoretical point of view, it is of great importance to have new insight into the nature

and process of acculturation,  as important aspects of acculturation are stilllargely
unexplored in the Netherlands.

THE PRESENT RESEARCH

The main aim of the present research project is to study the acculturation process
within one ethnic group, the Turkish-Dutch. The project is split up in four studies,
each emphasizing different aspects of acculturation. The previously mentioned four
concerns in acculturation research are the topics ofthese studies.
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Chapter 2 deals with the views on multiculturalism and acculturation of Dutch
majority and Turkish-Dutch minority adults. Immigration is a series of processes that
confronts nations and their citizens with fundamental issues such as how to deal with
cultural diversity. Berry (I997) argues that a country's immigration policy and the way
in which members  of the receiving society respond to migrants influence the accul-
turative experience of migrants. Although the outcomes ofthe acculturation process
and the intergroup relations depend substantially on mutual expectations and inter-
actions between the members of the majority and the migrant groups, very few
studies have systematically compared their mutual views. The central research ques-
tion of this study is to what extent the views on multiculturalism and acculturation
differ between Dutch majority and Turkish-Dutch minority group members.

Chapter 3 addresses implicit theories ofTurkish migrants on acculturation. The
study investigates the extent to which experiences and implicit theories of migrants
on acculturation match current theoretical models.

Chapter 4 focuses on measurement methods in acculturation research. In a set of
four studies, three measurement methods ('one-item', 'two-item', and 'four-item'
methods) were examined and compared in samples ofTurkish-Dutch.

Chapter 5 focuses on the relationship between acculturation attitudes and self-
reported acculturation behaviors. Psychological researchers consider acculturation to
be a process whereby the attitudes and behaviors of a person from one culture are
modified as a result of contact with a different culture (Moyerham & Forman, I992).
However, no systematic research has been done on the relationship of these two
aspects of acculturation.

Finally, Chapter 6 consists of a general discussion and conclusion ofthe empirical
studies presented in this research project. Then some issues in theory and assess-
ment that have emerged from the studies are presented.

Notes
I.   In this book, the terms migrants, im- personality and behavioral characteristics.

migrants, minorities, and non-dominant Culture refers to desired phenomena
group members refer to people with a lower among people with shared beliefs, customs,
numerical and political power in the society, folkways, and behaviors (Suzuki,
while the terms natives, majorities, main- Ponterotto, & Meller, 2OOI) Culture is a
streamers, dominant group members, host highly potent variable; it provides people
society members, members ofthe society of with a means ofcommunication, a sense of
settlement and members ofthe receiving belonging, meaningful systems ofbeliefs,
society refer to people with a higher power views ofselves and others, means of
in the society. commerce, among many other vastly

2. Since culture is a concept that is difficult to important influences on the essentials of
define, hundreds of definitions  have been living and procreation (Cu6llar, 2000)
proposed. Kroeber and Kluckhohn (I952) Different cultures are conceived as largely
collected I67 different definitions of culture shared, unchanging and internalised sets of
from the literature, all of them plausible. It beliefs, values and practices, which are
is, however, very difficult to assess the transmitted across generations, and which
specific cultural aspects resulting in certain direct or constrain human behavior-in-
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context (Sch6npflug. 200 I) Poortinga tial behavior. It is important to note that a
(1990) contended that culture becomes cultural environment does not impact on
manifest in shared constrains that limit the individuals uniformly (Padilla. I995)·
behavior repertoire available to its members Cultures are commonly perceived to be
in a way different from individuals from dynamic and evolving rather than static.
other cultural groups. Cultural environment Therefore. the culture of the migrant  is  not
affects the range of stimuli and experiences identical to the sedentary counterparts as it
available, as well as the repertoire of poten- also changes (Church, I982).
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Chapter 2
Multiculturalism and Acculturation:

Views of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch*

ABSTRACT

The psychological component of immigration in the
Netherlands was studied by comparing views on multicultural-
ism and acculturation orientation ofTurkish migrants between
Dutch majority (N= 1565) and Turkish-Dutch minority (N =
185) members. Multiculturalism was measured with an
adaptation of the Multicultural Ideology Scale (Berry & Kalin,
1995); acculturation orientation was investigated in different
domains of life. The results revealed that Dutch on average
had a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism in the
Netherlands while Turkish-Dutch showed a more positive atti-
tude. Regarding the acculturation strategies, Dutch adults pre-
ferred assimilation above integration ofTurkish migrants in all
life domains. Turkish-Dutch adults made a distinction in pub-
lic and private domains: Integration was preferred in public
domains, and separation in private domains. In public
domains both cultural groups agreed that Turkish migrants
should adapt to the Dutch culture. In private domains there
was no agreement at all in the views of Dutch and Turkish-
Dutch. These results suggest that the views on acculturation
and multiculturalism differ substantially for majority and
minority group members. Implications are discussed.

•    Arends-Tdth, J·, & Van de Vilver, F.J.R. (in press). Multiculturalism and acculturation: Vieuws of
Dutch and Turkish-Dutch. European journal of Social  Psychology.
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INTRODUCTION

Due to increased international migration during the last decades, the population of
several Western European societies, including the Netherlands, has become cultur-
ally diverse. Interest in the possibilities and concerns of immigration, especially its
effects on immigrants and its implications for the receiving society, has stimulated
research in the social sciences. Two complementary domains in psychology explicitly
address this field: acculturation and intergroup relations (Berry, 200I). Acculturation
research in cross-cultural psychology has focused mainly on changes and continuities
in cultural orientation of immigrants' following migration, while research on inter-
group relations in social psychology has been largely concerned with studying the atti-
tudes ofmajority people toward migrant groups. Although the outcomes ofthe accul-
turation process and the intergroup relations depend substantially on mutual
expectations and interactions between the members of the majority and the migrant
groups, very few studies have systematically compared their mutual views thus far
(Berry, 200I; Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & SenUcal, I997; Taylor & Lambert, I996;
Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2001). The present study addresses this issue by
comparing the views of native Dutch and Turkish-Dutch in the Netherlands* on
multiculturalism and acculturation attitudes. The central research question is to what
extent the views on these topics differ between Dutch majority and Turkish-Dutch
minority group members.

A FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING IMMIGRATION

The framework for studying immigration developed by Berry (200I) enables compar-
isons between views ofmigrant and majority group members. This framework illus-
trates the different components involved in the study of immigration, including
contextual, psychological, and policy components. The psychological component of
immigration addresses two central attitudes: the acculturation attitudes held by
immigrants and the multicultural ideology of the majority group.

Acculturation attitudes
The term acculturation has been coined to describe the process of all changes that
take  place when individuals of different ethnocultural groups  come into prolonged
contact with one another (Berry, I992). Although acculturation processes involve both
the migrant and the dominant population, the changes are most consequential for
the migrant group members. Therefore, acculturation research has investigated
mainly the experiences and attitudes ofimmigrants.

Acculturation attitudes, according to Berry (I997), refer to two fundamental issues

facing immigrants: One involves the decision to maintain one's culture oforigin and the
other refers to the extent to which the immigrant wishes to have contacts with and parti-
cipation in the mainstream culture. Bourhis and his associates (I997) proposed a re-
finement by changing the nature  of the second aspect, making it cultural instead of
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social. These authors state that the two underlying fundamental attitudes refer then
to cultural maintenance (the importance ofmaintaining key aspects ofthe ethnic culture)
and to cultural adaptation (the importance ofadapting to key aspects ofthe majority group)

Various models have been developed to measure the relationships between the two
acculturation attitudes. The theoretical conceptualization has shifted from a unidi-
mensional assimilation model to the recognition that acculturation is a complex,
multifaceted process (Berry, I997; for reviews see Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 200I, and
Ryder, Alden, & Paulhus, 2000; Ward, I996). Two ofthese models play an important
role in the present study. The unidimensional model implies a process of change along
a single dimension, a shift from cultural maintenance to full adaptation to the culture
ofthe majority (Gordon, I964)· In the bidimensional model, cultural maintenance and
cultural adaptation constitute relatively independent dimensions: Increasing identi-
fication with one culture does not necessarily require decreasing identification with
the other culture (Berry, I997 ; Hutnik, I986; LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, I993;
Moghaddam, I988; Sanchez & Fernandez, I993; Szapocznik, Kurtines, & Fernandez,

I980). Empirical studies comparing acculturation models have supported the bidi-
mensional nature ofacculturation (e.g., Flannery et al., 200I; Ryder et al., 2000).

Currently, the most popular and widely used bidimensional model is that of Berry

(I992, I997). In this model, combinations ofthe two dimensions yield the following
four acculturation strategies: integration, assimilation, separation, and marginaliza-
tion (see Figure I). The integration strategy reflects a desire to maintain key features
ofthe migrant culture while also adopting key features ofthe majority group. Assim-
ilation occurs when maintenance of the migrant culture is  seen as undesirable while
adaptation to the culture of the majority group is highly important. The separation
strategy reflects a preference to maintain features of the migrant culture while re-
jecting the culture ofthe majority group. Finally, marginalization refers to a rejection
of both the migrant and the majority culture.

Yes
Separation Integration

Maintain heritage

culture and identity?

No
Marginalization Assimilation

No Yes

Seek contact with and participate in the
host society at large? (Berry, 1992)

Adapt to culture of the majority?
(Bourhis et al., 1997)

'Agure i.  Four acculturation  strategies  of immigrant  groups



26 PSYCHOLOGICAL ACCULTURATION OF TURKISH MIGRANTS IN THE NETHERLANDS

In measuring acculturation strategies of immigrants, a number of relevant life
domains are selected for which cultural choices can be made. Two methods have been
commonly applied. One uses two statements for a particular life domain, one for each
of the two underlying dimensions (e.g., importance of having ethnic friends and
importance of having friends from the majority group),  and then converts the two
dimension scores into scores for the four strategies. The other uses four statements
for the life domains, one for each of the four strategies (e.g., importance ofhaving
ethnic and majority group friends as an integration item). Recently, the latter method
has been criticized on a number of conceptual and methodological grounds  (e.g.,
Donh & Berry I994; Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 2OOI). The former method in which
the two dimensions are addressed independently, is proposed as a more effective way
of measuring acculturation attitudes.

Results using both methods showed that there was usually an overall coherent
preference for one particular acculturation strategy: The majority of migrants
preferred integration, followed either by assimilation or separation, while marginal-
ization tended to be the least preferred acculturation strategy (e.g., Berry, Kim, Power,
Young, & Bulaki, I989; Berry & Sam, I997; Lasry & Sayegh, 1992; Van de Vijver,
Helms-Lorenz, & Feltzer, I999; Van Oudenhoven, Willemsma, & Prins, I996). Some
studies, however, reported variation of strategies across life domains. Developments
in one domain need not always follow the same course as developments in other
domains. There is a main distinction between private (at home) and public (outside
home) domains. In private domains, immigrants preferred cultural maintenance
more than in public domains oflife (Phalet, Van Lotringen, & Entzinger, 2000; Taylor
& Lambert, I996; Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000).

Multicultural ideologies
Multicultural ideologies of the dominant group of the society constitute a funda-
mental element in intergroup relations; the ideologies will underlie policy options for
managing cultural diversity within a society and define the constraints  of the accul-
turation process for migrants (Berry, 200I). Multicultural ideology refers to the overall
evaluation of the majority group addressing the degree to which they possess positive
attitudes toward immigrants and cultural diversity. A positive overall evaluation
implies a combination of a positive view on cultural maintenance of ethnic groups
and an appreciation  of the need to accommodate diversity in an equitable way. This
ideology, which attempts to strike a balance between unity and diversity within a
society, is a precondition for multiculturalism (Citrin, Sears, Muste, & Wong, 2001).

The term multiculturalism was introduced in Canada as a policy goal, in rejection
of the idea of cultural assimilation in which new citizens were expected to give up
their original ethnic identity in favor of the adoption of a new identity. Multicultural-
ism refers to an attitude to a culturally plural society; more specifically, it refers to the
attitude in which groups value and actively support mutual cultural differences and
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equal chances and opportunities. This means that cultural diversity is not only recognized
as a demographic characteristic of the society but also evaluated by its citizens as
important for the functioning of the society as a whole (Berry, I984; Berry & Kalin,
I995)

Despite the growing prominence of multiculturalism in Western government poli-
cies, multiculturalism has got scant attention in empirical research. Studies on multi-
culturalism indicate that majority group members generally do not have positive feel-
ings about immigrants (Simon & Lynch, I999). Ho (I 990) found only moderate
support for multiculturalism in Australia. Taylor and Lambert (I996) showed that
cultural diversity was in general not valued by the majority of European Americans:
In their opinion minority groups should maintain their culture only in private
domains of life and in more public domains  of live they should adapt to the customs
and culture of the European Americans. Zick, Wagner, Van Dick, and PetZel (200I)
concluded that the idea of multiculturalism is not prominent in German society.
Taken together, the ideology of multiculturalism seems to be more endorsed in
government policies in various countries than could be expected on the basis ofpublic
opinion surveys of majority group members (Citrin et al.,  200I)

Mutual views of minority and majority group members
The outcomes of the acculturation process and the intergroup relations depend
substantially on mutual expectations and interactions between the members of the
majority and the migrant groups. Recent research in immigration issues has focused
more on reciprocal views, involving individuals ofboth groups in contact (Berry, I997;
Bourhis et al., I997; Piontkowski, Florack, Hoelker, & Obdrzalek, 2000).

Accu/turation attitudes. The four acculturation strategies can be assessed both among
migrant and majority group members. In the former case, migrant group members
are asked to indicate their preferred acculturation strategies, while in the latter case
majority group members are asked to indicate which acculturation strategy they think
migrants should use. Depending on the combination of preferred and expected
choices of acculturation strategies by both groups, their social relationship can be con-
sensual, problematic, or conflictual (Bourhis et al., I997; Montreuil & Bourhis, 2OOI).
When both migrants and majority group members share a preference for either in-
tegration or assimilation, a consensual relationship is expected, characterized by posi-
tive and effective communication and low intergroup tension. Problematic relation-
ship may emerge when migrants and the majority group members only partly agree
on the desirable acculturation orientation (e.g., migrant group members favor in-
tegration but majority group members prefer that migrants assimilate). Con flictual
relationships can emerge when majority group members endorse segregation or when
migrants endorse the separation strategy, because in these cases there is no positive
communication at all between the two groups as the groups ignore each other.
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Only few recent empirical studies compared acculturation strategies of migrants
and majority group members (e.g., Phalet et al., 2000; Piontkowski et al., 2000; Van
Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, I 998; Verkuyten en Thijs, I999). The conclusions
emerging from these studies were that members of migrant groups supported
cultural maintenance more than did majority groups members, and that cultural
adaptation was more favored by natives than by migrants.  In the studies of Van
Oudenhoven and his associates, and Verkuijten and Thijs, Dutch majority group
members expressed most support for an assimilation strategy by migrants whereas
migrants preferred integration.

Multicultural ideologies. National surveys in Canada addressed multicultural ideo-
logies of both minority and majority groups with the same instrument. Berry and
Kalin (I995) employed a multicultural ideology scale, which assessed support for having
a culturally diverse society in Canada, in which ethnocultural groups maintain and
share their cultures with others, and all groups participate in the life of the larger society.
Multicultural ideology has been assessed using a bipolar unidimensional scale with
positive evaluation of cultural diversity and support of multiculturalism at one pole,
and negative evaluation of diversity, segregation, assimilation, and exclusion at the
other (Berry, I984)· The results revealed that both the minority and the majority groups
support multiculturalism in Canada, though the support by minorities is stronger.

Intergroup attitudes. Theories of intergroup attitudes provide a framework for under-
standing differences in attitudes toward acculturation strategies and multiculturalism
by migrants and majority group members. People derive many of their self-concep-
tions and positive feelings about themselves by referring to their membership of
emotionally significant social categories or groups (the ingroups). In examining inter-
group attitudes, social comparison forms an important aspect.  One of the most con-
sistent findings is that members of social groups attempt to achieve positive dis-
tinctiveness for their group (i.e.. a favorable evaluation of the ingroup over relevant
outgroups). Furthermore, positive affect toward ingroup and the absence of these
positive feelings toward outgroups lead to bias and prejudice (Tajfel, I978). Research
has shown that although ingroup favoritism and outgroup derogation (in the form of
prejudice or discrimination) are universal and serve similar psychological functions,

these features vary across individuals and groups (Brewer & Brown, I998). There is
evidence that group status and social position play an important moderating role in
this process: The greater one's social status. the greater one's tendency to display
ingroup favoritism (Sidanius & Pratto, I999) Furthermore, studies in this area have
shown that members ofboth high- and low-status groups tend to favor the high-status
group on status-relevant dimensions and accept the system of hierarchy itself when
the status distinction between groups is believed to be legitimate (deserved) (Levin,
Federico, Sidanius, & Rabinowitz, 2002)
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Group-based status distinctions are, however, not only formed and maintained as
a function of ingroup favoritism, but also as a desire that the own ingroup be dom-
inant or have control over other outgroups (Sidanius, Pratto, & Rabinowitz, I994)·
High-status majority group members may want to maintain or extend their culture
and comparatively superior status and power in the society by demanding immigrants
to adapt to the mainstream dominant culture, or by endorsing segregation or exclu-
sion of immigrants. Montreuil and Bourhis (200I) showed that acculturation atti-
tudes of the majority group toward immigrant groups depend also on the perceived
status and cultural similarity of the migrant group. In their study, integration was
more endorsed for groups with a higher status (with more cultural similarity and less
social distance) whereas assimilation, segregation, and exclusion were more strongly
endorsed for groups with lower status (also characterized by less cultural similarity
and more social distance).

Outgroups are also assumed to hinder ingroup goals. A perceived threat to the
security of one's ethnic identity and social power can also influence the evaluation of
outgroups. Majority members often see minorities (especially. when they are cultur-
ally very different) and their desire to maintain their heritage culture as a threat to
their own culture  and to the unity of the society as a whole (Van Oudenhoven et al.,
I998).Therefore, majority group members may want to enforce adaptation. Migrant
groups, on the other hand, may perceive adaptation to majority culture as a threat to
their group identity and culture (Verkuyten & Thijs, 1999). In addition, to survive
economically and to become successful in the society, migrants may favor the high-
status group and therefore they adapt to the mainstream culture to a certain degree.
Migrants often find themselves in between two demanding groups, their own group
and the majority group. To satisfy both sets of possibly not always compatible
demands, the integration acculturation strategy remains the most obvious option.

CULTURAL DIVERSITY IN THE NETHERLANDS

In the last 30 years, many people from different cultural background came to live in
the Netherlands. A large number of immigrants came from the former Dutch col-
onies, from Southern Europe, Turkey and Morocco as foreign laborers during the
I96os, and recently from different countries as refugees (CBS, I999). At this mo-
ment,  I7% of the population  is of foreign origin. This figure includes those who are
foreign born and those born in the Netherlands with at least one nonnative parent. It
is estimated that around the year 20IO almost half of the population of the three
largest cities will consist ofmigrants, which is unprecedented in Dutch history. There-
fore,  it is not surprising that the topic of managing cultural diversity in the Nether-
lands has gained much prominence in the public discourse on migrants.

The  Netherlands  is  one  of the countries in Europe that has adopted the ideal  of
multiculturalism as policy goal (Baubock, Heller, & Zolberg, 1996). This multicul-
turalist approach aims at promoting respect for cultural differences combined with
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egalitarian goals. It means that minorities have equal access to institutions and their
share in its products and services, and that they can maintain their ethnic culture. The
government, which by constitution is obliged to treat all groups alike, does not inter-
fere in this process of cultural maintenance. In practice, the government policy im-
plies that minority groups can keep key features of their own culture while accepting

and adopting the values and culture ofthe Dutch majority. Despite the Dutch govern-
ment policy of multiculturalism, intolerance and prejudice of native Dutch toward mig-
rants has become a more serious problem in recent years (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000).

THE PRESENT STUDY

The Netherlands with its growing cultural diversity and its multiculturalist policy
approach provides a good place for research on immigration issues. The purpose of
the present study was to investigate the psychological component of immigration in
the Netherlands, in particular the extent ofpreconditions of multiculturalism; how
Turkish-Dutch minority and Dutch majority group members think about multicul-
turalism in the Netherlands and about perceived opportunities and acculturation
orientations ofTurkish migrants. Our central question was to what extent these con-
cepts differ between these two cultural groups. The main reasons for choosing the
Turkish group for this study were twofold: size (as one ofthe largest migrant groups
in the Netherlands) and prominence as migrant group (Turks are often seen by Dutch
as the prototypical migrant group with relatively low status; Hagendoorn & Hraba,
I989; Pettigrew, I998).

More specifically, four attitudes were examined both among Dutch and Turkish-
Dutch: (I) attitudes toward the Netherlands as a multicultural Society, (2) attitudes
toward cultural maintenance of Turkish migrants, (3) attitudes toward cultural ad-
aptation ofTurkish migrants, and (4) perceived opportunities ofTurkish migrants.
The following five predictions were examined:

I.  Turkish-Dutch are expected to support the ideal of multicul-
turalism more than the Dutch majority do since Turkish-
Dutch gain more from multiculturalism (as they can main-
tain their own culture and can obtain higher social status).
Dutch, on the other hand, focus more on the possible neg-
ative aspects ofmulticulturalism (as it may threaten their
dominant cultural and social status).

2. Turkish-Dutch place more emphasis on cultural main-
tenance ofTurkish migrants than Dutch do. On the other
hand, Dutch stress the importance of cultural adaptation of
Turkish migrant more than Turkish-Dutch do.

3.   Regarding the combinations of cultural maintenance and
cultural adaptation we predict that Turkish- Dutch prefer
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integration (as being the most adequate strategy to satisfy
demands  of both groups) and Dutch prefer assimilation (as
the least threat to their cultural and social dominance).

4. Since Turkish migrants are often associated with immig-
rants with relatively low status and they may perceive preju-
dice of native Dutch. we expect that perceived opportunities
ofTurkish migrants are evaluated more negatively by
Turkish-Dutch than by Dutch.

5.  The question was addressed what the degree of coherence is
between multiculturalism and acculturation. We expected
that persons in both cultural groups who support the ideal
of multiculturalism, favor also cultural maintenance and
cultural adaptation ofTurkish migrants.

Finally, we looked for differences related to background variables, including age,
gender, educational level, and employment, making it possible to control for them
when testing our expectations.

METHOD

Participants
A group of  565 Dutch and a group of I85 Turkish-Dutch participants were involved
in this study. The Dutch sample consisted of 693 females and 872 males; their mean
age was 48.99 year (SD = I5·42). The Turkish-Dutch sample consisted of 83 females
and I 02 males, with a mean age of 30·5I years (SD = Io.42). The educational level,
with scores ranging from I (primary education) to 5 (university degree),was higher in
the Dutch sample (M = 3.40, SD = I.30) than in the Turkish-Dutch sample (M = 2.86,
SD = I.38). In the Dutch sample 46% ofthe participants were employed; the employ-
ment rate was 5I.9% in the Turkish-Dutch sample. The Turkish-Dutch sample
consisted of II2 first-generation and 7I second-generation Turkish-Dutch (two
missing cases). The Dutch and the Turkish-Dutch samples differed significantly in
age, t(287.I) = 2I.46, p < .001, and in educational level, t(I698) = 5.27, P < .OOI
(gender and employment status were not significantly different).

The Dutch participants were members of a telepanel of a research center in the
Netherlands (CentERdata), which is assumed to be a fairly good representative sample
of the Dutch native population. They fill in a questionnaire about various research
topics using a personal computer every two weeks. The Turkish-Dutch participants
were approached using a variety ofnetwork sources, including different organizations
and institutions  of the Turkish-Dutch, and government agencies  in the southern  part
of the Netherlands. The response rate was 32.5%. It should be noted that it is virtu-
ally impossible to draw a random sample of Turkish-Dutch in the Netherlands. For
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reasons of privacy, it is not possible to obtain a list ofnames and addresses ofimmig-
rants for research purposes. The most widely applied method is snowball sampling,
followed by a comparison of important background characteristics  of the sampled
participants with the migrant population at large in order to gain insight in possible
sample bias. This procedure showed that our sample was quite similar to the Turkish
population in the Netherlands (CBS, I999; Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000) in terms of
age, gender, and employment status. The only difference was related to schooling; our
sample was somewhat higher educated than the Turkish population in the Nether-
lands, X,(4, N = I83) - 70·96, p < .ooI.

Instruments and procedure
The inventory consisted ofthree parts. The first asked for demographic information,
like gender, age, educational level, and employment status. The second was formed
by the 'Dutch Multicultural Ideology Scale'No items), a translation and adaptation of
the Canadian Multicultural Ideology Scale (Berry & Kalin, I995). This scale assesses

support for having a culturally diverse society in Canada. There are ten items, with
five worded in a negative direction (see Table I).

Table i.   Items, foctorloadings, and efect sizes ofthe multiculturalism  scale  (8  items) for Dutch and Turkish-Dutch

Items Dutch Turkish Effect
Dutch sizesa

I. Dutch should recognize that the Dutch society consists of
groups with different cultural backgrounds                                     .52          .67         -·2I**

2. Ethnic minorities should be helped to preserve their cultural
heritage in the Netherlands .80 ·70 -I.02***

3.   It is best for the Netherlands if all people forget their
different cultural backgrounds as soon as possible                           .75           ·47          ·87***

4.    A society that has a variety of cultural groups  is  more able
to tackle new problems as they occur                                              .67          .65         -·7I***

5.    The unity of this country is weakened by Dutch of different
cultural backgrounds sticking to their old ways .68 .44 I.07**-

6.    If Dutch of different cultural origins want to keep their own
culture, they should keep it to themselves                                        .58 .39 I.IO***

'7·    A society that has a variety of cultural groups has more
problems with national unity than societies with one or two
basic cultural groups                                                                 -          -          -

8. Dutch natives should do more to learn about the customs
and heritage of different cultural groups in this country                     .65           ·57          -·59***

9. Immigrant parents must encourage their children to retain
the culture and traditions of their homeland                                    .64          ·48       -I.IG***

Io. People who come to live in the Netherlands should change
their behavior to be more like the Dutch                                          -           -           -

a.    Effect size is defined as the difference of Dutch mean and the Turkish mean, divided by their
pooled standard deviation.
**p < .OI. ***p < .00I
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Items were independently translated into Dutch by four different persons. The four
translations were then compared and differences were discussed until consensus was
reached. In the case of item I, where a literal translation was impossible an adapta-
tion was chosen that was as close as possible to the original English text. Furthermore,
the terms 'ethnic and racial groups' were translated the in Dutch more common term
'cultural groups'.

The  third  part  of the inventory measured the Acculturation attitudes toward Turkish
and Dutch culture (Io items) in five domains oflife: child rearing, education, language
usage, social contacts, and cultural habits (the latter involves, among other things,
culturally accepted  ways of doing things).  In each domain, there  were two items
formulated, one in the Dutch direction and the other in the Turkish. For example, the
two items about child-rearing were: 'Turkish migrants should rear their children in
the Turkish way' and 'Turkish migrants should rear their children in the Dutch way'.
Also, the Attitude toward 'perceived opportunities' ofTurkish migrants (compared to those
of native Dutch) was measured with five items, involving different areas of life. An
example of an item is: 'Turkish individuals have the same opportunity in the Dutch
society as Dutch individuals have.'

All 25 responses were given on a 7-Point Likert-scale, with answer options ranging
from I (strongly disagree) to 7 (strongly agree). The I5 items in the third part were ran-
domly presented.

The Dutch questionnaire was translated into Turkish and independently back
translated by two bilinguals. The few minor differences observed were resolved by
discussion. Dutch participants answered the questions in Dutch on their personal
computers at home, which have a modem connection to the telepanel research center.
Turkish-Dutch subjects filled in the questionnaire at home. They could choose in
which language (Turkish or Dutch) they wanted to fill in the questionnaire; 53·5% ofthe
Turkish-Dutch participants used the Dutch version, and 46.5% the Turkish version.

RESULTS

Results are divided into five sections: (I) scale analyses, (2) multiculturalism attitudes,
(3) attitudes vis-8-vis acculturation (cultural maintenance, cultural adaptation, pre-
ferred acculturation strategies) and perceived life-opportunities, (4) relationships
among attitudes, and (5) the influence ofbackground individual variables on attitudes.

Scale analyses
Factor analyses were first employed to address dimensionality of scales; analyses were
carried out for each ofthe two samples separately. Similarities of factor-analytic solu-
tions ofthe two samples (factorial agreements) were addressed next. The most widely
used statistic is Tucker's coefficient of agreement, also known as Tucker's phi. Values
higher than .90 are seen as evidence for factorial similarity (Van de Vijver & Leung,
I997) 
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Multiculturalism. Based on the Canadian results, a one-factor solution of the ten items
ofthe 'Multicultural Ideology Scale' was expected for the two samples. For the Dutch
sample, all the I o items loaded high (lowest loading: .48) on a single factor, but for
the Turkish-Dutch sample, item 7 and Io showed much lower loadings (of.09 and
.I2, respectively). Item 7 was a long and possibly difficult item for Turkish-Dutch and
item Io is the only item that refers to behavior. Using all the ten items, the factorial
agreement, Tucker's phi was .92; without items 7 and Io, a value of.98 was obtained.
Although the value of.92 is still above the threshold level of.90, the low loadings of

item 7 and Io, and the sharp decrease ofTucker's phi when including these items
made us decide to eliminate the two items from further analyses.

Our analyses provided strong support for the factorial similarity of the scale (with
eight items) across the two samples. Factor loadings of the eight items are presented
in Table I.  For the Dutch sample, 44.48% of the variance was explained for the eight
items, and for the Turkish-Dutch sample 3I.07%. Cronbach's alpha was .82 for the
Dutch sample, and .67 for the Turkish-Dutch sample.

Acculturation attitudes toward Dutch culture. The one-factorial solution of the five
items was compared across both groups. A highly unsatisfactory value of Tucker's phi
of.55 was found, which did not give support to factorial agreement between the two
samples. For the Turkish-Dutch sample, two factors emerged (eigenvalues: I.5I and

I·37)· On the first factor, the items measuring social contact with Dutch, Dutch educa-

tion, and speaking Dutch showed high loadings (of.60,.74, and .76, respectively);
the factor was labeled adaptation in public domains. The second factor, with high load-
ings for items dealing with child rearing (.8I) and cultural habits (.'78), was called
adaptation in private domains. Values ofTucker's phi for the two-factorial solutions
were .88 and .86, which did not strongly support the factorial similarity across the

two samples.
In order to be able to compare the results ofthe two samples, we split the adapta-

tion scale in two separate subscales, based on the results of two-factorial solutions of
the Turkish-Dutch sample. The three adaptation items in the public domain consti-
tuted the first scale, while the two items about adaptation in private life formed the
second scale. Tucker's phi was .97 for the first scale and I for the second scale

(Tucker's phi can only obtain values of +I or -I  in the case of two items).
The results of the factor analyses on items measuring attitudes toward Dutch

culture revealed two comparable factors in our samples. One was measuring adapta-
tion (to Dutch culture) in public domains, explaining 50·37% and 49·77% of the vari-
ance in the Dutch and the Turkish-Dutch sample, respectively. The other measured
adaptation (to Dutch culture) in private domains, explaining 74·84% of the variance in

the Dutch and 66.37% of the variance in the Turkish-Dutch sample.
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Accu/turation attitudes toward Turkish cu/ture. All five items measuring the attitude
toward Turkish culture loaded positively on one factor in both the Dutch and the
Turkish-Dutch samples, accounting for 45·96% and 50·05% of the total variance,
respectively. This factor was labeled as (Turkish) cultural maintenance scale. The value
of Tucker's phi was .99.

Perceived opportunities. All the five items measuring perceived opportunities of
Turkish migrants loaded positively on a single factor in both Dutch and Turkish-
Dutch samples, accounting for 64·72% and 57·53% ofthe variance, respectively. This
factor was called perceived opportunity. A Tucker's phi value of.99 was obtained.

Attitudes on multiculturalism
The mean score ofthe Dutch participants on the multiculturalism scale was 4.Io (SD
= I.02), which is close to the midpoint of the scale (which is four and indicates a
neutral viewpoint), while the mean score of the Turkish sample was 5.46 (SD = .83).
This difference was highly significant, t(I748) = -I8.64, P < .00I. In order to assess
the extent of differences between  the two samples by taking the large differences in
sample sizes into account, effect sizes (Cohen's d, defined as the Dutch minus the
Turkish-Dutch average score divided by their pooled standard deviation) were
computed. Effect sizes with absolute values between .20 and .50 refer to small differ-
ences, between .50 and .80 to moderate ones, and above .80 to large differences
(Cohen, I988). On the basis ofthe obtained large effect size on the mean scores (d =
-I·30)' it can be concluded that Turkish-Dutch favor multiculturalism in the Nether-
lands more highly than native Dutch do, which confirms our first prediction.

An examination of the effect sizes of the eight items (see Table I) revealed that
items measuring supporting and helping minorities to maintain their own cultures
showed the largest differences between the Dutch and the Turkish-Dutch samples;
cultural maintenance was valued more highly by Turkish-Dutch than by Dutch par-
ticipants. Furthermore, compared to Turkish-Dutch, Dutch agreed more with state-
ments about disadvantages of a diverse society (e.g., weakening unity) and less with
statements about its advantages (e.g., better tackling  of new problems). Dutch were
neutral about the importance of their contribution to the success of the Dutch multi-
cultural society (need to learning different customs) while Turkish-Dutch were more
positive.

Attitudes on acculturation and perceived opportunities
The differences between the mean scores of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch on accul-
turation attitudes were all significant: For the cultural maintenance scale, the result
from t test was t(I748) = -24·97, for the adaptation scale in public domains, t(I748) =
3.36, and in private domains, t(I748) = 22.44, all ps < .ooI. The effect size of the
cultural maintenance scale was very large Cd = -2.30) Cultural maintenance ofTurkish
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migrants was not valued by Dutch while it was preferred by Turkish-Dutch. This
finding supports our second prediction on cultural maintenance. Results on cultural
adaptation revealed that Dutch and Turkish-Dutch differed much less in their views
on adaptation in public domains (d = .34) than in private domains (d = 2.Io). These
results give strong support to our prediction regarding cultural adaptation in private
domains and much weaker support to our prediction about adaptation in public
domains.

Preferred acculturation strategies. In order to compute scores for the four accul-
turation strategies, the Turkish cultural maintenance scale, just as in the case for the
Dutch adaptation scale, was split into a private and a public subscale. After splitting
the scale into two subscales, the factorial agreement remained high: Tucker's phi was
I for the subscale of Turkish cultural maintenance in private domains, and.995 for the
subscale Turkish cultural maintenance in public domains.

The preferred strategies of the two groups in the private and public domains have
been drawn in Figure 2. Tile four angular points ofthe square in the figure represent
the prototypical acculturation strategies. The preferred strategy is the strategy rep-
resented by the nearest angular point. For the Dutch natives assimilation was the
most preferred acculturation strategy in both the public and the private domains.
Turkish-Dutch participants made a clear distinction in preference in public and
private domains. In public domains, integration was the most preferred strategy and
in private domains separation was by far the most preferred strategy. These results
confirm the third prediction on preferred acculturation strategies with respect to

public domains.
In summary, in public domains of life there was partial agreement between the

views of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch on the most preferred acculturation strategy of
Turkish migrants: Both cultural groups agreed on the need for Turkish migrants to
adapt to the Dutch culture in these domains oflife. However, views on cultural main-
tenance by Turkish migrants showed disagreements in all domains oflife. Dutch are
less in favor of cultural maintenance than Turkish-Dutch. In private domains there
was also disagreement about cultural adaptation: unlike Dutch natives, Turkish-Dutch
participants did not value Dutch adaptation in private domains. These results demon-
strate domain dependence of acculturation orientation of the Turkish-Dutch, and
domain independence ofthe Dutch natives. Dutch natives valued cultural adaptation
of Turkish migrants in all domains of life, while Turkish-Dutch adults preferred
cultural adaptation only in public domains of life.
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Regarding perceived opportunities, views of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch did not differ
significantly: Both the Dutch and the Turkish-Dutch perceived that Turkish migrants
had the same life-opportunities in the Netherlands as Dutch natives, t(I748) - I.67,
ns, which does not confirm our fourth prediction.

Relationships among attitudes
The relationship between multiculturalism and acculturation orientation was ad-
dressed using Pearson product-moment correlations in both samples separately. The
differences between the correlations were tested using Fisher's z-transformations.
Strong positive correlations were observed between multiculturalism and Turkish
cultural maintenance in both samples (Dutch: r =.52; Turkish-Dutch: r = .43, both ps
<.004. The difference between the correlations was not significant (z = I.49, ns).
Both Dutch and Turkish-Dutch who were more supportive of multiculturalism were
more inclined to support cultural maintenance by Turkish migrants. This result
confirms the fifth prediction that dealt with cultural maintenance. Dutch adaptation
in private domains showed similar findings: A negative and significant correlation
with multiculturalism was found in both groups (Dutch: r =..5Ii Turkish-Dutch: r =
-40, both ps < .00Ii z = -I.28, ns). Participants who were more supportive of multi-
culturalism were less in favor of Dutch adaptation in private life. Finally, the most
interesting correlations were found for adaptation to the Dutch culture in the public
domain. Dutch showed a negative correlation of..I6  (P <  .OI) and Turkish-Dutch a
positive correlation of.22 (P < .OIL The difference between these correlations was
highly significant (z = -4·92, p < .ooI) Dutch respondents who were more supportive
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of multiculturalism were less likely to demand adaptation from Turkish migrants  in
public life. A tolerance of pluralism may underlie both attitudes. However, Turkish-
Dutch who were more supportive of a multicultural society were more inclined to
favor adaptation to Dutch culture in public life. They were more prepared to invest in

public life. The prediction on cultural adaptation is only confirmed in the Turkish-
Dutch sample regarding public domains.

Influence of background variables
To investigate the influence ofbackground individual variables on the measured atti-

tudes, five separate multiple regression analyses were carried out for the two cultural

groups combined, with multiculturalism, Dutch adaptation in public and private
domains, Turkish cultural maintenance and perceived opportunities as dependent
variables and age, gender, educational level, and employment as independent vari-
ables. All the five regression analyses yielded low, though significant adjusted squared
multiple correlations, ranging from .03 to .09 (p < .ooii). The best predictors were age
and educational level (see Table 2).  In the next stage of analysis, the residual scores

on each scale were treated as test variables. Differences in the original (before correc-

tion) and residual (after correction) scores between the two samples were compared.

If the four background variables affect score differences between the two samples, the

effect sizes for the residual scores should be smaller than the effect sizes ofthe ori-
ginal scores. As Table 2 shows, correcting for age, gender, educational level, and
employment decreases the effect sizes, but the differences between the Dutch and the
Turkish-Dutch on the scales multiculturalism, Turkish cultural maintenance, and
Dutch adaptation in private domains remained still high and significant. The four
background variables, however, affect score differences between the two samples on

the scale Dutch adaptation in public domains.
Another way to examine the role of the four background variables was to

match the Dutch and the Turkish-Dutch on the four individual characteristics. Dutch
and Turkish-Dutch participants were selected on the basis of having exactly the same

age, gender, educational level, and employment (N = I39 in both groups). Just as with
the statistical controlling for the four background variables, the matched samples

showed large effect sizes on the scales measuring multiculturalism, Turkish cultural
maintenance and Dutch adaptation in private domains (see Table 2).

It can be concluded that the obtained differences between Dutch and Turkish-
Dutch adults in attitudes regarding multiculturalism and acculturation attitudes could
not be accounted for by group differences in age, gender, educational level, and

employment.



Table 2. Relationships between background variables and various acculturation attitudes:  (1)  Multiple regression analysis;  (2) Efect sizes before and after corrie-
tionfor predictors';  (·3)  Efl'ect sizes in groups of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch, matched on background characteristic#.

Predictors (beta's) Effect sizes

Attitudes Age Genderc Education   Employmentd     Adj. R, Before After Matched
correction correction group

Multiculturalism -.I8*** .03 I5-'- -.02 .05** .I.32*** -I.I7*** .I.72***

Adaptation in public domain .I9***
.05* -.00 -.OI 04*** 34**          .II              .II

Adaptation in private domain .3I*** ..03 ..05* .05 .09*** 2.IO*** I.68*** I.96***

Cultural maintenance -.20*** .03 ..07** -.08** -2.30
***

-I.94**  -2.I4
***

Perceived opportunities .04 .OI .,I7
*** -.02 .03***       .I*          .IG          .3I**

'Participants without missing values (on the four predictors): nD.i,h= ITIS; n.ru,k„h·Dutici, = I82. "I39 Dutch and I39 Turkish-Dutch participants K
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DISCUSSION

The present study addressed the views of the Dutch majority and the Turkish-Dutch
minority on the two psychological components of immigration: multiculturalism and
acculturation. Results revealed that Dutch natives had on average a rather neutral
view on multiculturalism in the Netherlands while Turkish-Dutch were clearly more
in favor of it. Moreover, Dutch preferred the assimilation acculturation strategy by
Turkish migrants above integration in all domains oflife, whereas Turkish-Dutch made
a clear distinction in domains of acculturation strategies. They preferred integration
in public domains and separation in private domains oflife. Views on perceived oppor-
tunities ofTurkish migrants, however, did not differ significantly for the two groups.

Our findings indicate that views on acculturation and multiculturalism held by the
two groups differ in two aspects. The first involves the desirability of cultural main-
tenance. For the Turkish-Dutch cultural maintenance is a key issue in the acculturation
process while the Dutch have on average a slightly negative attitude toward it. The
second refers to domain specificity of cultural adaptation. Turkish-Dutch participants
were more inclined to endorse statements about adaptation in public life than in
private life , while Dutch participants did not show this domain specificity. These
differences suggest that the underlying psychological processes of acculturation and
multiculturalism (including structure, meaning, implications, and consequences) are
different for majority and minority group members. Conceptually, acculturation is a
more homogeneous construct for majority people while it is more heterogeneous for
minorities. The structure ofacculturation (combination of cultural maintenance and
adaptation) is different in the two cultural groups: Acculturation is unidimensional
in majority group members and bidimensional in minority groups (Verkuyten &
Thijs, I999; Zick et al., 200I). For majority group members, cultural maintenance

and adaptation are conflicting options: Maintenance ofminority culture implies a lack
of adaptation to the majority culture,  and vice versa.

It was found in the majority group that support for multiculturalism was positively
related to support for cultural maintenance and negatively to cultural adaptation; this
finding suggests that acculturation attitudes and multicultural ideologies of majority
members can be represented as a bipolar continuum with positive attitudes toward
cultural diversity and cultural maintenance of minorities at one pole and negative atti-
tudes toward immigrants and an emphasis on assimilation at the other pole. For the
minorities, cultural maintenance is important for psychological and social reasons
while at the same time cultural adaptation to the majority culture is also important to
acquire a position in the society (Taylor & Moghaddam, I994)· For minorities cultural
maintenance and adaptation to the larger society are relatively independent options
that do not exclude each other (e.g., Berry, 200I; Verkuyten & Thijs, I999). Our results

showed that the bidimensional acculturation model for minorities was preferred only
in public domains. This finding indicates that there are substantial variations in life
domains ofacculturation for minorities.
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Life domains have a different meaning for the majority and migrant group
members in the Netherlands.  For the majority group the culture of the private do-
main and the public domain are identical. The private domain, including the family.
child-rearing values, cultural habits, and the primary community, is an integrated

structural part of life and it plays an important role in socializing individuals for
participation in the public domain (Rex, I997)· Majority people are likely to apply this
homogeneous, domain-independent view on culture also to migrants. For the mi-

grant groups, however, the private domain can be part of another social and cultural
subsystem. which significantly differs from the main society. The private domain
offers scope for cultural maintenance without adaptation to the mainstream society.

Adaptation in public domain, however, is ofvalue and importance to minorities, espe-
cially in relation to equality of opportunities in the society. These differences between
majority and minority people in the role oflife domains in the acculturation process

suggest that an instrument that does not take life-domains into account does not

adequately cover the concept of acculturation and multiculturalism.
Finding a place for both accepting and supporting cultural maintenance (and

therefore cultural diversity in the society) and equality of opportunities are important
elements ofa multicultural policy. These two elements may not always be in balance.

Emphasis upon diversity without allowing for equality could lead to segregation and
differential incorporation, whereas emphasis on equality at the expense ofdiversity
could lead to forms of assimilation. The latter situation seems to occur now in the
Netherlands: Dutch natives perceive equal opportunities of (Turkish) migrants in the
society, while they think that cultural diversity (i.e., maintenance of minority cultures)
is not favorable to the society at large. The Turkish migrant group, on the other hand,
has adopted the main preconditions of multiculturalism (i.e., accepting and sup-

porting cultural diversity, participating in the larger society, and perceiving equal life
opportunities), and their views reflect  a more genuine multicultural perspective.
While the views of Dutch natives on cultural diversity are not very supportive for
multiculturalism, appreciation ofequal opportunities seems fairly well adopted in the
Netherlands. However, it should be kept in mind that agreeing on statements that
Turkish migrants have the same opportunities as majority people does not mean that
there is no prejudice and discrimination in the Netherlands. Everyday life practices
are not always in agreement with this view of equal opportunities (Pettigrew &
Meertens, I996).

One ofthe main principles of multiculturalism has been the emphasis on cultural

diversity. However, this principle is perceived differently by majority and minority
group members reflecting their competing interests and implications. Berry and
Kalin (I995) argue that groups are more in favor of multiculturalism when they see
gains of multiculturalism for themselves. This mechanism may underlie the differ-
ences we saw in this study in the support of multiculturalism by members of migrant
and mainstream groups. The latter group often views the desire of migrant groups to
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maintain their culture as a threat to the majority culture and the unity ofthe society
(Van Oudenhoven et al., 1998) Moreover, acceptance of cultural diversity is seen as
a threat to the superior cultural and social status. In contrast, migrants are more sup-
portive ofthe ideal ofmulticulturalism since it offers many advantages to them such
as maintaining their own culture and obtaining higher social status in the society.

Generation level of minorities can have an important influence on attitudes toward
acc:ulturation. Stephenson (2000) argues that significant difference in loss ofcultural
maintenance occurs between the second and the third generation. Because the
Netherlands is a 'young' migration country, views on acculturation can only be meas-
ured among the first and second generations. Cultural differences and differences in
views will be smaller with generations, but do not necessarily disappean

Our study has policy implications. The difference in attitudes toward multicul-
turalism and acculturation by Dutch and Turkish-Dutch could in principle lead to
problematic or even conflictual relational outcomes. However, the likelihood of such
conflicts should not be overstated. Both groups agree on the need to adapt to Dutch
culture in public life, where most cross-cultural encounters take place. Therefore, an
implication for the Dutch multiculturalist policy approach can be to promote the
development of an integrative acculturation strategy first in public domains  of life.
An important precondition for success of all major interventions is a change in the
attitudes of Dutch majority regarding their negative perception of the impact of im-
migration on national unity and on the Dutch culture in general. Furthermore, the
importance ofthe role and contribution ofthe majority group members to the success
of the Dutch multicultural society could also be addressed. In addition, the psycho-
logical need and benefit for minorities to maintain their own culture could be more
emphasized for the Dutch majority.

Finally, some limitations ofthe study need to be mentioned here. First, the scale
structure and pattern of results require verification on a larger, more representative
sample of various migrant groups. This particular sample represents only a small
subset of the Turkish-Dutch population. These aspects limit the generalizability of
these results to the larger Turkish-Dutch population in particular and to migrants in
general. The second limitation involves the country in which the study took place. As

argued before, acculturation strategies and outcomes are influenced by their cultural
context. For example, the domain specificity ofacculturation strategies ofmigrants
may be a consequence ofa combination ofpressure on migrants by the native Dutch
to adapt in public life and by Turkish migrants on each other to maintain the Turkish
culture in the private domain. The findings of studies on multiculturalism may also
vary with the social status of the migrants (which is relatively low for Turks  in the
Netherlands). Also, cultural distance and vitality of the groups play an important role.

In order to gain more insight in the psychological component of immigration,
research should devote more attention to the dissimilarities between majority and
minority group members in structure, meanings, motives, and implications of accul-
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turation and multiculturalism. Empirical studies should focus more on mutual views
ofmajority and minority group members as the realization of a multicultural society
depends substantially on their reciprocal attitudes and behaviors.

Notes
I.   The terms immigrants, minorities, 2.  Turkish-Dutch in this article refers to

minority and immigrant groups refer to people who were born in Turkey or who had
people with a lower power (numerical, at least one parent who was born in Turkey.
economic, and political), while dominant, Dutch in this article refers to people who
majority, and native groups refer to people were born in the Netherlands and whose
with the higher power in the society. parents were born in the Netherlands.
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Chapter 3
Dimensions and Domains in Models of Acculturation:

Implicit Theories of Turkish-Dutch*

ABSTRACT

The present study aims to further our understanding of psy-
chological acculturation by comparing experiences and impli-
cit theories of 147 Turkish-Dutch migrants to theoretical
models of acculturation. Current theoretical models of accul-
turation differ in two aspects: dimensionality (unidimensional
adaptation, a bidimensional combination ofculture main-
tenance and adaptation, or a multidimensional fusion of two
cultures) and domain specificity (trait and domain-specific
models). Both dimensionality and domain specificity were
present in the implicit theories of Turkish-Dutch. The unidi-
mensional domain-specific model in which the speed ofad-

aptation varies across life domains was the most frequently
applied acculturation model. Turkish-Dutch emphasized the
importance of both Dutch and Turkish culture in their lives.
Adjustment to Dutch culture was more emphasized in util-
itarian life domains while maintenance of Turkish culture was
more emphasized in personal domains. This study docu-
ments the need to elaborate on domain specificity in accul-
turation models.

•      Arends-T6th, J·.  & Van de Vilver.  F.  J.  R.  (2002).  Dimension and domains in models ofacculturation:
Implicit theories of Turkish-Dutch. Manuscript submitted for publication.
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INTRODUCTION

Acculturation  re fers  to the process of cultural change that occurs when individuals
from different cultural backgrounds come into prolonged, continuous, first-hand
contact with each other (Berry,  I 992).  In the last decades various models of accul-
turation have been proposed; yet, little attention has been devoted to a systematic
comparison of the validity of these models (Kim, Laroche, & Tomiuk,  200I).  It iS
likely that the divergent ways in which acculturation has been conceptualized and
measured across studies play a role in the conflicting results that are often reported
(e.g., Nguyen, Messe, & Stollak, I999; Rogler, Cortes, & Malgady, I99I; Szapocznik,
Kurtines, & Fernandez, I980; Ward, I996; Wong-Rieger & Quintana, I987).

A substantial amount of work on acculturation has been conducted with (Likert-
scale) questionnaires. Much less attention has been devoted to the examination of
what may be referred to as the implicit theories of acculturation held by migrants,
who by definition have experiential expertise in the area. The primary focus of the
present study was to investigate to what extent experiences and implicit theories of
migrants on acculturation match current theoretical models.

Cultural diversity in the Netherlands
The Netherlands, like all Western European societies, has become culturally diverse.
As a result of the Dutch colonial history in the Caribbean area and the recruitment of
cheap labor from the Mediterranean region in the I96os, a heterogeneous group of
immigrants has taken up permanent residence in the Netherlands. In recent years,
refugees mainly from Africa, Eastern Europe, and the Middle East have also come to
live in the Netherlands (Meerman, Van Ijssel, & Van der Vliest, 2000). Most mem-
bers of these groups belong to the lower socio-economic strata of Dutch society. Un-

employment, relatively poor housing, and lack ofeducation are examples ofproblems
facing migrants. In addition. intolerance and prejudice on the part of the Dutch are
also becoming more serious problems. At present, I7% of the population in the
Netherlands is of foreign origin', and by 20IO in the three largest Dutch cities this
figure will rise to 50% (SCP, I998) These numbers are unprecedented in Dutch
history. Not surprisingly, the adaptation ofthese groups to the mainstream society has
become a prominent feature of the public discourse on migrants (Vermeulen &
Penninx, 2000).

THEORETICAL FRAMEWORK OF ACCULTURATION

Current conceptualizations of acculturation borrow concepts from two main areas.
The first are social-psychological attitude models; these focus on the structure ofatti-
tudes, distinguishing between affective, behavioral, and cognitive components of
acculturation (Rogler et al., I99I; Trimble, I989). The second are social learning
models, such as skill acquisition and learning, intergroup perceptions, and stress and
coping models (Berry, I997; Ward & Kennedy, I994)·
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Three aspects of acculturation are often studied: (I) acculturation conditions or
antecedents (e.g., characteristics of both the host and original culture); (2) attitudes
(e.g., acculturation preferences and strategies); (3) outcomes or consequences (e.g.,
subjective well-being). Acculturation conditions set the limits of the acculturation
process; attitudes, which are the most frequently studied aspects of acculturation,
refer to ways in which migrants cope with the different cultures; finally, outcomes or
consequences are results of the acculturation process (Phalet & Verkuyten,  200I).
These three aspects are linked in feedback loops. In the following section, accultura-
tion conditions and outcomes are discussed first, followed by acculturation attitudes.

Acculturation conditions
Acculturation conditions refer to perceived characteristics of the migrant group  (e.g.,
social attachment and vitality of the group), perceived characteristics of the receiving
society (e.g., cultural openness and discrimination), and perceived intergroup rela-
tions (e.g., social inequality and cultural distance). The perceived difference between
the culture of the migrants  and the culture of the receiving society is a crucial deter-
minant of the acculturation process (Riddle, I982). Larger differences between cul-
tures tend to be accompanied by larger intergroup problems (Ward, Bochner, &
Furnham, 200Ii Ward & Kennedy, I994)·

Acculturation outcomes
Outcome variables studied in acculturation research vary greatly. Successful accul-
turation has been defined in terms of general well-being, good mental and physical
health, high self-esteem, competent work-performance, and satisfaction with life
(Ward, I996).

Acculturation attitudes
There are various ways in which individuals respond to intercultural contact. Central
variables in many studies of cultural influences are the changes that may occur in
people's ethnic identities and acculturation attitudes (Phinney, I99O; Ward et al.,
200I). These two concepts are strongly related but have different connotations. Ethnic
identity refers  to the development of a sense of self in relation to culture; this aspect
of acculturation focuses on the subjective sense ofbelonging to an ethnic group or
culture (Cu#llar, Harris, & Jasso, I980; Keefe & Padilla, I987; LaFromboise, Coleman,
& Gerton. I993; Phinney, I990; Tropp, Erkut, Garcia Coll, Alarcon, & Vazquez Garcia,
I999). Acculturation attitudes, on the other hand, refer to preferences and import-
ance given to the cultures involved in the process (e.g., Kim et al., 200I; Ward, I996).

THEORETICAL MODELS OF ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES
Theoretical models of acculturation attitudes can be grouped along two dimensions
(see Table I): dimensionality and domain-specificity.
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Dimensionality models
Acculturation refers to the question how a migrant deals with the culture of origin
and the culture of the country of settlement. The relationships between these two
main aspects of acculturation can be described in three ways. The first, the unidi-
mensional model conceptualizes cultural maintenance and cultural adaptation as polar
opposites; cultural maintenance refers to the retaining of elements of the immigrant
culture, while adaptation describes the degree of immigrant identification to aspects
of the mainstream culture (e.g., Ward et al., 200I). This model implies a process of
culture change along a single dimension, a shift from maintenance ofthe immigrant
culture to full adaptation to the host culture (Gordon, I964)· In this model, migrants
lose their original cultural identity as they acquire a new identity in the second
culture. Much research on acculturation has  made use  of the theoretical framework
ofthe unidimensional model (e.g., Cu6llar et al., I980; Suinn, Ahuna, & Khoo, I992).

Table i. A classification of acculturation models  (dimensionality and domain specificity)

Dimensionality
Domain specificity

Unidimensional Bidimensional Fusion models
models models

Trait models Migrant adapts to Migrant has two A new culture
(domain-a-specific the mainstream attitudes: maintenance emerges

models) culture of original culture and
adaptation to the
mainstream culture

Domain-specific Speed of adaptation Same as above, but A new culture
models varies across domains now applied for emerges in specific

various domains domain

The second model is called bidimensional. Maintenance and adaptation are treated
here as two (usually) independent dimensions. Increasing identification with one
culture does not require decreasing identification with the other culture. Two poten-
tially independent continua of change have been proposed (e.g., Berry, I997; Hutnik,
I986; Moghaddam, I988; Sanchez & Fernandez, I993). The most popular bidimen-
sional model is that of Berry (e.g.,  I992). In this model, the two main aspects ofaccul-
turation are combined, constituting four acculturation strategies, namely integration,
assimilation, separation, and marginalization. The integration strategy reflects a
desire to maintain key features of the immigrant's culture while there is a simultan-
eous interest in adopting elements ofthe majority culture. Assimilation refers to the
loss ofthe original culture and complete absorption in the majority culture. The sep-
aration strategy reflects a desire to maintain the minority culture while rejecting the
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majority culture. Finally, marginalization amounts to the rejection ofboth cultures.
Results obtained using the bidimensional model showed that integration tends to be
the most preferred acculturation strategy, followed either by separation or assimila-
tion, while marginalization usually is the least preferred acculturation strategy (Berry,
Kim, Power, Young, & Bulaki, I989; Lasry & Sayegh, I992; Van Oudenhoven, Prins,
& Buunk, I998).

Recent writers have proposed a third kind ofdimensionality model. In this model,
which could be called aBsion model, an acculturating individual mixes both cultures
in a new 'integrated culture' (Hermans & Kempen, I998). This integrated culture
may either contain a mix ofthe two cultures (combining 'the best ofboth worlds') or
may contain unique aspects that are atypical ofeither culture (Coleman, I995; Padilla,
1995; Roosens, I989). This model has not yet been investigated empirically.

Domain-specific models
Domain-specific models are an elaboration ofthe trait model (which assumes cross-
situational and cross-temporal consistency). Whereas the contexts and the situations
in which acculturation occurs were often left out of consideration  in the trait model,
domain-specific models examine domain differences in acculturation. These models
are based on the assumption that an individual's preference for adaptation or main-
tenance varies across domains and situations (Keefe & Padilla, I987; Kim et al., 200I).
For example, one may seek economic or work assimilation and linguistic integration,
while maintaining marital separation. There is a main distinction between the more
private  and more public domains  of life. Results with Turkish-Dutch revealed  that
adaptation to Dutch culture is more preferred in the public domain than in the private
domain, while cultural maintenance is important in both domains (Arends-T6th &
Van de Vijver, in press; Phalet, Lotringen, & Entzinger, 2000).The latter authors
found that Dutch migrant youth preferred cultural maintenance at home and valued
Dutch culture outside of the home. A number of researchers have shown that the
salience of cultural orientation and identity varies  as a function of situational factors
(e.g., Clement & Noels, I992; LaFromboise et al., I993; Nagata, I994; Taylor & Lambert,
I996). LaFromboise and her colleagues (I993) propose an alternation model, which
allows for the possibility ofhaving a sense of belonging to two cultures in different
situations. Sodowsky and Carey (I988) described certain dual characteristics of first
generation Asian Indians in the US, who preferred Indian food and dress at home
and American food and dress elsewhere.

THE PRESENT STUDY

There are various ways to examine the validity of acculturation models. For example,
one could measure overt behavior and compare which model is more successful in
explaining this behavior. The criterion of validity is then overt behavion The present
study adopts a different approach. We are interested in the question which model of
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acculturation  is most similar to the implicit theories of migrants  and is  best able to
capture the migrants' experiences, as expressed in a semi-structured interview.

Implicit theories can be expected to show a strong influence on personal experiences.
It is interesting to compare the agreement between these implicit models and current
theoretical models. These two models do not need to be identical, as has been docu-
mented in other psychological domains. For example, studies of implicit theories of

intelligence have found that in various cultures social aspects of intelligence are more
prominent in everyday models than in common intelligence tests and research (Stern-
berg, I985)·

The present study set out to examine experiences and implicit theories ofTurkish-
Dutch on acculturation. The Turkish group was chosen because it is the largest
migrant group in the Netherlands and because Dutch natives, as has been docu-
mented in the study of Pettigrew (I998), experience the most relational difficulties
with this group and hold the strongest prejudices against them. In this article
Turkish-Dutch refers to persons who were born in Turkey or who had at least one

parent who was born in Turkey.

Research questions
I.  Acculturation conditions: (I) How do Turkish-Dutch perceive the Turkish and the

Dutch cultureP (2) In which domains of life do they experience the most differ-
ences between the two cultures? (3) What do Turks and Dutch as a group expect

from Turkish-Dutch?
2.  Acculturation attitudes: (I) How do Turkish-Dutch culturally define themselves? (2)

How do they perceive changes and difficulties in the two cultures? We expect that
in areas with larger differences more difficulties and fewer changes are experi-
enced by Turkish-Dutch. (3) How do Turkish-Dutch deal with (and combine) the
two cultures?

3.  Acculturation outcomes: (I) How do Turkish-Dutch evaluate their acculturation? (2)
How satisfied are they with their life in the Netherlands?

METHOD

Participants
A group of I47 Turkish-Dutch adults participated in this study. The sample consisted

of 77 women and 70 men (71 first generation, 76 second generation). Their age varied

from  8 to 55 years, with a mean of 30·44 (SD = 8.9I). The mean education level, with
scores ranging from I (unschooled or primary education not jinished) to IO (university
degree), was 5·7I (SD = 2.76). The employment rate was 53·I%. Our sample was quite
similar to the Turkish population in the Netherlands in terms of age, gender, and

employment status but had a somewhat higher Dutch education. The participants
were obtained through snowball sampling.
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Measurements and procedure
A two-part semi-structured interview was developed. The first part contained 28 open-
ended questions, the second 27 Likert scale rating and 2 rank order questions. Back-
ground variables,  such as gender, age, educational level, employment, length  of stay,
and generational status were addressed first, followed by the open-ended questions,
and finally both rating and ranking questions were asked.

Open-ended questions. In order to assess acculturation conditions, participants were
asked to indicate which aspects of the Dutch and the Turkish culture they evaluated
positively and negatively. They were also asked to specify areas of similarities and
differences of the two cultures.

Acculturation attitudes were addressed in two ways. First, questions about ethnic
identity were asked (e.g., how they culturally defined themselves). Second, cultural
changes and difficulties were addressed with questions asking if (and if so, how)
Turkish people in general and they personally had changed as a result of living in the
Netherlands, how they dealt with the two cultures, how they thought their children
and grandchildren would cope with the two cultures, and finally, if they had experi-
enced difficulties in dealing with the two cultures.

Acculturation outcomes in this study included general well-being and life-satis-
faction. Their overall evaluation included questions about how satisfied they were
with their life in the Netherlands, and if they would advise Turkish people to come to
live in the Netherlands. The advantages and disadvantages ofliving in the Nether-
lands were also addressed.

Rating and ranking questions. The second part of the interview addressed mainly
acculturation attitudes and preferences. Ethnic identity was measured with one item
with scores ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch), and with the
Psychological Acculturation Scale (Tropp et al., I999). This unidimensional scale has
Io items measuring feelings of belonging and emotional attachment to cultural
groups ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch). Acculturation atti-
tudes were measured with eight items, each addressing one life domain (language,
news, child rearing, social contacts, cultural customs, neighborhood, celebrations, and
food). Scores ranged from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch).

Rank order of importance of eight domains (education, language, news, child-
rearing, religion, social contacts, celebrations, and food) ofeach ofthe two cultures was
also assessed. Eight cards (each with one domain name on it) were shown. The participants
were asked to rank the cards in such a way that the first card would have the name of
the domain that they found most important to maintain in the Turkish culture, the
second card with the second most important domain, etcetera. After the responses
were recorded, the participants were asked to do the same for the Dutch culture.

The four acculturation strategies of Berry (integration, assimilation, separation,



54 PSYCHOLOGICAL ACCULTURATION OF TURKISH MIGRANTS IN THE NETHERLANDS

and marginalization) were presented one by one as short statements and the parti-
cipants  had to indicate their level of agreement.  As an example, the integration item
was: 'Turkish people in the Netherlands should adapt to the Dutch culture and they
also should maintain their Turkish culture'.

Four questions dealt with acculturation conditions, in particular social cohesion
and control in the Turkish group, and the adaptation that was expected by Dutch and

by Turkish-Dutch people.

Procedure
Interview questions were prepared in Dutch and then translated into Turkish by two
native speakers, and independently back translated into Dutch. The participants were
individually interviewed by three Dutch and one Turkish-Dutch interviewers (all
females). They were trained to follow the interview protocol. The interviews were tape-
recorded with the consent of the participant. The interviews lasted between 60 and

I20 minutes, with a mean of 87·47 (SD = 16.2I).

Construction ofcategories
Each interview was transcribed. A detailed categorization scheme was first constructed
using responses ofTurkish-Dutch to each open-ended question, resulting in more
than I50 labels. Because this number is still too large for quantitative analysis, a new

category system was then constructed that reduced the 40 labels to I7 categories (see

Table 2). This category system was developed by two ofthe Dutch interviewers (one
of them was the first author). During the development of the coding scheme consid-
erable attention was paid to the question whether a category was properly covered and

was not under- or overcategorized. Each category of domains refers to one underlying

aspect with a positive or a negative evaluation. Some categories refer to relatively
broad aspects (e.g., freedom and open-mindedness), while others are more specific
in nature (e.g., language and clothes).

RESULTS

The results are presented in the following order: acculturation conditions, attitudes,
and outcomes.

Acculturation conditions

Cultural dgerences and their evaluation
The first research topic addressed the differentiation between the Turkish and the
Dutch culture. The positive and negative aspects  of both cultures  in each category of
domains that were mentioned by the participants are presented in Table 2. The asso-

ciation of these aspects  (i.e., the extent in which participants  like one culture  and

(dis)like the other in the same category) was measured by means  of phi, a correlation
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measure for a two-by-two table.  I f phi is positive (negative)  for a category, the propor-
tions ofliking Turkish and disliking Dutch aspects ofthis category are higher (lower)
than the proportion ofliking Dutch and disliking Turkish aspects.

The phi values were positive and significant for personal domains (e.g., family and
child-rearing practices, social contacts, cultural customs and pride, marriage and sexu-
ality, celebrations and food, leisure activities, and public manners), as can be seen in
Table 2. The Turkish culture was more positively valued than the Dutch culture in
these domains (mean proportions of.27 and .06, respectively). In addition, religion
was mentioned as a highly important, positively valued domain of the Turkish culture
(·54)· The values of phi were negative and significant for domains that were related to
utilitarian aspects ofboth cultures (e.g., society and social security, education, open-
mindedness and mentality, freedom and independence, communication style, and
gender-role differences). The Dutch culture was more positively viewed than the
Turkish in these domains (mean proportions of.26 and .oI, respectively). In addition,
prejudice and discrimination were mentioned as a negatively evaluated domain of the
Dutch culture (.52). For two remaining domains, language and clothes, the value of
phi was positive but not significant (.36 and .32, respectively).

Table 2. Proportion of participants mentioning each ofthe 17 categories, their positive and negative evalua-
tion, and the relationship between culture and evaluation

Categories Turkish Dutch Phia
Valued Valued Valued Valued

positively negatively positively negatively

Family, child rearing .68         .I          15          ·36          48***
Religion ·54 .00 .00 .00
Social contacts                                       .46 .04 .08          ·37           74***
Language .II .00 .03 .QI           ·36
Cultural customs, pride '32 .05 .OI .05 57***
Marriage, sexuality                                                              .I.7 .Io .03          .IS          .52***
Celebrations, food .I6 .OI .03 .OI .39*
Leisure activities .05 .00 .03 .03 58*
Clothes .03 ·05 .oI .08 .32
Public manners .04 .OI .06          .25          ·50

:**

Society, social security .00 .08 '4I .OI ..9I***
Education .OI .05 .09 .00 -.82***

Open-mindedness, mentality .02          .18          .IS .03 -·77***
Freedom, independence .00 '32 .29           14 -·69***
Communication style ·03               .I4 ·50 .07 ..65***
Gender-role differences .00 .20 .09 .OI -.95***
Prejudice, discrimination .00 .00

00              ·52

'Phi is the correlation between culture (Turkish-Dutch) and evaluation (liking-disliking). Propor-
tions do not add up to a fixed sum per row or column, because scores are derived from free
responses and participants were not forced to mention each category or to choose any of the four
cells of a row.
*P <'05·**P <.OI.***p < .oOI.
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The open-ended answers to the question ifthere are differences between the two all-
tures, were coded on a 5-Point Likert scale, with scores ranging from I (no/very small

di rences)  to  5 (very large dilltrences). The perceived differences were relatively large

(M -4·I2, SD =.66), indicating that on average the participants found the Turkish
and Dutch culture to be very differene. The largest differences were mentioned in the
areas of family and child-rearing practices, religion, social contacts, marriage and
sexuality, freedom and independence, public manners, cultural customs and pride,
and celebrations and food.

In summary, large differences between the Turkish and the Dutch culture were
reported. In addition, the split in personal and utilitarian life domains turned out to
be very important. Turkish-Dutch valued the Dutch culture more in the utilitarian
domains and the Turkish culture more in the personal domains. They perceived

family and child-rearing practices, religion, social contacts, cultural customs and

pride, and marriage and sexuality, as key aspects of the Turkish culture.

Perceived group characteristics and expectations
Participants were asked to indicate to what extent Dutch people expected adaptation
from Turks, coded on a 5-Point scale ranging from I (very little) to 5 (very much). The
results clearly showed that Dutch expected much adaptation from Turks (M = 3.94,
SD = .85). The Turkish group, however, did not value adaptation highly (M = 2.70, SD
= .90; range: I [absolutely not valued] to 5 [very much valuedj). In addition, Turkish-Dutch
experienced tight social cohesion in their own group (M = 3.78, SD = .80; measured
on a 5-Point scale ranging from I [very loose] to 5 [very strong]) and much social control

(M = 3.90, SD =.92; scale ranged from I [very little} to 5 [very much]). In summary, the
Turkish community was perceived as being tight and supportive, but also as imposing
restrictions on personal freedom and adaptation to the Dutch culture.

Acculturation attitudes

Ethnic identity
Three measures of ethnic identity were derived from the data. First, in the open-
ended part of the interview, participants were asked to describe how they would

culturally define themselves. They mentioned Turkish, Dutch, and Turkish-Dutch
aspects. Turkish aspects were most frequently mentioned (.4I), followed by Dutch

(·34), and Turkish-Dutch aspects (.25) Furthermore, Turkish aspects were mentioned
in personal domains (such as cultural customs and pride, religion, family and child-

rearing practices, and celebrations and food) and Dutch aspects in utilitarian domains

(such as communication style, open-mindedness and mentality, freedom and inde-
pendence, and education), which indicates that Turkish-Dutch feel more emotionally
attached to the Turkish than to the Dutch culture.

Second,  in the closed format part of the interview, we asked participants to indic-
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ate on a 5-Point Likert scale ranging from I (only/very much Turkish) to 5 (only/very
much Dutch), how they view themselves. The mean score on this item was 2.36 (SD
= .96), which refers to an ethnic identity that is slightly more Turkish than Dutch.

Third, we also used the IO items ofthe Psychological Acculturation Scale ofTropp
et al. (I999), measuring feelings ofbelonging and emotional attachment to ethnic
groups. The mean score of this unidimensional scale was 2.47 (SD = .69), which also
refers to an ethnic identity that is slightly more Turkish than Dutch. Tile correlation
of this scale with the second measure of ethnic identity was positive and significant
(r = ·59' P < . oI), and with the first measure of ethnic identity, which was computed
with the formula (proportion Dutch aspects mentioned - proportion Turkish aspects
mentioned), the correlation was .33 (P < ·00I). The relationship between the first and
the second measure was also significant (r = .33, P < ·00I).

In summary, the three measures of ethnic identity showed remarkably consistent
findings; our participants see themselves as belonging to two cultures, with a slightly
more prominent Turkish identity.

Cultural changes and dijjiculties
Tile second research topic dealt with perceived cultural changes and experienced diffi-
culties. All respondents agreed that Turkish people, as a result of living in the Nether-
lands, have been influenced and have changed. A distinction can be made between
two broader ways of perceiving cultural changes. A minority of II.6% saw these
changes as diversification of the own group, which means that in their view some
people have become more Dutch whereas others have become more Turkish.
However, the vast majority of our respondents (88.4%) perceived cultural changes as
adaptation to the Dutch culture, usually accompanied by a loss ofTurkish aspects.

The most changes for Turks as a group were mentioned for cultural customs and
pride (proportion = .25), Open-mindedness and mentality (.24), family and child-
rearing practices (.2I), language proficiency (.I7), clothes (.I7), social contacts (.I3),
and  freedom and independence  (.II). The correlation between domains  the  re-
spondents mentioned for Turks as a group and for themselves was high and signifi-

cant (r=.80, p<.004.
During the process of acculturation, migrants might experience difficulties in

dealing with the two cultures; a small minority of 5.4% did not experience any diffi-
culties at all, while the majority reported to have at least some difficulties with the
Turkish (proportion = .23), Dutch (.45), and Turkish-Dutch aspects (.32) in their life.
The domains in which they found it most difficult to deal with the Turkish culture
were freedom and independence, marriage and sexuality, and clothes. Most difficulties

in dealing with the Dutch culture were reported for language, social contact, and prejudice
and discrimination. In the domains of family and child-rearing practices, and cultural
customs and pride, difficulties were mentioned both with maintaining the Turkish
and adopting the Dutch culture.
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The associations between reported difficulties, changes, and cultural differences
were addressed next. Two domains which involved one culture only (religion and pre-
judice; see Table 2) were not considered in these analyses. The relationship between
reported difficulties and changes was relatively high and significant (r = .63, P < ·05),
which means that more difficulties were mentioned for domains with more reported
changes. A positive and significant correlation was also obtained between difficulties
and cultural differences  (r = .66, p < .OI), which means that more difficulties were
experienced in domains with more reported cultural differences. The correlation
between cultural differences and changes just failed to reach significance (r = .48, P
= .07).

In summary, a fairly consistent patterning was found: Domains that show the
largest cultural differences  are also the domains  of the largest changes  and the  do-
mains that create most difficulties. The effort ofthe acculturation process ofTurkish-
Dutch apparently focuses on particular life domains, such as cultural customs and
pride, open-mindedness and mentality, family and child-rearing practices, language,
social contacts, and freedom and independence.

Combinations of cultures
In the open-ended part of the interview, the question was asked how they dealt with
the two cultures and how they combined them. The answers could be divided into
three broad categories. A small group of I4.3% answered that most of the time they
separate the two cultures and do not combine them. The largest group (44.9%) indic-
ated that it depends on the situation or domain whether and how they combine the
two cultures. For 40.9% ofthe respondents, the combination resulted in a mixture of
the two cultures, in their daily life it was almost impossible to determine the unique
contribution of each of the two cultures;  only for important personal domains and
decisions (like religion and marriage), the Turkish culture was considered. Moreover,
8.2% of the respondents said that this mixture amounts to creating a new culture.
Acculturation is  not only a choice between characteristics  of two cultures,  but it also
implies a moving and mixing elements ofcultures, an 'intercreation', as two ofour
respondents named it. One respondent compared it to cooking:

'You know the ingredients separately and you put them together.

What you get is something very new, what you have never had

bdore. It can be very special, but it can also be very nasty. It is a
challenge to try to make it very special.'

In summary, when asked how the participants combined the two cultures, support
for each theoretical acculturation model (unidimensional, bidimensional, fusion, and
domain-specific model) was found.

Respondents were also asked how they thought their children and grandchildren
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would deal with the two cultures. In their answers they implicitly used a unidimen-
sional scale, with answer categories that could be scored on a scale ranging from I
(nearly/only Turkish) to 5 (nearly/only Dutch). In Table 3, the frequencies are reported.
Ifwe compare their answers with their own self-definition in the closed-format part
(ignoring the possible impact of the difference in questions from which the informa-
tion about the self and the next generations was obtained), we can see a clear pattern of
increasing adaptation to the Dutch culture across generations. They define themselves
as  a  'bit more Turkish than Dutch', their children as  'a bit more Dutch than Turkish'
and their grandchildren as 'more Dutch than Turkish'. The implicit ideas about the
course of the acculturation process over generations support the unidimensional
model of acculturation.

Table 3. Frequencies  of perceived and  expected cultural changes in three  generations

Turkish and Dutch cultures Self Child Grandchild

I.   (Nearly) only Turkish                               IB                                    I                                  -
2. More Turkish than Dutch                    56                               I3                                5
3. Equally Turkish and Dutch                   50                               84                              23
4. More Dutch than Turkish                     I.7                               49                              43
5.  (Nearly) only Dutch                           4                            -                           54
Do not know                                             2                               -                              22
Mean (SD) 2·54 (·95) 3·23 (·87) 4.I7 (·63)

The  means  of the rank orders of the importance of the eight life domains are given

in Table 4. The interrater concordance for the Dutch culture was stronger (Kendall's
W= .73, p < .ooI) than for the Turkish culture (Kendall's W = JI, p <.ooI). As can be
seen in Table 4, language was in both cultures the most important domain but the
order of importance of the other domains differed for the two cultures.  For the Dutch
culture, a distinction could be made in domains. The more utilitarian domains (like
education, language, news, and contacts) were perceived as more valuable (M = 2.90,
SD = .44) than the more personal domains (like celebrations, food, religion, and child
rearing), which had a mean score of 6.Io (SD = .44)· The difference was significant
(Wilcoxon Z = -IO.53, P < ·00I). For the Turkish culture, our respondents made no
clear distinction between utilitarian (M = 4.59, SD = .79) and personal domains (M =
4.42, SD =.78; Wilcoxon Z = -I.z,I, p = .IG). It could be argued that a scale construe-
tion is not allowed on these data, as the data are rank orders. However, a multidi-
mensional scaling procedure supported the distinction between the two domains.
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Table 4. Ranking of importance of domains in the Turkish and  Dutch cultures«

Turkish cultural domains Dutch cultural domains
Mean (SD) Mean (SD)

Language 2·7I (I.45) Language I.47 C ·8I)

Religion 2.84 (2.50) Education 2.20 (I.02)
Child-rearing 3.6I (I.73) Social contacts 3·58 (I.23)
Social contacts 4·37 (I.76) Child-rearing 4.30 (I.55)
Education 4·91I (I.98) News 4·35 (I.38)

Food 5.59 (2.II) Celebrations 6.08 (I.IG)
Celebrations 5.63 (I.73) Food 6.'78 (.95)
News 6·38 N.86) Religion '7·23 (I.37)

Utilitarian domainsb 4.59 ( ·79) Utilitarian domainsb 2.90 C ·44)
Personal domainse 4.42 ( .78) Personal domains' 6.Io C .44)

Lower score points to more importance. bUtilitarian domains involve education, language, social
contacts, and news. 'Personal domains involve child-rearing, food, celebrations, and religion.

Acculturation attitude ratings, measured on eight domains in the closed format part,
were first factor analyzed, using an Oblimin rotation (delta = o). Two interpretable
factors emerged with eigenvalues of 2.73 and I.2I, together explaining 49.24% ofthe
variance (the correlation between the factors was .28). The first factor represents the
more personal domains (child-rearing, cultural customs, celebrations, and food). The
second factor is defined by the more utilitarian domains (language, news, contacts,
and neighborhood). Item loadings ofthe eight domains are presented in Table 5. The
mean scale score of the utilitarian domains was 3.26 (SD = .42) which points to the
absence of a preference for any ofthe two cultures. The mean scale score ofthe more
personal domains was 2.20 (SD = .59) which means that the Turkish culture was
more preferred in these domains. The difference between the utilitarian and personal
domains was highly significant, t(I33) = -2I.38, p < .ooL These results also support
the domain specificity model of acculturation.

Table S. Results offactor analysis of acculturation attitude ratings
(pattern matrix: loadings > .40 in italics)

Life domains Personal domains Utilitarian domains

Cultural customs                                 .71                                    .IG
Celebrations                                 .63                              .18
Food                                             .69                               ..23
Child-rearing                                .75                              ·09
News .22                                           ·42

Language -.00 ·70
Social contacts -.I2                                           .73
Neighborhood .08 70

Variance explained 34·07% 15'I7%



DIMENSIONS AND DOMAINS IN MODELS OF ACCULTURATION  6i

The results of the four acculturation strategies of Berry, which were presented one by
one to our participants, showed that integration was the most preferred strategy,
SI.6% of our respondents agreed with this statement, followed by separation (7·5%),
assimilation (2.7%). Marginalization (I.4%) was the least frequently preferred accul-
turation strategy.

In summary, Turkish-Dutch on average prefer integration and emphasize the
importance o f both the Dutch and the Turkish culture in their life. However, results
of acculturation attitudes both in the open and in the closed format indicated that
integration in their view is not an equal preference for the two cultures as the integ-
ration strategy assumes, but rather a specific combination of cultures in which
different aspects are combined in well-defined ways. Turkish-Dutch made a distinc-
tion between a more personal and a more utilitarian domain in choosing between the
cultures. They value the more personal domains of the Turkish culture and the more
utilitarian domains of the Dutch culture. Turkish-Dutch adapt themselves in public
domains to the requirements of the Dutch society and in personal domains they
maintain the Turkish way oflife. These results strongly support the domain-specific
model of acculturation. The combination of cultures can also result in a new culture,
which supports the fusion model of acculturation. Furthermore, when Turkish-Dutch
talked about cultural changes over generations, they referred to a unidimensional
acculturation model. The cultural change is in the direction of Dutch culture, toward
adaptation to the Dutch culture and the loss ofTurkish aspects.

Generation differences in acculturation attitudes
An important topic in acculturation research involves intergenerational change. The
overall picture points to acculturation across generations as a development toward the
dominant culture, accompanied by either maintenance or loss ofthe original culture.
A subsequent set of analyses  in this study considered generation differences in accul-
turation attitudes. Responses indicated some differences between generations: The
first generation adhered more to the Turkish culture than did the second generation.
In particular, first generation Turkish-Dutch were more likely to consider themselves
as 'more Turkish than Dutch' (M = 2.OI, SD = .94) than the second generation (M =
2.77, SD = .85; measured on a 5-Point scale). This difference was significant, t(I38) =
-4.6I, p < .OOI. Results on acculturation attitude ratings showed that in personal
domains (child rearing, celebrations, food, and customs), the first generation had a
mean scale score of 2.00 (SD = .65), which refers to a 'more Turkish than Dutch'
orientation. The mean scale score ofthe second generation was 2.4I (SD =.44), indic-
ating a 'bit more Turkish than Dutch orientation' in these personal domains. The
difference between the generations was significant, t(I35) = -4.38, p < .00I. In the util-
itarian domains (news, language, social contacts, and neighborhood), the mean scale
score of the first generation was 3·II (SD =.42), indicating an absence of preference
for any culture, while the mean scale score of 3·44 (SD = .39) ofthe second genera-
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tion  refers  to a shift in the direction  of the Dutch culture. This difference was  also
significant, t(I40) = -4·83, p < .ooI. These results indicate that the second generation,
although clearly more related to the Dutch culture than the first generation, is
emotionally still strong attached to the Turkish culture.

ACCULTURATION OUTCOMES

Satisfaction with life
The last research topic dealt with the participants' satisfaction with life in the Nether-
lands. Most of the Turkish-Dutch adults (83%) were satisfied with their lives. A majority
of them (76.2%) believed to have more chances and opportunities in the Netherlands
than in Turkey (the opposite was reported by I2.2%); II.6% did not see any differ-
ences. Moreover, 69.5% of them indicated that they would stay in the Netherlands in
the future; 25.8% wants to live in Turkey and 4.7% elsewhere in the world.

When asked to indicate their overall satisfaction with their life in the Netherlands,
most of the participants (70.2%) gave an overall positive evaluation (emphasizing the
economic, social, and educational advantages), while 2.7% gave an overall negative
evaluation (referring to experienced difficulties in the acculturation process and preju-
dice); 27.2% gave a neutral response. Despite what could possibly be expected from their
positive overall evaluation, most of the participants (63·2%) would not advise Turkish
people to come and settle in the Netherlands, because living in the Netherlands has
more disadvantages (such as adaptation problems, prejudice and discrimination,
language problems, and problems in making contacts) than advantages (financial,
educational, freedom, and knowing another Culture); 2I.8% ofthe respondents would
advise other Turkish people to come to live in the Netherlands; I5% were in doubt
(financial aspects were mentioned as advantages, cultural aspects as disadvantages).

DISCUSSION

The main aim of this study was to investigate the extent to which experiences and
implicit theories on psychological acculturation of Turkish-Dutch are comparable  to
theoretical models. We first presented a classification ofacculturation models, based
on two underlying dimensions. The first involved the nature (dimensionality)  of ac-
culturation, including unidimensional and bidimensional models, which see adapta-
tion and maintenance as polar opposites or independent, as well as fusion models
which amounts to establishing a new type of culture, based on a creative synthesis
ofthe two cultures. The second involved the question to what extent acculturation is
domain and situation dependent. With regard to the latter question, the participants
showed a clear preference; domain specificity  is an important characteristic of accul-
turation in their view. In particular, the distinction between personal and utilitarian
domains is relevant. This implicit theory supports recent studies, carried out among
Turkish-Dutch in the Netherlands, which reported the same distinction (Arends-T6th
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& Van de Vijver, in press; Phalet et al., 2000).
Our findings about the three dimensionality models (unidimensional, bidimen-

sional and fusion models) are less easy to summarize. The unidimensional model
was used in the discussion of several topics, such as difficulties with the two cultures,
combinations of cultures, acculturative changes in general, and changes over genera-
tions. The vast majority ofTurkish-Dutch indicated that acculturative changes were
toward Dutch culture accompanied by a loss ofTurkish aspects in almost all domains
oflife. The bidimensional model was mainly used in answering the question how
they combined cultures and in the response to the four vignettes representing the
acculturation strategies. The fusion model was mentioned by 8.2% of our respond-
ents who indicated that the mixture of the two cultures leads to a basic, qualitative
shift in their attitude and behavior, and amounts to creating a new culture.

The popularity of the bidimensional models in cross-cultural psychology is not
matched in the implicit theories. Even when explaining how they combine the
cultures, many participants indicated that they do not really merge the two cultures
but switch between them, depending on whether they are in a public or private
context. It seems that implicit theories ofTurkish-Dutch are more in line with a unidi-
mensional, domain-specific model of acculturation than with a bidimensional model.

Do our findings make the concept of integration obsolete1 Certainly not. However,
two potential sources of misunderstanding should be clarified. First, integration,
which is the dominant ideology in the Western world today, is often based upon the
assumption of an equal preference of cultural maintenance and cultural adaptation,
in our case the Dutch and the Turkish culture; implicit theories do not support this
narrow view of integration. Integration for Turkish-Dutch is  not an equal preference
of two cultures as the integration strategy assumes but rather the specific combina-
tion ofcultures in which different domains are combined in different ways. Turkish-
Dutch refer to different aspects ofthe cultures for the utilitarian and for the personal
domains of life. They combine the Turkish and the Dutch cultures in their own way:
They focus more on adaptation in utilitarian domains and more on Turkish cultural
maintenance in personal domains. Still, integration remains a useful term to describe
this cultural heterogeneity in the attitudes and behaviors of migrants.

Second, the present study suggests that integration is not always the sum of two
independent dimensions, maintenance and adaptation, as the bidimensional models
assume. Maintenance and adaptation can be anything between completely inde-
pendent (as in the bidimensional models) and completely dependent (as in the unidi-
mensional models). Our participants seemed to reason from a dependence model
more often than from an independence model.

Two implications emerge from this study. First, the emphasis in the current liter-
ature on dimensionality of acculturation  may lead to an underestimation  of the role
of life domains in acculturation. Domain-specific models in the implicit theories of
Turkish-Dutch play a more central role than dimensionality models.
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Second, it is important to test the generalizability of the domain-specific model.
Before we can generalize from the present findings, comparable research needs to be
done on other cultural groups. Longitudinal investigations that follow immigrants
over time are also needed to more fully understand what happens to individuals
during the process of acculturation. This design would also allow for the identifica-
tion of a potential order in the modification of cultural orientations across life
domains over time. In addition, the effects of cultural context and conditions should

be explored in more detail. Domain specificity of acculturation could well be due to
the Western European context and acculturation conditions. Of particular importance
would be a comparison of individuals who are acculturating in different contexts and
under different conditions.

Notes
I. This figure includes those who are foreign aspectsl - Inegative valued Turkish aspects -

born and those born in the Netherlands negative valued Dutch aspectsl). The correla-
with at least one non-native parent. tion between the proportions spontaneous

2.  The finding that the participants rated the mentioned and computed differences was
two cultures as very different can also be used as an index for construct validation.
confirmed on the basis ofTable 2. Differ- This correlation was relatively high and
ences between the positive and negative significant. r = .60, p < .05. which gives
valued aspects  of the two cultures were support to construct validity of cultural
computed using the formula (tpositive differences.
valued Turkish aspects - negative valued Dutch
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Chapter 4
Assessment of Acculturation:

Conceptual and Methodological Issues*

ABSTRACT

Acculturation, a generic name for changes in cultural orienta-
tion, is considered to be an important moderator affecting
assessment outcomes in multicultural groups; yet, its meas-
urement is still an unresolved issue. Three Likert-type meas-
urement methods can be distinguished, depending on the
number of items employed per life domain: 'one-item
method' (i.e., each item asks for a preference, ranging from
the heritage to the majority culture), 'two-item method' (i.e.,
one item pertains to the attitude toward the heritage culture
and one item to the majority culture), and 'four-item method'
(i.e., the attitude toward each of the four acculturation strat-
egies distinguished by Berry is asked in a separate item). In a
set of four studies, these measurement methods were exam-
ined in samples ofTurkish-Dutch. In the first three studies,
each method revealed support for domain specificity of accul-
turation; maintenance of the Turkish culture was more pre-
ferred in the private domain and adaptation to the Dutch cul-
ture more in the public domain. In the fourth study, com-
paring the three methods simultaneously, evidence was found
for a second-order method factor, on which all three methods
loaded, and a second-order general acculturation attitude fac-
tor with positive loadings for two first-order factors (private
and public domains).

•   Arends-T6th, J·. & Van de Vilver,FJ.R. (2002) Assessment ofacculturation: Conceptual and meth-
odological issues. Manuscript submitted for publication.
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INTRODUCTION

While most researchers endorse the construct of acculturation as a process of cultural
change and learning due to prolonged intercultural contacts (often as a consequence of

migration), there are differences in the ways in which acculturation has been operational-
ized and measured (Marin, I992). The relationship between the two main aspects of

acculturation, maintenance ofthe heritage culture and adaptation to the mainstream cul-

ture, has been the focus ofmuch acculturation research. Two predominant models of
acculturation prevail, which are called the unidimensional and the bidimensional model.

The unidimensional model assumes that change in cultural orientation takes place

along a single continuum whereby different aspects ofthe heritage culture are lost as
aspects of the majority culture are adopted (Gordon, I964; Nagata, I994)· For
example. the ability to speak the heritage language is expected to decrease as migrants
become more proficient in the mainstream language. The bidimensional model sees

cultural maintenance and adaptation as two, presumably independent dimensions.
Increasing identification with the mainstream culture does not necessarily require
decreasing identification with the heritage culture (e.g., Berry, I997; Hutnik, I986;
LaFromboise, Coleman, & Gerton, I993; Sanchez & Fernandez, I993; Sayegh & Lasry,

I993; Szapocznik, Kurtines, & Fernandez, I980).The ability to speak the heritage
language is assumed not to influence the ability to speak the language ofthe main-
stream society. The most widely researched bidimensional acculturation model was
developed by Berry (I992, I997 ; see also Berry & Sam, I997; Flannery, Reise, & Yu,

200I; Ryder, Alden, & Paulhus, 2000). Based on the quadrants defined by the two
dimensions ofcultural maintenance and adaptation, four acculturation strategies are
defined. Assimilation involves relinquishing the heritage culture and adopting the new
culture; integration refers to a combination of cultural maintenance and adaptation;

separation involves maintenance  of the heritage culture without adopting the new
culture; and marginalization involves non-adherence to any ofthe two cultures.

It is still uncommon to take into account a migrant's acculturation status in
psychological assessment in plural societies (e.g., Cu*llar & Paniagua, 2000; Suzuki,
Ponterotto, & Meller, 200I). However, information about a migrant's acculturation
status can be highly valuable. For example, it has been found that acculturation is
related to mental health, self-esteem, political and social attitudes, social deviancy,
alcoholism and drug use, risk of coronary heart disease, and suicide (e.g., Berry, I992;
Berry & Kim, I988; Berry, Kim, Power, Young, & Bujaki, I989; Cudllar & Paniagua,
2000; Lasry & Sayegh, I992; Negy & Woods, 1993; Nguyen, Messe, & Stollak, I999;
Padilla, I995; Pham & Harris, 20OI; Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 2OOI). In addition,
acculturation can be an important moderator affecting assessment outcomes in multi-
cultural groups Ce.g., Olmedo & Padilla, 19'78). An acculturation measure can serve

to establish to what extent test characteristics valid for majority group members (e.g.,

reliability and norms) also apply to a specific migrant, thereby enhancing the quality
of the assessment process' (Berry, Trimble, & Olmedo, I986; Dana, 2000).
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One ofthe reasons for the infrequent use of acculturation measures in multicul-
tural assessment may be the absence of a standardized measure. Various self-report
acculturation instruments have been developed. A problem with many of these
instruments is the lack ofattention for the psychometric qualities ofitems and scales.
Marin (I992) argued that acculturation items were often summed or averaged, as if
they formed a single, unifactorial scale, without providing any analysis to support this
claim. Another problem  in the assessment of acculturation is that there is no agree-
ment about which aspects of acculturation should be measured (e.g., attitude,
behavior, or cognition). These problems  may be an important factor underlying the
conflicting results that are often reported with respect to the relationships between
acculturation and various psychological measures (e.g., Negy & Woods, I995; Rogler,
Cortes, & Malgady, I99I; Szapocznik, Kurtines, & Fernandez, I980; Ward, I996;
Wong-Rieger & Quintana, I987). The present study aims at comparing different self-
report measures ofacculturation attitudes (we do not address cognitive aspects, such
as knowledge ofmainstream and heritage language, or acculturation behaviors).

MEASUREMENT OF ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES

Two choices are important in designing an acculturation attitude questionnaire. The
first one is the choice ofa theoretical model (e.g., a unidimensional or bidimensional
model). The second refers to the life domains to be dealt with in the items. Some
researchers state that a simple measure oflanguage preference is a valid or at least a
reliable proxy measure for acculturation. Most of the published acculturation scales
have relied heavily on changes in and preferences for language use. Although,
language preference and use are important aspects of acculturation, they do not cover
all relevant changes accompanying acculturation. Moreover, changes in language use
or preference do not necessarily mark similar changes in other domains (e.g., second-
generation migrants in the Netherlands often have an excellent mastery of the
majority language but many of them have friends or a marriage partner from the own
ethnic group).

The process of acculturation may differ depending on the life domains being
considered (e.g., Birman & Trickett, 200I; Kim, Laroche, & Tomiuk, 200I). The use
of a single index of acculturation (one score or cumulative scale score) may obscure
variation ofacculturation preferences across life domains (e.g., Berry, I997; Birman,
I998; Birman & Trickett, 200I; Marin, Sabogal, VanOss Marin, Otero-Sabogal, &
Perez-Stable,  987; Mendoza, I989; Padilla, I995). A main distinction is made
between public and private life domains (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, in press;
Phalet, Van Lotringen, & Entzinger, 2000).
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POSSIBILITIES AND LIMITATIONS OF THE THREE MEASUREMENT METHODS

One-item acculturation measurement method
Unidimensional measures following the one-item measurement method are character-
ized by a bipolar scale, ranging from cultural maintenance at one pole, with bicul-
turalism  at the midpoint of the scale, to adaptation  at the other pole. A cumulative
scale score is used indicating the acculturation status (Celano & Tyler, I99I; Cu611ar,

Harris, & lasso, I980; Suinn, Ahuna, & Khoo, I992). Domain-specific unidimen-
sional models have been also proposed. In these models, different cultural aspects
assimilate at different rates (e.g., Triandis, Kashima, Shimada, & Villareal, I988).

The one-item method has the advantage ofyielding an efficient, short instrument.
However, the method cannot distinguish a bicultural individual who strongly identi-
fies with both groups from a marginalized individual who does not identify with
either group if individuals score on the midpoint of the scale, referring to equal

(non)preference of both cultures (e.g., Mavreas, Bebbington, & Der, 1989; Ryder et
al., 2000; Szapocznik & Kurtines, I980).

Two-item acculturation measurement method
In the two-item measurement method, acculturation is assessed by using two separate

scales: one representing attitudes toward the mainstream culture and the other repres-
enting attitudes toward the heritage culture (e.g., DonA & Berry, I994; Padilla, I995;
Sanchez & Fernandez, I993; Stephenson, 2000). A study of the association between
the heritage and mainstream dimensions of acculturation is theoretically interesting.
A strong, negative correlation between the two aspects would support the unidimen-
sional model while a low or zero correlation would support the existence of two
orthogonal dimensions, as often assumed in the literature on this model. Empirical
studies ofthe association between cultural maintenance and adaptation have shown
considerable disagreement. Correlations have been found to be negative (e.g., Birman,

I998; Birman & Trickett, 2OOI; Elias & Blanton, I987; Kim et al., 200Ii Laroche, Kim,
& Hui, 11997; Nguyen, Messe, & Stollak, I999; Verkuyten & Thils, 2002), low and
non-significant (e.g., Hutnik, I986; Sanchez & Fernandez, I993; Sayegh & Lasry,

I993; Tsai, Ying, & Lee, 2000), and positive (e.g., Ward & Kennedy, I994)·
Different procedures have been proposed to transform the two dimension scores

into Berry's four acculturation strategies. In the median and mean split procedures
responses are categorized as being lower or higher than a cut-off value (the median
or mean ofthe sample). This procedure is based on the characteristics ofthe sample

of the cultural group under study, and categorizes participants  into one ofthe  four
strategies independently of where they score on the scale (Ward & Kennedy, I994)·
Irrespective of their position on the adaptation and maintenance scale, participants

are separated in four categories. These procedures may give a distorted image in a
homogeneous sample (which is the case when many participants have a either a high
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or low score on either or both dimensions; Donh & Berry, I994)·
In the midpoint split procedure, scale scores above the midpoint on the Likert scales

are taken to indicate agreement to the scale construct and are classified 'high' on the
scale while scores below the midpoint refer to disagreement as classified 'low' on the
scale. A midpoint split procedure has a firmer theoretical basis than the median and
mean split procedures. A problem with this procedure is that the midpoint is often
an answer option (e.g., a score of 3 on a scale ranging from I to 5) and there is no
agreement in the literature as to how to resolve the ambiguity in its interpretation. In
some studies midpoint scores have been interpreted as disagreement with the item
(e.g., Aycan, I996; Donh & Berry, I994), in others as agreement (e.g., Lasry & Sayegh,
I992), and in still others as unclassifiable (e.g., Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 200I).

According to the proximity procedure, the two dimensions can be seen as defining
a two-dimensional space (an adaptation and a maintenance dimension). Each of Berry's
four strategies can be represented by a 'prototypical point' in the space. For example,
on a 7-Point Likert scale (ranging from  I to 7) the prototypical score of assimilation is
I on the maintenance scale and 7 on the adaptation scale. The Euclidean distances
between the ideal score of each of the four acculturation strategies and the score
obtained for an individual can be computed. This procedure has the advantage that it
does not classify participants into one ofthe four categories, but yields a score for all
participants  on all strategies. A disadvantage of this scoring method is the lack of
independence ofthe scores on the acculturation strategies (i.e., the same problem that
holds for the other scoring procedures based on the two-item measures). Scores for
integration and marginalization show a negative correlation and the same is true for
assimilation and separation.

Four-item acculturation measurement method
In the four-item  method, the attitude toward each of the four acculturation strategies
distinguished by Berry is asked in separate items®. The four-item method is the only
one in which the four acculturation strategies are independently assessed and can
show any degree of relationship in empirical data. In spite of this advantage, this
method has also some limitations. Because acculturation strategies are defined as
arising from two attitudes toward two cultures, the Likert items tend to be 'double-
barreled'. Participants can interpret such items in different ways or may answer to
only a part of the item. Also, the use ofnegations (marginalization items tend to have
double negations) makes this method cognitively complex (Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh,
200I; Ryder et al., 2000).

CULTURAL DIVERSITY IN THE NETHERLANDS
There has  been an increase  in the number of migrants  in the Netherlands  over the
past three decades. The latest estimate is that I7% of the population is of foreign
origin, defined as either foreign born or having at least one foreign-born parent (CBS,
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I999). In addition, demographic trends show that the number of migrants will con-
tinue to increase over the next decades. In the largest cities ofthe Netherlands about

50% of the pupils first enrolled in primary education are non-native. Similarly, the
number of migrants entering the job market will also continue to increase. Because

psychological assessment plays an important role in various decisions with great
personal significance  (such  as job recruitment and clinical assessment),  it is impor-
tant to address issues of acculturation in assessment in the Netherlands.

RESEARCH AIMS

The present study aims to compare the dimensionality, psychometric properties, ad-

vantages, and limitations of the three measurement methods ofacculturation in order
to determine how acculturation can be assessed properly. These questions were invest-

igated in four studies with Turkish-Dutch samplesi. The main reasons for choosing
the Turkish-Dutch group were its size (as the second largest group ofmigrants in the
Netherlands),  and its relatively easy accessibility. The Moroccan group, the other
largest migrant group, does not have the linguistic homogeneity of the Turkish group.

In the first study, the unidimensional measure ofacculturation, the one-item method,
was examined in adults. In the second study, the one- and the two-item methods were

compared in another group ofadults. In the third study, psychological acculturation
was  measured with the four-item method of acculturation. Finally,  in the last study,
the three measurement methods were compared in a sample ofyoungsters.

STUDY 1

Recent empirical studies have employed the bidimensional model of acculturation
more than the unidimensional (e.g., Flannery et al., 200I; Ryder et al, 2000; Stephenson,

2000). However, this does not yet point to the inadequacy of one-item measures of
acculturation. lf these measures would yield a multidimensional picture of accultura-

tion, they could support various theoretical models ofacculturation. The aim of Study
I Was to Use empirical data to examine the utility of the one-item measurement
method of acculturation, in particular the dimensionality of the bipolar scale and the

possible differences between life domains.

METHOD

Participants
The sample consisted of I4'7 Turkish-Dutch adults; there were 77 women and '70 men
(7I first generation and 76 second generation). The mean age of the sample was

30·44 (SD = 8.91). The mean educational level, ranging from I  (unschooled or primary

education) to 5 (university degree) was 2.73 (SD - I.29). The employment rate was

53·I%. This sample was quite similar to the Turkish-Dutch population at large with
respect to age, gender, and employment rate, while the average level of education was
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somewhat higher in our sample (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000). The participants were

approached using a variety of network resources.

Measurement and procedure
Acculturation attitudes were measured in eight domains (language, news, social
contacts, neighborhood, child-rearing practices, cultural habits, celebrations, and
food); each item covered one domain. Items were scored on a 5-Point Likert-type scale

ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch). The Dutch questionnaire
was translated into Turkish and independently back translated by two bilinguals.
Differences between the two translations (which were minor) were then resolved

through discussion.
This investigation was part of a larger research project on implicit theories of

psychological acculturation among Turkish-Dutch. The interview took place in the
respondent's home. The items were read by the interviewers (one Turkish and three
Dutch females) one-by-one. Twenty-five participants (with a poor proficiency in the
Dutch language) were interviewed in Turkish, the others in Dutch.

RESULTS

In order to address the dimensionality of acculturation attitudes, the eight items were
factor analyzed. While  a one- factorial solution was expected on the basis  o f the liter-
ature, two interpretable factors emerged, with eigenvalues of 2.76 and I.I7, explaining

49.I7% ofthe variance (Oblimin rotation, delta = o). Factor loadings ofthe eight items
are presented in Table I. On the first factor, the items measuring child-rearing prac-
tices, cultural habits, food, and celebrations showed high loadings (above .64). This
factor was labeled acculturation in private life. The second factor, with high loadings
(above .4'7) for items measuring language, social contacts, neighborhood, and news,
was called acculturation in public lip. The two factors correlated substantially (r = .33)

Second-order factor analysis of the two factors, acculturation in private and in
public life, was addressed next. Result revealed that the two components loaded high
on one factor (both .82), explaining 66.65% of the variance'1. In summary, a hierarch-
ical model of acculturation was supported in our sample. Acculturation was found to
have two correlated components: one involving acculturation in private life domain
and the other acculturation in public life domain.

A comparison of the mean scores of the two components showed that Turkish-
Dutch had a higher score on public domain (M = 3.29, SD = .44) than on private

domain (M = 2.23, SD = .58). This difference was highly significant, t(I46) = 22.92, p
<.ooLIn order to assess the extent ofthe difference, effect size (Cohen's d, defined
as the public minus the private acculturation average score divided by their pooled
standard deviation) was computed. Effect sizes above .80 refer to large differences
(Cohen, I988).The effect size was 2.06, which indicates a (very) large difference
between the two domains. In the private domain the Turkish culture was more
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preferred than the Dutch culture while in the public domain both the Turkish and the
Dutch culture were preferred.

Tablei.  Factor loadings  (pattern matrix: loadings > .40 in italics) and mean scores ofthe eight items  (Study 1)

I terns Factor loadings Mean scores  (SD)
Private domain Public domain

Child-rearing practices                            .76 .05 2.73 (.89)
Cultural habits .74 .I2 2.42 (.84)

Food                                            .65 -.14 I.86 (.79)
Celebrations                                    .64 ·09 I.89 (·75)
Language ·71 3.20 (.58)

Social contacts -.II .74 3·06 (·53)

Neighborhood .06              .71 3.66 (.68)
Daily news .2I ·47 3·25 (·77)

DISCUSSION

The results gave support to a hierarchical model, in which acculturation has two
substantially correlated components: one involving acculturation in private life
domain and the other in public life domain. In public life domain both the Turkish
and the Dutch cultures were valued while in private life domain Turkish culture was
more preferred.

As argued before, scores in the middle of a scale based on the one-item method
cannot be interpreted unambiguously. Our observed mean scores, particularly ofthe
public domain, could point both to a high level of integration and marginalization.  It
has been found before in the Netherlands that (in line with the acculturation literat-
ure)  integration  is much more popular than marginalization. However, if integration
or marginalization needs to be separated, one-item measures cannot be used, unless
a marginalization option has been added as an additional response alternative.

This study shows that it is important to analyze the structure of the one-item
method because ifonly one dimension (and the sum score on the scale) is computed,
the obtained difference in mean scores between the public and the private life
domains would remain unnoticed.

STUDY 2

The first aim of Study 2 was to investigate the replicability ofthe psychometric pro-
perties of the one-item acculturation measurement method, in particular dimen-
sionality and domain specificity, with another sample of Turkish-Dutch adults. A
second aim involved the examination ofthe psychometric properties ofthe two-item meas-
urement method. In addition, differences among the four transformation procedures

ofobtaining the four acculturation strategies (median split, mean split, midpoint split,
and proximity procedures) were examined. Finally, similarities and differences be-
tween the one- and the two-item acculturation measurement methods were addressed.
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METHOD

Participants
The sample consisted of I85 Turkish-Dutch with a mean age of 30·50  ( SD = Io.43)·
There were 83 female and I02 male participants, and II2 first and 7I second genera-
tions in this sample (two missing scores). The mean education level, ranging from I
(primary education) to 5 (university degree), was 2.86 (SD - I.38). The employment rate

was 5I.9%. Our sample was fairly similar to the Turkish-Dutch population in the
Netherlands at large in terms of age, gender, and employment status  (CBS,  I999;
Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000).The Turkish-Dutch sample was approached using
government agencies, organizations, and institutions ofTurkish-Dutch, and through
snowball sampling.

Instruments and procedure
A questionnaire was developed that contained measures of acculturation attitudes in
seven life domains: language preference, social contacts, education, child rearing
practices, celebrations, news, and cultural habits. In the one-item measurement
method, there was a single item for each domain; responses were given on a 5-Point
Likert-type scale, ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch). In the
two-item method, two items were formulated for each domain: one in favoring the
Dutch way of life and the other in the Turkish one. An example of the items in the
domain of social contacts is: 'It is important for me to have social contacts with Dutch
people' and 'It is important for me to have social contacts with Turkish people'. Each
of the I4 items had a 7-Point Likert response scale, ranging from I (totally disagree) to

7 (totally agree)

The questionnaire was constructed in Dutch. The Dutch questionnaire was trans-
lated into Turkish and then back translated into Dutch by two persons who were
fluent in both languages. Differences (which were minor) were discussed until agree-
ment was reached. 53·5% of the participants used the Dutch version of the question-

naire and 46.5% the Turkish version.

RESULTS

One-item method
In the first set of data analyses the dimensionality of the bipolar acculturation scale
was examined. An exploratory factor analysis ofthe seven item scores was carried out,

using an Oblimin rotation (delta = o). The analysis showed similar results as obtained
in Study I: Two factors emerged, this time explaining 59.126% ofthe variance (correla-
tion between the factors was .32). The first factor was defined by the items about
education, news, social contacts, and language (lowest loading: .57)· Because these
domains refer to the more utilitarian, public aspects of life, this factor was labeled
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acculturation in public l(fe (Cronbach's alpha = .80). On the second factor, the more
personal, value-defined domains, namely child-rearing practices, celebrations, and
cultural habits, showed high loadings (above .77)· This factor was called acculturation
in private l(fe (Cronbach's alpha = .63). A second-order factor analysis was then carried
out. Results showed that the two components of acculturation (private and public life
acculturation) loaded high on one factor (both .8I), explaining 65.85% ofthe total vari-
ance. As in Study I, a hierarchical model ofacculturation with two components, accul-
turation in private and in public life domain was supported.

Mean scores  of the four public  and the three private items are presented in Table
2. The difference between the mean scores of public (M = 3.I3, SD = .4I) and private
acculturation (M = 2.55, SD = .54) was highly significant, t(I84) = I6.58, p < .ooI,
which means that both cultures were preferred in public life domains while Turkish
culture was more favored than the Dutch in private life domains. The effect size was
large (Cohen's d = I.21). These results with a unidimensional scale supported the
domain specificity ofacculturation, as was found in Study I.

Table 2. Mean scores ofthe one-item and the two-item measurement methods on public and private life
domains (Study 2)

Two-item methodb

One-item method. Dutch Turkish Effect size<
Mean scores (SD) adaptation rnaintenance (Dutch-Turkish)

Public domains
Education 3·5I (.67) 6.3I (I·33) 5·70 (I.BI) .4I***

Language 3·II (·59) 6.2I (I.29) 6.I4 (I·40) .05
News 3.03 (52) 6.09 (I.3I) 6.04 (I.35) .04
Social contacts 2.87 (·54) 5·53 (I.6I) 5.86 (I.46) -.2I*

Mean public domains 3.13 (.41) 6.04 (1.07) 5·94 (11)   .09
Private domains

Celebrations 2.0I (·77) 3·33 (I.60) 6.30 (I·30) -2.04**'-

Child-rearing 2.I6 (.BI) 3.06 (I.80) 5.8o (I.54) -I.64***

General, customs 2.I3 (.80) 3·01 (I.65) 6.II (I·35) -2.06***

Mean private domains 2.55 (·54) 3.13 (1.26) 6.07 (1.19) -2·40**0

aMeasured on a 5-Point scale. bMeasured on a 7-Point scale. CLower score refers to equal preference
of the cultures.
*p <.05. ***p <.oci.

Two-item method
The structure of the I4 items was examined both in a joint and in a separate analysis
of the two dimensions. In the first analysis, the dimensionality of the I4 items
together was addressed in an exploratory factor analysis. A Varimax rotation was
carried out (in the Oblimin rotation, delta = 0, the correlation between the factors was
.02). On the basis ofthe scree test, two factors were extracted, with eigenvalues of 5.34
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and I.94, explaining 5I.98% ofthe total variance. The seven items measuring cultural
maintenance and the items Dutch news, Dutch education, and Dutch language
constituted the first factor (lowest loading = .6I). This factor was labeled public intig-
ration as the cultural maintenance items and the Dutch public items formed this
facton On the second factor, the items dealing with Dutch cultural habits, Dutch celeb-
rations, and Dutch child-rearing practices showed high positive loadings (above .57)
while the item about Dutch social contacts had a loading of.49 on this factor and a
secondary loading of.42 on the first factor. This second factor was labeled as Dutch
private factor as it included items  from the Dutch private sphere of life. The domain
specificity of the joint analysis of the two dimensions differs somewhat from the
results ofthe one-item method.5

In the next set of analyses the adaptation and the cultural maintenance scales were

factor-analyzed separately. All seven items measuring cultural maintenance loaded
high (above .65) on one factor, called cultural maintenance scale, explaining 55.I8% of
the total variance (Cronbach's alpha = .86). Factor analysis ofthe seven items meas-
uring adaptation revealed two interpretable factors (eigenvalues: 2.56 and I.68),
explaining 60.60% ofthe total variance (a Varimax rotation was used in this analysis;
in the Oblimin rotation, delta = 0, the correlation between the factors was .I2). The
items about language, education, news, and social contacts showed high loadings
(above .57) on the first factor, which is called adaptation in public lip (Cronbach's alpha

= ·77); the items for child-rearing practices, cultural habits, and celebrations loaded
high (above .72) on the second factor which is called adaptation in private lifi (Cron-
bach's alpha = .60). The two separate factor analyses yielded results that were more
compatible with the results  of the one-item method than did the combined factor
analysis ofthe two scales.

Differences in means ofdomain scores were addressed next. The cultural main-
tenance scale was split into two subscales, a public and a private subscale. The differ-
ence between the adaptation (M = 6.04, SD = I.07) and the cultural maintenance
scales (M = 5.94, SD = I.II) in the public life domain was not significant, t(I84) = I.59,
ns, which means that both cultures are equally favored in public life. In the private
life domain, the difference between adaptation (M = 3.I3, SD = I.26) and cultural
maintenance (M = 6.07, SD = LI ) was significant, t(I84) = -22.2I, p < .00I, and large

(Cohen's d = -2.40), which means that in private life Turkish culture was more highly
valued than Dutch culture. The difference between adaptation scales in public and
private life domains was also significant, t(I84) = 25.80, p < .001, and large (d = 2.49)·
Finally, the difference between cultural maintenance scales in the two domains was
also significant, t(I84) = -2.I5, P < ·05, but small (d = ..II). The results suggest that
Turkish-Dutch make a clear distinction between life domains when measured with
the two-item method: In private life domain they prefer the Turkish culture while in
public life domain both cultures are about equally favored (see also Table 2).
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Acculturation strategies. Based on the theoretical model of acculturation proposed by
Berry  (I 992), participants were categorized  into four acculturation strategies.  Four
different procedures (median split, mean split, midpoint split, and a proximity
measure) were employed to convert the adaptation and cultural maintenance scores
into four acculturation strategies. As can be seen in Table 3, the results ofthese trans-
formation procedures indicate that Turkish-Dutch prefer the integration accultura-
tion strategy over the other three options in the public life domain (with exception of
the median-as-low-score split procedure, in which marginalization emerges as the
category with the highest frequency).  In the private life domain, the acculturation
strategy of separation is favored (again, with the exception ofthe median-as-low-score
split procedure). Also in other categories, the different transformation procedures did
not yield the same categorization of participants. The results ofthe median and mean
split procedures differ substantially from the results ofthe midpoint split categoriza-
tion. With the latter almost all participants (94% in the high and 90% in the low
score split) were categorized in the integration strategy in the public domain, while
these numbers were much lower for the other procedures (37% in the median-as-
high-score, 29% in the median-as-low-score; 46% in the mean-as-high-score). The
obtained high frequencies for marginalization in the median and mean split proced-
ures are inconsistent with previous findings and expectations, since the Turkish-
Dutch group does not show the typical problems of marginalized groups, such as
dec:ulturalization, very poor mental health, and high rates of crime. Despite the differ-
ences in frequencies in each cell across methods, some of them show the same rank
order. More specifically, there was perfect agreement in rank order between the prox-
imity and the midpoint-as-low-score split procedures in the private domain, between
the mean-as-high-score and the median-as-high-score split procedures in the private
domain, and between the mean-as-high-score and the midpoint-as-high-score split
procedures in the public domain.

Differences between measurement methods
The question was then addressed whether different results were obtained using the
one- and two-item method. In particular, when the mean scores of the one-item
method and the effect sizes of the two-item method are addressed (see Table 2),
comparable results were found with both methods: In public life domain both
cultures are equally favored while in private life domain the Turkish culture is more
favored. However, the two-item method provided more detailed results.

DISCUSSION

The second study was conducted to replicate the finding of domain specificity of
acculturation that was previously obtained with the one-item measurement method,
and to examine dimensionality and domain specificity in the two-item measurement
method. The one-item method confirmed that, as found in the first study, accultura-
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Table 3· Categorization of participants into four acculturation strategies in public and private life domains
(Study 2)'

Median splitb Mean splitb Midpoint splitb Proximity

Median as Median as Mean as Midpoint as Midpoint as procedure
high score     low score    high scorec high score low score

Public domains
Integration              69           53           86          174          167         6.95
Assimilation               35             3I             2I             2              7            3·29
Separation                   27             28              36               3               4              3·16
Marginalization             54               73               42                6                7               I.40

Private domains
Integration              4I           36           44          60          34          4·36
Assimilation               53             56            50             I              4            I.99
Separation               62           56           62          116          136         5.96
Marginalization         29           37           29                        II          2.848

aNumbers in cells refer to frequencies, except in the Proximity procedure, in which the cell
means  re fer to the proximity of the  mean  to  each  of the four prototypical acculturation strategies

 ligher scores refer  to more proximity).
High score indicates that scores exactly equal to the median, the mean, and the midpoint were

categorized into the agreement category, while low score refers to a categorization of the cut-off
values into the disagreement category.
c·The mean-as-high score and the mean-as-low score categorizations showed similar results (Only 2
participants scored exactly equal to the mean score; so only one type of categorization is displayed
here).

tion is domain specific. In private life the Turkish culture is more preferred than the
Dutch culture while in public domain both cultures are about equally valued. The
two-item method also gave support to the domain specificity ofacculturation. Turkish-
Dutch on average emphasized adaptation more in public than in private life domain
while the Turkish culture was rated as important in both domains.

Although the results regarding domain specificity are similar in the two methods,
the two-item method provides more detailed information about the structure of accul-
turation attitudes. In the two-item method, the mean scores of cultural maintenance
items are fairly similar in both life domains while the mean scores of adaptation
items are much lower in the private life domain than in public life domain. This
information cannot be derived from data based on the one-item method. It should be
noted that separate analyses ofthe two dimensions gave more information about the
acculturation structure than a joint analysis ofthe dimensions, although the latter is
more common in the literature. Moreover, the results of the one- and two-item
methods  are more similar when the adaptation and maintenance scales of the  two-
item method are analyzed separately.

Our results suggest that the rank order of the transformation procedures  used to
convert scores obtained with the two-item method is often substantial. However, the

frequencies  of individuals categorized  into  each o f the four acculturation strategies
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differed considerably across the transformation procedures. The median and mean
split procedures yield more counterintuitive results than the midpoint split procedure.
The proximity procedure has the advantage ofusing a continuous measure of accul-
turation instead of categorizing participants into one ofthe four acculturation strategies.

It can be concluded that the unidimensional measure of acculturation gave results
similar to though less detailed than the bidimensional measure. Recent empirical
studies have supported the bidimensional nature of acculturation and have rejected
the unidimensional method (e.g.. Flannery et al., 200I; Ryder et al., 2000). The present
study shows that when the items (domains) are chosen carefully, the one-item method
can  go a  long way toward identifying a bidimensional structure of acculturation.

STUDY 3

The most popular bidimensional measurement model of acculturation has been
developed by Berry (1992). In this model, the four acculturation strategies are concep-
tualized and assessed with separate subscales, thereby avoiding problems of trans-
formation procedures ofthe other methods. However, as has been pointed out in the

general introduction, this four-item measurement method has been criticized on
conceptual and methodological grounds (e.g., the use of double-barreled questions
and double negations). The third study was designed to examine the structure  and

psychometric properties of the four-item acculturation measurement method with
Turkish-Dutch adults. More specifically, the study addressed the dimensionality of
Berry's four acculturation strategies approach and the role oflife domains.

METHOD

Participants
The sample consisted of I66 Turkish-Dutch adults, with a mean age of 28.20 (SD =

8.89). There were 89 females and 77 males, and 105 first- and 6I second-generation
participants in this sample. The mean education level, with scores ranging from I
(primary education) to 5 (university degree), was 2.30 (SD = I.17)· Employment rate was

36,7% (54·8% was unemployed and 8.4% were students). The mean length of stay in
the Netherlands was I2.36 years (SD = 9.68), with a range of I to 38 years. This
sample was quite similar to the Turkish-Dutch population at large regarding age,
gender, and level of education (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000)

Measurement and procedure
The questionnaire in this study consisted of48 items. Attitudes toward the four accul-
turation strategies (integration, assimilation, separation, and marginalization) were
each assessed in 12 life domains. These life domains were: speaking a language well,
having social contacts and friends, knowing the daily news, knowing one's way in the
society, place to work, place to live and stay, eating food, television-programs. music,
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clothes, leisure time, and buying foodstuff. Each statement referred to a comparison
ofdomains ofthe Dutch and the Turkish culture. The order ofthe two cultures listed in
an item was randomized. Items dealing with the integration strategy expressed a positive

 
attitude toward both cultures (e.g., 'It is important to me to speak Dutch well and it is
also important to me to speak Turkish well'). The assimilation strategy referred to a
negative evaluation ofthe Turkish culture and a positive evaluation ofthe Dutch culture
(e.g., 'I do not like eating Turkish food but I like eating Dutch food'). Separation items
had a positive evaluation ofTurkish culture and a negative evaluation of Dutch culture (e.g.,
'It is not important to me to know what is happening in the Netherlands but it is
important to me to know what is happening in Turkey'). In items referring to margin-
alization both cultures were negatively evaluated (e.g., 'It is not important to me to
listen to Turkish music and it is also not important to me to listen to Dutch music').
The items were randomly ordered in the questionnaire and the answers to each item
were given on a 5-Point Likert scale, ranging from I (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

The Dutch questionnaire was translated into Turkish and independently back
translated by two bilinguals. Differences between the two translations were resolved
by discussion. The questionnaire was distributed among Turkish-Dutch using a variety
of network sources including Turkish-Dutch institutions, tea-houses, shops. Re-
spondents filled in the questionnaire at home or during a social meeting and returned
the questionnaire about a week later. 26.5% of the participants used the Dutch version
ofthe questionnaire, 72.3% the Turkish version, and I.2% both versions.

RESULTS

In the first set of data analyses, the dimensionality ofthe 48 item scores was invest-
igated in exploratory factor analyses. First, four factors were extracted, explaining
39.00% of the variance (eigenvalues:  8.4I, 4.20,3.39, and 2.73)· However, the ob-
tained four factors did not perfectly replicate the four acculturation strategies. Assim-
ilation was the most clearly defined factor; II out of I2 itemS showed their highest
loadings on a single factor. Only 6 out of I2 marginalization items showed their
highest loading on a single factor, and only 7 separation items loaded high on a single
factor. Integration was the least clearly defined factor; 4 items loaded negatively on
the separation factor, 4 negatively on the marginalization factor, I item loaded pos-
itively on the assimilation factor, and 3 Positively on a single factor together with 2
separation items and I marginalization item.

A two-factor solution explained 26.25% of the variance (correlation between the
factors was .I8). The first factor was bipolar: IO separation items loaded positively, 9
integration items negatively, I integration item positively, and 4 marginalization items
positively on the first factor. The second factor was unipolar with positive loadings for
assimilation and marginalization (with exception of 2 negative loaded integration
items  and     separation  item). The unifactorial solution  o f the acculturation items
(explaining I7·5I% of the variance) was bipolar with integration items showing neg-
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ative loadings and assimilation, separation, and marginalization items showing posi-
tive loadings (with the item dealing with work as exception). A similar factor with a
juxtaposition between integration and a combination ofthe three other acculturation
strategies has been found in a sample of migrant school children in the Netherlands
in which the four-item method was employed (Van de Vijver, Helms-Lorenz, &
Feltzer,  I999). If we compare the current results with the findings of our first two
studies, it is paradoxical that the method in which the most questions are asked to the
participants, produces such a broad, a-specific result. Therefore, we decided to use a
different analysis strategy.

Adopting an analysis already used in the second study, the dimensionality ofthe
acculturation strategies was examined per strategy separately. Two factors emerged in
the exploratory factor analysis of the twelve integration item scores (using an Oblimin
rotation with delta = o), explaining 40.I8% of the variance (correlation between the

factors was .I8). The first factor was defined by the following life domains: language,

news, working, living and staying, knowing one's way in the society, and social
contacts (lowest loading .47)· This factor was called integration in public li.fe. The
second factor showed positive, high loadings (above .44) for the life domains eating
food, television, music, clothes, leisure time, and buying foodstuff. This factor was
called integration in private Nfe. Tile other three acculturation strategies (assimilation,
separation, and marginalization) showed unifactorial solutions (explaining 30.I8%,

3I.64%, and 34·II% ofthe variance, respectively).
The mean scores of the acculturation strategies per domain are presented in Table

4. Integration was the acculturation strategy most preferred by Turkish-Dutch adults

(M = 3·86, SD =.66), followed by separation (M = 2.33, SD = .77), assimilation (M =
2.II, SD = .73), and marginalization (M - I.7I, SD = .66). The difference 1)etween

public and private integration was not significant, t(I65)- .6I, ns.

Table 4. Mean scores offour occulturation strategies per domain (study 3)

Domains Assimilation Integration Separation Marginalization

Language tpuwic) 2.16 (I.44) 4·09 (I.45) I.96 (I.33) I.68 (I.28)
Social contacts iptiblic) i.82 (I.25) 3.98 (I.36) 2.02 (I.30) I.7'7 (I.3I)

 ehwa  happening „.bkici
2·42 (I.38) 4·04 (I.28) 2.I9 (I.46) I·4I  C .95)
I.80 (I.02) 3'95 (I.47) 2.02 (I·33) I·75 (I.20)

Living and staying (publiq 2.96 (I.53) 3·72 (I.32) 2.6I (I.47) I.64 (I.05)
Working tpublic) 2.65 (I.56) 3·22 (I.39) 2.I7 (I.45) I.73 (I.I3)

MUSiC (privatel I.66
C I.20) 3.69 (I.50) 2·3I (I.45) I.66 (I.I5)

Clothes {privatel 2.I5 (I.44) 4·OI (I.26) 2.27 (I.48) I·59 (I.I9)
Food Iprivatel I.68

C I.IO) 3·49 (I.38) 3.60 (I.47) I·5'7 (I.I9)
Buying foodstuff (pr™ate 2.08 (I.27) 4·05 (I.25) 2·58 (I.55) 2.46 (I.45)
Leisure activi ty Cpr™.tel I·79 (I.30) 4·33 (I.OI) I.83 (I.26) I.37  C '90)
Television (privatel 2.IL (I.45) 3.7I (I.46) 2.44 (I.5I) I.94 (I.35)

Mean 2.II
( .73) 3.86 (.66) 2·33   ( ·77) I·7I   (.66)
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DISCUSSION

Acculturation was measured by Berry's (I992) four acculturation strategies. in which
the attitudes toward the heritage culture and the mainstream culture were addresse
simultaneously. When all items were jointly analyzed, our results revealed a bipolar
unidimensional structure of acculturation attitudes with integration  at one pole  and
assimilation, separation, and marginalization at the othen As Van de Vijver et al.
argue (I999), a unifactorial solution can be obtained ifone strategy is highly preferred
by a majority, which was the case for integration. In this case, there will be a negative
correlation between the preferred strategy and the other three strategies (which show
positive correlations  with each other). This correlation pattern  will  show  up  as  a
single, bipolar factor in a factor analysis.

Factor analyses  of the four strategy scales separately yielded a different picture.
Evidence  for the domain-dependence of acculturation was found only for the integ-
ration strategy with a distinction between private and public life domains.

In  summary, the existence of two acculturation dimensions (cultural maintenance
and adaptation) with a bipolar structure was not confirmed in this study in any analysis.
In addition, participants complained during and after the administration ofthe question-
naires about the length ofthe questionnaire, the length ofthe items and problems with
marginalization items (see also DonA & Berry, I994; Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 200I)

STUDY 4

The results ofthe first three studies did not yield a clear-cut picture. On the one hand,
there are the one- and the two-item methods. which strongly supported the bidimen-
sionality and domain specificity ofacculturation. On the other hand, there is the four-
item method which suggested that acculturation strategies are best seen as unidi-
mensional and bipolar, contrasting integration with the three other acculturation
strategies. Separate analyses of the four strategies showed the distinction between
public and private domains only for the most prevalent strategy, i.e., integration. To
combine the main findings of the three previous studies, in Study 4 all the three
acculturation measurement methods were studied simultaneously with Turkish-
Dutch youngsters. This group was chosen because most acculturation attitudes are
formed in this life period (Bochner, I982). The main research question addressed the
role of measurement methods and life domains (public and private domains) in accul-
turation attitudes. In addition, the results ofthe one-, two-, and four-item measure-
ment methods were compared with each other

METHOD

Participants
A total of 293 Turkish-Dutch youngsters who were recruited through schools and
community organizations in the southern part of the Netherlands, participated in this
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study. There were I44 (49·I%) female and 9149 (50·9%) male participants, and I5

(5.I%) first- and 278 (94·9%) second-generation migrants in the sample. The age of
the participants varied from II to I9 years, with a mean of I4.67 (SD = I.69). Ofthese stu-

dents, I8.4% attended vocational training education, 62.I% attended general secondary

education, and I9.5% attended professional and academic secondary education.

Instruments and procedure
Three psychometrically distinct methods for measuring acculturation attitude were
used in this study (one-, two-, and four-item methods). First, acculturation was
assessed with independent measures of attitudes toward Dutch culture and toward
Turkish culture on I5 life domains, consisting of 30 Positively-keyed items ('two-item
method'). Seven items referred to the private domain (celebrations, eating food, child-

rearing practices, cultural habits, cultural way of life, cultural identity as viewed by the
participant and cultural identity as he or she thought to be seen by others) and eight
items to the public domain (social contacts, friends, speaking the language, reading
the language, education and courses, teachers, news and information, and reading
newspapers). Both scales used a 5-Point Likert scale, ranging from I (totally disagree)

to 5 (totally agree). Second, a unidimensional scale was used ('one-item method'), with
a forced-choice measure of preference on the fifteen life domains for which the parti-
cipants chose one of six alternatives (the first five options ranged from preference for
the Turkish culture to preference for the Dutch culture; the sixth option, measuring

marginalization, expressed a dislike ofboth cultures). The third acculturation measure
had four scales with independent measures of assimilation, integration, separation,
and marginalization ('four-item method'). These acculturation strategies were
assessed in four public life domains (education and courses, news and information,
speaking the language, and friends) and in five private life domains (cultural customs,
cultural identity as seen by others, cultural identity of self-definition, child-rearing,
and  celebrations).   Only  nine life domains were included in order to reduce  the
number of items  in this  part of the questionnaire because in a pilot study students
found this part long and difficult. This third measure of acculturation consisted of 36
ratings on 5-Point Likert scales ranging from I (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

The language used in the questionnaire was Dutch. Participants were proficient
in Dutch and could answer the questions without any language problems. Question-
naires were filled out individually during regular class hours.

RESULTS

Structure ofthe scales
To examine the factorial structure of acculturation, factor analyses were performed
for each of three measurement methods separately. Results of exploratory factor
analyses of the measurement methods (using Oblimin rotations in all analyses, delta
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= o), by and large confirmed our previous findings regarding domain specificity of
acculturation. In the two-item method, a two-factorial solution was obtained for the
adaptation scale; private items loaded positively on the first and public items on the
second factor (eigenvalues: 4.60 and I.66, respectively; the correlation between the
factors was .35)· The cultural maintenance scale also showed a two-factorial solution
Ceigenvalues: 5.61 and I.35; the correlation between the factors was .43)· In the one-
item method, two factors emerged with public items loading high on the first factor
(eigenvalue: 5.38) and private items on the second factor (eigenvalue: I.49; the correla-
tion between the factors was .4I). In the four-item method the integration scale, and
unlike in the previous study, the separation scale showed a two-factorial solution; in
both instances the private-domain items loaded on the first factor (eigenvalues: 2.45
and 3.42, respectively) and the public-domain items on the second factor (eigenvalues:
I·48 and I.I4, respectively). The correlation between the public and private factors was
.I7 for integration and .38 for separation. The two other scales (assimilation and
marginalization) were unifactorial (eigenvalues: 4.25 and 3.61, respectively).

Comparison of mean scores
Mean scores of the items with the three measurement methods on the public and
private domains are presented in Table 5. In the one-item method, both cultures were
about equally preferred in the public domain while the Turkish culture was more
favored in the private domain; the difference was significant, t(226) = 3I.59, P < .OOI,
and large (Cohen's dpibli:.pr,Mt,  =  I.94).

In the two-item method, there was no significant difference between the Dutch
and Turkish scales in the public domain, t(292) = -.78, ns. In the private life domain,
the difference between the two scales was significant, t(292) = -28.6I, p < .001, and
large (doukb T„kisk  = -2.87); in private life the Turkish culture was more preferred than
the Dutch. The difference between the public and private life domains for the ad-
aptation items was larger (dpubite-privat, = I.89, t(292) = 32.00, p < .ooI) than for the
cultural maintenance items (dp"Mi,--p:rek  = ..95,4292) = -I .40, P < .ooI), suggesting a
stronger distinction between life domains for adaptation than for cultural maintenance.

In the four-item method, integration was the most preferred acculturation strategy,
followed by separation in both public and private life. However, the difference
between integration and separation was much larger in the public domain (d,„t-*p =
2.40' t(292) = 25·'78, p < .ooI) than in the private domain (dint-sep = ·20, t(292) = 2.05,
P  <  ·05),  suggesting that a sharper distinction  is made between integration  and  sep-
aration in the former domain. Moreover, the difference between public and private
domain was stronger for separation (dp.bii:_pimk - -LI4, t(292) = -I .25· P < .OoI) than
for integration (dpuw,c-private = ·79,4292) - Io.68, p <.OOI), suggesting a sharper
distinction between life domains in the separation strategy.

The mean score for the public-domain items in the one-item method is relatively
Close to the scale midpoint and much higher than for the private-domain items,
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Table 5. Mean scores and  efect sizes of the measurement methods  (one-, two-,  andfour-item)  in the two life
domains (Study 4)

One·item Two item method Four-item method

Domains method Dutch Turkish Effect Integra- Separa- Effect Assj Marg

adapta- main- size Hon don size

 on tenance IDutch- (Int-

Turkish)                         Sep)

Mean scores
Public domains        306      1.74       3.78       ..06 3.97 2.29 2.40*** I.95 I.90
Private domains 2.03 2.47 4·16 -2.87*** 3·41 3.24 .20* I 57        1.64

Effect sizes (Cohen's d)    I.94***   1.89***   ..95*** ·79*** -I.14*** 52*** .39***

Note. Assi = Assimilation. Marg = Marginalization. Int = Integration. Sep = Separation.
*P < ·05· ***p <.OOI

which indicates a preference for integration. Similarly, the mean scores for the adapta-
tion and cultural maintenance scales in the public domain are more or less equally
large in the two-item method, which also points to a preference for integration.
Finally, integration shows the highest preference of the four acculturation strategies
for the four-item method. Clearly, integration is the preferred choice in the public
domain in each measurement method.

The mean score of the one-item method in the private domain is closer to the
maintenance end ofthe continuum. Similarly, the two-item method shows that in the

private domain Turkish culture is more preferred than Dutch culture. The four-item
method yields a slightly different picture because integration is preferred to separa-
tion. However, the preference for integration is weaker and the preference for separa-
hon is stronger than in the public domain. In summary, there is a fair agreement
across the methods: Integration is the preferred choice in the public domain, while
the Turkish culture (separation) is more favored in the private domain.

Multitrait-multimethod approach
To investigate the role oflife domains and measurement methods ofacculturation
simultaneously, a confirmatory factor analysis was performed using AMOS 4.01
(Arbuckle, I999) on ten subscales of acculturation measures (subscales of assimila-
tion and marginalization were not included in the model since they were seldomly

chosen). A hierarchical model of acculturation with two second-order latent variables
was hypothesized. The two second-order latent variables were acculturation attitude,
a latent variable with two indicators (public and private life domains) and measure-
ment method, a latent variable with three indicators (one-item, two-item, and four-
item method). The modeling in two 'domain factors' and three 'method factors'  is
similar to a multitrait-multimethod approach (for a similar analysis, see Billiet &
McClendon, 2000). The hypothesized model is presented in Figure L
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The model showed an acceptable fit: r (I7, N = 293) = 36.13, P < ·OI; r/df= 2.I3
(recommended: cs 3), the Goodness of Fit Index (GFI) was .98 (recommended: 2.95),
the Adjusted Goodness of Fit Index (AGFI) was .93 (recommended: 2.90), the Tucker
Lewis Index (TLI) was .97 (recommended: 2.90), and the Root Mean Square Error of
Approximation (RMSEA) was .06 (recommended: 5.08). Two error terms had to be
allowed to correlate (the errors  of the 'two-item Turkish private scale' with  the  ' four-
item integration private scale', and the errors ofthe 'four-item separation private scale'
with the 'four-item separation public scale'). The two second-order latent variables did
not show a significant correlation (r = .32, ns). The two first-order latent variables of
the acculturation factor, the public and the private life domains, showed positive load-
ings of.88 and .75, respectively; the correlation of the factors was .66.

This means here that at a global level individuals tend to be more inclined either
to maintain the Turkish culture (both in public and private domains) or adjust to the
Dutch culture. Within both life domains a similar pattern emerges: Items dealing
with Dutch and Turkish culture have opposite signs, indicating that within the
domains individuals tend to opt either for more cultural maintenance or for more
adaptation.
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The loadings  of the three methods  on the method factor showed an interesting
pattern. As can be seen in Figure I, the usage of the four-item method had more
impact on the measurement outcomes than the usage of the one- or two-item methods.
The four-item method had the highest loading on the second-order method factor and
the loadings of the scales on the first-order factors showed more variability for the
four-item method than for the other factors.

DISCUSSION

The objective ofthis study was to compare the three measurement methods of accul-
turation in a group ofTurkish-Dutch youngsters. There was major convergence in the
results obtained with the one-, two-, and four-item method. A structural equation
model in which the three methods loaded on the same underlying acculturation atti-
tude factor showed a good fit. This factor had two positively related components,
namely acculturation in private and in public life domain. Individuals scored con-

sistently high or low on Turkish/Dutch public and private domains: Individuals with
high scores on public-domain items tended to show also high scores on private-
domain items. The examination ofthe level of the mean scores in the two domains
adds an important element to an analysis of the correlations between domains: The
mean score (overall preference) of cultural maintenance was higher in the private
than in the public domain (in which both cultures were about equally preferred). In
summary, in order to  get a full picture of the acculturation attitudes  of the Turkish-
Dutch youngsters, both the correlations of the measures and the patterning of the
mean scores in different life domains provide essential information.

Although all three measurement methods loaded on a single method factor, we
found that the one- and two-item measures had less impact on the measurement
outcomes than the four-item measure. The methodological concerns and the prob-
lems participants reported with the latter method (e.g., items with complex formula-
tions) make the four-item method the least appropriate of the three measurement
methods employed.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Acculturation  is an important moderator of test scores and performance in multicul-
tural groups, and can indicate how much cultural modification may be required for
assessing a migrant client (Cudllar & Paniagua, 2000). However, acculturation meas-
ures have not yet become an integral part of assessment in multicultural groups,
possibly because no widely accepted operationalizations and measurements ofaccul-
turation are available. The main aim of our studies was to compare and integrate
current measurement methods of acculturation. The results revealed evidence that in
the Turkish-Dutch group acculturation is domain specific, and to a lesser extent meas-
urement specific; scores on acculturation measures are influenced both by content
and measurement method. Each of the three measurement methods revealed support
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for domain specificity of acculturation: A distinction is made between public and
private life domains. Cultural maintenance was more preferred in the private life
domain and adaptation more in the public domain. The one- and two-item methods
showed smaller method effects than the four-item method.

Our results have implications for acculturation theory, methodology, and psycho-

logical assessment. We did not find dear support for either the unidimensional or for
the bidimensional acculturation models if these conceptualize acculturation as a
domain-independent trait. According to our model, acculturation can best be considered
as a hierarchical concept with unidimensionality at the top (general adaptation or
cultural maintenance); this general factor is constituted  by two positively related
domain factors, one for the public and one for the private domain. Both domain
factors  are made up  of a single dimension, ranging from cultural maintenance to
cultural adaptation.

The model in Figure I differs in subtle ways from both the unidimensional and
bidimensional model. It agrees with the unidimensional model in its second-order
factor, which is bipolar and ranges from cultural maintenance to cultural adaptation,
yet it differs from this model in the presence of two positively related domain factors.
Our model differs  from the bidimensional model in the presence of an overall accul-
turation factor. Within a domain the choices for either cultural maintenance or ad-
aptation emerge as incompatible (unlike to what the bidimensional model suggests).
However, we find that adaptation (integration) is preferred in the public domain and
cultural maintenance (separation) in the private domain. So, the public domain factor
mainly refers to an adaptation dimension, while the private domain factor more
reflects cultural maintenance. In summary, our two factors are fairly compatible with
the bidimensional model in which acculturation consists of adaptation and main-
tenance. The main difference between our model and the bidimensional model in-
volves the correlation between the factors; whereas the bidimensional models assume
the two underlying factors to be uncorrelated, we find a positive correlation between
the two domains.

When the three measurement methods were compared, the four-item method
showed the largest method effect and the most reported difficulties by participants.
In addition, no extra information was obtained using this method. The one-item
method has the advantage of being a short instrument and allowing for a simple
interpretation in multicultural assessment by defining acculturation scores as a dis-
tance from the mainstream culture. However, the method has one major limitation:
Ifindividuals score on the midpoint ofthe scale, no difference can be made between
those who value both cultures equally (integration) and those who do not want to
relate to either culture (marginalization). Adding an extra answer possibility  (no ad-
aptation, no cultural maintenance) to the answer categories may solve this problem.

The two-item measurement method did not show a significant method effect, and
results were similar to the one-item method. In addition, it also gave more detailed
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information about the preferred acculturation attitudes than the one-item method.
Taken together, both the one- and two-item methods are appropriate measures of
acculturation in unidimensional and bidimensional models. However, unlike the one-
item method, the two-item method allows  for a measure of each of Berry's accultura-
tion strategies using the same metric (e.g., the distance ofthe participants to the four
strategies). Finally, it should be added that whichever method is used, it is important
to include items dealing with different life domains, particularly public- and private-
domain items.

Are our findings generalizable to other plural societies? Recent models of accul-
turation tend to stress its context-dependent nature (e.g., Bourhis, Moise, Perreault,
& Sen6cal, I997)· Acculturation orientations of immigrants are influenced by the
acculturation orientations of the mainstream society members. In Western-European
societies, integration is only partly supported by government policies and the main-
stream society: Migrants can keep their own culture in the more private domains of
life and have to adapt to the mainstream culture in public domains including educa-
tion, language and institutions. In multicultural societies where migrants can keep
more oftheir own culture in a larger array oflife domains, acculturation attitudes may
have another structure. Results  of an empirical study investigating the support of
Dutch mainstreamers for multicultural government policies and the plural composi-
tion of the society in general revealed that Dutch tolerate but do not actively support
multiculturalism in the Netherlands and prefer assimilation of Turkish migrants
above integration (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, in press). Acculturation strategies by
migrants in societies that show more openness toward heritage cultures in public life
may show less domain dependence.

The  construct of acculturation will gain prominence in multicultural societies  as
it focuses on intra-cultural variability and the suitability of existing instruments  for
these societies. Research on advances in measurement approaches, methodological
improvements, and increasing conceptual clarity should continue. Future research in
acculturation assessment should focus not only on attitudes but also on acculturation
behaviors and cognitions and especially on the question how we can correct for accul-
turation in psychological assessment.

Notes
I.   E.g., the Index for Correction for Culture differences between the subject and the

(ICC) uses acculturation data to estimate standardized population'.
how different an assessee is from the 2.  In some studies the four acculturation
standardization sample, and several strategies are asked in four separate items
methods for applying the ICC were de- per life domain or in a vignette and the
scribed. A checklist form of a regression respondent has to choose that item or
model suggested by Cuellar (2000) vignette that is most representative for him-
includes 'Gender + SES (income & educa- or herself. In other studies using this meas-
tion) + group-specific validity coefficient + urement method the respondent has to
intercept for a given group + acculturation indicate his or her agreement with each
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separate item or vignette on a Likert scale. 5·   The unifactoral solution was also addressed.
3.   Turkish-Dutch in this article refers to The Dutch personal items (cultural habits,

people who were born in Turkey or who child-rearing practices, and celebrations)
have at least one parent born in Turkey. showed low loadings (-.I5, ·oI, and .07, respec-

4·  It can be shown that the variance explained tively) on the factor, while the other items
is Ioo(I-r) = 67%. while the loading ofboth loaded positive and high (item Dutch social
factors is sqrt((I+r)/2) =.82. contacts showed the lowest loading of.44)
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Chapter 5
Relationships between Acculturation Attitudes and

Self-Reported  Behaviors among Turkish-Dutch -

ABSTRACT

Relationships between acculturation attitudes and self-reported
behaviors were studied by addressing structural equivalence
(identity of internal structure of attitude and behavior), metric
equivalence (identity of measurement unit for the two), scalar
equivalence (identity of measurement unit and scale origin),
and attitude-behavior correlations in three studies with
Turkish-Dutch adults. Results showed a high overall level of
structural equivalence, implying that the underlying psycho-

logical structures were similar, and that acculturation attitudes
and behaviors can be conceptualized using a single theoretical
model. Metric and scalar equivalence, and attitude-behavior
correlations varied across life domains (public and private)
and measurement methods (one- and two-item method).
They were higher in the private than in the public domain. In
addition, when the response formats in the attitude and be-
havior scales were not identical (two-item method), both scalar
equivalence and attitude-behavior correlations turned out to
be much lower. It is concluded that the equivalence framework
is a useful tool for studying acculturation attitude-behavior
relations since it enables a further specification of conditions
of attitude-behavior correspondence: Structural equivalence is
robust while scalar equivalence can only be obtained in very
specific conditions (notably, identical response formats in atti-
tude and behavior items in the private domain).

0    Arends-T6th, 1.. & Van de Viiver, F. I. R.. & Poortinga, Y. H. (2002) Relationships between accul-
turation attitudes and self-reported behaviors among Turkish-Dutch. Manuscript in preparation.
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INTRODUCTION

The term acculturation generally refers to psychological and behavioral changes that
occur as a result of prolonged contacts between people belonging to different cultural
groups. More specifically, psychological acculturation refers to how a migrant deals
with the culture of origin (cultural maintenance) and with the culture ofthe country of
settlement (adaptation). While in recent years acculturation has received much atten-
tion in psychology, there are still many unresolved issues. Empirical research has
often neglected to make a clear distinction between different aspects of acculturation,
such as the distinction between acculturation attitudes and behaviors.

Researchers have suggested that the measurement of acculturation should cover
both its overt behavioral and covert attitudinal aspects (Berry, I992; Keefe & Padilla,

I987; Marin. I992; Mavreas, Bebbington, & Der, I989; Negy & Woods, I992; Rogler,
Cortes, & Malgady. I99Ii Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 200I). However, the combina-
tion and relationships ofthese aspects have not been explored systematically; there is
even an apparent  lack of agreement among researchers  on how to address  them  in

questionnaires. Some researchers have focused on behavioral indicators ofthe accul-
turation process (e.g., Burnam. Hough, Karno, Escobar, & Telles, I987; Celano &
Tyler, 199I; Marin & Gamba, I996; Szapocznik, Kurtines, & Fernandez, I980;
Yamada, Marsella, & Yamada, I998). Other researchers have focused only on the atti-
tudinal component (e.g., Eshel & Rosenthal-Sokolov, 2000; Kwak & Berry, 200I; Lasry
& Sayegh, I992; Pham & Harris, 200I; Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 200I; Triandis,
Kashima, Hui, Lisansky, & Marin, I982). In many studies the attitudinal and beha-
vioral components of acculturation have both been assessed in the same question-
naires, implicitly assuming their interchangeability (e.g., Laroche, Kim, & Hui, I997;
Marin, Sabogal, VanOss Marin, Otero-Sabogal, & Perez-Stable, I987; Ryder, Lynn. &
Paulhus, 2000; Stephenson, 2000; Suinn, Ahuna, & Khoo, I992; Tsai, Ying, & Lee,
2000; Wong-Rieger & Quintana, I987). Other studies have employed separate atti-
tudinal and behavioral scales based on the assumption that these are weakly related
aspects of acculturation (e.g., Cheng & Hsu, I995; Kim, Laroche, & Tomiuk, 2OOI).
In still other research, acculturation behavior was used as the criterion for the validity
of acculturation attitudes (e.g., Nguyen, Messe, & Stollak,  999; Tropp, Erkut, Garcia
Coll, Alarcon, & Vazquez Garcia, I999)

The present project addresses relationships between acculturation attitudes and

self-reported acculturation behaviors. Specifically, the extent of correspondence (equi-
valence) between these two aspects is investigated. In the present project, an equival-
ence framework is applied (which was employed to detect cultural bias in psycho-
logical assessment; Van de Vijver & Leung, I997) for these two aspects of acculturation,
i.e., for acculturation attitudes and self-reported acculturation behaviors.

RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS

The issue of attitude-behavior relationships has had a prominent place in social and
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behavioral sciences (e.g., Kim & Hunter, I993; McBroom & Reed, I992). An attitude
is best thought of as a behavioral disposition; that is, a tendency to behave in a par-
ticular way (Allport, I935; Mackie & Hamilton, I993)· Knowledge of attitudes should
then allow prediction of behavior, and changing an attitude allows one to change or
control behavior (e.g., Ajzen & Fishbein, I980; Petty & Krosnick, 12995)·

Several theoretical orientations lead to the expectation that people's attitudes will
generally be consistent with their behavior. In dissonance theory (Festinger, I957),
this expectation follows from the assumption that people have a need to reduce dis-
sonance; in self-perception theory (Bem,  1972), it follows  from the assumption that
people infer their feelings from their actions; and in impression management theory
(Snyder & Swann, I976), it follows from the assumption that people want to appear
consistent in front ofothers.

The specific match between attitudinal and behavioral elements is the central
focus of major explanations of attitude-behavior relationships. A global attitudinal
predisposition may not be related to any particular single behavior (e.g., Bentler &
Speckart, I979). A large amount of research has shown that attitudes and behaviors
can be strongly related (i.e., highly correlated) when measurements involve the same
action, context, target, time, and level of specificity (e.g., Eagly & Chaiken, I993;
Kashima, Siegal, Tanaka, & Kashima, I992; Kim & Hunter, I993; Pratkanis, Brecklen
& Greenwald, I989). In addition, attitudes and behaviors are found to be more closely
related when the attitudes are more important (more central) and stronger (e.g., Petty
& Krosnick, I995)· Attitude importance is a manifestation ofthe degree ofpersonal
relevance and significance ofthe attitude object. Furthermore, attitude-behavior rela-
tionships are strong between aggregated measures of attitudes and behaviors  (e.g.,
Eagly & Chaiken, I993)

The causal direction from attitudes to behaviors or vice versa has also often been
addressed. Consistency theories claim that tendencies to reach consistency between
attitude and behavior act in both directions (Festinger, I957) However, the most
common postulate specifies a causal link from attitudes to behavior, predicting
behavior on the basis of attitudes (e.g., Bentler & Speckart, I979)·

Attitude-behavior relationships have been studied across  a wide range  of topics
(e.g., alcohol and drug use, altruistic behavior, birth control, blood donation, class
attendance, consumer behavior, deviance, environmental protection, food, games,
group participation, health care, migration, race relation, religion, social activities,
voting behavior, and weight loss; for an overview see Eagly & Chaiken, I993)· In accul-
turation research, both attitudes and behaviors have been studied, but their cor-
respondence and relationships have not been addressed systematically.

ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS
Researchers have proposed at least two different ways of conceptualizing accultura-
tion attitudes and behaviors. The unidimensional model conceptualizes cultural main-
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tenance and adaptation as polar opposites. This model implies a process of culture
change along a single dimension, a shift from maintenance ofthe immigrant culture
to full adaptation in the host culture (Gordon, I964). Much research on acculturation
has made use of the theoretical framework ofthe unidimensional model, employing
the one-item method of assessment (e.g., Celano & Tyler, I99I; Cutllar, Harris, & Jasso,

I980; Mavreas et al., I989; Mendoza, I989; Suinn et al., I992; Tropp et al., I999). In
the one-item method each item of a questionnaire, which usually employ Likert
scales, has response alternatives that range from complete maintenance ofthe ethnic
culture to complete absorption in the mainstream culture.

The second model is called the bidimensional model. Cultural maintenance and
adaptation are treated here as two (usually) independent dimensions. Increasing iden-
tification with one culture does not require or imply a decreasing identification with
the other culture. Two potentially independent continua of change have often been
proposed and measured with the two-item method (e.g., Berry, I997; Dona & Berry,

I994; Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 200Ii Hutnik, I986; Kim et al., 2001; Lasry & Sayegh,

I992; Marin & Gamba, I996; Sanchez & Fernandez, I993; Sayegh & Lasry, I993;
Stephenson, 2000; Tsai et al., 2000). In the two-item method a particular life sphere,

such as friendships, is measured by two items. The first asks for the attitude or
behavior vis-A-vis the ethnic culture, followed by a response scale in which agreement
is asked with the statement (e.g., 'I find it important to have Turkish friends', followed
by a 5-Point Likert scale with response categories ranging from completely disagree to

completely agree). The second item deals  with the adaptation aspect of the  same life

sphere (e.g., 'I find it important to have Dutch friends', followed by the same response
categories).

The most popular bidimensional model is that of Berry (e.g., I992).  In this model,
the two main aspects of acculturation are combined, constituting four acculturation

strategies, namely integration, assimilation, separation, and marginalization. The
integration strategy reflects a desire to maintain key features  of the migrant's culture
while there is a simultaneous interest in adopting elements of the majority culture.
Assimilation refers to the loss of the original culture and complete absorption in the
majority culture. The separation strategy reflects a desire to maintain the minority
culture while rejecting the majority culture. Finally, marginalization amounts to the
rejection ofboth cultures. In some studies each ofthe four acculturation strategies is
asked in a separate item (e.g., integration item: 'I find it important to have Dutch
friends and I find it important to have Turkish friends'; assimilation item: 'I do not
find it important to have Turkish friends but I find it important to have Dutch
friends'; separation item: 'I do not find it important to have Dutch friends but I find
it important to have Turkish friends'; and marginalization item: 'I do not find it
important to have Turkish friends and I do not find it important to have Dutch

friends'), and the participant has to choose that item that is most representative for
him- or herself. In other studies the participant has to indicate his or her agreement
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with each separate item on a Likert scale. Empirical evidence suggests that migrants
usually prefer integration, followed either by separation or assimilation, while margin-
alization usually is the least preferred acculturation strategy (e.g., Arends-T6th & Van
de Vijver, 2002; Berry, Kim, Power, Young, & Bujaki, I989; Lasry & Sayegh, I992;
Van Oudenhoven, Prins, & Buunk, 1998). In addition, the integration strategy pro-
duces the least acculturative stress (e.g., Berry et al., I989; Ward et al., 200I).

Historically, there has been a close link between the theoretical acculturation
model and the assessment procedure, as described in the previous paragraphs. In our
view, however, there is no inherent link between theory and assessment procedure.
Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver (2002) administered a questionnaire with the three
procedures (one-. two-, and four-item method) to a group ofTurkish-Dutch migrants
and found a single model to account for the outcomes ofthe three assessment proce-
dures; each method yielded essentially similar results.

Some researchers have treated acculturation as a unitary trait, assuming cross-
sectional and cross-situational consistency (e.g., Berry et al., I 989; Celano & Tyler,
I992; Lasry & Sayegh, I992; Pham & Harris, 2000; Tropp et al., I999; Tsai et al.,
2000; Van Oudenhoven et al., I998; Yamada et al., I998). Other researchers have
found acculturation to be multifaceted and to vary across life domains and situations
(e.g., Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002; Cheng & Hsu, I995; LaFromboise, Cole-
man, & Gerton, 1993; Nagata, I994; Padilla, I995; Phalet, Lotringen, & Entzinger,
2000; Triandis et al., I982)

EQUIVALENCE FRAMEWORK FOR STUDYING ATTITUDE-BEHAVIOR RELATIONSHIPS
It is remarkable that the relationship between attitudes and behaviors, which has been
extensively studied in social psychology, has never been examined explicitly in the
area of acculturation. Unless there is some conceptualization ofthis relationship, it
is difficult to design measures of acculturation or to develop a theoretical model of
acculturation. The most common measure of attitude-behavior relationships in the
social psychological literature is the strength of attitude-behavior correlations. The
present paper examines the relationship between attitudes and behaviors in accul-
turation by employing an equivalence framework (e.g., Poortinga I989; Van de Vijver
& Leung, I997; Van de Vijver & Poortinga, 1997)· This means that attitudes and
behaviors are assessed independently and that their level of correspondence  is  care-
fully established, using techniques developed in cross-cultural research.

Three levels of equivalence  can be distinguished. Structural equivalence addresses
the question to what extent acculturation attitude and acculturation behavior (or
different methods of attitude measurement)  have the same psychological meaning.
Structural equivalence is often assessed using exploratory or confirmatory factor
analysis of two  (or more)  data sets with a view to establish whether similar factors
emerge. Similarity ofattitudinal and behavioral factors is the criterion for structural
equivalence. In exploratory factor analysis, employed in the current research, corres-
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pondence between factors is expressed in terms of some factorial agreement index,
such as Tucker's phi (originally due to Burt, I948). A value higher than .90 is seen as
evidence for factorial similarity.

When structural equivalence is found, measurement units of assessment scales

(i.e., the metric of the scales) can still be different. For a second level of equivalence,
called measurement-unit or metric equivalence, the measurement unit (metric) has to
be identical for the scales of both constructs, but the origins of the scales remain
unspecified. Metric equivalence can be established by calculating absolute agreement
intraclass correlations between deviance scores of attitudes and behaviors (i.e., differ-
ences between scores on an attitude scale have to be equal to differences between
scores on the corresponding behavior scale). The transformation ofmeans to an ident-
ical value for attitudes and behaviors is needed because the index to measure metric

equivalence should not be influenced by differences in means (to which an absolute

agreement index is sensitive). The highest level of equivalence, scalar equivalence (also
called-fi*ll-score equivalence), has been established when it can be demonstrated that

not only the metric, but also some standard value, usually the scale origin, is the same
for attitudes and for behaviors. This can be examined by looking at the absolute agree-
ment intraclass correlations between raw scores of attitudes and behaviors.

THE PRESENT PROJECT

In the present project, acculturation attitudes and self-reported behaviors were
addressed in three studies with samples ofTurkish-Dutch adults. The Netherlands
with its culturally diverse population (I7% of the population is of foreign origin)
provides a suitable context for research on acculturation. The reason for choosing the
Turkish group was its size  (as one of the largest groups of migrants in the Nether-

lands) and linguistic homogeneity (the other large migrant group, the Moroccans, is
linguistically more heterogeneous). In all three studies to be reported, the evaluative

component (importance) of participants' acculturation attitudes was assessed in a
number of life spheres and compared with self-reported acculturation behaviors  in
the same life spheres. In addition, generalization across measurement methods was
addressed.

STUDY  1

The first study was largely exploratory. The main aim of this study was to examine the
structural equivalence of acculturation strategies in their attitudinal and the beha-
vioral aspects. More specifically, the structural equivalence was determined of accul-
turation attitudes as measured with the four acculturation strategies (the four-item
method) of Berry (I992), and acculturation behaviors as measured with the one- and
two-item method. Dissimilar methods were used for measuring attitudes and beha-
viors in order to avoid the influence ofcommon method variance.

A second aim was to examine the strength ofthe attitude-behavior correlations, in
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the literature the most common measure ofattitude-behavior relationships. It may be
noted that these two aims (establishing structural equivalence and the strength ofthe
relationship) are somewhat related. Stronger relationships are more likely when atti-
tudes and behaviors show the same factor structure. However, the equivalence frame-
work allows  for a more finer-grained analysis  of the nature of the relationships by a
comparison ofthe factors, thereby enabling a more detailed analysis ofthe agreement
ofattitudes and behaviors.

METHOD

Participants
The sample consisted of I66 Turkish-Dutch, with a mean age of 28.20  (SD = 8.89).
There were 89 females and 77 males, and I05 first-generation and 6I second-genera-
tion participants of Turkish descent within the sample. The mean education level,
ranging from I (primary education) to 5 (university degree), was 2.30 (SD = I.I7)·
Employment rate was 36.7% (54·8% was unemployed and 8.4% were students). The
mean stay in the Netherlands was I2.36 years (SD = 9.68). Our sample is fairly
representative for the Turkish population in the Netherlands regarding age, gender,
and employment rate, but our sample is somewhat higher educated (CBS, I999;
Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000). Participants were recruited using a variety ofnetwork
sources including Turkish-Dutch institutions, tea-houses and shops applying a snow-
ball-sampling method.

Instruments and procedure
In addition to background variables such as age, gender, educational level, occupa-
tional status, and length of stay in the Netherlands, the questionnaire included meas-
ures ofacculturation attitudes and acculturation behaviors.

Acculturation attitudes. Berry's (I992) conceptual model of psychological accultura-
tion with four acculturation strategies was used to construct an acculturation attitude
questionnaire for Turkish-Dutch adults (four-item measurement method; see Arends-
T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002). Attitudes were measured in seven life spheres with a
total of 28 items. These life spheres were: listening to music, buying foodstuff, dothes,
eating food, language, news and information, and watching television. Each item
referred to a comparison of Dutch and Turkish aspects of these life spheres. The order
of the two cultures  in an item was randomized.  The integration strategy included  a
positive comparison of both cultures (e.g., 'It is important for me to follow the Turkish
news and it is also important for me to follow the Dutch news'). The assimilation
strategy referred to a negative evaluation ofthe Turkish culture and a positive evalu-
ation ofthe Dutch culture (e.g., 'It is not important for me to follow the Turkish news
but it is important for me to follow the Dutch news'). Separation items were charac-
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terized by a positive evaluation of the Turkish culture and a negative evaluation of the
Dutch culture  (e.g.,  ' It  is not important  for  me to follow the Dutch  news  but  it  is
important for me to follow the Turkish news'). In items referring to marginalization
both cultures were negatively evaluated (e.g., 'lt is not important for me to follow the
Turkish news and it is also not important for me to follow the Dutch news'). The
items were randomly ordered and the answer to each item was given on a 5-Point
Likert scale, ranging from I (totally disagree) to 5 (totally agree).

Acculturation behaviors. Acculturation behaviors were measured for the same life
spheres as attitudes. For four life spheres (i.e., listening to music, buying foodstuff,
clothes, and eating food) acculturation behaviors were each measured on a single 5-

point Likert-type scale (one-item method), ranging from I Conly Turkish) to 5 (only Dutch).
For the remaining three life spheres (language, watching television, and news)
respondents were asked about the frequency of their behaviors separately on the
dimensions of Dutch cultural adaptation and Turkish cultural maintenance (e.g., one
item: 'How often do you watch Turkish television?' and another item: 'How often do
you watch Dutch television?') each with answer possibilities on a 5-Point Likert-type
scale (two-item method), ranging from I (not at all) to 5 (very ofien).

The Dutch questionnaire was translated into Turkish and independently back
translated by two bilinguals. Differences between the two translations (which were
minor) were resolved by discussion.

Procedure. Turkish-Dutch filled in the questionnaire at home or during a social

meeting and returned the questionnaire about a week later. A group of 26.5% of the
Turkish-Dutch respondents used the Dutch version ofthe questionnaire, 72.3% the
Turkish version, and I.2% filled in both versions.

Statistical analysis
Separate analyses were carried out for the two measurement methods ofthe behavior
scale. The first analysis involved the one-item behavior measures, while the second
analysis involved the two-item behavior measures.

In acculturation research traditions models have been developed of how responses
on scales relate to acculturation strategies. On the basis of such notions, not only
acculturation attitudes but also behaviors can be assigned to these acculturation
strategies. The one-item behavioral scale in the first subset was scored as follows: For
assimilation the original scoring was used; for separation the scoring was reversed;
for integration the midpoint of the scale (3: equal Turkish and Dutch preference)
received the highest score (5), original scores of 2 (more Turkish) and 4 (more Dutch)
were scored as 3, and original scores of I Conly Turkish) and 5 (only Dutch) were given
a score of L  For this subset no marginalization score could be computed. The scores

on the two-item scale (i.e., the maintenance and adaptation items of a single life
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sphere) in the second subset were assigned to each ofthe four acculturation strategies
by using the 'proximity tran#ormation procedure' (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002).
With this procedure, the two scores can be seen as defining two vectors, one dealing
with adaptation and the other with cultural maintenance. These two vectors enable
the assessment of each of the four acculturation strategies. Each strategy can be
presented in the two-dimensional space  of the two vectors by a 'prototypical point'.
For example, on 5-Point Likert scales (with scores ranging from I to 5) the prototyp-
ical score of assimilation is  I on the maintenance scale and 5  on the adaptation scale.
Euclidean distances between the co-ordinates  of the participant's score in the two-
dimensional space and each of four prototypical points were computed, yielding a
score of each participant on each of the four strategies. This procedure has the ad-
vantage of not classifying participants into one ofthe four categories, but yielding a
score for each participant on all strategies. A disadvantage of this scoring method is
the interdependence of the scores for the four strategies. Scores on integration and
marginalization show a perfect, negative correlation; the same is true for assimilation
and separation.

RESULTS

Structure ofacculturation attitudes and behaviors

Acculturation attitudes. The items of acculturation attitude strategies were analyzed
separately for the two subsets distinguished in acculturation behavior. In the first
subset (involving the life spheres of clothes, eating food, music, and buying food-
stuff), the integration, separation, and assimilation acculturation strategies  had
unifactorial structures, explaining 48%, 38%, and 40% of the variance, respectively.
For the marginalization items a two-factorial structure emerged, explaining 60% of
the variance (on the first factor the items about music, eating food, and clothes loaded
high,  and the item about buying foodstuff loaded on the second factor). The joint
analysis of the I6 items revealed a unifactorial structure with integration at one pole
and assimilation, separation, marginalization at the other, explaining I8% ofthe vari-
ance (eigenvalue: 2.87)

In the second subset (involving the life spheres oflanguage, news, and television),
unifactorial structures for the separate acculturation strategies were obtained,
explaining 50% ofthe variance for integration, 65% for separation, 50% for assim-
ilation, and 53% for marginalization. Again, the joint analysis of the I2 items
supported a unifactorial structure ofacculturation attitudes, explaining 26% ofthe
variance (eigenvalue: 3.IOY

Acculturation behaviors. Analogous to the analyses of the attitude items, the dimen-
sionality of the behavioral items of the two subsets was addressed separately, using
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exploratory factor analyses. In the first subset, unifactorial structures emerged both
for integration (explaining 38% of the variance; eigenvalue: I.54) and for assimila-
tion/separation (explaining 50% ofthe variance with an eigenvalue of 2.OI; assimila-
tion and separation show by the definition of the scores the same factor structure).
The second subset also showed a unifactorial solution for all strategies: explaining
6I96 of the variance for integration (eigenvalue: I.83), 58% for separation (eigenvalue:

1.74). 53% for assimilation (eigenvalue: I.83), and 57% for marginalization (eigen-

value: I.70).

Comparison of structures. Similarities of factor-analytic solutions of attitudes and
behaviors ( factorial agreement) were addressed with Tucker's coefficient of agree-
ment, also known as Tucker's phi. In the first subset, the factorial agreement, Tucker's
phi for integration was .998, for assimilation .990, and for separation .999. In the
second subset, Tucker's phi for integration was .990, for assimilation .990, for sep-
aration .999, and for marginalization .990. In conclusion, a strong agreement in
structures was found between acculturation attitudes and behaviors in both subsets.

Attitude-behavior relationships
The obtained high structural equivalence between acculturation attitude and behavior,
indicating that these aspects have a similar psychological meaning, does not imply
equality of means of attitudes and behaviors or strong interrelationships between
them. Therefore, these aspects were addressed in the next analyses. First, the mean
scores on both attitudes and behavior scales were computed and the most preferred
acculturation strategies were established. Second, the relationship between accultura-
tion attitudes on behaviors was investigated.

Accu/turation strategies. Mean scores for acculturation strategies as assessed with the
attitude and behavior items are presented in Table I. Integration was the most
preferred acculturation attitude in both subsets (as usually found in acculturation
research), followed by separation and assimilation.  In the first subset, separation was
the most frequently chosen acculturation strategy in behavior. followed by integration
and assimilation. In the second subset, integration was the most frequently chosen
acculturation strategy in behavior, followed by separation.

Attitudes as predictors ofbehaviors. To investigate the influence of acculturation atti-
tude on behavior, separate multiple regression analyses were carried out on both
subsets, with the mean score of acculturation behavior as dependent variable and the
mean score of the corresponding acculturation attitude as independent variable.
Results are presented in Table 2. In the first subset, the regression analyses for integ-
ration and separation yielded significant (adjusted) squared multiple correlations (.26
and .29, both ps < .OI, respectively) while assimilation did not (adjusted R' =.00, ns)



RELATIONSHIPS BETWEEN ACCULTURATION ATTITUDES AND BEHAVIORS  105

In the next stage ofanalysis, the influences ofthe other acculturation attitudes on the
residual behavior scores ofthe first analysis were studied. The residual scores indic-
ate parts ofthe behavioral scores that cannot be accounted for by the corresponding
strategies in attitude. For assimilation, the squared multiple correlation ofthe residual
score was large and significant (RZ = .36, p < .oI); with both integration (13 = .25, P <

.o I) and separation (13 = :45, P < ·OI) attitudes as significant predictors (marginaliza-
tion was not). For integration, the squared multiple correlation of residual score was
R2 =.I2 (p <.QI); the separation and assimilation attitudes had negative significant
contributions (13 = -.34, P < ·oI and 13 = :IB, p < .05), while marginalization made a
positive contribution (13 = .IS, p < .05). For separation, the squared multiple correla-
tion of residual scores was .09  (p <  .OI), and the integration attitude had a negative
significant contribution (0 = ..25, P < .OI)

In the second subset, the assimilation, integration, and separation regression
analyses yielded low, though significant, adjusted squared multiple correlations on
the same acculturation attitudes (assimilation: .04, P < .OI; integration: 02, p < .05;
and separation: .05, P < .OI), while marginalization did not (R= = .02, ns). For inte-
gration, separation, and marginalization the multiple regression correlations of
residual scores were significant (.I6,.I5, and .I4, respectively; all ps < .oi), but not for
assimilation (.02, ns). ). For the integration behavior, the assimilation acculturation
attitude showed a positive association (fi = .36, p < .oI) and separation a negative asso-
ciation (13 = ..29, p < .OI). For the separation acculturation behavior, the assimilation
attitude was a negative predictor (13 = -.46, p < .oig). For the marginalization behavior,
the separation attitude was a positive (13 = .28, p < .OI) and assimilation a negative
predictor (B = *.3I, p < .OI)

Table i. Mean scores of acculturation attitudes and behaviors (Study 1)

Domains Attitude Behavior

Integ· Assim- Separa- Marginal- Integ- Assim Separa- Marginal-
ration ilation don ization ration ilation tion ization

First subset
Music 3.69 I.66 2·3I I.66 2.67 I.98 4·02          _

Buying foodstuff 4.05 2.08 2.58 2.46 4.58 2.84 3.I6 _
Clothes 4·oI 2.I5 2.27 I.59 3·37 3-50 2·50
Food 3.49 i.68 3.60 157 2·70 I.85 4·I5 -
Scale mean 3.81 1.89 2.69 1.82 3.33 2.54 3.46        -

Second subset
News 3·95 I.80 2.02 I.75 4.08 2.08 2.52 I.36

Language 4.09 2.I6 I.96 I.68 3·98 I.97 2.73 I.34

Television 3·7I 2.I5 2.44 I.94 4·36 I.67 2·53           73

Scale mean 3·92 2.04 2.14 1.79 4.14 1.91 2.59 1.15
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Table 2.   Results of regression analyses:  Standardized  regression coefIicients  (Study 1)

Attitude Behavior (first subset) Behavior (second subset)

Integ- Separa- Assim- Integ- Separa- Assim- Marginal-
ration tion ilation ration tion ilation ization

Same strategy (R') 26** .29** .00 .02* ·05* .04** .02

Other strategies (RZ)
(prediction residual scores) .I2** 09** 36** .I6** .15** .02 .I4**

Integration (S) - -.25** .25**
-

..03 -.OI -.IO

Separation (B) -.34** - -·45** ..29**
-

-.IJ .28**

Assimilation (E) -.I8* ..I6 ·36** ..46** -JI**
Marginalization (E) .I8* .IO -.08 ..I5           .I4           ·03          -

*P <.05.  **p <.OI.

DISCUSSION

The  aims  of this study were to investigate the structural equivalence between accul-
turation attitudes and behaviors, and the strength of their relationship. Results
revealed that attitudes and behaviors showed remarkably similar underlying factorial
structures. This means that the acculturation strategies have the same (unifactorial)
structure in their attitudinal and behavioral aspects. The analyses underscore the
adequacy of acculturation strategies  as a concept encompassing both attitudinal and
behavioral components. In addition, the analyses showed that acculturation behaviors
could be predicted from acculturation attitudes.

Results revealed that integration and separation attitudes were good predictors of
their respective behaviors in both subsets  of data; however, the other strategies often
contributed significantly. The prediction of assimilation behavior varied in the two
subsets; in the first subset it could not be predicted from assimilation attitude (but
only from integration and separation), while in the second subset the assimilation
attitude was a good predictor and the other attitudes were not. Marginalization
behavior could not be predicted from the corresponding attitude (only from separa-
tion and assimilation).   It  can be concluded that attitude-behavior relationship  is
stronger for integration and separation than for assimilation and marginalization. In
a previous study (Arends-T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002), it was also found that assimi-
lation and marginalization were more difficult to model than integration and separa-
tion. This may be due to floor effects, because assimilation and marginalization are
hardly ever favored by Turkish-Dutch, neither in attitude nor in behavior. Further-
more, the differences in the size of the squared multiple correlations in the two
subsets showed that the attitude-behavior relationships varied across methods: They
were stronger for the one-item behavioral measure than for the two-item measure.

The obtained weaker relationship between attitudes and behaviors in the two-item
measure can also be the result ofthe comparison of self-reported. equencies ofbehaviors
with self-reported prejerences in the attitudinal measure. Another point of considera-
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tion is that the first subset included private life spheres (music, food, buying foodstuff,
and clothes) whereas the second subset referred to more public life spheres (news,
language, and television use). This could also influence our results (Arends-T6th &
Van de Vijver, 2002). In the next study attitude and behavior were assessed using the
same measurement methods in public and private domains, thereby enabling an
evaluation of generalization of results over measurement methods  and life domains.

STUDY  2

Limitations ofthe first study (i.e., making no specific matches between attitudes and
behaviors, using different acculturation measures, and not taking domain specificity
of acculturation into account) were addressed in this study. The strong structural
equivalence of attitudes and behaviors  of the first study encouraged us to address
measurement and scalar equivalence in this study. Investigating metric and scalar

equivalence requires more similarities between attitudes and behaviors. Therefore,
acculturation attitudes and self-reported behaviors were assessed using the same
measurement method and addressing specific matches (identical response formats)
of attitude and behavior items. Although the one-, two, -and four-item measures of
attitudes have been shown to yield largely similar results (Arends-T6th & Van de
Vijver, 2002), the four-item acculturation measure has some methodological and
practical limitations (such as 'double-barreled' items, the use ofdouble negations in
marginalization items, items are cognitively complex, and the large number ofitems
required in a questionnaire; see also Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 200I). Therefore,
generalization of results over measurement methods was examined by employing the
one-item method for assessing both attitudes and behaviors. The present study exam-
ined the structural, metric, and scalar equivalence of acculturation attitudes and
behaviors in the public and private life domains.

METHOD

Participants
A group of I46 Turkish-Dutch adults participated in this study. The sample consisted

of 77 women and 69 men (70 first generation, 76 second generation). Their age
varied from I8 to 55 years, with a mean of 30·4I  (SD = 8.93). The mean education
level, with scores ranging from I (unschooled or primary education) to 5 (university
degree), was 2.7I (SD - I.29). The employment rate was 52.7IL. The mean stay in the
Netherlands was I3·59 years (SD = ILI8). The sample was quite similar to the Turkish
population in the Netherlands in terms ofage, gender, and employment status but
had a somewhat higher level of Dutch education (Vermeulen & Penninx, 2000).The
participants were approached using a variety of network resources  such as Turkish
organizations, advertisements, and leisure activity clubs. Snowball sampling was used
to recruit other participants.
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Instruments and procedure
Acculturation attitudes and behaviors were measured with two sets of six items. Three
of the six items addressed the public life domain (language, news, and social

contacts), and three items addressed the private life domain (child-rearing practices,
cultural habits, and celebrations). The responses were scored on a 5-Point Likert-type
scale, ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly only Dutch). Participants were
asked to mark the response alternative  that best applied to  them. An example of the
attitude item about social contacts  is:   ' I  find it important  to  have [I (nearly only
Turkish), 2 (more Turkish than Dutch), 3 (as much Turkish as Dutch), 4 (more Dutch than

Turkish), and 5 (nearly only Dutch)] friends'. An example ofthe behavior item about
social contacts is: 'I have [I (nearly only Turkish),2 (more Turkish than Dutch), 3 (as much
Turkish as Dutch),4 (more Dutch than Turkish), and 5 (nearly only Dutch)] friends'.

Questions were prepared in Dutch and then translated into Turkish by two native
speakers, and independently back translated into Dutch. Differences were resolved in
a discussion between the translators. The participants were interviewed individually
in their homes by one ofthree Dutch interviewers or a Turkish-Dutch interviewer (all
females). Twenty-five participants were interviewed in Turkish, the others in Dutch.

RESULTS

Structure of attitudes
An exploratory factor analysis, using an Oblimin rotation (delta = o), was conducted

to investigate the dimensionality (domain specificity)  of the acculturation attitudes.
Two interpretable factors emerged, explaining 57% ofthe variance. On the first factor
(explaining 40% ofthe variance), the items measuring cultural habits, child-rearing
practices, and celebrations showed high loadings (.66 and higher). This factor was
labeled acculturation in the private life domain, as it included personal life spheres. The
second factor, with high loadings (.51 and higher) for items measuring language,
social contacts, and news was labeled acculturation in the public life domain. The two
factors correlated substantially (r = .36).

A second-order factor analysis of the two factors, acculturation in private and
public domains, revealed that the two components loaded high on one factor (both
.83), explaining 68% of the variance.2

Structure of behaviors
A two-factor solution derived from the exploratory factor analysis of the six behavioral
items explained 64% ofthe variance (correlation between the factors was.5I). On the
first factor (explaining  50%  of the variance), the items measuring cultural habits,
child-rearing practices, and celebrations showed high loadings (.78 and higher). This
factor was labeled acculturation in the private li.fe domain. The second factor, with high
loadings (.6  and higher) for items measuring language, social contacts, and news
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was labeled as acculturation in the public l{fe domain. The results of the second-order
factor analysis  of the two factors revealed  that they both loaded high  on one factor
(both.87), explaining 75% ofthe variance.

Structural equivalence
Tucker's phi coefficient was .94 for both the public and the private factors, which indi-
cates a strong agreement in structure between acculturation attitudes and behaviors.
Acculturation shows the same underlying structure (structural equivalence) both for
attitudes and behaviors. Thus, acculturation can be seen as a second-order factor,
encompassing two positively related first-order factors, involving acculturation in the
private domain and acculturation in the public domain.

Metric and scalar equivalence
Table 3 presents estimates of both metric equivalence, based on intraclass correlations
of deviance scores of attitudes and behaviors (i.e., all attitude/behavioral scores were
corrected for the overall attitude/behavior mean of the participants), and scalar equi-
valence, based on intraclass correlations of observed scores of attitudes and behaviors.
As can be seen in Table 3, all estimates of metric equivalence were significant and
substantial (.59 and higher). The estimates of scalar equivalence were lower, especially
for the items dealing with language and social contacts (.35 and .30, respectively). The
differences between metric and scalar equivalence were significant (i.e., scalar equi-
valence estimates did not fall in the 95% confidence interval ofthe metric equivalence
estimates. except for the life sphere news). Both the mean estimates of metric and
scalar equivalence were higher for the private (.88 and .78, respectively) than for the
public domain (.70 and .48, respectively).

Correlations between attitudes and behaviors
All attitude-behavior correlations for the same life spheres (labeled 'specific correla-
tions' in Table 3) were computed; correlations were computed between the attitude in
a life sphere and the behavior in the same life sphere. All these correlations were
significant (p < .05) and ranged from .2I to .72. The correlations with other measures
ofthe same life domain (labeled 'convergent validity correlations' in Table 3) were also
computed; these are correlations between an attitude measure in a domain (e.g.,
language) and the means of behavior measures of the same (public or private)
domain (e.g., social contacts and news). Finally correlations with measures of the
other life domain (labeled 'divergent validity correlations' in Table 3) were computed;
these are correlations between the attitude measure in a domain (e.g., language) and
the means of behavior measures of the other (private or public) domain (e.g., celeb-
rations, child-rearing practices, and cultural habits). Convergent validity correlations
could be expected to be higher than divergent validity correlations.
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Table 3. Mean scores, estimates of metric and scalar equivalence, and correlations  (Study 2)

Attitude Behavior Equivalence Correlations
estimates

Domains Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Metric Scalar Specific Conver- Diver·
gent gent

validity' validity'

Language 3.2x (.58) 2.99 (.86) .67** .35** .24   .16 .22

Social contacts 3.06 (.53) 2.77 (.SI) .59** .30* .2I* .25 .20

News 127 (·77) 3.22 (.85) .84** .80** .67** .24 .25

Celebrations I.90 (·78) I·79 F80) .87** ·78** .64** '42 .27

Child- rearing 2.'73 ('89) 2.52 (.90) .90** .82** 72** ·47           ·JI

Cultural habits 2.42 (.84) 2.2I (.85) .86** 74** .GI** .55 ·30

Scale public domain 3.18 (.45) 2.99 (.63) -

.63*- .52** -   ·38*:
Scale private domain     2.35 (·67) 2.17 ('71) - .88** .80** .49**
Scale mean 2·76 4.47) 2.58 (.60) -

.83** ·76**

aMean correlations.
*P <·05·  **p <.oI.

In the private domain (celebrations, child rearing, and cultural habits), the specific
and convergent validity correlations  (e.g., for attitude measure of celebrations,  the
mean correlation with child rearing and cultural habits behavior measures) were
much higher than the divergent validity correlations (e.g., for attitude measure of
celebrations, the mean correlation with language, social contacts, and news behavior
measures). In the public domain (news, language, and social contacts), however, this
pattern was not found: Convergent validity correlations were much lower (mean
correlation: .22) than in the private domain (mean correlation: .48) and showed values
similar to the divergent validity correlations (mean correlation: .22).

Acculturation choices
A comparison of the overall mean scores of attitude and behavior (see Table 3)
revealed that Turkish-Dutch had a higher score on attitude (M = 2.76, SD = .47) than
on behavior (M = 2.58, SD = .60). The attitude-behavior score difference was signi-

ficant (t(I45) = 5·65, P < .OI), though rather small (Cohen's d = .33; Cohen, I992); a
Turkish orientation (cultural maintenance) was stronger in behaviors than in atti-
tudes. This was the case in both life domains (public: dcattitude-behavior) = .35, t(I45) = 4.05,
p < .OI; private: dcatt-b«h) = .26, t(I45) = 4·87, P < ·oI). The differences between accul-
turation in public and private life domains were large both in attitude (d = I.45' t(I45)
= I5.70, P <·oI) and in behavior (d = I.22, t(I45) = 15.80, p < .01), meaning that in the
public domain both cultures are more equally valued than in the private domain, in
which the Turkish culture is more valued than the Dutch culture.

The differences in mean scores between private and public life domains were also
the main reason behind the differences in estimates of metric equivalence and scalar
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equivalence discussed before; the same is true for the differences in mean scores
between both attitudes and behaviors.

DISCUSSION

This study investigated equivalence estimates of acculturation attitudes and self-
reported behaviors measured with the one-item method. A hierarchical structure of
acculturation attitudes and behaviors was found. The one-item measure of accultura-
tion had two positively related components: acculturation in public and in private life
domains. Results revealed that the structural equivalence of attitudes and behaviors
was high in both life domains. Metric and scalar equivalence were significant and
substantial, although metric equivalence tended to be highen This pattern was some-
what present in the overall agreement of attitudes and behaviors and even more
pronounced for the two life domains; the difference between the two types of equi-
valence was larger in the public life domain than in the private life domain. Correla-
tions also differed across domains: The attitude-behavior correlation was stronger in
the private than in the public domain. Finally, convergent validity correlations were
higher than divergent validity correlations in the private but not in the public domain.

A comparison  of the scores of attitudes and behaviors revealed that the Turkish-
Dutch had a higher average score on attitude than on behavior. This difference was
the main reason behind the difference in values of metric and scalar equivalence for
the overall correspondence between attitudes and behaviors. The differences between
acculturation in public and private life domains were large both in attitude and in
behavior, indicating that in public domain both cultures are (about equally) valued,
while in private life domain the Turkish culture is more valued. The difference in
means was, again, the major reason for the differences in metric and scalar equival-
ence estimated in both life domains. A possible explanation ofthe difference in mean
scores could be that preferences for adopting the Dutch culture may be more difficult
to materialize in the behavioral domain than in the attitudinal domain, especially in
the area of social contact and language use. Cheng and Hsu (I995) found also weak
correlation between social attitude and social behavior with Taiwanese adults and
argued that this might indicate a lack of full control over actual behavior in this
domain.

STUDY 3

The purpose of Study 3 was twofold. First, this study attempted to replicate and extend
the findings of domain specificity of acculturation attitude-behavior relationship
already obtained with the one-item method to the two-item method. In line with the
findings in the previous study, we expected stronger attitude-behavior relationships
in the private than in the public domain. Second, the influence of item character-
istics on the equivalence of acculturation measures in attitudes and behaviors was
further explored. The second study reported a relatively high level of metric and scalar
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equivalence between attitudes and behaviors. Tile question remains, however, to what
extent this relationship is boosted by method factors, such as the similarity of
response formats in attitude and behavior measures. The question was addressed
whether a similar level of equivalence could be established when behavior was meas-
ured by using similar response formats for attitudes and behaviors (as done in the
second study) and by using self-reported frequencies of behaviors (as used in the first
study).

METHOD

Participants
A sample of I 85 adults in the Netherlands, who identified themselves as having
Turkish ancestry were involved in this study. The sample consisted of 83 females and
Io2 males, with a mean age of 30·5I years  (SD = Io.42). There were II2 first-and 7I
second-generation adults (two missing cases). The mean education level, ranging
from I (primary education) to 5 (university degree), was 2.86 (SD = I.38). The employ-

ment rate was 5I.9% in the sample; 48.I% was not employed. This sample was quite
similar to the Turkish-Dutch population in the Netherlands at large in terms of age,
gender, and employment status (CBS, I999, Vermeulen & Penninx, 20008 Respond-
ents were approached using different organizations ofTurkish-Dutch in the southern

part ofThe Netherlands.

Instruments and procedure
The questionnaire for this study contained items measuring acculturation attitudes
and behaviors, and various background variables.

Acculturation attitudes. The acculturation attitudes were measured both with one- and
two-item methods, covering two private life spheres (child rearing and celebrations),
and three public life spheres (language, news, and social contacts). For the one-item
measure, each life sphere was measured with one item. Responses were given on a
5-point Likert-type scale with the following response options: I (only Turkish), 2 (more
Turkish than Dutch), 3 (as much Turkish as Dutch), 4 (more Dutch than Turkish), and 5
(only Dutch). The two-item measure ofacculturation (cultural maintenance and adap-

tation)  had two items per life sphere:  one in the direction of adaptation and the other
in the direction ofcultural maintenance. The social contact items are: 'I find it import-
ant to have Turkish friends' and 'I find it important to have Dutch friends'. All
responses were given on a 5-Point Likert scale ranging from I (strongly disagree) to 5

(strongly agree).

Acculturation behaviors. Acculturation behaviors were measured in the same way as
acculturation attitudes in the same five life spheres with five items for the one-item
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measure on a 5-Point Likert-type scale, ranging from I (nearly only Turkish) to 5 (nearly
only Dutch), and with Io items for the two-item measure also on a 5-Point Likert-type
scale, ranging from I (almost never) to 5 (daily, always).

The questionnaire was constructed in Dutch. The Dutch questionnaire was trans-
lated into Turkish and back translated into Dutch by two persons who were fluent in
both languages. Differences (which were minor) were reconciled by discussion.
Participants filled in the questionnaire at home; 53·5% filled out the questionnaire in
Dutch and 46.5% in Turkish.

RESULTS

One-item measure

Structural  equivalence. The dimensionality  (domain  specificity)  of the bipolar accul-
turation attitude scale was examined in an exploratory factor analysis of the five item
scores, using an Oblimin rotation (delta = o). The analysis showed results similar to
the previous study: Two factors emerged, explaining 66% of the variance (correlation
between the factors was  .25). The first factor (explaining 42% of the variance) was
defined by the items about social contacts, language, and news (lowest loading: .72).
Because these items refer to the more public aspects oflife, the factor was labeled
acculturation in the public lEE domain. The two more personal items, namely child-
rearing practices and celebrations loaded high on the second factor (.83 and higher).
This factor was labeled acculturation in the private l(/e domain. A second-order factor
analysis of the two factors revealed that the two components loaded high on one factor
(both .63), explaining 63% ofthe variance.

The exploratory factor analysis on the five behavior items, using an Oblimin rota-
tion (delta = o) showed a two-factorial solution, explaining 68% of the variance (the
correlation between the factors was JI). The items about social contacts, language,
and news loaded high on the first factor (.65 and higher, explaining 47% ofthe vari-
ance). The factor was called acculturation in the public lip domain. On the second
factor, child rearing and celebrations showed high loadings (.83 and higher). This
factor was labeled acculturation in the private lije domain. Also, a second-order factor
analysis was carried out. The two components loaded high on one factor (with load-
ings of.8I), explaining 66% ofthe variance.

A comparison of the two-factorial solutions (public and private acculturation)
showed evidence  of high structural agreement between acculturation attitude  and
behavior (Tucker's  phi:  .98  and .98, respectively).

Metric and scalar equivalence. As canbe seen in Table 4, all five estimates of attitude-
behavior metric equivalence were high and significant (.66 and higher), and the es-
timates ofscalar equivalence were lower (.22 and higher) than the metric equivalence
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estimates. Both the metric- and the scalar equivalence estimates were much higher
in the private (mean estimates: .87 and .6I, respectively) than in the public domain
(mean estimates: .69 and .30, respectively). These results are similar to the results in
the previous study; although the differences between metric and scalar equivalence
are somewhat larger in this study (all scalar equivalence estimates fell outside of the

95% confidence interval of the metric equivalence estimates).

Correlations. The specific and the convergent validity correlations (mean correlations:

·32 and .27, respectively) were higher than the divergent validity correlations (mean
correlation:  .Izl). The specific attitude-behavior scale correlation was stronger in  the
private (r = .56) than in the public (r = .33) domain.

Acculturation choices. Means  and standard deviations of acculturation attitudes and
behaviors are presented in Table 4. A comparison ofthe mean scores of attitude and
behavior showed results similar to the previous study: Turkish-Dutch had a higher
score on attitude (M = 2.63, SD = .43) than on behavior (M = 2.3I, SD = .56). This dif-
ference was significant and moderately large Cd = .64, t(I84) = 8.3I, p < .OI), which
means that in behavior the Turkish culture played a more important role than did the
Dutch culture. The attitude-behavior difference was significant and large for the
public domain (d =.88, t(I84) = Io.08, p <.oI) but not for the private domain (d = .I2,
t(I84) = I.87, ns). The difference between public and private life domains was higher

in attitude (d = I.60; t(I84) = I7·85, P <.oI) than in behavior (d =.8I; t(I84) = 9.96, p <.oI)

Table 4. Mean  scores,  estimates  of metric  and  scalar  equivalence,  and  correlations  of the  one-item  method
(study 3)

Attitude Behavior Equivalence Correlations
estimates

Domains Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Metric Scalar Specific Conver- Diver-
gent gent

validity' validity,

Language 3.I0 (59) 2·55 683) .7I** .22* .I7* .IO .07

Social contacts 2.87 (·54) 2·42 (.74) .66** .28** .2I** .2I       .I8

News 3·03 (·53) 2.64 (·84) '7I** .4I** .33** .23 .I9

Celebrations 2.OI (·78) I.93 (.86) .86** .60** ·43** ·40** .IO

Child rearing 2.I3 (.83) 2.03 (.83) .87** .62** ·46** 40** .IB

Scale public domain 3·00 (·43) 2.54 (·62) - 36* .33"* ·- ·20**
Scale private domain     2.07 (·70) 1.98 (.74) '72** ·56** .- .20**

Scale mean 2.63 ('43) 2·31 4.56) .- ·55** .47**--- .---
aMean correlations.
*P <·05·  **P <.oI.
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In summary, the findings using the one-item acculturation measure in attitudes
and behaviors were largely similar to the results obtained in the previous study:
Domain dependence of acculturation attitude-behavior relationship emerged.  Con-
sistent with expectations, metric and scalar equivalence of attitudes and behavior, as
well as the correlations between these variables were stronger in the private than in
the public domain.

Two-item measure: Adaptation dimension

Structural equivalence. First, the one-factorial solution ofthe adaptation items was
compared between the five attitude and the five behavior responses. A high value of
Tucker's phi of.98 was found. However, in the exploratory factor analysis of the five
attitude items (using an Oblimin rotation, delta  =  0), two factors were extracted,
accounting for 65% ofthe total variance (the correlation between the factors was.20)
On the first factor, the items measuring social contact with Dutch, speaking Dutch
fluently and following Dutch news showed high loadings (.58 and higher). This factor
was called public Dutch adaptation. On the second, items measuring Dutch celebra-
tions and Dutch child rearing showed high loadings (.78 and .82). The factor was
called private Dutch adaptation. The five behavior items did not show the same two
factors. Therefore, the adaptation attitude and behavior scales were split in two sep-
arate unidimensional subscales, one including the two items in the private domain
(explaining 67% of the variance for attitude, and 52% of the variance for behavior)
and the other including the three items in the public domain (explaining 6I% ofthe
variance for attitude, and 43% of the variance for behavior). The attitude-behavior
structural agreements were high both in the private and the public domain (Tucker's
phi's were I.00 and .97, respectively). In summary, the adaptation dimension revealed
two comparable factors with a strong agreement in attitude-behavior structures: One
measures adaptation in the public domain and the other adaptation in the private
domain.

Metric and scalar equivalence. As canbe seen in Table 5, the metric equivalence was
significant and high for all five items (.66 and higher). The estimates for scalar equi-
valence were lower (.39 and below), especially for the life spheres language (.I8, p <
·05) and social contacts (.06, ns) These estimates were also much lower than for the
one-item measure. The differences between metric and scalar equivalence were
significant (all scalar equivalence estimates fell outside ofthe 95% confidence interval
of the metric equivalence estimates). The estimates of metric and scalar equivalence
were  higher  in the private (mean estimates:  .84  and .36, respectively)  than  in  the
public domain (mean estimates: .67 and .I8, respectively).
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Table S. Mean scores,  estimates of metric and scalar equivalence, and correlations of the  Dutch adaptation
scale (study 3)

Attitude Behavior Equivalence Correlations
estimates

Domains Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Metric Scalar Specific Conver- Diver-

gent gent

validitr validity'

Language 4.65 ( .90) 3·82 C 1.00) .68** 38* .I4 ·I2 .09

Social contacts 4.25 (I.25) 4.I7 C I.II) .66** .06 .03 .24 .II

News 462 C .92) 4·45 C ·92) .68** .30** .IS* .I5 ·04
Celebrations 2.48 (IJI) 2.36 (I.24) .83** .39** .25** I5 ·IZ
Child rearing 2.26 (I.40) 2.06 (I.03) .85** .33** .ZI** .02 .I 2

Scale public domain 4·51  C ·79) 4.15  C ·66) ·36** 25** -    .01

Scale private domain     2.37 (1.11) 2.21 (.82) .- ·40** .26** .- .18*

Scale mean 3.65 C ·73) 3·37 C ·59) .- .26** .2,2* .- .-
aMean correlations.

*P<.05 **p <.OI.

Correlations. All specific attitude-behavior correlations were positive, though small

(below .25) and were not significant for the items dealing with Dutch language (.I4, ns)
and Dutch social contacts (.03, ns). The convergent validity correlations were higher
than the divergent validity correlations (except for the item on child-rearing practices).

Acculturation choices. A comparison ofthe scale mean scores ofattitude and behavior
showed that Turkish-Dutch had a somewhat higher score on attitude than on self-
reported behavior (see Table  5). This difference was significant,  and of medium  size
Cd =·42, t(I84) = 4.80, p <.oI). The attitude-behavior differences in both the public
and the private domain were of small to medium size (d = .49, t(I84) = 5.45, P < .0I;
d = .16, t(I84) = I.9I, ns, respectively). However, the differences between public and
private domains were large, both in attitude and in behavior (d = 2.22, t(I84) = 24·52,
p < .oI; d = 2.GI, t(I84) = 30·35, P < ·OI, respectively), implying that Turkish-Dutch
make a clear distinction in life domains: Adaptation is more preferred and practiced
in the public than in the private life domain.

Two-item measure: Cultural maintenance dimension

Structural equivalence. Results of the cultural maintenance dimension strongly sup-

ported a one-factorial attitude-behavior structure. The comparison ofthis factor showed
evidence for high structural equivalence of acculturation attitude and behavior

(Tucker's phi: ,96) Addressing the life domains separately, the attitude-behavior struc-
tural agreement was high for the celebrations and child-rearing items in the private
domain (Tucker's phi: I.00), while it was much lower for the language, social contacts,
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and news items in the public domain (Tucker's phi: .84). This value is below the min-
imally required value (.90); therefore, we decided to retain one factor.

Our findings suggest that the factor structure of the cultural maintenance dimen-
sion is unifactorial, while the adaptation dimension is found to be two-factorial. In
the previous and current study, using the one-item method, the same domain factors
were found as  for the adaptation dimension of the current study. It appears  that the
two-item method yields a more detailed picture ofacculturation.

Metric and scalar equivalence. The estimates  of metric equivalence  for the Turkish
maintenance scale were fairly high (.70 and higher). The estimates of scalar equival--
ence (no corrections for differences in mean scores) were much lower (for the item
language  this  form of equivalence  was not significant). The differences between
metric and scalar equivalence were significant (all scalar equivalence estimates fell
outside of the 95% confidence interval ofthe metric equivalence estimates).

Correlations. The attitude-behavior correlation of the item referring to Turkish
language was small and not significant (r = .IO, ns), while the other specific correla-
tions were positive and significant, though small (26 and below). The divergent
validity correlations were weaker than the specific correlations, with the exception of
the item on Turkish language.

Accu/turation choices. The difference between attitude and behavior on the cultural
maintenance dimension was significant and moderately longe (d = .74, t(I84) - 8.43, P
< .oI), indicating a stronger preference ofthe Turkish culture in attitude than in behavior
(see Table 6).

Table 6. Mean scores, estimates of metric and scalar equivalence, and correlations ofthe Turkish mainten-
anc€ scale (Study 3)

Attitude Behavior Equivalence Correlations
estimates

Domains Mean (SD) Mean (SD) Metric Scalar Specific Diver-
gent

validity

Language 4.6I (I.04) 4.43 (·70) ·76** I7 ·IO .IS
Social contacts 4.46 (I.06) 4·II (·93) .79** .39** .26** II
News 4.59 (I.04) 4.66   C .75) .79** .26* .I5* .08
Celebrations 466   C .93) 3·23 (I·44) ·70*k .I7* 37*     .I4Child rearing 4·35 (I.I9) 3.78 (I.I3) ·77** ·36** .25**    IZ

Scale mean 4.53 C ·76) 4.05 C ·54)
-

·38** 31*:

aMean correlations.
*P <·05·  **p <.oI.
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DISCUSSION

Three levels ofequivalence (structural, metric, and scalar equivalence) between acall-
turation attitudes and self-reported acculturation behaviors were investigated, using
both the one-item and the two-item measurement methods. As also found in the two

previous studies, the attitude-behavior structural equivalence was high for both meas-
urement methods in this study.

Domain specificity of acculturation attitudes and behaviors emerged both in the
one-item measure and in the two-item adaptation measure: A distinction was made
between acculturation in the public and in the private life domain. The correlation
between attitudes and behaviors, and the estimates of metric and scalar equivalence

were much higher in the private than in the public domain. The attitude-behavior
difference was of medium to large size for the public domain, while not significant

(and of small size)  for the private domain. The Dutch culture was more valued in the
public  than  in the private domain  (in both attitudes and behaviors). The cultural
maintenance scale in the two-item measure was unifactorial, with very high attitude-
behavior structural equivalence and fairly high metric equivalence, but much lower
scalar equivalence. The differences in means between attitudes and behaviors were
the major reason for the differences in metric and scalar equivalence in all measures.

A comparison of the estimates  of the attitude-behavior metric and scalar equival-
ence for the one-item measure (in which identical response formats were used for
attitudes and behaviors) and the two-item measures (in which dissimilar response
formats were used, involving preferences in attitudes and frequencies in behaviors)
revealed that the metric equivalence estimates were highly similar for the two types

of measures, while the scalar equivalence estimates were substantially lower in the
dissimilar response format (two-item) measures than in the identical response format

(one-item) measure. Scalar equivalence was obtained only in very specific conditions
(in particular when identical response formats in attitudes and behaviors in the

private life domain were used).
Comparing the mean attitude-behavior correlation for the one-item measure (r =

·47) and the mean attitude-behavior correlation on the two-item measure for the
difference scores of (Dutch - Turkish) attitude and behavior (r = .46) yielded that the
attitude-behavior relationships were positive for both measurement methods and the
mean correlations were also remarkably similar. Although the strength ofthe attitude-

behavior correlation in the one- and the two-item measures are similar, the two-item
measure provides more detailed results. In the two-item measure, the mean scores

of the adaptation items are much lower in the private domain than in the public

domain, while the mean scores  of the cultural maintenance items are fairly similar
in both life domains. This information cannot be derived from the one-item measure.

In this study, the attitude-behavior correlations (particularly in private life spheres)

derived from the one-item measures are weaker than in the previous study. This could

be due to the sequence of presentation of the items.  In the previous study the be-
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havior items were presented after the attitude items, while in the current study the
presentation of the attitude items were followed by items about Turkish-Dutch as a
group, and the behavior items were presented at the end ofthe questionnaire. In the
two-item measure, the attitude-behavior correlations and the estimates of scalar
equivalence for both the adaptation and the cultural maintenance dimensions were
smaller than in the previous measures, using the one-item method. This may be due to
the dissimilar response formats used in the two-item method (i.e., preferences in atti-
tudes and frequencies in behaviors). This interpretation is in line with the findings
ofthe first two studies.

GENERAL DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS
Most research on acculturation has used questionnaires with items referring to accul-
turation attitudes and behaviors, without systematically addressing their relationships.
The primary focus of the present research was on the relationship between accul-
turation attitudes and self-reported behaviors from an equivalence perspective (Van de
Vijver & Leung, I997)· In three studies with Turkish-Dutch adults structural, metric,
and scalar equivalence were addressed. The structural equivalence between accul-
turation attitudes and behaviors was strongly supported in all three instances. Also,
the metric (measurement-unit) equivalence was fairly high in the two studies where
it was examined. Scalar (full-score) equivalence was quite high when attitudes and
behaviors were measured with items with essentially similar response alternatives (in
the one-item measure),  but when preferences in attitudes and frequencies of occur-
rence in behavior were addressed (in the two-item measures), scalar equivalence was
substantially lower. In addition, attitude-behavior correlations, metric and scalar equi-
valence were influenced by life domains: They were higher in the private than in the
public domain. Correspondence between attitude and behavior is easier to achieve in
the private than in the public domain. The Dutch culture was more valued in the
public than in the private domain (in both attitude and behavior). In general, the
Turkish culture played a more important role in behavior than did the Dutch culture.

Studying attitude-behavior relationship from the perspective of equivalence as
done in this research project is useful and informative; it makes further specification
ofconditions ofattitude-behavior comparisons possible (i.e., structural equivalence
is robust while scalar equivalence can only be obtained in very specific conditions).
The attitude-behavior structural equivalence was invariably high, which points to a
highly similar underlying psychological structure of acculturation attitudes and self-
reported behaviors. Acculturation attitudes and self-reported behaviors can be concep-
tualized using a single theoretical model; apparently, one can meaningfully speak
about acculturation strategies or orientations that encompass both aspects. However,
the estimates of metric and particularly scalar equivalence were lower and incomplete,
possibly in part for methodological reasons. When the identical response formats for
attitude and behavior were changed to more varied responses (i.e., frequencies of
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occurrence of behavior), the attitude-behavior structural equivalence was not affected
but the scalar equivalence turned out to be much lower; thus, the level ofequivalence
of attitudes and behaviors is influenced by method factors. The present study seems

to suggest that a high level of scalar equivalence can only be obtained in fairly
restricted conditions, such as a high similarity of items measuring both attitudinal
and behavioral aspects (and only in the private domain).

In all three studies, self-reported single-act attitudes and behaviors were invest-
igated.  It can be argued that self-reported measures of behaviors are little more than
an alternative way of measuring attitudes. Measures of attitudes and self-reports of
behaviors at the same time in the same questionnaire can influence the obtained rela-
tionship, because participants' tendency to strive to be consistent may distort the true
attitude-behavior relationship.  Ifmultiple or actual overt behaviors are addressed, the
relationship will probably be lower (e.g., Eagly & Chaiken, I993; Rajecki, I990).
Higher scores in attitude can also refer to the tendency of presenting oneself in a pos-

itive way. It would be interesting in future studies to examine to what extent a correc-
tion for social desirability in attitudes increases the correspondence between attitudes
and behaviors.

The conceptual model ofacculturation that emerges from the studies shows both
similarities and dissimilarities with the one- and two-dimensional models (Arends-
T6th & Van de Vijver, 2002). We agree with the one- and two-dimensional models in
that there is no need to treat acculturation attitudes and behaviors in a different way;

yet, our studies indicate that attitudinal and behavioral aspects can usually not be
interchanged. So, although the overall structure observed will not differ between atti-
tudes and behaviors, the mean scores and possibly even the preferred acculturation

strategy may well differ across attitudes and behaviors. The findings do not support
the existence of a clear one-dimensional or two-dimensional structure, but support a
hierarchical, domain-specific model of acculturation. Two bipolar, positively correlated

factors, one dealing with private life and one with public life, constitute the first level;
together these factors constitute a global (unifactorial) acculturation factor.

The present study paid no attention to variations between individuals and sub-
samples in socio-historical context and acculturation conditions that can influence the
acculturation process. Of particular importance would be a comparison of migrants
who are being acculturated under different conditions. It will be important to test the
generality offindings to other cultural groups. Berry (personal communication, July

4,2002) suggested that domain specificity of acculturation might be a consequence
of the acceptance of and support for multiculturalism among mainstreamers. The

support for multiculturalism in the Netherlands is moderate (Arends-T6th & Van de
Vijver, in press). Migrants  in a country with a higher level of acceptance of multicul-
turalism than the Netherlands may show less domain dependence and more attitude-
behavior correspondence in their acculturation strategies.

In order to gain more insight into the relationships between acculturation attitudes
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and acculturation behaviors, research should also address other aspects of attitudes
and behaviors, including knowledge about the cultures involved, elaboration (com-
paring individuals who have thought much versus relatively little about their accul-
turation attitudes and behaviors), and past experiences with acculturation. Actual
behavior is not under complete control of the individual, but influenced by other vari-
ables, such as perceived opportunities, social pressure and to some extent by person-
ality characteristics. Incorporation of these variables in acculturation research sug-
gests the need to carefully assess the role of moderating influences. In addition,
longitudinal data would provide an important design advantage in studying attitude-
behavior relationships and their stability.

The present project has practical implications for questionnaire construction in
acculturation research. First, items about attitudes and behaviors do not always yield
the same picture of acculturation; the overall structure of acculturation may not be
affected, but mean scores of attitudes and behaviors can be substantially different.
Second, the findings underscore the importance oftaking both private and public life
domains into account. It is advisable to consider attitudes and behaviors in different
life domains with separate subscales.

The  analysis  of equivalence was shown to  be a useful tool for studying the  rela-
tionship between acculturation attitudes and self-reported acculturation behaviors,
since it stipulates specifications of conditions for attitude-behavior comparisons. A
general conclusion that can be drawn about the acculturation attitude-behavior rela-
tionship seems to be that structural equivalence is high, implying much similarity in
the underlying structures. At the same time, there are clear and consistent discrep-
ancies in respect ofmetric and scalar equivalence, meaning that the preferred accul-
turation is not always the one chosen when it comes to behavior.

Notes
I.   The two subsets were also analyzed joint analyses of the 28 attitude items  gave

togethen First, the dimensionality of the 28 support to a bipolar unidimensional struc-
attitude items was addressed per accultura- ture with integration items at one pole and
tion strategy with exploratory factor the three other strategy items (which are
analyses. Results supported unidimensional positively related) at the other, explaining
structures; eigenvalue of integration was 2.22 I8% of the variance (eigenvalue: 5.II).
(explaining 32% of the variance), separa- 2.   It can be shown that the variance explained
tion: 2.84 (4I%), assimilation: 2.34 (33%), is I00(I+r)/2 - 68%, and the loading of
and marginalization: 2.30 (33%)· Finally, the both factors is sqrt((I+r)/2) = .83·
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Chapter6

Discussion and Conclusions

DISCUSSION AND CONCLUSIONS

Due to increased international migration over the last decades, many societies have
become culturally diverse. This demographic change has raised many practical and
theoretical questions, in particular its impact on immigrants and on the receiving
society. Because of its importance in everyday life  as well as  in the social  and beha-
vioral sciences, the process of cultural change, referred to as acculturation, has
frequently been examined; it is, nevertheless, still poorly understood.

This research project focused on psychological acculturation ofTurkish-Dutch in
the Netherlands. The primary aim of the four empirical studies was to gain  more

insight into the acculturation process ofTurkish-Dutch by assessing, integrating, and
further developing existing models ofacculturation. In particular, the project examined

conceptual and methodological issues associated with the measurement ofacculturation.
The review ofthe literature on acculturation shows that there are still major unan-

swered questions in this field. First, the theoretical conceptualization of acculturation
is not clear and acculturation models have not been tested systematically in empirical
studies. Second, methodological issues in acculturation are critical to the under-
standing ofthe construct ofacculturation, but these issues remain largely unexplored.
Finally, it is often unclear how to apply acculturation research in practice.

The first of the four empirical studies  in this book investigated the mutual views
of Dutch and Turkish-Dutch adults on multiculturalism and acculturation ofTurkish
migrants. The second study was based on interviews with Turkish-Dutch adults about
their implicit theories on acculturation. In the third study, the advantages and lim-
itations of acculturation measurement methods were addressed.  In the fourth study,
the relationship between acculturation attitudes and self-reported behaviors was
studied. These studies can help to orient our thinking about different theoretical,
methodological and practical issues in acculturation research. In this chapter the
main findings of these empirical studies will be described and their implications
discussed.
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OVERVIEW OF THE MAIN FINDINGS

Multiculturalism and acculturation: Views of Dutch and Turkish.Dutch
Acculturation has been defined as a bidirectional process in which both majority and
minority group members influence each other. However, bidirectional influences and
views have not been explicitly integrated into acculturation models. Building on the
Interactive Acculturation Model (Bourhis, Moise, Perreault, & Sendcal, I997), this
study showed that the Dutch majority valued assimilation of Turkish-Dutch above

integration in all domains of life, while Turkish-Dutch made a distinction between
public and private domains, preferring integration in the public domain and separa-
tion in the private domain. In addition, Dutch natives had a neutral attitude toward
multiculturalism in the Netherlands while Turkish-Dutch had a more positive atti-
tude. The results suggest that the views on acculturation and multiculturalism held
by the two groups differ in two aspects: desirability of cultural maintenance and
domain specificity of acculturation. Cultural maintenance is a key issue in the accul-
turation process for Turkish-Dutch adults, while it is not valued by Dutch natives.
Acculturation is a relatively homogeneous and unidimensional construct for the
Dutch, to whom cultural maintenance implies a lack of adaptation, while it is more
heterogeneous, domain specific, and bidimensional for the Turkish-Dutch.

Dimension and domains in models ofacculturation: Implicit theories ofTurkish-Dutch
The way acculturation is perceived and experienced is personal for each migrant
according to his or her life circumstances. Despite such diversity, there appear to be
common themes that are shared by large sections of an acculturating group. In this
study the experiences and implicit theories on acculturation ofTurkish-Dutch were
compared to theoretical models. Two aspects ofthese formal and informal theories
were addressed, based on two underlying issues: dimensionality (unidimensional,
bidimensional and fusion models) and domain specificity of acculturation. Domain
specificity of acculturation was an important aspect in the implicit theories ofTurkish-
Dutch. Furthermore, our participants seemed to implicitly employ a unidimensional,
domain-specific acculturation model in which the speed of adaptation varies across
life domains. In their implicit theories, they emphasized the importance of both
Dutch and Turkish culture in their life, and combined (integrated) the two cultures
in their own way: They focused more on adaptation in the public, utilitarian domain
and more on cultural maintenance in the private domain.

Acculturation is affected by cultural dissimilarities between the mainstream and
the heritage culture (e.g., Ward, Bochner, & Furnham, 200I). Large cultural differ-
ences were reported between the Turkish and the Dutch culture: The Dutch culture
was generally preferred in the public, utilitarian domains (i.e., education, society and
social security, open-mindedness, and freedom) and the Turkish culture more in the
personal domains (i.e., family and child-rearing practices, celebration and foods,
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cultural customs and pride, and marriage and sexuality). Moreover, domains that
showed large cultural differences created the most difficulties and resulted in the

most changes as a result of acculturation.

Assessment of acculturation: Conceptual and methodological issues
Over the years, various methods have been developed to assess acculturation (i.e., the
one-item, the two-item, and the four-item methods). There has been a tendency at the
conceptual level to move from the unidimensional model measured by the one-item
method toward the bidimensional model measured by the two-item or four-item
methods (e.g., Flannery, Reise, & Yu, 2OOI; Ryder, Alden, & Paulhus, 2000). How-
ever, there is no intrinsic link between either unidimensionality or bidimensionality
of the concept of acculturation and its assessment using either the one-item method
or the two- and four-item methods. In this study, results indicated some advantages
of the one-item measurement method since it showed similar results to the two-item
method (i.e., domain specificity) and was shorter, which suggests that researchers
should not be too hasty in abandoning the one-item method to assess acculturation.
One of the main criticisms of the bipolar acculturation model is that it can only report
biculturalism (integration) in terms of equal involvement,  and it cannot distinguish
the degree of involvement in each culture. Adding a response category, 'neither
culture is preferred' may solve this problem.

The two-item method yielded the most detailed results on acculturation, showing
that cultural maintenance remained about the same in both public and private
domains, while adaptation was more preferred in the public than in the private
domain. The four-item measurement method showed the largest method effect on
acculturation and many practical problems were also reported (such as lengthy and
cognitively di fficult items), which leads us to conclude that it is not advisable to use
this measurement method (see also Rudmin & Ahmadzadeh, 2001).

Each measurement method revealed support for domain specificity of accultura-

tion, distinguishing between public and private domains. Adaptation (integration) was
more preferred in the public domain and cultural maintenance (separation) in the
private domain. According to the model presented in this study, acculturation can best
be considered as a hierarchical construct, with unidimensionality at the highest level

(general adaptation or cultural maintenance); this general factor is constituted by two
distinct though positively related domain factors (private and public domains). Both
domain factors are made up of a single dimension, ranging from cultural mainten-
ance to adaptation.

Relationships between acculturation attitudes and self-reported behaviors among
Turkish-Dutch
A more complete picture of acculturation  can be obtained by examining both attitu-
dinal and behavioral aspects of acculturation. This study examined the relationship
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between acculturation attitudes and behaviors by employing an equivalence frame-
work. More specifically, the study investigated structural equivalence (identity of
internal structure), metric equivalence (identity of measurement  unit), and scalar
equivalence (identity of measurement unit and scale origin) between acculturation
attitudes and self-reported behaviors. The attitude-behavior structural equivalence was
high, indicating a similar underlying psychological structure between acculturation
attitudes and self-reported behaviors. This means that the same acculturation model
can be applied to acculturation attitudes and behaviors. The metric (measurement-
unit) and scalar (full-score) equivalence varied according to measurement methods
(one- and two-item method)  and life domains of acculturation (public and private).
Equivalence was especially high in the private domain when the same response
formats  were used for attitudes and behaviors (one-item method), but scalar equival-
ence was substantially lower when there was variation in response formats (i.e.. pref-

erences in attitudes and frequencies of behaviors  in the two-item method).  In addi-
tion, the strength  of attitude-behavior correlation was stronger in the private  than  in
the public domain. It is concluded that the equivalence framework is a useful tool for
studying acculturation attitude-behavior relations since it enables a further specifica-
tion of conditions of attitude-behavior correspondence.

THEORETICAL AND METHODOLOGICAL IMPLICATIONS
These four studies clearly show that acculturation involves complex processes and
numerous factors. No single measure or method can reveal the complexity of accul-
turation in a comprehensive manner. The findings from these studies raise a number
of questions regarding the conceptualization and assessment of acculturation.

Interaction Acculturation Model
The first problem in acculturation research mentioned in the Introduction was that
the study of bidirectional influences (interaction processes between migrants and
natives) has not been a major part ofacculturation research. The acculturation orienta-
tions of migrants are not just a matter of individual choices, but preferences are also
influenced by legal, social, and psychological context (e.g., the views of the majority
group members). Bourhis et al. (I99'7) proposed the Interactive Acculturation Model
(IAM), arguing that the acculturation strategies of minorities are related to the accul-
turation orientation of the majority group members,  and that these strategies  can  be
measured with the IAM model. In the current project, acculturation emerged as
unidimensional and domain a-specific for the Dutch (adaptation implying a loss of
cultural maintenance in alllife domains), while it was bidimensional and domain
specific for the Turkish-Dutch. This adds an important aspect to the IAM model:
Assessing and comparing views of majority and minority group members on accul-
turation may require different acculturation models for the two groups. An overall,
domain a-specific model is more suitable for the majority group whereas a more
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detailed, domain-specific model is more suitable for the minority group. Further theor-
etical models regarding the incorporation of migrants into the society should concen-
trate more on the differences between majority and minority group members
regarding the underlying structures of acculturation, their different views of it and its

advantages and disadvantages.
Another point to be considered is that a general attitude measure does not identi-

fy which cognitive processes respondents from different cultural groups employ when
reacting to the questions. Lord, Lepper, and Mackie (I984) argued that individuals
might determine their attitude toward a social group (to which they do not belong),
not by thinking about the group as a whole, but by imagining a prototypical group
member. This might be the case for Dutch majority members when they answer
questions about immigrants. Turkish-Dutch, on the other hand, tend to focus on the

group as a whole (with its variety). This incompatibility in cognitive processes
between the Dutch majority members and Turkish-Dutch minority members may
lead to different views, and there is a clear need for research that focuses on specific

outgroup attitudes and on cognitive and affective processes underlying acculturation
attitude formation.

Domain specificity of acculturation attitudes
The second problem in acculturation research mentioned in the Introduction was that

current models of acculturation focus strongly on the dimensionality ofacculturation
and tend to start from a trait conception of acculturation in which cross-domain
consistency (domain a-specificity) is assumed.  One  of the main contributions  of the
empirical studies in this research project is that they point to the relevance of domain
specificity in acculturation theory and suggest the need for a classification of domains
(public and private). Domain specificity implies an intermediate level of accultura-
tion, meaning that individuals do not endorse both cultures to the same degree in all
domains and situations, choosing selective aspects instead. Adaptation (integration)
is more preferred in the public domain and cultural maintenance (separation) in the
private. However, it remains an open question exactly which aspects oflife belong to
the public domain and which to the private. For example, social contacts can belong
to both the private and the public domain: Informal contacts during leisure time are
part of the private domain, whereas formal contacts at the work place or at school

belong to the public domain. More confirmatory research focusing on specification
of life domains and situations is required.

Assessment ofacculturation of migrants
The third problem in acculturation research mentioned in the Introduction concerns
the conceptual development of acculturation. In spite of a large body of empirical
studies, only limited conceptual and methodological advancement has been made
(e.g., Nguyen, Messe, & Stollak; I 999; Ward et al., 2001) Although dimensionality of
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acculturation has received much attention, current unidimensional and bidimen-
sional models do not adequately cover all the facets of acculturation. Aspects like
public and private life domains, attitude-behavior specification of acculturation, and
the existence of other acculturation models (e.g., the fusion model) also play import-
ant roles. The development of a standardized acculturation instrument is an essen-

tial next step in acculturation assessment. The basic problem in acculturation research
is that on the one hand we do not have enough insight in the concept while on the
other hand there is an urgent need for a reliable and practical acculturation measure,
and this cannot be completely resolved. The present findings suggest that the two-
item method (independent measures of adaptation and cultural maintenance) with
items addressing both public and private life domains appears to be a useful tool that
can significantly contribute to the development of a reliable acculturation instrument.

A major problem in acculturation assessment is finding a sound basis for compar-
ison, while offering sufficient room for specificity of the ethnic group and its indi-
vidual members. Future research on acculturation should focus more on the ques-
tions ofhow we can deal with acculturation in psychological assessment. Possibilities
of accounting for culture in psychological assessment have been discussed by Van de
Vijver and Phalet (in press), and this is a promising area. In addition, more attention
could be paid to the aims of assessment of migrant citizens. For example, ifthe inten-
tion of assessment is to determine a migrant's cognitive ability, or the success of a
psychological treatment, an inventory taking acculturation into account would be
preferable. When, however, knowledge ofthe culture ofthe majority group is relevant,
instruments which are more culturally loaded can be used.

Acculturation research should take the level of abstraction at which people formu-
late their views and preferences into account. Acculturation can be seen as a layered
concept. At the highest level of the hierarchy, individuals have general ideas about
acculturation (unidimensional model). These are related to less general ideas (public
and private domains). These less general ideas are, in turn, related to more specific
ideas (adaptation and cultural maintenance in specific domains and situations). An
assessment method can address the one-dimensional structure in which accultura-
tion is treated as a whole, evaluating whether an individual is well or poorly accultur-
ated. A more specific assessment of acculturation can address different life domains
(private and public). A consideration of different levels in acculturation measures may
shed light on conflicting results that are often reported with respect to the relation-
ships between acculturation and various psychological measures (e.g., Negy & Woods,
I992; Rogler, Cortes, & Malgady, I99I).

Attitude-behavior relationships
The fourth problem in acculturation research mentioned in the Introduction was that
relationships between acculturation attitudes and behaviors have not been explicitly
investigated, and that there was a lack of agreement among researchers on how to
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measure these relationships in questionnaires. Investigating the relationship between
acculturation attitudes and behaviors by addressing structural, metric, and scalar
equivalence is useful and informative. The structural similarity between attitude and
behavior was fairly high, even though preferred attitudes differed from chosen beha-
viors. Moreover, acculturation measurement methods (one- and two-item methods)
and life domains (public and private) affected the patterns of attitude-behavior metric
and scalar equivalence.

In conclusion, addressing both acculturation attitude and behavior can give us
more information about the acculturation process than focusing on only one aspect.
In addition, attitudinal and behavioral items in acculturation questionnaires should
be measured on separate subscales, since the preferred mode of acculturation and the
one actually chosen can be quite different (though their structures are equivalent).
Personal control, the individual's perception of how easy or difficult it is to perform
the behavior, control over the needed resources, opportunities, social support, and
skills need to be taken into account in future acculturation research.

Cost-benefit approach
Acculturation is considered as a process that involves many aspects of a person's life
but with considerable variation between individuals. However, some aspects of accul-
turation are more universal and can be addressed in general. Migrants have common
experiences of being a migrant and there are common cultural demands to adapt to
the mainstream society to a certain degree in order to survive economically (e.g.,

language, social contacts, and education). We found in our studies with Turkish-
Dutch adults that adaptation to the mainstream culture is more preferred in the
public domain than in the private, more value-laden domain. A possible explanation
is that values, religious ideologies, and worldviews cannot be modified as easily as
other cultural elements (Cudllar, 2000). It is perhaps easier to learn a new pattern
than to unlearn a well-established value pattern. The capacity to meet the mainstream
culture's criteria for obtaining a good education, a job, and a higher standard ofliving
is largely contingent on the capacity to adapt to the mainstream culture. Thus, the
economic benefits for people who acculturate are major incentives to adapt to the
mainstream culture in the public domain. However, adaptation is a high-cost situa-
tion and requires long-term investments, such as acquisition of a new language,
professional skills, and social relationships. which take a long time to pay off. Ifadapta-
tion does not pay off (e.g., no economic improvement is seen, or discrimination is
experienced), the investment may not be continued. This means  that if the integra-
tion acculturation strategy, the first option of the majority of migrants,  does  not pay
off, it will not be preferred anymore, and separation or marginalization strategies may
be preferred and chosen.
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The meaning of integration
Integration, the combination of adaptation and cultural maintenance, is the accul-
turation strategy most preferred and chosen by Turkish-Dutch and migrants in
general (see e.g., Berry, Kim, Power, Young, & Bujaki, I989; Berry & Sam, I997; Van
Oudenhoven, Willemsma, & Prins, I996) However, there may be large variations in
what is meant by integration in view of the variety of different possible combinations
of the cultures. Therefore, the term integration needs to be more precisely defined
and more knowledge is needed about how integration is managed and negotiated. It
could even be argued that most variation occurs within integration and not between
acculturation strategies. Integration is an umbrella concept that can have any of
various meanings: (I) Integration can have a connotation ofassimilation rather than
a preference for both adaptation and cultural maintenance, especially for majority
group members. This may be because in the past the terms integration and assim-
ilation were often used interchangeably. (2) Integration can also refer to an equal
combination ofdomain-a-specific, independent components (adaptation and cultural
maintenance). However, the question is what constitutes an equal combination: does
it refer to 'Ioo% adaptation and Ioo% cultural maintenance' or to '50% adaptation
and 50% cultural maintenance'? (3) People can have access to both cultural systems
and shift from the one to the other depending on the context ('dual monocultural'
individuals who switch between cultural maintenance at home and adaptation out-
side). (4) Finally, integration can also refer to merging cultures, creating a 'new cul-
ture' from the old ones as was evident in implicit theories expressed in the interviews.

Integration is a heterogeneous term with high face validity, because almost all mi-
grants have some aspects of both cultures. In future research, methodology needs to
be developed to understand the different ways in which individuals can refer to integ-
ration. An example of a methodology for studying what is meant by integration can
be found in the experimental studies of Benet-Martinez, Leu,  Lee, and Morris  (2002).

Multiculturalism
Multiculturalism implies valuing cultural diversity, respecting cultural differences,
and dialogue between cultural majorities and minorities. In practice, it has proven
difficult to realize this objective. Multiculturalism raises two main problems: justice

(to what extent liberal societies should deviate from standard principles of equal treat-
ment of citizens in order to accommodate cultural minorities by giving them special
rights) and cohesion (to what extent respect for cultural difference needs to be con-
strained by the need to maintain a cohesive society). It is difficult to translate the mul-
ticultural objective into concrete practices that satis fy both members  of the minority
and the majority group. For example. religion-specific primary schools in the Nether-
lands (e.g.. Islamic schools) may lead to ethnic/cultural segregation rather than multi-
culturalism. The question  of how much diversity can be encouraged without endan-
gering the unity of the society is difficult to answer.
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Historically, the Netherlands has always been accessible to immigrants, earning a
reputation for hospitality and tolerance. It was also one ofthe first European coun-
tries that introduced a multicultural policy that implies respect for and support of
cultural differences in the country. However, the acculturation process requires
continuous attention and monitoring.  Part of the monitoring involves conducting
research on the attitudes held by Dutch citizens on immigration issues, because these
have a major impact on policy and intercultural relations.

Dutch natives score around the midpoint on the bipolar unidimensional scale of
multiculturalism, reflecting their overall neutral view, a position that is neither clearly
in favor of multiculturalism nor opposed to it. However, if this position is one of
ambivalence, it may be more closely associated with the activation of negative atti-
tudes and behaviors than of positive ones (Cacioppo, Gardner, & Berntson, I997)·

Acculturation variables
Ward and Kennedy (I994) proposed that acculturation outcomes can be divided into
psychological (emotional/affective) and socio-cultural (behavioral) outcomes. How-
ever, a distinction can also be made earlier in the process: in acculturation conditions
and acculturation attitudes. On the input side, acculturation condition variables can
be grouped according to two parallel aspects: personal characteristics and resources
on the one hand, and opportunity structures of the receiving society on the other
hand (Nauck & Settles, 200I). On the attitude side, the distinction between public and
private domains is highly relevant (see Figure I).

However, the distinction between predictors and outcomes of the acculturation
process is not always clear-cut. For example, contact with majority group members
can promote a more positive attitude to assimilation that in turn can represent an
outcome ofthe process. This relationship can also be interpreted inversely: A positive
attitude toward assimilation is related to a person's seeking more contact with the
majority group, which in turn indicates a result of acculturation. The question
remains which acculturation variables are causes and which are consequences.

V V

Antecedents Attitudes Outcomes

Personal Private domain Psychological
characteristics

Opportunity Public domain Socio-cultural
structures

Figure 1. Framework of acculturation variables
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M ultivariate assessment
The four empirical studies reported in this book do not capture the full complexity of

psychological acculturation. While only a few aspects of psychological acculturation
were used at a  time  in a study, the interaction of the different aspects should  not be
forgotten. Future research on acculturation will ideally have a multivariate theoretical
foundation and research methodology. For example, both longitudinal and cross-
sectional research design could be employed in one study.

METHODOLOGICAL LIMITATIONS: GENERALIZATION BASED ON THE FINDINGS

The current empirical studies have some limitations which restrict interpretation of
the results and generalizations based on them.

Person-environment fit: The role of context
We cannot generalize our findings across cultural groups and societies because accul-

turation orientations and outcomes are influenced by the cultural context. The socio-

historical context and socio-political climate of each cultural group and host society
are unique to some extent and affect the process of acculturation. Each cultural group
has a distinctive historical relationship with its country of origin and host country.
Differences in immigration history and historical experiences mean that one cannot

assume that an individual  from one generation of a cultural group will be similar in
acculturation orientation to an individual from the same generation of another
cultural group (Nagata, 1994)· In addition, personal experiences ofmembers of the
same cultural group living in the same socio-historical context substantially affect
their acculturation preferences. Acculturation is a dynamic process that changes over

time and context, making it difficult to generalize about different cultural groups or
generations. It remains an empirical question to examine to which extent the mech-
anism of acculturation processes are the same in all migrant groups. The findings of
Montreuil and Bourhis (200I) showed that acculturation attitudes of the majority
group toward migrant groups, which strongly affect the orientation ofmigrants, also
depended in part on the perceived social status and cultural similarity of the migrant

group: Integration was more endorsed for groups with higher status and more
cultural similarity, while assimilation, segregation, and exclusion were more strongly
endorsed for groups with lower status and less cultural similarity. In addition, the
vitality of migrant groups was emphasized in the acculturation process: The more
vital the group, the more likely that it would act as a distinctive and collective entity
within the larger society, and adopt orientations reflecting its own priorities rather
than those determined by the majority group members (Bourhis et al., I997).

Another contextual limitation involves the country in which the studies took place.

Domain specificity of acculturation ofTurkish-Dutch may be a consequence of  the
Dutch government policy and the acculturation orientations ofthe Dutch majority
toward Turkish-Dutch. Cultural maintenance is only partially supported by Dutch
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government policy and mainstream society members: Immigrants can keep their
own culture in the more private spheres of life (e.g., at home and in their leisure
time),  but they have to adapt to the Dutch culture in the public domains  of life  (e.g.,
at school and at the workplace). In a more open and multicultural society in which
immigrants can keep their culture in public domains, domain specificity ofaccultura-
tion might be less prominent and acculturation attitudes might have a more domain-
independent structure.

Self-report measures
Another possible limitation ofthe studies described in this project lies in the validity
of information obtained via self-report measures. Researchers should obtain conver-
gent (and divergent) validation by other sources ofinformation than the respondent's
report, such as participant observations, research in experimental settings, and in-
formation from friends and relatives. In addition, attaining supplementary informa-
tion on other aspects ofacculturation, including cognitions, values, and actual beha-
viors, would greatly enhance the scope  (and also the accuracy) of acculturation studies.

Sample characteristics
Some methodological limitations are due to sampling characteristics. Given the
various practical constraints on sampling procedures in the Netherlands, such as the
absence of a list of immigrants for research purposes, it was not possible to draw a
random sample of migrants in the same way as a random sample of Dutch persons
can be drawn. The most widely applied method in research with migrants is some
form of snowball sampling, followed by a comparison ofimportant background char-
acteristics of the sampled participants with the migrant population at large. This
sampling procedure was applied in all four studies, and the resulting samples were
found to be quite similar to the Turkish population in the Netherlands in terms of
gender, age, and employment status. In addition, the remarkable consistency in res-
ults of domain specificity in studies with different Turkish-Dutch samples makes it
highly unlikely that substantial sampling effects played a role. However, sampling pro-
cedure remains a point of contention in acculturation research; snowball sampling
has the limitation that is does not produce a random sample of the migrant population.

PRACTICAL IMPLICATIONS

Although the nature ofthis research project has been mostly theoretical and methodo-
logical, some practical issues can be addressed.

Multiculturalism, in which cultural groups value and actively support the coexist-
ence of mutual cultural differences, is not (yet) a reality in the Netherlands. Although
views of Dutch majority and Turkish-Dutch minority group members on multicul-
turalism and acculturation differ substantially, particularly on the desire of cultural
maintenance of migrants, both groups agree on the need for minorities to adapt to
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Dutch culture in the public domain where the most cross-cultural encounters take
place. This implies that the current Dutch immigration policy needs to make a more
explicit split in public and private domains and should promote the development of
an integration acculturation strategy first in the public domain and tolerance Of
cultural diversity in the private domain. A policy aimed at promoting adaptation of
minorities in the public domain could strengthen the position of minorities in public
life spheres which is crucial for their participation in the Dutch 'dominant' society. At

the same time, the psychological needs and benefits for minorities to maintain their
own culture could be emphasized more, especially in the private domain. Support for
cultural maintenance in the private domain is likely to create also more space for
integration in the public domain.

The need for culturally appropriate assessment and interventions is increasingly

apparent as societies become more culturally diverse. Individual differences in accul-

turation can be measured at different levels of generality and specificity depending
upon the purpose of assessment. At a relatively broad level, the one-item measure can

be applied as a domain independent, overall rating of acculturation. For a fuller
assessment of an individual's acculturation, the use of the two-item measurement
method with separate scales for public and private domains is useful. The most efrec-

tive instruments are likely to be those developed for clearly defined purposes and for
use within a specific context. It is important to use the test and interpret its scores
within the appropriate context.

The four empirical studies in this thesis have answered some questions and raised

others, and it is clear that there are many unresolved issues still to be tackled. The
construct of acculturation should gain prominence in multicultural societies as it
focuses on cultural variability within societies. Research aimed at increasing concep-
tual clarity and providing methodological improvements should continue. Future
research should focus on the question of how we can account for acculturation in
assessment. In addition, more research is needed on the qualitative changes in accul-

turation over generations and on the characteristics of environmental demands on
the acculturation process.
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Summary

Due to increased international migration over the last decades, the population of the
Netherlands has become culturally diverse. Interest in the effects ofthis demographic
change has stimulated research in the social and behavioral sciences. Although
psychological acculturation, a generic name for changes in cultural orientation as a
result of coming into contact with other cultures, has frequently been examined, most
studies  in this field have been characterized by a lack of theoretical and methodolo-
gical coherence.

The current research project aimed at examining and integrating conceptual and
methodological issues associated with the measurement of psychological accultura-
tion. The project included four empirical studies, each emphasizing different aspects
of psychological acculturation ofTurkish-Dutch in the Netherlands. This group was
chosen because it forms  one  of the largest migrant groups  in the Netherlands  and
because Turkish-Dutch are often seen by native Dutch as the prototypical migrant
group. The primary aim ofthe studies was to gain more insight into the acculturation
process ofTurkish-Dutch by assessing, integrating, and further developing existing
models and measurement methods of acculturation.

Chapter I provided a theoretical framework for the study of acculturation by
describing the main theoretical and methodological issues in this field. The first part
ofthis chapter addressed the main research traditions and strategies, groups ofvari-
ables, and the theoretical models in acculturation research. The effects ofimmigra-
tion in the Netherlands (e.g., the positions of migrants and the Dutch immigrant
policy) were also presented. In addition, some concerns in acculturation research,
which were addressed in the four empirical studies, were discussed. These concerns
were:  (I) the importance of addressing the mutual views of majority and minority
groups on acculturation, (2) domain specificity and situation specificity of accultura-
tion, (3) differences in conceptualization and measurement methods in acculturation
research, and (4) acculturation attitude-behavior relationships.

The first study (Chapter 2) investigated the views of Dutch (N - I565) and Turkish-
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Dutch (N= I85) adults on multiculturalism and acculturation ofTurkish migrants.
The central research question of this study was to what extent the views on multicul-
turalism and acculturation differed between Dutch majority and Turkish-Dutch
minority group members. The results suggested that the views on acculturation and
multiculturalism held by the two groups differed in two aspects: desirability of
cultural maintenance and domain specificity of acculturation. Cultural maintenance
was more valued by Turkish-Dutch adults than by Dutch natives. The Dutch majority
valued assimilation of Turkish-Dutch above integration in all domains of life, while
Turkish-Dutch made a distinction between public and private domains, preferring
integration in the public domain and separation in the private domain. In addition,
Dutch natives had a neutral attitude toward multiculturalism in the Netherlands while
Turkish-Dutch had a more positive attitude. It seemed that acculturation was a relat-
ively homogeneous and unidimensional construct for the Dutch while it was more
heterogeneous, domain specific, and bidimensional for the Turkish-Dutch.

The difference in attitudes toward multiculturalism and acculturation by Dutch
and Turkish-Dutch could lead to problematic or even conflictual relational outcomes.
However, the likelihood of such conflicts should not be overstated. Both groups
agreed on the need to adapt to Dutch culture in public life, where most intercultural
encounters take place.

In the second study (Chapter 3) the experiences and implicit theories on accultura-
tion of I47 Turkish-Dutch migrants were compared to existing theoretical models.
Two aspects of these formal and informal theories were addressed, based on two

underlying issues: dimensionality (unidimensional, bidimensional and fusion
models) and domain specificity of acculturation. Domain specificity of acculturation
was an important aspect of the implicit theories ofTurkish-Dutch: The Dutch culture
was generally preferred in public, utilitarian domains (i.e., education, society and
social security, open-mindedness, and freedom) and the Turkish culture more in
personal domains (i.e., family and child-rearing practices, celebration and foods,
cultural customs and pride, and marriage and sexuality). The unidimensional
domain-specific model in which the speed of adaptation varies across life domains
was the most frequently applied implicit acculturation model. This study documented
the need to elaborate on domain specificity in acculturation models.

The main aim ofthe third study (Chapter 4) was to compare and integrate current
measurement methods of acculturation. Depending on the number of items

employed per life domain, three Likert-type measurement methods can be distin-
guished: one-item method (i.e., each item asks for a preference, ranging from the
heritage to the majority culture), two-item method  (i.e.,  one item pertains  to  the  atti-
tude toward the heritage culture and one item to the majority culture), and.four-item
method (i.e., the attitude toward each ofthe four acculturation strategies distinguished
by  Berry is asked in a separate item). These measurement methods were examined
in a set offour studies with different samples ofTurkish-Dutch. Each measurement
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method revealed support for domain specificity of acculturation, distinguishing
between public and private domains. Adaptation (integration) was more preferred in
the public domain and cultural maintenance (separation) in the private domain. The
two-item method yielded the most detailed results on acculturation, showing that
cultural maintenance was equally preferred in public and private domains, while
adaptation was more preferred in the public than in the private domain.

According to the model presented in the last study, in which the three methods
were compared simultaneously, acculturation can best be considered as a hierarchical

construct, with unidimensionality at the highest level (general adaptation or cultural

maintenance); this general factor is constituted  by two distinct, positively related
domain factors (private and public domains). Both domain factors consist of a single
dimension, ranging from cultural maintenance to adaptation.

The fourth study (Chapter 5) investigated the relationship between acculturation
attitudes and self-reported behaviors by addressing structural (identity of internal

structure), metric (identity of measurement unit), and scalar equivalence (identity of
measurement unit and scale origin) in three studies with Turkish-Dutch adults. In all
three studies, the attitude-behavior structural equivalence was high, indicating a
similar psychological structure underlying acculturation attitudes and self-reported
behaviors. This means that the same acculturation model can be applied to accultura-
tion attitudes and behaviors. The metric and scalar equivalence varied according to
measurement methods (one- and two-item method) and life domains of acculturation
(public and private). Equivalence was particularly high  in the private domain when
the same response formats were used for measuring attitudes and behaviors (one-
item  method), but scalar equivalence was substantially lower when there was varia-
tion in response formats (i.e., preferences in attitudes and frequencies ofbehaviors
in the two-item method). It was concluded that the equivalence framework is a useful
tool for studying acculturation attitude-behavior relations since it enables a further

specification of conditions of attitude-behavior correspondence.
Chapter 6 summarized the main findings ofthe four studies and discussed implica-

tions for theory and assessment as well as methodological limitations of the present
research. The four studies showed that acculturation involved complex processes and
numerous factors. No single measure or method could reveal the complexity of accul-

turation in a comprehensive manner. One of the main contributions of the studies in
this research project was that they pointed to the relevance of domain specificity in
acc:ulturation. In all the studies, Turkish-Dutch made a distinction between public and
private life domains: Integration was preferred in the public domain and separation
in the private domain. Domain specificity implies an intermediate level of accultura-
tion, meaning that individuals do not endorse both cultures to the same degree in all

domains.
Another important issue raised from these studies was related to the assessment

of acculturation. The basic problem in acculturation research  is that on the one hand
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we still do not have enough insight in the concept while on the other hand there is an
urgent need for a reliable acculturation instrument. The present findings suggest that
the two-item measurement method (independent measures of adaptation and cultural
maintenance) with items addressing public and private life domains is a useful tool
that could significantly contribute to the development of a reliable acculturation
instrument.

Although the findings from these studies have solved some questions regarding
conceptualization and assessment of acculturation, they have also raised some others.
For example, assessing views of majority and minority group members on accultura-
tion may require different acculturation models for the two groups. A unidimen-
sional, domain a-specific acculturation model is more suitable for native Dutch, who
see cultural maintenance as  a lack of adaptation, while a combination of the unidi-
mensional and bidimensional domain-specific models is more suitable for the
Turkish-Dutch minority group.

Another issue addressed the need to take the level of abstraction at which people
formulate their views on acculturation into account. Acculturation can be seen as a
layered concept.  At the highest level of hierarchy, migrants have general ideas about
their acculturation (unidimensional models), which are related to views on accultura-
tion in more specific life domains (public and private life domains), which in turn,
are related to views on acculturation in specific situations (adaptation and cultural
maintenance in specific situations). The three levels are related to each other but do
not completely coincide; each lower level has some degree of specificity.

In addition, the term integration needs to be more precisely defined and more
knowledge is needed about how integration is managed and negotiated. There may
be large variations in what is meant by integration (for instance, do migrants and
mainstreamers mean the same when they talk about integration?). It could even be
argued that most variation occurs within integration and not between acculturation
strategies.

Finally, future research on acculturation will ideally have a multivariate theoretical
foundation and research methodology. The construct of acculturation should gain
prominence in psychological assessment as it focuses on cultural variability within
societies, which  is a permanent characteristic of many Western societies.



Samenvatting

De Nederlandse samenleving is in de afgelopen veertig jaar een cultureel diverse
samenleving geworden. Binnen de sociale wetenschappen is er belangstelling
ontstaan voor de effecten van deze demografische verandering. Hoewel psychologische
acculturatie, een algemene naam voor veranderingen in culturele orientatie als gevolg
van cultuurcontact, regelmatig het onderwerp van onderzoek is geweest, wordt de
studie van acculturatie nog steeds gekenmerkt door een gebrek aan theoretische en

methodologische coherentie.
Het doel van dit onderzoeksproject was om conceptuele en methodologische

aspecten van psychologische acculturatie te bestuderen en te integreren. Het project
bestond uit vier empirische studies waarin verschillende aspecten van psychologische
acculturatie van Turkse Nederlanders zijn bestudeerd. Deze migrantengroep is ge-
kozen orndat ze 66n van de grootste migrantengroepen vormt en omdat autochtone
Nederlanders Turkse Nederlanders als typische allochtone groep beschouwen. Het
voornaamste doel van de vier studies was om meer inzicht te krijgen in het accultu-

ratieproces van Turkse Nederlanders door het bestuderen, integreren en verder
ontwikkelen van bestaande modellen en meetmethoden van acculturatie.

In hoofdstuk I worden theoretische en methodologische aspecten van het accul-

turatieonderzoek besproken, die als raamwerk dienen voor het bestuderen van accul-

turatie. In het eerste deel van dit hoofdstuk worden onderzoekstradities, strategieen,
acculturatievariabelen en theoretische modellen beschreven. Eveneens worden impli-
caties van acculturatie voor de Nederlandse samenleving besproken, zoals de maat-

schappelijke posities van migranten en het Nederlandse overheidsbeleid. In het
laatste deel van dit hoofdstuk wordt een aantal tekortkomingen van acculturatie-
onderzoek gepresenteerd. Deze tekortkomingen vormen het onderwerp van de vier

studies: (I) het belang van het bestuderen van wederzijdse attitudes en ideeen over
acculturatie van allochtonen en autochtonen, (2) domein- en situatiespecificiteit van
acculturatie, (3) verschillen in conceptualisatie en meetmethoden in acculturatie-

onderzoek, en (4) de relatie tussen acculturatie-attitude en -gedrag.
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De eerste van de vier studies (Hoofdstuk 2) was gericht op het bestuderen van de
attitudes van autochtone Nederlanders en Turkse Nederlanders ten aanzien van
multiculturalisme en acculturatie van Turkse migranten. De centrale onderzoeksvraag
was in hoeverre de meningen over multiculturalisme en acculturatie verschilden
tussen autochtonen en Turkse allochtonen. De resultaten gaven aan dat de meningen
verschilden over twee aspecten: het belang van cultuurbehoud, en de domeinspecifi-
citeit van acculturatie. Cultuurbehoud werd meer gewaardeerd door Turkse Neder-
landers dan door autochtonen. Autochtone Nederlanders hechtten meer belang aan
assimilatie dan aan integratie van Turkse migranten in alle gemeten levensdomeinen,
terwijl Turkse Nederlanders een onderscheid maakten tussen levensdomeinen,
waarbij integratie de voorkeur kreeg in het publieke domein en separatie in het prive-
domein. Autochtone Nederlanders hadden bovendien een neutrale attitude ten
aanzien van multiculturalisme in Nederland terwijl Turkse Nederlanders een meer
positieve attitude hadden. Acculturatie bleek een relatiefhomogeen en unidimensio-
neel begrip te zijn voor autochtonen, en meer heterogeen, domeinspecifiek en bidi-
mensioneel voor Turkse Nederlanders.

Het verschil in attitudes ten aanzien van multiculturalisme en acculturatie tussen
de twee bevolkingsgroepen zou in principe tot een problematische of zelfs tot een
conflictueuze relatie kunnen leiden. Echter, de waarschijnlijkheid van een conflict
hoeft niet te worden overdreven. Beide groepen zijn het met elkaar eens dat aan-
passing aan de Nederlandse cultuuur noodzakelijk is in het publieke domein, waar
de meeste interculturele contacten plaatsvinden.

In de tweede studie (Hoofdstuk 3) worden de ervaringen en impliciete theorieen
over acculturatie van I47 Turkse Nederlanders vergeleken met bestaande theoretische
modellen. Twee aspecten van deze formele en informele theorieen zijn bestudeerd,
namelijk dimensionaliteit (unidimensioneel, bidimensioneel en 'fusion' modellen)
en domeinspecificiteit van acculturatie. Domeinspecificiteit van acculturatie is een
belangrijk aspect in de impliciete theorieen van Nederlandse Turken: in de publieke,
utilitaire domeinen (m.n. onderwijs, de samenleving en sociale zekerheid, mentaliteit
en vrijheid) wordt de voorkeur gegeven aan de Nederlandse cultuur en in de meer
persoonlijke, priv6-domeinen aan de Turkse cultuur (m.n. familie en opvoeding,
feesten en eten, culturele gewoonten en trots, en huwelijk en sexualiteit). Het unidi-
mensionele domeinspecifieke model van acculturatie, volgens welke de mate van
aanpassing verschilt per levensdomein, is het meest gebruikte model in de impliciete
theorieen van Turkse Nederlanders. Deze studie geeft aan dat het bestuderen en
uitwerken van domeinspecificiteit van acculturatie een noodzakelijke volgende stap
is in het acculturatieonderzoek.

Het centraal onderwerp van de derde studie (Hoofdstuk 4) was het bestuderen en
vergelijken van de verschillende meetmethodes van acculturatie. Drie Likert-type
meetmethodes kunnen worden onderscheiden, afhankelijk van het aantal items dat
gebruikt wordt per levensdomein: de Un-item methode (bij elk item wordt gevraagd
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naar een voorkeur, lopend van de oorsponkelijke cultuur tot de meerderheidscultuur),
de twee-item methode (bij het ene item wordt gevraagd naar de attitude ten aanzien van
de oorspronkelijke cultuur, en bij het andere item naar de attitude ten aanzien van de

meerderheidscultuur), en de vier-item methode (per item wordt de attitude onderzocht
ten aanzien van 66n van de vier acculturatiestrategieen beschreven door Berry).  Deze
acculturatiemeetmethodes zijn bestudeerd in vier studies bij verschillende groepen
Turkse Nederlanders. In elke methode is domeinspecificiteit van acculturatie ge-
vonden, waarbij een onderscheid gemaakt wordt tussen het publieke en het prive-
domein. In het publieke domein wordt de voorkeur gegeven aan aanpassing (inte-
gratie) en in het privt-domein aan cultuurbehoud (separatie). De twee-item methode

geeft de meest gedetailleerde informatie over acculturatie; cultuurbehoud wordt even
belangrijk gevonden in het publieke als in het priv*-domein terwijl aanpassing in het

publieke domein meer de voorkeur krijgt dan in het priv6-domein. Bij de 66n-item en
bij de vier-item methodes is dit onderscheid niet te maken.

In de laatste studie in dit hoofdstuk, waarin de drie methodes tegelijk gemeten

zijn, wordt een acculturatiemodel besproken. Volgens dit model kan acculturatie
beschouwd worden als een hierarchisch concept dat uit drie niveaus bestaat. Boven-
aan in de hierarchie staat de algemene unidimensionele acculturatiefactor (algemene
aanpassing ofcultuurbehoud); deze algemene factor wordt gevormd door twee aparte
maar positief samenhangende domein-factoren (publiek en privt-domein). Beide
domeinfactoren zijn samengesteld uit enkelvoudige dimensies, lopend van cultuur-
behoud naar aanpassing. Deze drie niveaus vertonen samenhang met elkaar maar elk

lager niveau verwijst naar meer specificiteit.
In de vierde studie (Hoofdstuk 5) is de relatie onderzocht tussen acculturatie-atti-

tude en zelfgerapporteerd gedrag. De structurele equivalentie (identiteit van de
interne structuren), metrische equivalentie (identiteit van meeteenheden) en schaa-

lequivalentie (identiteit van meeteenheden en origine van de schaal) is vergeleken bij
drie studies met Turkse Nederlanders. In alle drie de studies was de structurele equi-
valentie hoog, wat wijst op een gelijke onderliggende psychologische structuur tussen
acculturatie-attitude en gerapporteerd gedrag. Dit betekent dat hetzelfde accultura-
tiemodel kan worden toegepast voor het meten van attitude en gedrag. De metrische

equivalentie en schaalequivalentie verschilden per meetmethode (66n- en twee-item

methode) en levensdomein van acculturatie (publieke en privd-domein). De equiva-
lentie was redelijk hoog in het privd-domein wanneer gelijke responsvormen voor atti-
tude en gedrag (bij de 66n-item methode) werden gebruikt, maar de schaalequiva-
lentie was aanzienlijk lager wanneer de responsvormen ongelijk waren (voorkeur in
attitude en voorkomen van gedrag bij de twee-item methode). Geconcludeerd wordt
dat het equivalentieraamwerk geschikt is om de relaties tussen acculturatie-attitude
en -gedrag te bestuderen.

In hoofdstuk 6 worden de belangrijkste resultaten van de vier empirische studies
samengevat, en worden zowel de implicaties voor theorie en psychologisch onderzoek
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als de methodologische beperkingen van het onderzoeksproject besproken. De vier
studies laten zien dat acculturatie een complex proces is waarin verschillende factoren
meespelen. E6n van de belangrijkste bevindingen van de studies in dit onderzoeks-
project is het belang van domeinspecificiteit in acculturatie. In alle studies maken
Turkse Nederlanders een onderscheid tussen het publieke en het priv6-domein: in het
publieke domein krijgt integratie de voorkeur, in het privd-domein separatie.

Een andere belangrijke bevinding van deze studies heeft betrekking op accultura-
tiemetingen. Het hoofdprobleem van acculturatieonderzoek is dat er aan de ene kant
onvoldoende inzicht is in het concept van acculturatie terwijl er aan de andere kant
dringend behoefte is aan een betrouwbaar acculturatiemeetinstrument. De bevin-
dingen van dit onderzoeksproject geven aan dat de twee-item methode (onafhanke-
lijke metingen van cultuurbehoud en aanpassing) met items welke zowel het publieke
als het privd-domein bevatten de meest geschikte methode is, en dat deze methode
een relevante bijdrage kan leveren aan het ontwikkelen van een betrouwbaar accul-
turatiemeetinstrument.

Alhoewel de bevindingen van dit onderzoeksproject een aantal vragen over concep-

tualisering en acculturatiemetingen hebben beantwoord, hebben ze ook een aantal
nieuwe onderzoeksthema's gegenereerd. Zo kunnen bijvoorbeeld voor het meten van
de mening van de meerderheids- en de minderheidsgroep over acculturatie verschillen-
de acculturatiemodellen toegepast worden. Een unidimensioneel, domein-aspecifiek
acculturatiemodel is meer geschikt voor de meerderheidsgroep die cultuurbehoud als
een gebrek aan aanpassing beschouwt, terwijl een combinatie van uni- en bidi-
mensioneel domeinspeficieke modellen meer geschikt is voor de minderheidsgroep.

Een ander aspect is het niveau van abstractie waarop mensen hun meningen for-
muleren. Acculturatie kan gezien worden als een concept  dat uit verschillende niveaus

bestaat. Op het hoogste niveau hebben migranten algemene ideeen over hun accultu-
ratie (het unidimensionele model is van toepassing); dit algemeen niveau wordt ver-
der toegespitst op meer specifieke domeinen (publiek en privt) welke op hun beurt meer
specifieke situaties omvatten (aanpassing en cultuurbehoud in specifieke situaties).

Verder moet de term integratie beter gedefinieerd worden. Zo bedoelen allochto-
nen en autochtonen doorgaans niet hetzelfde als ze het over integratie hebben, en
zijn er bij allochtonen ook verschillen van mening over welke mix van aanpassing en
cultuuurbehoud bij integratie hoort. Er kan zelfs gesteld worden dat er meer variatie
is binnen de integratiestrategie (mate van combinatie van aanpassing en cultuurbe-
houd) dan tussen de acculturatiestrategieen.

Om groter inzicht in het concept van acculturatie te verkrijgen zou er gekozen
kunnen worden voor een multidisciplinaire theoretische en methodologische bena-
dering. Acculturatie zou meer aandacht moeten krijgen in het psychologisch onder-
zoek. Het concept heeft betrekking op culturele diversiteit binnen een samenleving,
en het is duidelijk dat het multiculturele karakter van veel Westerse samenlevingen,
waaronder de Nederlandse, van blijvende aard is.
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